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              ·· Strategy ·· Policy ·· Planning ··   
 
 
3 June 2020 
 
Auckland Council 
Private Bag 92300 
AUCKLAND 1142 
 
The Manager, Resource Consents 
Auckland Central Office 
Graham Street 
Attention:  Patrick Moss, Senior Planner 
 
Dear Patrick 
 
RE: RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION LUC60134603-A  
 
Thank you for your request dated 14 May for further information under section 92 of the Act. 
 
Neville Hegley of Hegley Acoustic has discussed the S92 request with Andrew Gordon, Council’s 
acoustic expert.  Please discuss this response with Andrew.  
 
Most of the answers to your questions are set out it the attached letter from Hegley Acoustic.  
However, some comments are also offered below. 
 
Bullet point 4 
 
The response from Hegley Acoustic refers to clause “4.3.2” – note that this is referring the NZ 
Standard.  
 
Bullet point 5:  Please comment if the proposed maximum number of flights per week/per day 
are likely to occur and if not, please advise what the typical number of movements per week/per 
day are anticipated to be.  
 
Response: Yes, 3 flights per day up to 10 per week are likely to occur at times, although clearly 
this will be the exception rather than the rule.  With the maximum number of flights being 104 
proposed per year, there will be several weeks when no flights may occur at all.  
 
Bullet Point 8.    The AEE states compliance will be achieved with AUP (OP) E25.6.32 however the 
maximum noise level is not assessed in the acoustic report. Accordingly, please provide predicted 
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LAFmax levels at affected receiver locations and if an infringement is predicted, an assessment of 
effects.  
 
Response.  See response from Hegley Acoustic.  As pointed out in the second sentence of that 
response there was a misinterpretation by the planner in referring to E25.6.32 when reading the 
technical assessment – as stated in the response from Hegley Acoustic it is unclear exactly what 
was required in Rule E25.6.32.   
 
I suggest the AEE be re-submitted with the deletion of the sentence at the top of page 7 which 
states “The assessment of effects shows the proposal complies with the rule” because clearly 
the Acoustic wording does not reflect this statement.  An amended AEE report is attached to 
this letter.   
 
 
Please contact the undersigned if you have any queries re this response.  I look forward to your 
decision on this application. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 


 
Craig Shearer 
Director 
Shearer Consulting Limited 
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22 May 2020 
 
 
 
Craig Shearer 
Shearer Consulting Limited 
PO Box 60240 
Titirangi 
Auckland 
 
 
Dear Craig 
 
15 CREMORNE STREET 
 
Thank you for a copy of the Auckland Council request for further information dated 14 May 2020 
regarding the noise from the proposed change of conditions 10 and 12 of a consent relating to the 
number of permitted helicopter flights from 15 Cremorne Street, Herne Bay.  The following sets out 
the request and our response.  
 


Please clarify when referring to a proposed weekly average of 11 flights per week this is 
actually the maximum number of flights allowed to ensure compliance with 50dB Ldn at or 
within sites containing dwellings that have not provided written approval. 


 
Eleven flights a week reflects the maximum number to comply with 50dBA Ldn.  It is noted a 
maximum of ten flights a week are proposed.  
 
 


Please clarify if predicted Ldn levels provided in Table 1 are averaged over 7 consecutive days. 
 
Averaging has been based on seven consecutive days as adopted in Clause 4.3 of NZS 6807:1994 
Noise management and land use planning for helicopter landing areas. 
 
 


Please provide predicted Ldn levels at the site boundary of 6 River Terrace and 10 Wairangi 
Street where written consents were not obtained. 


 
These two sites are a slightly further from the helipad as predicted for 20 Cremorne Street (Site 2 in 
the report) so a similar to lower noise level (50dBA Ldn) could be expected.  Figure 1 shows the 
cross section to Site 2 (20 Cremorne Street), Figure 2 the cross section to 6 River Terrace and 
Figure 3 the cross section to 10 Wairangi Street.  As shown on these cross sections the helicopter 
noise is located 3m above ground level and the receiver height of 1.5m at the closest site boundary 
to the helipad and any intervening buildings are include on the cross section. 
 
As shown on Figures 1 – 3 there are screening effects to 6 River Terrace and 10 Wairangi Street 
when the helicopter is on the ground and at immediate lift off so the level received at these two sites 
will be slightly lower than for  20 Cremorne Street and within 50dBALdn. 
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Figure 1.  Site 2 (20 Cremorne Street)
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Figure 2.  6 River Terrace
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Figure 3.  10 Wairangi Street
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Please confirm the proposed maximum of 3 flights (or 6 movements) can occur on a single 
day and will not exceed 50dB Ldn at or within sites containing dwellings that have not provided 
written approval. 


 
Three flight movements in one day will be up to 53dBA Ldn.  However, clause 4.3.2 states 
“Averaging shall not be conducted over periods of longer than seven consecutive days.  The 
averaged value shall not exceed the relevant limit, and in any case the limit shall not be exceeded 
by more than double the sound exposure limit (i.e. 3dBA in Ldn terms) on any day.”  That is a level of 
up to 53dBA Ldn is anticipated providing fewer flights occur on other days of the week to ensure the 
weekly average does not exceed 50dBA Ldn. 
 
 


Please comment if the proposed maximum number of flights per week/per day are likely to 
occur and if not, please advise what the typical number of movements per week/per day are 
anticipated to be. 


 
To be advised by the Planner 
 
 


Please provide noise monitoring results from field testing of an Air Bus H130T2 during landing, 
shut down, start up, ground idling, take-off and hovering (if available). 


 
Figure 4 shows the noise trace undertaken during the testing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Is helicopter manoeuvring close to the helipad under different wind speeds/directions likely to 
occur and if so how would this affect predicted Ldn levels. 


 
No, and there will not be a measurable change to the helicopter noise.  If the wind speed is high the 
background sound will increase and provide some degree of masking other noise sources, such as 
the helicopter. 
 
 


The AEE states compliance will be achieved with AUP (OP) E25.6.32 however the maximum 
noise level is not assessed in the acoustic report.  Accordingly, please provide predicted LAFmax 
levels at affected receiver locations and if an infringement is predicted, an assessment of 
effects. 


 
The noise assessment stated the “results reflect what is believed to be the aim of the conditions and 
Rule E25.6.32 in the AUP-OP” as it is unclear exactly what was required.  This was misinterpreted to 
mean the noise complied with Rule E25.6.32.  The Ldn does comply with the 50dBA limit of Rule 


Figure 4.  Noise trace of Air Bus H130T2 
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E25.6.32, however, the maximum level of 85dB LAFmax is not complied with.  The reason for an 85dB 
LAFmax limit in the AUP(OP) for the day and night periods is not clear as it is unusual to adopt a 
maximum level for daytime activities and normally if a daytime level were to be adopted it would be 
expected to be a minimum of 10dB above the night time level, not the same.   
 
Clause 1.1 of NZS 6807 states “This Standard is intended to apply … where flight movements are 
likely to result in a maximum sound level (Lmax) exceeding 70dBA at night-time or 90dBA during day-
time in any residential zone”.  That is a daytime level of 90dBA is used on NZS6807 as a trigger for 
the noise assessment, not a control.  A maximum of 85dB in Rule E25.6.32 appears to be related to 
a night time control rather than a daytime control.  Due the uncertainty of the intention of Rule 
E25.6.32 the wording as set out above was adopted in the assessment.  The above was not seen as 
a critical point as the existing conditions do not adopt a maximum noise level as no night flights are 
permitted. 
 
Regardless of the above the maximum level has been predicted for the closer boundaries to the 
helipad based on the measurements undertaken and given in Figure 4 above.  The maximum noise 
has been predicted at each of the sites assessed as shown in Figure 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Site1 Lmax 
1 87dBA 
2 93dBA 
32 84dBA 
4 92dBA 
52 84dBA
62 84dBA
7 92dBA


1  As shown on Figure 5 
2  Helicopter screened when on ground 
 


Table 1.  Maximum noise level 


Site 1 
Site 2 


Site 3


Site 4


Site 5


Site 6 


Site 7


Figure 5.  Assessment points 
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With respect to the noise effects from the maximum level experienced at each of these sites there is 
no change to that currently permitted and experienced in terms of the consent for the site.  The 
change sought is a potential of up to three flights a day with no more than 104 flights a year (an 
average of two flights a week).  Although this change provides for an increase in the potential 
number of events that may occur on any one day the limitation of any events to 104 flights a year 
has not changed so results in the same total flights as currently consented.  That is, the resulting 
noise effect remains the same as currently permitted.  
 
 


Please comment on noise effects for users of public space, beach and shoreline areas given 
the proximity of these areas to the helipad. 


 
Noise at the beach area of the end of Cremorne Street will be similar to that predicted for site 2 at 
50dBA Ldn and 92dBA Lmax.  At these levels the noise will be clearly heard by anyone on the beach 
but taking into account the short duration of the sound and levels the noise is considered to be 
reasonable.  This is the same as the current consent permits so there is no change and hence the 
effects remain the same for anyone on the beach. 
 
 


Please confirm that helicopters using the helipad will not fly directly over any dwelling when 
operating below 500 feet. 


 
No helicopter will fly over the houses in this area.  The flight path to and from the helipad is across 
the water.     
 
 


Please advise the typical duration to descend from 500 feet to land and to ascend to 500 feet 
after take-off. 


 
The duration for an arrival is typically 52 seconds 
The duration for a departure is typically 46 seconds 
 
These times assume calm conditions.  There may be a small variation if flying downwind or upwind, 
the variation being dependent on the wind speed. 
 
 


The acoustic report does not comment on potential cumulative noise effects from consented 
helipads in the surrounding area.  At least two consented helipads are known at 12 Cremorne 
Street and 64 Sentinel Street although there may be more. 


 
The helipad at 12 Cremorne Street is 125m to the west and the flight path is to the north-west way 
from this helipad and when on the ground the helicopter is screened by the topography to the 
dwellings at this site.  At 130m (without screening) noise to the dwellings near the helipad at this site 
will be a minimum of 10dB below the highest noise experienced from a helicopter flight at this 
location (Site 2).  Where a noise is 10dB or more below an existing noise there are no cumulative 
noise effect to the higher level and hence noise adverse cumulative noise effects. 
 
The helipad at 64 Sentinel Street is 310m to the east so the noise received to this site will be more 
than 15dB below helicopter noise experienced from this site.  Thus the cumulative noise effects will 
be insignificant. 
 
Should you have any questions regarding the above please do not hesitate to contact me.    
  
Yours faithfully 
Hegley Acoustic Consultants 
 
 
Nevil Hegley 
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1. BACKGROUND AND SITE 


 
In March 2015 the property owner at 15 Cremorne Street in Herne Bay applied for and was 
granted land use consent (R/LUC/2015/940) to construct a helicopter pad and operate a 
domestic helicopter within the residential zone of Auckland City.  A copy of the consent is 
attached at Appendix 1 to this report.   The property has since changed hands and is now 
owned by the applicant to this application. 
 
By way of background, the main effects considered in 2015 in assessing the proposal were 
effects on neighbourhood character, noise, safety, physical effects, neighbouring sites and 
cumulative effects.  Overall, the effects were considered to be less than minor and consent 
was granted, with conditions the grantee needed to comply with applied to the consent. 
 
In particular, a detailed assessment of potential noise was undertaken by Hegley Acoustics.  
In particular the report “recommended that the use of helicopters be controlled with a daily 
noise exposure level (Ldn) rather than controlling the number of movements which on its own 
will not control the noise exposure and hence the effects for neighbours”.  
 
The report found, with appropriate controls such as imposing a noise limit, requiring 
compliance with the Fly Neighbourly Guide, using a direct flight path directly to and from the 
Harbour, restricting the hours of flights, using the landing pad at the front of the premises and 
restricting the type of helicopter to one which did not create noise effects greater then a 
Eurocopter 130, then consent could be granted.  The conditions reflecting these controls are 
as follows (see Appendix 1 for a full list of all conditions): 


7. The consent holder shall ensure that the use of the landing area on the site to which 
the consent applies for helicopter operations shall not exceed a noise limit of Ldn 
50dBA when measured at or within the boundary of any adjacent dwelling (excluding 
any dwelling where written approval has been provided).  
 


8. All flights shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00am – 10:00pm each day or between 
Morning Civil Twilight and Evening Civil Twilight whichever is the more restrictive; 


 
9. All arrivals and departures shall take place on the flight path outlined in Figure 1. 


"Proposed Helipad Site" of the Hegley Acoustic Consultants report dated March 2014; 
 


10. The number of flights per week shall not exceed two (four movements) with no more 
than one flight (two movements) on any one day. 
 


11. Measurements of helicopter noise shall be carried out in accordance with the 
requirements of NZS6801: 1991 Measurement of Sound; 
 


12. The helipad shall not be used for any helicopter creating noise effects greater than a 
‘Eurocopter 130’ unless it has been demonstrated that the noise will comply with 
conditions 7. above; 
 


13. The consent holder shall require that all pilots using the site, plan routes and fly in 
accordance with the recommendations of the Helicopter Association International ‘Fly 
Neighbourly’ Guide; 


 
In respect of the number of flights, Hegley Acoustics determined in its report which informed 
the 2015 application that one flight per day (2 movements) could occur – or seven per week – 
which will comply with the requirements.  However, the applicant proposed to operate a lesser 
number of flights per week than the maximum calculated - two flights (four movements) per 
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week with no more than one flight on any one day. It is for this reason that condition 10 
restricted the number of movements to this number, not to further reduce noise levels. 
 
At the time of assessing the application, Council determined the actual and potential adverse 
effects from the proposal will be less than minor, and that the proposal is generally consistent 
with the relevant policy statements and plans or proposed plans.  
 
The site itself is located adjacent to the Waitemata Harbour at 15 Cremorne Street Herne Bay 
– see Figure 1 below. The landing pad for the helicopter has not changed – it is at the front of 
the existing house, and the approach and departure from the landing pad is directly from and 
to the Waitemata Harbour, thus there is no need to fly in the direction of adjacent houses.  
 
The applicants’ dwelling is extensive – it is a large two storey dwelling and spreads across the 
width of the section, thus acting as a barrier to sound behind the dwelling. A tennis court is 
located behind the house.  


Figure 1: 15 Cremorne Street location plan 
 


 
 
 
 
The property is zoned Residential – Single House Zone in the Auckland Unitary Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Applicant’s site 


Helipad 
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2. THE PROPOSAL 
 
Since the consent was granted, the property has changed ownership.  The new owners have 
found some of the consent conditions restrictive, specifically the daily and weekly flights 
permitted, as they do not provide for their helicopter to land, collect them and leave (one flight), 
and then return them later in the day – this would constitute two flights, and thus would 
contravene condition 10.   
 
An updated assessment has been undertaken by Hegley Acoustics (see Appendix 2).  The 
assessment was based on the applicant’s new Air Bus H130T2 helicopter (which has replaced 
the consented Eurocopter 130 helicopter) to determine if the consented flight movements can 
be rearranged (condition 10) whilst still complying with the noise and other conditions of the 
consent.   
 
Hegley Acoustics has carried out field testing of the Air Bus H130T2 and found the noise 


exposure at the boundary of the closer houses will comply with the 50dBA Ldn limit based on 


11 flights a week (11 daytime arrivals and 11 daytime departures). This equates to an average 


of 1.5 flights a day with an upper limit of 3 flights (3 daytime arrivals and 3 daytime departures) 


a day providing the weekly average does not exceed 11 flights. 


Based on this information, the proposal is to rearrange the number of flights permitted to 


provide a greater degree of flexibility to the owners of the property, whilst still complying with 


the 50dBA Ldn limit noise requirements set out in condition 10 of the consent.  The applicant 


wishes to extend the number of flights per week to 11 (11 arrivals and 11 departures) with an 


upper limit of 3 flights (3 arrivals and 3 departures) per day provided the weekly average does 


not exceed 11 flights.  The maximum number of yearly flights would remain at 104. 


This application therefore seeks to amend the conditions of the existing consent under section 
127 of the RMA.  The application does not seek to expand the effects of the activity beyond 
that provided for in the existing consent – the effects will still be able to comply in particular 
with the noise limit of Ldn 50dBA.  
 
It is therefore proposed to change conditions 10 and 12. The proposed changes are set out 


below. 


10. The number of flights per week shall not exceed ten (twenty movements) with no 


more than three flights (six movements) on any one day and 104 flights (208 


movements) in any year; 


12. The helipad shall not be used for any helicopter creating noise effects greater than 


an ‘Air Bus H130T2’ unless it has been demonstrated that the level of noise will comply 


with condition 7 above; 


Conditions 7 – 9, 11, 13 and 14 would remain unchanged. 


A new condition is also suggested to refer to NZS6807:1994 Noise Management and Land 


Use Planning for Helicopter Landing Areas as there is no reference on how helicopter noise 


should be assessed in the current conditions or in the Auckland Unitary Plan. Ldn is not 


defined in the AUP-OP so has no meaning without reference to a specific document and 


cannot be effectively enforced.  A new condition should be added as set out below. 


The noise from helicopters using the site shall comply with the requirements of 


NZS6807:1994 Noise Management and Land Use Planning for Helicopter Landing 


Areas. 
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS ASSESSMENT 


 


3.1  Introduction 


 
When considering an application for a section 127 change of conditions of a resource consent, 
sections 88 to 121 of the Act apply as if the application were an application for a resource 
consent for a discretionary activity, and the references to a resource consent and to the activity 
were references only to the change of condition(s) and the effects of the change(s). 


When considering an application for a discretionary activity the Council as consent authority 
must, subject to Part 2 of the RMA, have regard to any actual and potential effects on the 
environment and any provisions of relevant policy documents.   


A full assessment of effects of the effects of the proposal was undertaken by John Childs 
Planning prior to the consent being granted in 2015. As the current application is to update 
conditions 10 and 12 of the current resource consent to allow for greater flexibility of flight 
movement, then only the actual or potential effects of this flexibility is to be assessed in this 
application. For all other matters the assessment of effects from the original application 
process remain valid and are not assessed here.      


The following actual or potential effect has been assessed: 
 


3.2  Noise 


 
Hegley Acoustic Consultants have carried out a detailed assessment of the proposal and in 
particular to determine if the proposal meets the 50dBA Ldn requirement of condition 7.  
 
After carrying out field testing of the Air Bus H130T2 the report concludes that by adopting the 
currently approved flight path (see Figure 2 Hegley Report) and adopting the “Fly Neighbourly” 
program, the noise exposure at the boundary of the closer houses will comply with the 50dBA 
Ldn limit based on 11 flights a week (11 daytime arrivals and 11 daytime departures). This 
equates to an average of 1.5 flights a day with an upper limit of 3 flights (3 daytime arrivals 
and 3 daytime departures) a day providing the weekly average does not exceed 11 flights. 
 
The report also notes that the motor on the Air Bus H130T2 can be closed down 30 seconds 
after landing and can take off 30 seconds after starting up. This is compared to the Eurocopter 
130 referenced in the original consent where the time is up to 4 minutes, and makes a 
significant difference to the potential noise.  The pilot will shut the engines down and wait until 
passengers are ready to fly before starting the engines up again – with the older Eurocopter 
130 the engines were kept running so the noise effects are potentially greater.  
 
The applicant has volunteered to maintain the number of flights per year to 104, the same 
number as currently permitted in the existing consent. 
 
The Acoustic report has noted that Ldn is not defined in the AUP-OP so has no meaning 
without reference to a specific document. Some clarity is needed as the conditions cannot be 
effectively enforced as currently written.  The report recommends the proposed activity should 
be related to NZS6807 in the conditions of consent, which was prepared specifically for such 
use and reflects what is believed to be the aim of the conditions and Rule E25.6.32 in the 
Auckland Unitary Plan. 
 
Rule E25.6.32 in the AUP relates to Helicopter noise, and requires noise levels for helicopters 
at take-off or landing on any site except for emergency services must not exceed Ldn 50dB or 
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85dB LAFmax measured within the boundary or the notional boundary of any adjacent site 
containing activities sensitive to noise. 
 
In summary, subject to suggested conditions being imposed the adverse effects on the 
environment resulting from the proposed amended conditions will be less than minor.  


  
4. STATUTORY ASSESSMENT (Section 104 RMA) 


The following assessment is restricted to objectives and policies relevant to the change of 


conditions of resource consent. 


4.1  Actual and Potential Effects on the Environment (Section 104(1)(b)) 


These have been discussed in section 3 above and have been assessed as less than minor. 


 


4.2 National Policy Documents (Section 104(1)(b)) 


 


There are no national environmental standards or policy statements or other regulations 


relevant to the application. 


4.3  Auckland Unitary Plan (Section 104(1)(b)) 


The Residential – Single House Zone Objectives and Policies have been reviewed to ensure 


the change of conditions is consistent with them. The proposal is consistent with Objectives 


(1), and (3) in that the amenity values of the neighbourhood will not be adversely affected as 


noise levels will continue to be below the maximum permitted noise levels provided for in the 


existing consent.  All flights will need to follow the consented flight path and the Helicopter 


Association International 'Fly Neighbourly' Guide.  


The Policies generally reflect the Objectives with Policy (7) being the most relevant – providing 


for non-residential activities that support the social and economic well-being of the community; 


are in keeping with the scale and intensity of development anticipated within the zone; and 


avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on residential amenity.   


The proposed changes of conditions are in keeping with what has been consented in the past 


as an appropriate scale and intensity of development, and use, and the use will avoid adverse 


effects on residential amenity by restricting flights, specifying the type of helicopter or 


equivalent to be used, and provides a reference to how helicopter noise should be assessed 


against the AUP provisions.    


The Objectives and Policies in E25, Noise and Vibration, are reasonably straight forward.  The 


relevant Objectives are: 


(1) People are protected from unreasonable levels of noise and vibration. 


 


(2) The amenity values of residential zones are protected from unreasonable noise and 


vibration, particularly at night. 


 


The relevant Policies aimed at giving effect to these Objectives are: 


1. Set appropriate noise and vibration standards to reflect each zone’s function and 


permitted activities, while ensuring that the potential adverse effects of noise and 


vibration are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 
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2. Minimise, where practicable, noise and vibration at its source or on the site from which 


it is generated to mitigate adverse effects on adjacent sites. 


 


4 Use area or activity specific rules where the particular functional or operational needs 


of the area or activity make such rules appropriate. 


 


5 Prevent significant noise-generating activities other than roads and railway lines from 


establishing in or immediately adjoining residential zones 


The proposal has been evaluated against these Objectives and Policies.  The proposal does 


not increase noise levels over and above what is already provided for in the existing consent 


conditions, so people will be protected from unreasonable levels of noise. The noise level is 


set at Ldn 50dB as required in Policy (1) to protect the residential area. The requirement to not 


use a helicopter at night (after 10pm) is preserved and the flight path and flight movements in 


accordance with the Fly Neighbourly' Guide will assist in minimising noise and restricting it to 


the large and generally enclosed site from which it is generated. 


Policies 4 and 5 are not relevant to the proposed change as the use has already been 


established in the zone.    


Overall, the change in conditions proposed is not contrary to the relevant objectives and 


policies of the Auckland Unitary Plan.   


 


5. NOTIFICATION 


In determining whether public notification is needed, the applicant is not asking for public 


notification and no further information or report has yet been requested (s95A(3).  


Under section 95A(8)(b) of the RMA a consent authority must decide, in accordance with 


section 95D, whether or not the proposal is likely to have effects on the environment that are 


more than minor.  The assessment undertaken in this application concludes that the effects of 


the proposed changes of conditions of consents will be less than minor, and therefore no 


public notification is required.  No special circumstances exist in relations to the application 


that warrant the application being publicly notified (s95A(9)). The proposal is to amend the 


conditions of consent for the use of a helipad which has been consented for some years. The 


amended applications will not create any unexpected or special circumstances.    


If a consent authority does not publicly notify an application for a resource consent for an 


activity, it must decide whether there is any affected person in relation to the activity who 


should be limited notified.  Section 95B sets out the criteria for determining limited notification. 


There are no affected protected customary rights groups (s95B(2)(a), and no known statutory 


acknowledgements (s95(3)(a) and (b).  Otherwise potentially affected persons are to be 


assessed in accordance with s95E. It is noted that s127(4) is relevant in this assessment, as 


follows: 


As this is a section 127 application to change the conditions of an existing consent, then the 


RMA under section 127(4) states: 


For the purposes of determining who is adversely affected by the change or 


cancellation, the consent authority must consider, in particular, every person who— 


(a) made a submission on the original application; and 
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(b) may be affected by the change or cancellation. 


Under s95E, a person is an affected person if the consent authority decides that the activity’s 


adverse effects are minor or more than minor (but are not less than minor).  


The assessment of effects undertaken in this application has shown that the effects of the 


application are less than minor.  The proposal has no greater, if as many, adverse environment 


effects than the existing consented proposal.  Thus, there is no person who can be assessed 


as being affected by the effects of the application in a minor or more than minor way, and 


there is no reason for the application to be limited notified as the effects are assessed as being 


less than minor.  


It is recommended the application proceed on a non-notified basis.  


 


6. CONCLUSION 


This application proposes to change the conditions of consent number R/LUC/2015/940 under 
Section 127 of the RMA.  The existing consent conditions, specifically the number of daily and 
weekly flights permitted, are overly restrictive when assessed against the noise levels 
permitted in the existing resource consent.   
 
The proposal is to rearrange the number of flights permitted so that 104 flights per year were 
still provided for, and providing up to 11 flights a week (11 daytime arrivals and 11 daytime 
departures) with an upper limit of 3 flights per day whilst still complying with the 50dBA Ldn 
limit set out in the AUP.   
 
A technical assessment has been undertaken that shows the effects will be less than minor, 
and that the proposal complies with the relevant provisions of the AUP.  
 
It is proposed to update conditions 10 and 12. The proposed changes are set out as follows. 


10. The number of flights per week shall not exceed ten (twenty movements) with no 


more than three flights (six movements) on any one day and 104 flights (208 


movements) in any year; 


12. The helipad shall not be used for any helicopter creating noise effects greater than 


an ‘Air Bus H130T2’ unless it has been demonstrated that the level of noise will comply 


with condition 7 above; 


A new condition is also suggested as follows to refer to NZS6807:1994 Noise Management 


and Land Use Planning for Helicopter Landing Areas.  Ldn is not defined in the AUP-OP so 


has no meaning without reference to a specific document and cannot be effectively enforced.   


The noise from helicopters using the site shall comply with the requirements of 


NZS6807:1994 Noise Management and Land Use Planning for Helicopter Landing 


Areas. 
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Appendix 1:  Existing Consent 
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Appendix 2:  Acoustic Assessment – Hegley 


Acoustic Consultants 


 


 






