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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Sara Kristy McMillan.  I am a Senior Planner at Tonkin & Taylor 

Limited and have ten years of planning experience in New Zealand. 

1.2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science (Geography) and Master of 

Science (Environmental Science) with first class honours from the University 

of Auckland.  I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and a 

member of the Resource Management Law Association. 

1.3 My experience spans most aspects of planning with a particular emphasis on 

policy advice and preparation of submissions on plan changes, and the 

preparation of resource consent applications.  

1.4 I have been engaged by the New Zealand Defence Force ("NZDF") on behalf 

of the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority 

("CERA"), to provide planning evidence addressing Temporary Military 

Training Activity ("TMTA") provisions in the Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  

1.5 I have been providing NZDF with planning advice on the General Rules and 

Procedures (Stages 2 and 3) Proposal of the Replacement Plan since May 

2015.  I have been involved in informal discussion and formal pre-hearing 

mediation with Christchurch City Council ("Council") on behalf of the Crown 

to address the matters raised in the Crown's submission.  

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and 

will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel. 

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 
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3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to TMTA and other matters 

of interest to NZDF in the General Rules and Procedures chapter. 

Specifically, my evidence addresses: 

(a) the Revised Proposal; 

(b) an overview of TMTA; 

(c) noise standards for TMTA; 

(d) the activity status for TMTA that are not permitted; 

(e) proposed rules for TMTA; 

(f) definitions for 'TMTA', 'helicopter movement' and 'aircraft operations';  

(g) a summary of the matters contained in the Revised Proposal that I 

support; and 

(h) the planning framework as it relates to these activities.  

3.2 In preparing my evidence, I have relied on the evidence of Mr Robert Owen 

and Mr Malcolm Hunt, both dated 17 February 2016. 

3.3 I have also relied on the following key documents: 

(a) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014, specifically the Statement of Expectations ("SOE");  

(b) Decision 1 of the Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes ("Strategic Directions Decision");  

(c) the Stage 2 notified General Rules and Procedures Proposal 

(Proposal 6) and the Stage 3 notified General Rules and Procedures 

(Central City) Proposal (Proposal 13), collectively referred to as the 

"Notified Proposal";  

(d) the Stage 2 Section 32 Report for Proposal 61, the Stage 3 Section 32 

Report for Proposal 6 Addendum, and the Stage 3 Section 32 Report 

for Proposal 13; 

(e) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement ("RPS");  

                                                
1
 Note that this is only available online in draft from: 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/propertysearch/ContentContainer.html?page=section32 
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(f) the Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone 

("LURP");  

(g) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy"); and  

(h) the updated tracked changes version of Proposal 6.1 included as 

Attachment B to Ms Andrew’s evidence, the updated tracked changes 

version of Proposal 6.2 included as Attachment A to Ms McLaughlin’s 

evidence, the updated tracked change version of Proposal 6.7 included 

as Attachment D to Ms Dixon’s evidence, and the updated tracked 

change version of Proposal 6.8 included as Attachment B to Mr Blair’s 

evidence (collectively referred to as the “Revised Proposal”). 

3.4 I confirm that I have read those parts of the evidence of Ms Andrew, 

Ms McLaughlin, Mr Camp, Ms Dixon, and Mr Blair on behalf of the Council 

that relates to NZDF's interests (each dated 4 February 2016, excepting Mr 

Blair’s dated 5 February 2016).  

3.5 Pre-hearing discussions have resulted in agreement being reached between 

the Council and the Crown on many of the matters of particular interest to 

NZDF, with these changes shown in the Revised Proposal.  My evidence 

focusses on areas where there is still disagreement between the Council and 

Crown in relation to NZDF's submission points.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 I support the inclusion of specific rules for TMTA in the Replacement Plan 

that enable NZDF to conduct TMTA as a permitted activity, subject to 

compliance with reasonable noise standards as set out in the evidence of Mr 

Hunt.  

4.2 NZDF has developed a set of noise standards specific to TMTA, and is 

seeking their inclusion in district plans around the country with the aim of 

achieving consistency across jurisdictional boundaries.  NZDF's approach to 

standardising noise rules for TMTA is consistent with the SOE, the Strategic 

Directions Objectives and other higher order planning documents, and in my 

opinion is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.  

4.3 Rather than adopting NZDF's noise standards in the Replacement Plan, the 

Council is recommending its own noise standards for TMTA. In particular, for 

weapons firing and explosives noise, the Council has continued to argue 
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strongly against the use of minimum setbacks and recommends decibel limits 

much lower than those sought by the Crown.  As such this matter remains 

unresolved.   

4.4 Other remaining areas of disagreement relate to the activity status of TMTA 

that do not meet the permitted activity standards (with the Crown seeking a 

controlled activity status for these activities), and the Council's reluctance to 

include a definition for TMTA. 

5. REVISED PROPOSAL 

5.1 The Revised Proposal has addressed many of the points of specific interest 

to NZDF raised in the Crown submission.  

5.2 The table in Appendix B to Mr Willis’ evidence sets out each of the Crown's 

submission points, and makes a recommendation to the Hearings Panel to 

accept or not accept the Revised Proposal for each point.  

5.3 I give reasons in my evidence for the recommendations that are relevant to 

NZDF’s interests.  

6. INTRODUCTION TO TEMPORARY MILITARY TRAINING ACTIVITIES 

6.1 As set out in Mr Owen's evidence, NZDF is undertaking a nationwide project 

to update the standards in district plans relating to TMTA.  As a result, NZDF 

has commissioned professional acoustic advice from Malcolm Hunt 

Associates which has developed a set of noise standards specific to TMTA.  

Mr Hunt has given the technical background to how these noise standards 

were developed based on extensive field measurement of actual TMTA 

noise.  

6.2 NZDF has made a significant investment to date in its project for consistency 

in TMTA provisions in district plans around the country.  Aside from the 

operational difficulties that the current nationwide variation in district plan 

rules creates for NZDF, from a planning perspective I consider there to be 

little merit in each city or district having its own set of noise rules for TMTA.  

7. NOISE STANDARDS FOR TMTA 

7.1 The Crown's submission requested that NZDF's specifically developed noise 

standards be included in the Replacement Plan for TMTA.  

3721 Crown - Evidence of Sarah McMillan
Page 6 of 20



 

BF\55714220\8 Page 6 

7.2 The Crown's requested standards divide TMTA noise into the following four 

categories: 

(a) TMTA involving weapons firing and/or the use of explosives; 

(b) mobile TMTA noise sources; 

(c) fixed or stationary TMTA noise sources; and 

(d) helicopter landing areas. 

7.3 I discuss each of these noise types in turn. 

Weapons firing and explosives 

NZDF preferred method 

7.4 NZDF's preferred method for controlling noise from weapons firing and 

explosives is a two-tiered approach, using setback distances in the first 

instance, and noise limits and a specific Noise Management Plan if the 

setbacks cannot be met. 

7.5 As described by Mr Hunt, the first tier setback distances are based on 

extensive field measurement of actual TMTA noise that include a level of 

conservatism / factor of safety.  The second tier noise limits provide flexibility 

to NZDF where topography or noise management techniques are able to 

attenuate noise effects, or when exercises are undertaken indoors.  

7.6 The Council has chosen not to adopt this approach in the Replacement Plan, 

with Mr Camp stating in paragraph 8.7 of his evidence that the two-tiered 

system is overly complex and that the separation distances would be more 

appropriate as part of a noise management plan used by NZDF. I disagree 

with this statement, as in my opinion the setback standards have advantages 

over the use of traditional noise limits as they are easier to understand and 

measure compliance with. In my opinion, the approach proposed by NZDF 

would enhance the usability of the Replacement Plan compared to decibel 

limits alone, and would therefore better meet the Ministers’ expectations2.  

7.7 My understanding from Mr Owen is that when NZDF is devising a training 

activity involving weapons firing or explosives use, the exercise co-ordinators 

preferentially select a location that complies with the first tier setback 

distances. This is not only easier for the exercise co-ordinators, but it is also 

                                                
2
 Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations – expectation (i). 
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straightforward for Council or a member of the public to determine whether 

the activity complies with the district plan rules based simply on the location 

of the activity. I understand from Mr Owen that in general, an activity would 

only be planned within the permitted setback distances because of particular 

circumstances. For example, when a topographical barrier such as hills are 

located between the noise source and a sensitive receiver, the activity could 

be entirely appropriate in that location despite being located within the 

setback. In this instance, the proposed permitted activity standards require 

NZDF to provide a Noise Management Plan to Council, which must 

demonstrate how the activity will meet the specified decibel limits (amongst 

other requirements). 

7.8 I understand that Council’s noise expert Mr Camp has not questioned the 

technical assessment behind the setback standards proposed by NZDF.  I 

therefore conclude that the technical evidence presented by Mr Camp 

supports NZDF's statement that the proposed setbacks are sufficient to 

ensure that sensitive receivers will be protected from adverse noise effects. 

7.9 In my opinion it is important that TMTA are enabled while noise effects are 

appropriately managed.  That in mind, I consider that the approach proposed 

by NZDF is consistent with the SOE, the Strategic Directions Objectives and 

other higher order planning documents, and in my opinion is the most 

appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

Council approach contained in the Revised Proposal 

7.10 Council's approach to managing noise from weapons firing and the use of 

explosives is by setting decibel limits only.  The Revised Proposal specifies a 

noise limit of 65 dB LAmax during the day and 50 dB LAmax during the night 

for these noise sources.  Not only are these limits much lower than NZDF's 

proposed permitted noise standards for TMTA, but they are also much lower 

than other permitted activities under the Replacement Plan provisions.  

7.11 For example, the noise standards of Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1 permit night time noise 

up to 65 dB LAmax in the Residential zone (between 10pm and 7am).  This 

level of noise could be emitted by permanent activities, night after night. 

TMTA are by their nature temporary and infrequent, yet the Council proposes 

to limit their noise at night to only 50 dB LAmax (between 7pm and 7am).  

This is contrary to Mr Camp's own statement in paragraph 4.8 that the 

general noise rules are overly restrictive for temporary activities such as 

construction.  Mr Camp offers no explanation in his evidence as to why this 
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reasoning does not apply to temporary weapons firing and explosives use for 

military training, nor why he proposes such restrictive noise limits on these 

activities.  

7.12 In his evidence, Mr Hunt converts the Revised Proposal noise limits into 

estimated distances, to demonstrate how far weapons firing or explosives 

use would need to be from a sensitive activity to comply with the limits sought 

by the Council.  The results are 4.5 km separation in the daytime and 18 km 

at night time.  In my opinion these distances illustrate how overly 

conservative Mr Camp's proposed noise limits are. 

7.13 Mr Hunt has explained the technical basis for NZDF's requested noise 

standards for TMTA, and that he considers they will adequately protect 

sensitive receivers from unreasonable noise.  I rely on Mr Hunt's expert 

opinion in this respect. 

7.14 In my opinion, the noise limits sought in the Crown submission are more 

appropriate from a planning perspective than those in the Revised Proposal.  

I consider NZDF’s standards to be consistent with the objectives and policies 

in the Revised Proposal for managing noise, and that they will reduce 

unnecessary reliance on the resource consent process as directed by 

Strategic Objective 3.3.2. 

Alternative approach 

7.15 An alternative approach using a certification process was discussed with 

Council at a pre-hearing meeting on 1 February, and both Council and NZDF 

indicated that such an approach would be acceptable in principle.  

Ms Andrew has said in paragraph 13.31 of her evidence that this approach 

was under Council's consideration at the time of writing.  

7.16 My understanding is that the certification would be in essence the same as 

the Noise Management Plan proposed by NZDF in the Crown submission: 

the approach would permit a higher level of noise from weapons and 

explosives use, on the condition that an acoustic expert provided certification 

to Council of how noise would be managed.  

7.17 Should the Hearings Panel not favour NZDF's preferred approach, I consider 

certification to be a pragmatic and appropriate approach that would enable 

NZDF to undertake its required training without the need for an unnecessary 

resource consent, while providing Council with the certainty that noise effects 

will be managed to an acceptable level.  
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Fixed and mobile noise sources  

7.18 The Crown's submission sought separate controls for “fixed” and “mobile” 

TMTA noise sources.  In particular it sought that the provisions of NZS6803: 

1999 Acoustics - Construction Noise apply to "mobile sources" and that "fixed 

noise sources" be dealt with separately using the more stringent noise limits 

recommended for residential sites within NZS6802: 2008 Acoustics - 

Environmental Noise. I understand the basis for requesting different 

standards is to recognise the intermittent nature of mobile sound and the 

greater ability to mitigate noise from fixed sources.  

7.19 The Revised Proposal has grouped fixed and mobile TMTA noise sources 

together as “any other noise-generating activities”. As Mr Hunt explains in his 

evidence, the noise levels in the Revised Proposal are generally higher (and 

therefore less protective) than those sought by NZDF for fixed sources, but 

slightly less for daytime mobile sources under NZS6803:1999.   

7.20 I understand from Mr Hunt that the higher limits will not result in inappropriate 

noise effects on sensitive receivers, and I also understand that NZDF 

accepts the Revised Proposal in the interests of narrowing issues for the 

Hearings Panel. On this basis, I agree with Council that this aspect of the 

Revised Proposal is appropriate from a planning perspective because the 

standards will enable TMTA while appropriately managing noise effects.  

Helicopter landing 

7.21 The Crown's submission requested that helicopter landings for military 

training be subject to the relevant New Zealand Standard (NZS6807:1994 

Noise Management and Land Use Planning for Helicopter Landing Areas), 

for all times of the day and both within and outside of the central city.  Based 

on the expert opinion of Mr Hunt, I understand this is an efficient and 

appropriate way of addressing the noise effects of helicopters landing and 

taking off. 

7.22 The Revised Proposal however includes a lengthy rule to control helicopter 

landings during the daytime hours of 0800 and 1800.  Although NZDF would 

prefer the approach in its submission of simply requiring compliance with the 

New Zealand Standard, Mr Hunt is comfortable that the proposed rule is not 

unduly onerous, with the exception of a late change to the Revised Proposal 

that increased the setback distances. Mr Hunt has explained that this change 

may mean reduced flexibility for NZDF, but with little or no reduction in noise 
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effects. On this basis, I consider Council’s preceding tracked change version3 

of Rule 6.1.4.2.8 to be more appropriate than the Revised Proposal.  

7.23 The Revised Proposal permits a small number of night time helicopter 

landings for the purpose of military training.  I consider this is appropriate 

given the infrequent nature of this activity.  

7.24 The Revised Proposal also permits helicopter landing within the central city, 

subject to compliance with standards. I support this approach as I consider 

helicopter landing for military training is an appropriate activity in the city 

provided noise is adequately controlled.  

7.25 Although I maintain my preference for the relief sought in the Crown’s 

submission, I agree that the Revised Proposal is appropriate from a planning 

perspective as I understand it will be effective at managing noise from TMTA 

helicopter landing, without an undue reliance on the resource consent 

process.  

7.26 Finally, I wish to correct a statement made in the evidence of Ms Andrew and 

Mr Camp that the Crown sought to exempt military helicopters from the noise 

rules in its submission.  Rather, the submission sought for helicopters used 

for military training to be subject to separate and more appropriate standards 

(NZS6807) than the general helicopter rule that has much wider application.4  

Noise measurement location 

7.27 Rule 6.1.4.2.3 of the Revised Proposal now includes the statement that "the 

noise standards below shall apply at any point within the notional boundary of 

any sensitive activity".  

7.28 I agree that the decibel noise limits in Rule 6.1.4.2.3 Table 3 should be 

measured from within the notional boundary of a sensitive activity; this 

applies to the activities in rows 1 and 3 of Table 3, being "firing of weapons 

and single or multiple explosive events" and "any other noise-generating 

activities".  The measurement location is not relevant to the activity of 

helicopter movements (row 2).  It is also important that the various noise 

measurement locations in Rule 6.1.4.1 do not override the notional boundary 

location specified in Rule 6.1.4.2.3.  

                                                
3
 Council’s tracked change version circulated in January 2016 for the purposes of mediation. 

4
 Crown Stage 2 submission, Part B, page 60 – 61.  
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7.29 For the above reasons, I agree with the changes to Rule 6.1.4.2.3 and Table 

3 as set out in Mr Hunt's evidence.  I consider these changes will improve the 

clarity of this rule so it is easier to understand and use.  I also consider them 

to be in line with the SOE and Strategic Objective 3.3.2. 

8. ACTIVITY STATUS FOR TMTA THAT ARE NOT PERMITTED  

8.1 If TMTA do not meet the standards for a permitted activity, the Revised 

Proposal specifies a restricted discretionary activity status where the 

permitted noise limits are exceeded by no more than 10 dB, or a non-

complying activity status for a greater exceedance.  In my view, controlled 

activity status would adequately protect sensitive receivers from adverse 

noise effects while being more efficient and effective for both Council and 

NZDF. 

8.2 In my opinion, a discretionary activity status is necessitated where the effects 

of an activity are so variable that it is difficult to prescribe standards to control 

them, while a controlled activity status is appropriate for activities that can be 

adequately managed through matters of control and conditions of consent.  

These rules apply to military training undertaken by NZDF and, as explained 

by Mr Hunt, the noise generated by TMTA has been well investigated as part 

of NZDF's programme to standardise noise controls.  

8.3 Ms Andrew and Ms McLaughlin state that they do not support controlled 

activity status, in paragraphs 13.25 and 10.5 of their respective evidence 

statements.  Mr Camp also comments on this matter in paragraph 8.7 of his 

evidence.  The reasons given are that Council would not be able to decline 

the application, which they state is inappropriate given the broad range of 

activities and the lack of certainty about their potential effects in all 

environments.  

8.4 My opinion is that the noise effects of TMTA can be adequately controlled by 

standards and conditions, and a more onerous activity status is not 

warranted.  The Crown's submission sought that Council's control on such an 

application be reserved to noise.  If a TMTA were to exceed the permitted 

noise standards, I consider that the potential effects of that activity can be 

adequately controlled by conditions that relate to noise, and there would be 

no need for Council to decline an application.  Such consent conditions could 

include, for example, restrictions on the duration, timing, and location of the 

activity where they are for the purpose of reducing noise effects, and the 
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requirement for noise attenuation such as acoustic screening.  As Mr Hunt 

has explained, the nature of TMTA noise has been well studied and is 

known, so I do not agree with there being uncertainty about the potential 

effects of TMTA. 

8.5 NZDF must undertake training in order to fulfil its statutory obligations under 

the Defence Act 1990.  As such, I understand it requires a degree of certainty 

that training activities can take place where and when required.  I believe a 

controlled activity status for TMTA that cannot meet the permitted standards 

would provide NZDF with this certainty, while allowing Council adequate 

control to ensure noise effects that cannot comply with the permitted activity 

standards are appropriately managed. 

8.6 Council's processing requirements for a controlled activity are more 

streamlined, reducing cost and resources. In my opinion the Crown's 

submission in this respect better meets the Ministers' expectation in the SOE 

and Strategic Objective 3.3.2 that the Replacement Plan will significantly 

reduce reliance on resource consent processes.  

9. TEMPORARY ACTIVITY RULES 6.2.2.2.1 P13 AND P14  

9.1 I believe there is an overlap between P13 (TMTA) and P14 (temporary 

emergency response training activities).  While I have discussed this with Ms 

McLaughlin, I do not believe the amendment to the Revised Proposal 

addresses the problem.  NZDF's obligation for training is for various 

purposes, which includes emergency response training.  My understanding of 

NZDF's training activities is that it would be very difficult to separate out 

training that is for emergency response versus training for other purposes.  

More importantly though, I do not believe there is a resource management 

purpose for this differentiation in military activities and I note that there is no 

discussion of this in the section 32 report. 

9.2 Rule 6.1.4.2.3 of the Revised Proposal sets out the noise standards for both 

temporary military training and emergency management activities. For 

consistency between Sections 6.1 and 6.2 of the Replacement Plan5 and to 

resolve the overlap issue between P13 and P14, I suggest P13 and P14 are 

combined into a single rule for temporary military training and emergency 

management activities, with the permitted activity standards being 

compliance with Rule 6.1.4.2.3.  As the Revised Proposal now exempts noise 

                                                
5
 I have assumed ‘emergency management activity’ in 6.1 is the same as ‘emergency response training’ in 6.2. 
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at emergency facilities (e.g. fire stations) from the noise rules, this rule would 

relate to ‘off-site’ emergency training activities only. 

9.3 I consider that the following amendments are required to the activity specific 

standards of P13 and P14 of Rule 6.2.2.2.1, to reflect the Revised Proposal 

6.1:  

P13 Temporary military training and 
emergency management activities 
undertaken for defence purposes as 
defined by the Defence Act 1990, 
(except as provided for by P14) 

Temporary military training and 
emergency management activities shall 
comply with the noise standards for 
military training activities in Rule 6.1.4.2.3 
6.1.4.2.2 and helicopter landing areas in 
Rule 6.1.4.2.8. 

P14 Temporary emergency response training 
activities 

Any training activities involving weapons 
shall comply with the noise standards for 
military training activities in Rule 
6.1.4.2.2. 

 
9.4 This amendment will also correct the erroneous cross-reference to the TMTA 

noise standards rule (now Rule 6.1.4.2.3), and remove the superfluous 

reference to the helicopter landing areas rule which is now included in Rule 

6.1.4.2.3. I discuss in my evidence below my recommendation that TMTA is 

defined within the definitions chapter rather than within this rule. 

10. DEFINITIONS  

Temporary military training activity 

10.1 The Crown submission requested that the definition for “temporary activities 

and buildings” be amended to include a specific definition for TMTA, as 

follows: "temporary military training activities undertaken for defence 

purposes as described by the Defence Act 1990". 

10.2 This definition for TMTA (or minor variations to it) is included in numerous 

District Plans around the country6. 

10.3 Ms McLaughlin states in paragraph 17.15 of her evidence that a definition for 

TMTA is not required as it is already included in Rule 6.2.2.2.1 P13.  

However, the term TMTA appears in more places in the Replacement Plan 

than just that rule.  

10.4 I believe it is important for District Plans to define terms in order to assist the 

reader in interpreting Plan provisions, and that these definitions need to be 

                                                
6
 For example, Horowhenua District Plan 2015, Proposed Southland District Plan 2012, Napier District Plan 2011. 
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clear and accurate to ensure the rules have their desired effect.  I maintain 

that TMTA should be defined in the definitions chapter.  

Helicopter movement 

10.5 Ms Andrew recommends the term "helicopter movement" be used in the 

Replacement Plan instead of "landings", and that this term be defined as "the 

landing or take-off of a helicopter".  I support the clarity this will bring to the 

rules for helicopter movements.  

Aircraft operations 

10.6 The notified definition defines “aircraft operations” as follows: 

“a. the landing and take off of aircraft; and 

b. aircraft flying along any flight path associated with a landing or take 

off. 

For the purposes of Rule 6.7, aircraft operations exclude: 

c. aircraft operating in an emergency for medical or national/ civil 

defence reasons; … 

e. military operations not associated with the Antarctic programme …” 

10.7 The Crown submission requested that the definition for “aircraft operations” 

be amended to clarify its intent with respect to Rule 6.7.  

10.8 In the Notified and Revised Proposals, 6.7.1 Objectives and Policies use the 

term “aircraft operation” in relation to the safe and efficient operation of 

aircraft. The term does not appear to be used elsewhere in Section 6.7. I do 

not see a purpose in excluding certain aircraft operations from Section 6.7, 

as the safe and efficient operation of aircraft should be provided for in all 

instances. 

10.9 My understanding from paragraph 5.10 of Ms Dixon’s evidence is that the 

exclusion in the definition should apply to Rule 6.1.4.2.7, which relates to 

engine testing at Christchurch International Airport. I therefore request the 

definition is amended to replace “Rule 6.7” with “Rule 6.1.4.2.7”. 
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11. OTHER MATTERS THAT I SUPPPORT 

11.1 A number of matters raised in the Crown’s submission in relation to NZDF 

have, in my opinion, been adequately addressed in the Revised Proposal. I 

give my reasons why I support these aspects of the Revised Proposal. 

11.2 Notified Proposal 13 required all TMTA and helicopter landing in the central 

city to obtain consent as a restricted discretionary activity. The Revised 

Proposal now permits these activities in the central city, subject to 

compliance with standards. I support this change as I consider these 

activities are appropriate in the central city provided noise is adequately 

controlled.  

11.3 The Crown submission sought that rules for the Specific Purpose (Defence 

Wigram) Zone be removed from Proposal 6 and included in Proposal 21 only, 

to address the overlap between these proposals.  This matter was resolved 

through the Stage 2 Proposal 21 hearing process, and NZDF now accepts all 

provisions in Proposal 6 that relate to the Specific Purpose (Defence 

Wigram) Zone.  I no longer consider there is an overlap issue.  

11.4 The Crown sought for TMTA rules to be contained in Proposal 6 only, and 

removed from individual zone chapters. Ms McLaughlin recommends in 

paragraph 10.8 of her evidence that this submission point be accepted, with 

the TMTA rules deleted from Proposal 14 (Residential) and consequential 

amendments made so that TMTA rules are contained within the General 

Rules and Procedures Proposal only. I support this recommendation as I 

consider it will improve the consistency of the Replacement Plan and make it 

easier to use.  

11.5 The Notified Proposal contained an inconsistency between Rule 6.1.4.2.1.3 

D2 and the permitted activity standards for helicopter landing areas in Rule 

6.1.4.2.8, whereby helicopter landing (other than air ambulance) is 

simultaneously a permitted and discretionary activity. I consider this has been 

resolved by the amended wording of Rule 6.1.4.2.1.3 D2 in the Revised 

Proposal. 

11.6 The “emergency activities” heading of Rule 6.1.4.2.2 in the Notified Proposal 

did not fully reflect the rule content by omitting “temporary military training 

activities”. This rule is replaced by Rule 6.1.4.2.3 in the Revised Proposal, 

and I consider the new rule heading is complete and appropriate.  
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11.7 The Crown's concern with the notified Rule 6.2.2.2.3 RD4 (now Rule 

6.2.2.2.4 D1) was that TMTA in the Coastal Environment or a Site of 

Ecological Significance would require consent regardless of the nature of the 

activity or its effects.  This would be overly onerous, and would be 

inconsistent with the rules applied to non-military activities.  As a result of 

pre-hearing discussions, Rule 6.2.2.2.4 D1 in the Revised Proposal has been 

amended so that TMTA in these areas require consent only if the activity 

triggers certain criteria.  In my opinion the rule is now appropriate as the 

consent-triggering criteria are linked to the potential effects of TMTA in these 

environments, such as off-road vehicle use and groups exceeding 200 

people, and are generally consistent with the criteria applying to non-military 

activities.  

11.8 The Crown had similar concerns with the notified rule for TMTA in a Silent 

File Area.  Rule 6.2.2.2.3 RD4 in the Revised Proposal has been amended 

so that TMTA in a Silent File Area require consent only if the activity involves 

more than 500 people or the discharge of ammunition or detonation of 

explosives.  This rule is now appropriate in my opinion as it relates to the 

effects of the activity and it is consistent with restrictions placed on other 

(non-military) activities in a Silent File Area.  

11.9 The Crown submission supported the notified objectives and policies in 

Section 6.7.1 and the Rules in 6.7.2.3 as they relate to the operation of 

aircraft at Defence Wigram. These provisions are retained in the Revised 

Proposal attached to Ms Dixon’s evidence with only minor changes. I support 

these provisions because they recognise the function of this important 

defence facility.  

11.10 The Crown submission supported notified Rule 6.8.3.1 P2, which provides for 

any sign controlled and authorised by relevant government ministries or 

departments as a permitted activity with no standards. This rule is retained in 

the Revised Proposal attached to Mr Blair’s evidence, and I support this as I 

consider it appropriate for Ministry of Defence or NZDF signs to be permitted.  

12. PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

12.1 The Revised Proposal includes objectives and policies that in my opinion are 

appropriate to manage the potential adverse effects of noise and temporary 

activities.  I consider that the relief outlined in NZDF's submission and in my 
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evidence is consistent with this direction.  I comment on the following 

objectives and policies which are particularly relevant: 

(a) Objective 6.1.1.1 (adverse noise effects), Policy 6.1.1.1.1 (managing 

noise effects), and Policy 6.1.1.1.2 (noise during night hours): based on 

the expert opinion of Mr Hunt, I consider the noise standards proposed 

by NZDF will adequately manage the noise of TMTA, to protect the 

amenity values and health of people and communities.  

(b) Objective 6.2.1.1 and Policy 6.2.1.1.1 (temporary activities and events): 

military training is a temporary activity that contributes to the resilience 

of the District and nation.  The proposed noise standards and additional 

controls on sensitive environments7 will ensure the effects are within 

the range that can be tolerated, particularly given the temporary nature 

of the activity.  

12.2 The RPS sets out objectives, policies and methods to address the resource 

management issues in the Canterbury region, while the recovery documents 

prepared under the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 20118 set out 

objectives for the earthquake recovery of Greater Christchurch.  

12.3 Of particular relevance to TMTA is the importance these documents give to 

building resilience.  I understand that training in real-life situations is critical to 

NZDF's ability to meet its obligations under the Defence Act 1990 (which 

includes the provision of assistance to the civil power in time of emergency9), 

and TMTA therefore contribute to communities' resilience to the effects of 

natural and other hazards.  

12.4 The Statement of Expectations anticipates some key outcomes from the 

Replacement Plan that are relevant to the relief sought in this evidence, 

namely:  

(a) a significant reduction in the reliance on resource consent processes;  

(b) providing for a range of temporary activities as permitted activities, 

recognising the temporary and localised nature of the effects of those 

activities; and 

                                                
7
 Coastal Environment, Sites of Ecological Significance, and Silent File Areas. 

8
 Key documents under the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 that relate to NZDF are: Recovery Strategy 

for Greater Christchurch - Mahere Haumanutanga o Waitaha ("Recovery Strategy"); Land Use Recovery Plan 
("LURP"); Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, in particular the 
Statement of Expectations; and Decision 1 of the Independent Hearings Panel on Strategic Directions and 
Strategic Outcomes. 
9
 Section 5(e) of the Defence Act 1990 
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(c) using clear, concise language and being easy to use.  

12.5 These outcomes are contained in objectives confirmed by the Hearings 

Panel in the Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes decision.  I 

consider the following Strategic Objectives to be of the most relevance to 

NZDF's concerns: 

"Objective 3.3.2 - Clarity of language and efficiency: The District Plan, 

through its preparation, change, interpretation and implementation: 

Minimises: transaction costs and reliance on resource consent 

processes… and… uses clear, concise language so that the District 

Plan is easy to understand and use." 

"Objective 3.3.14 - Incompatible activities: … Conflicts between 

incompatible activities are avoided where there may be significant 

adverse effects on the health, safety and amenity of people and 

communities." 

12.6 The Strategic Directions decision has outlined the overarching direction for 

the Replacement Plan.  I therefore consider it most useful to focus on these 

objectives in considering the appropriateness of the provisions within 

Proposal 6. 

12.7 In my evidence I have identified changes to various rules in order to make 

the Proposal more efficient and easy to use and to assess compliance.  In 

my opinion the changes sought to the Revised Proposal will better facilitate 

NZDF's training activities while avoiding significant effects on sensitive 

receivers.  In my opinion, these changes give effect to the overarching 

Strategic Directions objectives.  

12.8 Section 32 of the RMA requires an examination of whether the proposals are 

the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the Replacement Plan 

by identifying other reasonable practicable options, and assessing the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives.  

12.9 On the basis of the analysis in my evidence, and taking into account the 

evidence of others, especially Mr Hunt, I consider the relief sought in my 

evidence will be the most appropriate in achieving the Strategic Objectives of 

the Replacement Plan.  I also consider that the relief sought in my evidence 

will be efficient, with the economic, social, and environmental benefits 

outweighing the costs.  
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12.10 Overall, I consider that the relief sought by the Crown will better achieve the 

purpose of the RMA through providing for NZDF's training needs while 

ensuring the health and wellbeing of the local community.  

 

 

 

Sara Kristy McMillan 

17 February 2016 
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