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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Sara Kristy McMillan.  My qualifications and experience are set 

out in my evidence in chief for this hearing dated 17 February 2016. 

1.2 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.  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.  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. 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 In this rebuttal evidence I respond to the evidence of Janice Cook on behalf 

of Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust and Akaroa Civic Trust, dated 

17 February 2016.  

2.2 In particular, I respond to the changes that Ms Cook proposes to Rule 

6.1.4.2.8, which relates to the noise from helicopter landing areas.  

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 I do not agree with the changes that Ms Cook proposes to Rule 6.1.4.2.8, but 

acknowledge that Ms Cook probably did not have military training in mind in 

considering the rule.  In my opinion, the changes proposed would 

inappropriately restrict the number of helicopter movements for military 

training, regardless of the proximity of the landing area to a residential unit, 

and irrespective of there being adverse noise effects that require control.  

3.2 In my opinion, Ms Cook’s proposed change to Rule 6.1.4.2.8 further 

illustrates why helicopter landing for military training should be subject to its 

own rule, distinct from other helicopter landing activities such as tourism and 

personal transport, as was sought in the Crown submission.  I maintain that 

the New Zealand Standard 6807 should apply to helicopter landings for 

temporary military training activities.  
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4. NOISE FROM HELICOPTER LANDING AREAS (RULE 6.1.4.2.8) 

4.1 In paragraph 25 of her evidence, Ms Cook proposes amendments to Rule 

6.1.4.2.8 as follows: 

"Heli-landing areas 

a. the number of helicopter movements on a site shall not exceed 24 

in any calendar year, 10 in any month, or 6 in any week  

b. Helicopter movements shall only occur between 0800 hours and 

1800 hours. 

c. No helicopter movement shall take place within 25 m of any 

residential unit, unless that residential unit is on the site on which 

the landing or take-off occurs." 

4.2 I understand from paragraph 22 of her evidence that her suggested rule (in 

particular clause a) is intended to address the effects of helicopter noise on 

receivers other than residents, being visitors, people involved in outdoor 

pursuits, wildlife, and stock.  

4.3 I understand from Mr Owen that helicopter landing for temporary military 

training occurs infrequently, and by its very nature, over only short durations.  

On this basis and on the expert advice of Mr Hunt, I do not consider the 

infrequent and short-term noise effects on other receivers such as visitors, 

people involved in outdoor pursuits, wildlife and stock require control by this 

rule.  

4.4 I have two concerns with how Ms Cook's proposed Rule 6.1.4.2.8(a) would 

apply to NZDF training activities involving helicopter landings.  

4.5 The first concern is the absence of a setback distance from a residential unit.  

This means that the number of helicopter movements would be restricted 

regardless of the proximity of the landing area to a residential activity.  As I 

have explained, I do not consider the potential noise effects of military 

helicopter landing on other receivers (such as visitors, people involved in 

outdoor pursuits, wildlife, and stock) require Council’s control, and I therefore 

do not agree with this change.  

4.6 The second concern is the reduced number of permitted helicopter 

movements for landings further than 450m from a residential unit, compared 
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to the Revised Proposal.1  This would inappropriately restrict the number of 

helicopter movements during a military training activity, and as with my first 

concern, it is not related to proximity (and therefore noise effects) to a 

residential unit.  

4.7 I acknowledge that Ms Cook probably did not have military training in mind in 

considering the rule.  However, Rule 6.1.4.2.8 has broad application and 

therefore has implications for NZDF’s essential training activities.  

4.8 In recognising the unique nature of military training activities, the Crown 

sought in its submission for helicopter landing as part of military training to be 

subject to different requirements than the wider-reaching Rule 6.1.4.2.8.  

Specifically, the submission sought for these landings to be subject to New 

Zealand Standard 6807:1994 Noise Management and Land Use Planning for 

Helicopter Landing Areas.  As I stated in paragraph 7.22 of my evidence in 

chief, NZDF would prefer the approach in its submission of simply requiring 

military helicopter landing to comply with the New Zealand Standard, and I 

maintain this view.  In my opinion, Ms Cook’s proposed change to Rule 

6.1.4.2.8 further illustrates why the Crown’s relief is the most appropriate 

approach.  

 
 
 

Sara Kristy McMillan 

25 February 2016 

                                                
1
 Revised Proposal permitted activity Rule 6.1.4.2.8(d): Further than 450m from a residential unit, the number of 

helicopter movements on a site shall not exceed 100 in any calendar year, or 40 in any month, or 30 in any week, 
unless that residential unit is on the site on which the landing or take-off occurs. 
Amended rule proposed by Ms Cook Rule 6.1.4.2.8(a): the number of helicopter movements on a site shall not  
exceed 24 in any calendar year, 10 in any month, or 6 in any week. 
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