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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL: 

1 These closing submissions are presented on behalf of The Isaac Conservation and 

Wildlife Trust (Trust).   

2 As identified in opening, the Trust submitted on three topics on Chapter 6: 

2.1 General noise – kart noise at McLeans Island; 

2.2 Aircraft noise – engine testing noise; and 

2.3 Aircraft protection – bird-strike rules within 3km of the airport. 

3 The Trust continues to seek relief in respect of these three topics.  It has modified its 

position on the bird-strike rules, to the extent explained at paragraph 32 of these 

submissions. 

Kart Noise 

4 Mr Francis sought what he described as a “net governance outcome” – being 

permitted status for noise from kart racing at a McLeans Island site.  The permission 

was proposed to be constrained only by hours of operation (7am to 10pm) and 

compliance with national standards for karts (such standards not being regulations 

under the Resource Management Act 1991).  The Trust made submissions on this 

request in opening1. 

5 Mr Francis appeared before the Panel and made submissions to it2.  However he 

filed no evidence, expert or otherwise. 

6 Conversely, the relief sought by Mr Francis was traversed in evidence for the 

Christchurch City Council (CCC) and the Trust.  

7 Mr Camp in his evidence for CCC recorded support for the concept of a kart facility in 

the McLeans Island area but considered a consent process was necessary to ensure 

noise effects would be properly addressed for any particular proposal3. 

8 The evidence of Kelly Andrew also addressed the late submission by Mr Francis4.  

Ms Andrew noted her understanding the activity would require resource consent 

                                                      
1
 Opening Legal Submissions for the Trust for Chapter 6 (10 March 2016) at [18]–[21] 

2
 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, pages 1453 to 1461 

3
 Evidence of Stuart Camp on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (4 February 2016) at [16.7] 
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regardless of Mr Francis’ request.  She acknowledged her view on activity status was 

based on her interpretation of the “recreation activity” definition and that there was 

uncertainty around this5. 

9 Regardless of activity status, Ms Andrew expressed significant concern as to the 

broad nature of the relief sought.  Her conclusion was that further assessment would 

be appropriate, and that would be best dealt with through a resource consent 

process6. 

10 In relation to the Trust’s evidence on this issue, Dr Trevathan agreed with Mr Camp 

that determining the acceptability or otherwise of a kart club on the site proposed by 

Mr Francis would require an assessment of noise effects relating to a specific 

proposal, and outlined the detail to be expected7.   Dr Trevathan also identified 

uncertainties in relation to clause M4 of the KartSport New Zealand Mini Manual 

20168. 

11 Ms Seaton’s evidence, on behalf of the Trust, also expressed concern9 in relation to 

difficulties created by the absence of a specific proposal and uncertainty around what 

exactly was proposed. 

12 Finally, Dr Dowding noted potential impacts on captive breeding programmes, or on 

the residency, movement patterns and breeding of free-flying birds, could not be 

predicted from the proposal put forward10. 

13 It is submitted all evidence filed supports a finding that any specific proposal for a 

kart facility should be fully considered through a consenting process – including in 

respect of noise.  There is no evidence, expert or otherwise, supporting a finding to 

the contrary.  The effect of granting Mr Francis’ request would be to remove the issue 

of noise from a consenting process11.  It is submitted such an outcome would be 

absurd given noise is clearly one of the key effects of this type of activity.  Noise is, 

after all, the primary reason for the Kart Club having to move from its existing 

location.   

                                                                                                                                                                     
4
 Evidence Kelly Andrew on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (4 February 2016) at [14.1]–[14.4] 

5
 Evidence of Kelly Andrew on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (4 February 2016) at [14.2] 

6
 Evidence of Kelly Andrew on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (4 February 2016) at [14.3] 

7
 Evidence of Jeremy Trevathan on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [41] 

8
 Evidence of Jeremy Trevathan on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [43] 

9
 Evidence Kim Seaton on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6  (17 February 2016) at [18]–[26] 

10
 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [24]–[28]. 

11
 Pursuant to section 104(2) which allows a consent authority (on considering an application for consent) to disregard an 

adverse effects of the activity…if…the plan permits an activity with that effect. 
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Airport Related Submissions – Bird-Strike and New Water Bodies 

14 As outlined in opening12, the Trust sought a site specific regime for water bodies 

within Peacock Springs: 

14.1 Permitted status for waterbodies established after 25 July 2015 (new water 

bodies) up to a maximum cumulative area of 1000m2; 

14.2 Exclusion of water bodies covered by aviaries from the surface area 

calculation; and 

14.3 Controlled activity status for new water bodies exceeding the 1000m2 

threshold. 

15 The regime would apply to the area within the Peacock Springs overlay only.  This is 

an area of some 73 hectares, not the entire 1100 hectare property owned by the 

Trust. 

Permitted Status for Water Bodies Established after 25 June 2015 (New Water 

Bodies) up to a Maximum Cumulative Area of 1000m2 

16 The Trust maintains its position that allowance for an additional 1000m2 of water 

body at Peacock Springs is appropriate.   

17 As explained in evidence, while the Trust does not intend to create new waterbodies 

within Peacock Springs it may wish to realign existing waterbodies to better suit 

existing or new breeding aviaries13.  Under the proposed regime the Trust could find 

itself requiring resource consent for such realignments despite: 

17.1 Not increasing the total surface area of water within Peacock Springs at all; 

and/or 

17.2 Not increasing the total surface area of water within Peacock Springs by more 

than 0.5%. 

18 It is submitted this is an unnecessary degree of regulatory burden and intervention in 

the particular circumstances of Peacock Springs. 

                                                      
12

 Opening Legal Submissions for the Trust for Chapter 6 (10 March 2016) at [29] 
13

 Evidence of Kim Seaton on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [15] 
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19 The addition of new water bodies up to 1000m2 in area would increase the total area 

of open water at Peacock Springs by less than 0.5%.  Dr Dowding deposed this very 

small change seemed highly unlikely to increase the risk of bird movements 

significantly14.  He also opined that modification of existing water ways or creation of 

new water bodies equating to additional surface water of less than 1000m2 would 

pose a correspondingly lower risk15. 

20 Dr Dowding provided evidence as to the importance of the location of water bodies in 

assessing risk.  By referring to Mr Shaw’s evidence16, Dr Dowding noted any new 

water body on the Trust’s land would be on the same side of the runway as the 

existing water bodies, and in close proximity to them17.  This supports the view 

additional water at Peacock Springs would pose only a slight or minor hazard 

increase18. 

21 In answer to a question from Ms Dawson, Dr Dowding stated “the additional risk of 

new water bodies of a size that could be accommodated there I believe is frankly 

negligible.  There are existing water bodies there and, as I have shown in the 

diagram in my Rebuttal Evidence somewhere – I think I put a diagram in that was 

originally used by Mr Shaw, to show that it would be one of an existing cluster.  The 

size would be small, it would be managed in the same way as the existing water 

bodies there and I really do not think there could be any measurable increase in risk 

over that which exists now.”19 

22 Dr Dowding’s evidence was that the very small percentage increase in total area of 

open water likely to occur at Peacock Springs, coupled with the fact it would be a part 

of an existing cluster of water bodies, all located within a small area on the same side 

of CIA, suggested to him that any increase in risk would not be appreciable20. 

23 There was no direct cross-examination of Dr Dowding on this issue. 

24 Dr Dowding established his in-depth familiarity with Peacock Springs.  By contrast, 

Mr Shaw did not visit Peacock Springs for the purposes of evidence preparation21.  

                                                      
14

 Rebuttal Evidence of John Dowding for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [28] 
15

 Rebuttal Evidence of John Dowding for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [28] 
16

 Rebuttal Evidence of John Dowding for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [29] 
17

 Rebuttal Evidence of John Dowding for Chapter 6  (25 February 2016) at [30] 
18

 Rebuttal Evidence of John Dowding for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [28] and [30] 
19

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, at page 793 lines 41-46, and page 794, lines 1-7 
20

 Rebuttal Evidence of John Dowding for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [31] 
21

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, at page 427, lines 34-38. 
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Further, Mr Shaw clearly misunderstood what was being sought.  Mr Shaw based his 

evidence on the relief being sought for the entire 1100 hectare property22. 

25 Mr Shaw accepted that relying on counts not within Peacock Springs was not 

appropriate23. 

26 Mr Shaw agreed a Bird Hazard Management Plan with Christchurch International 

Airport Ltd (CIAL) is likely to be an appropriate method for reducing bird-strike risk24.  

The Trust has one of these and has complied with it.  Mr Shaw further agreed (with 

reference to the diagram at paragraph 50 of his evidence) that additional water 

bodies at Peacock Springs would fall within the “minor hazard increases” category25. 

27 Mr Shaw also accepted in cross-examination that a 0.5% increase in open water (if 

1000 m2 was added to the existing extent) was highly unlikely to increase the risk of 

bird-strike, albeit with appropriate conditions26.  It is noted the permitted rule27 

proposed by the Trust is subject to compliance with prescribed standards. 

28 It is submitted the evidence supports the permitted activity status sought and the 

small amount of latitude it would provide.  Permitted activity status will reduce the 

uncertainty and cost associated with a consenting process for minor changes to 

existing water ways and/or minor additions to them.  The permission sought is 

constrained enough to still enable achievement of the objectives and policies relevant 

to bird-strike28. 

Aviaries 

29 It is understood all relevant parties agree areas of surface water covered by aviaries 

should be excluded from the surface area calculation.  The Trust’s proposed 

provisions reflect this.   

                                                      
22

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 430, lines 6-22 
23

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 431, lines 16-22 
24

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 432, lines 6-10 
25

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 437, lines 10-19 
26

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 437, lines 21-37 
27

 Rule 6.7.2.2.3.1 P(4) 
28

 In particular, Strategic Objective 3.3.12(b)(iv) and Policy 6.7.1.1.2(a) 
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Controlled Activity Status for Water Bodies Over 1000m2 

30 Consistent with the Trust’s opening legal submissions29, it is submitted the Trust has 

established it is a responsible, diligent and a co-operative land owner in terms of 

management of bird-strike risk30.   

31 Dr Dowding’s evidence is that the Trust’s current activities within Peacock Springs, 

whilst involving some 22 hectares of water bodies, are low risk.  He attributes this to 

a combination of factors, including the inherent nature of the activities carried out and 

successful management31.   

32 Nevertheless, it is accepted the District Plan must endure for some time and address 

circumstances that may not be readily foreseen right now.  Accordingly, the Trust 

now accepts restricted discretionary status for water bodies created after 25 July 

2015 that, in combination with other water bodies created after 25 July 2015, result in 

over 1000m2 of additional surface water.   

33 For the avoidance of doubt and consistent with the request for a small amount of 

permitted activity, the Trust does not accept the trigger should be cumulative on the 

surface water that already exists at Peacock Springs.  The Trust’s proposed 

provisions reflect this. 

Aircraft Noise – Engine Testing Noise 

34 The Trust seeks a LAmax limitation be imposed on engine testing noise at the 

boundary of Peacock Springs.  This limit is sought to control the loudness of single 

engine testing events, rather than average noise exposure. 

35 The noise limit requested by the Trust is understood to represent the upper-estimate 

of maximum noise levels currently experienced32.  CIAL has not refuted the Trust’s 

understanding in this regard.  To the contrary, in cross-examination Mr Day accepted 

an 80 dB LAmax sounded “roughly right”33. 

                                                      
29

 Opening Legal Submissions for the Trust for Chapter 6 (10 March 2016) at [23] and [31.1] 
30

 For example, the Trust has submitted annual reports to CIAL (as required by the Bird Hazard Management Plan) and has not 
received any feedback or concerns in response – see the Rebuttal Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for 
Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [19] 
31

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [18]-[23]; Rebuttal Evidence of John 
Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [32]. 
32

 Evidence of Jeremy Trevathan on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [19]. 
33

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 521, lines 18-21 

Deleted: the 
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36 The relief sought by the Trust is not intended to limit or reduce maximum noise levels 

below those which are currently produced.  It is intended to render any increase 

subject to a consenting process, so that effects can be thoroughly evaluated. 

37 In relation to the benefits of this relief, Dr Dowding has attested loud noise is a 

concern due to its potential effects on the captive bird breeding programme at 

Peacock Springs34.  This is a distinct issue from impulsive noise, which was dealt 

with by the Trust in Chapter 18 (with respect to fireworks) and in this Chapter, with 

respect to shooting ranges35. 

38 Dr Dowding provided evidence as to the significance of the activities undertaken 

within Peacock Springs, particularly in his Chapter 17 evidence.  He describes them 

as being of national and international significance36.  Dr Dowding also provided 

evidence that the work undertaken by the Trust and the infrastructure it has put in 

place is crucial to preserving New Zealand’s biodiversity37. 

39 The Expert Conferencing Statement of Chapter 18, records agreement between Dr 

Dowding and Mr Crossland as to the significance of the Trust’s activities38.  Both 

experts agreed, given the Trust’s large investment in the breeding programme and 

success to date, a precautionary approach should be taken39. 

40 Dr Dowding explained the potential consequences of breeding setbacks are 

significant40.  He explained that for the species concerned - given there are typically 

only four or five pairs breeding annually - failure by just one pair to breed represents 

a “highly significant loss”41.  He has provided evidence as to the factors that may 

induce stress and contribute to breeding setbacks, which can include increased 

background noise42. 

 

                                                      
34

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [26]; Evidence of John Dowding on 
behalf of the Trust for Chapter 18 (27 January 2016) at [14]–[20]. 
35

 Joint Memorandum of Counsel of Parties Recording an Agreement Reached Regarding Noise Rules for Shooting Ranges 
(15 June 2016).  Paragraph 6 outlines the agreed changes to Chapter 6.  
36

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 17 (29 October 2015) at [20] 
37

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 17 (20 October 2015) at [15]–[23]  
38

 Expert Conferencing Statement, Chapter 18: Open Space, McLeans Island Zone, 26 November 2015, at [3.1] 
39

 Expert Conferencing Statement, Chapter 18: Open Space, McLeans Island Zone, 26 November 2015, final sentence of [3.2] 
40

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 18 (27 January 2016) at [32], [35], [36] and [38]; Evidence of 
John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [13] 
41

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 18 (27 January 2016) at [32] 
42

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [13], [31], [32] and [33] 
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41 In opening, it was submitted that the engine testing rules and contours do not 

currently circumscribe the maximum noise that can be emitted from a single event43.  

Mr Day (for CIAL) accepted this in cross-examination44: 

MR CALDWELL: If the noise levels existed, assuming here, if the noise levels 

from engine testing are historically at a maximum of 80dB, or Lmax of 80dB or 

less, could the contours that you propose ensure maximum levels were never 

higher? 

MR DAY:  “No, they would not necessarily stop that, you could move an 

engine testing location to the western most point, north-western most point 

closest to Isaacs and do one very loud test but pragmatically, I am not sure 

that that could happen just because of the maximum potential noise of the 

aircraft.” 

42 Dr Trevathan in his evidence observed that even with the revised contours, because 

the control is based on a 7 day average, unusual 1-off engine tests which produce 

levels higher than those currently experienced are not directly controlled45. 

43 The issue was also identified in the expert conferencing statement for Chapter 6 – 

Aircraft Engine Testing and Aircraft Noise Contours – where it was recorded “if 

engine testing was moved much closer to Peacock Springs then some form of control 

might be needed – for example implementation of a minimum set-back distance, or 

an LAF max noise limit”46. 

44 Dr Chiles agreed a noise limit of 80 dB LAF max at Peacock Springs would provide a 

conservative control that would restrict maximum engine sound levels broadly in line 

with existing activity47.  Dr Chiles’ evidence was that if it were to be imposed, a noise 

limit should apply to a specified point of Peacock Springs to allow compliance to be 

confirmed by a prediction rather than at any point within Peacock Springs48.  The 

Trust is proposing provisions that provide greater specificity in this regard. 

45 Dr Chiles attested a consequence of imposing this limit might be to limit opportunities 

for reducing existing adverse effects on people living on the other side of the 

                                                      
43

 Opening Legal Submissions for the Trust (10 March 2016) at [25] 
44

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 521, lines 31–40 
45

 Evidence of Jeremy Trevathan on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [30] 
46

 Expert Conferencing Statement, Chapter 6: General Rules, Aircraft Engine Testing and Aircraft Noise Contours (16 
December 2015) at [8.1] 
47

 Rebuttal Evidence of Stephen Chiles on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [6.3] 
48

 Rebuttal Evidence of Stephen Chiles on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [6.3] 
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airport49.  It was for this reason, and in the absence of further consideration of that 

“trade off”, Ms Dixon did not include the requested wording in the revised red lined 

proposal50. 

46 In effect, it is submitted the evidence for CCC supports a Plan regime which allows 

for increased maximum noise levels at Peacock Springs as a permitted activity on 

the justification this might be needed in order to reduce noise elsewhere.  However, 

neither CCC or CIAL have called evidence showing that maximum noise levels will 

need to increase at Peacock Springs in order for reasonable noise levels to be 

achieved elsewhere.  It is submitted there is no evidence of the “trade-off” Ms Dixon 

was concerned about. 

47 Further, if CIAL and CCC want a regime that provides the potential for increased 

noise levels at Peacock Springs the costs of that should be assessed.  No witness 

has done this aside from Dr Dowding, who provided his opinion on the potential costs 

of increased maximum noise levels at Peacock Springs.  No expert ornithological 

evidence has been adduced refuting Dr Dowding’s concerns. 

48 The tenor of the CCC evidence coupled with additional controls on the eastern side 

of the Airport serves to elevate the Trust’s concern – namely, without a LAmax limit at 

Peacock Springs additional noise might be “shifted” toward it in order to alleviate 

concerns or ensure compliance elsewhere.  It is submitted providing potential for the 

shifting of adverse effects from one receiver to another: 

48.1 Has not been subject to a complete cost/benefit analysis – Dr Dowding’s 

evidence is relevant to evaluating potential costs but no witness has identified 

(qualitatively or quantitatively) the extent to which additional noise might need 

to be absorbed by Peacock Springs and what benefit would accrue to other 

parts of the environment from doing so; and 

48.2 Is not in accord with Part 2 of the Act nor the Rural provisions of the Plan 

insofar as they recognise Peacock Springs and the value in ensuring 

compatibility of surrounding activities51 (albeit Chapter 17 is not decided upon 

yet).   

                                                      
49

 Rebuttal Evidence of Stephen Chiles on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (25 February 2016) at [6.4] 
50

 Rebuttal Evidence of Glenda Margaret Dixon on behalf of Christchurch City Council for Chapter 6 (1 March 2016) at [4.9] 
51

 Policy 17.1.1.3(a) and (vii) and Appendix 17.9.X “Peacock Springs Conservation Area” as showing in the Closing Legal 
Submissions of CCC (8 December 2015) at Appendix 1 
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49 The Trust would be considerably comforted by a LAmax limit setting a fixed upper-

bound for any such effects.   

50 CIAL opposes the relief on the basis there is no evidential basis for the proposed 

threshold52.  CIAL complains there is no scientific evidence supporting the 80 LAmax 

limit53. 

51 CIAL states is not opposed in principle to avoiding activity which may noticeably 

increase noise levels at Peacock Springs above levels that have historically been 

experienced.  However, CIAL prefers the matter is resolved by direct agreement 

rather than through a rule54. 

52 It is not accepted there is no evidence supporting the limit proposed.  Dr Dowding is 

a qualified and experience ornithologist and has provided opinion evidence 

supporting careful consideration of increased noise levels.  Permitted activity status 

does not allow this.  A consenting process does.   

53 It is correct to say Dr Dowding’s evidence does not categorically conclude adverse 

effects will arise if maximum noise levels exceed 80 dBA - he has been candid about 

that55.  However, his opinion on the risks of not acting (i.e. not imposing a limit) is 

supported by the reasoning provided throughout his evidence and Mr Crossland’s 

agreement that, in the circumstances of Peacock Springs, a precautionary approach 

should be taken56.   

54 In contrast, no CIAL witness identified any “cost” to CIAL from imposing the limit 

sought.  When asked directly, Mr Bonis was unable to identify any risk to CIAL from 

acting or imposing the limit57. 

55 Overall it is submitted the outcome sought is appropriate given: 

55.1 The importance of the Trust’s activities; 

55.2 The risks associated with not imposing a maximum noise threshold; and  

55.3 The absence of any cost to CIAL.  

 

                                                      
52

 Opening Legal Submissions of CIAL for Chapter 6 (14 March 2016) at [67] 
53

 Opening Legal Submissions of CIAL for Chapter 6 (14 March 2016) at [68] 
54

 Opening Legal Submissions of CIAL for Chapter 6 (14 March 2016) at [69] 
55

 Evidence of John Dowding on behalf of the Trust for Chapter 6 (17 February 2016) at [38] 
56

 Expert Conferencing Statement, Chapter 18: Open Space, McLeans Island Zone, 26 November 2015, final sentence of [3.2] 
57

 Transcript of Proceedings, Chapter 6: General Rules, page 632, lines 6-40 
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Relief Sought in Context 

56 To assist in identifying where differences arise, Ms Seaton has prepared changes to 

the CCC’s latest version of Chapter 6. The changes are shown on the provisions 

attached to these submissions. 

57 Unfortunately, the provisions are subject to a considerable amount of tracking and 

highlighting already.  Ms Seaton’s recommended changes are shown using red 

highlighting as explained by the “Key” preceding the provisions.  A clean copy of the 

relevant bird-strike provisions is also included for ease of review. 

 

 

_______________________ 
D C Caldwell / A C Limmer 

Counsel for The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 
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6.7 Aircraft Protection  
 

6.7.1 Objectives and Policies 
 
6.7.1.1  Objective - Safe and efficient aircraft operation 

a. Aircraft are able to safely and efficiently approach, land, take-off and depart from airports, 
airfields or helipads.  

 
6.7.1.1.1  Policy - Avoidance of physical obstructions 

a. Avoid physical obstructions that are not essential to aircraft operations in take-off, 
approach, landing or departure paths and in runway end protection areas (REPAs). 
 

6.7.1.1.2   Policy - Avoidance or mitigation of navigational or operational impediments 
a. Avoid or mitigate the potential effects of activities that could interfere with the safe 

navigation and control of aircraft including activities that could interfere with visibility or 
increase the possibility of bird strike.  

 
6.7.1.1.3   Policy - Risk minimisation 

a. Avoid or mitigate activities at the ends of runways that would significantly exacerbate the 
effects of an aircraft accident. [CIAL 2348.70] 

  

6.7.2 Rules 
 
6.7.2.1 How to Use the Rules 

 
6.7.2.1.1 The Rules that apply to areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection 

surfaces, Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) and Bird Strike Management Areas are 
contained in the Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.2. 
 

6.7.2.1.2 The Rules that apply to Defence Wigram’s protection surfaces are contained in the 
Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.3.  
 

 
 

 



 

 

6.7.2.2 Rules – Christchurch International Airport 
 
 
6.7.2.2.3 Activity Status Tables – Bird Strike Management Areas 
 
6.7.2.2.3.1 Permitted Activities 
 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed below 
are Permitted.  
 
Activities may also be Controlled, Restricted Discretionary or Discretionary as specified in 
Rule 6.7.2.2.3.2, 6.7.2.2.3.3 or 6.7.2.2.3.4 below.   

 

 Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1 All activities in Any activity in 
either of the Bird Strike 
Management Areas shown in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5 are a permitted 
activity unless specified in 
6.7.2.2.3.2, 6.7.2.2.3.3 or 
6.7.2.2.3.4, or as otherwise 
specified elsewhere in the plan. 
not specified as a Permitted, 
Controlled, Restricted 
Discretionary or Discretionary 
activity below and that would 
otherwise be a Permitted activity. 

a. Nil  

P2 Fish processing or packing plants, 
abattoirs or freezing works within 
Bird Strike Management Area 1 
(within 3 km of the thresholds of 
the runways at Christchurch 
International Airport) as shown 
on the map in Appendix 6.11.7.5. 
[CIAL 2348.153] 
 

a. Storage, processing and disposal of all 
organic material takes place within 
enclosed buildings. 

b. There is no disposal of effluent onto 
land associated with the plant or 
works. 

P3 In Bird Strike Management Area 1 
as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5. 

i. Stormwater Management 
Systems  

a. The stormwater management system 
has been designed by a suitably 
qualified person with experience in 
stormwater systems to the following 
standards:  
• Stormwater infiltration basins are 

designed to fully drain within 48 
hours of the cessation of a 2% AEP 
storm event; 

• Rapid soakage overflow chambers 
are sufficient in number and 
capacity to minimise any ponding 
of stormwater outside the 
infiltration basin area(s); 

• The use of plant species 

Comment [KS1]: Proposed wording 
based on the wording contained in Chapter 
5, Section 5.4.1 Permitted Activities.  The 
Liquefaction Management Area is 
considered to be an analogous situation to 
the Bird Hazard Management Area. 

Comment [KS2]: This wording is 
considered unnecessary.  The reference to 
BSMPA1 and the appendix is sufficient. 

Comment [KS3]: This rule is a CIAL 
suggestion.  ICWT agrees that it is 
preferable to provide a permitted activity 
rule with standards for stormwater 
management systems, than the alternative 
proposed by CCC RD2, which requires a 
resource consent in every instance.   

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=31864


 

 

associated with the Stormwater 
Management System (including its 
margins) is limited to those 
species listed in Appendix A. 

 

P4 In Bird Strike Management Area 1 
as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5: 

i. Creation of any 
permanent water body 
(including wastewater 
oxidation ponds) either 
individually or in 
conjunction with other 
water bodies which are 
wholly or partially within 
0.5km of their edge, not 
exceeding a surface area; 
of 1,000m2; or 

ii. Creation of any additional 
permanent water body 
not exceeding a surface 
area of 1,000m2, , either 
individually or in 
conjunction with other 
water bodies (except for 
those covered by an 
aviary) created after 25 
July 2015 within the 
Peacock Springs 
Conservation Area; or 

iii. Creation of any area of 
water body covered by an 
aviary/s;  

 

The following shall apply to P4 (i) and 
(ii) only 

a. The water body has been designed by 
a suitably qualified person with 
experience in stormwater systems to 
the following standards:  
• The use of plant species within the 

water feature (including its 
margins) is limited to those 
species listed in Appendix A; 

• Basin side slope dimensions do 
not exceed a gradient of at least 
4V:1H, except for: 
o any side slope treated with 

rock armouring; or  
o any area required for vehicle 

access, provided that such 
access has a gradient of at 
1V:8H; and  

a. the water body does not contain 
permanent Island features.   

 
6.7.2.2.3.2 Controlled Activities 
 

There are no Controlled activities.  

 
In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed Rule 
below are Controlled.  
 
Activities may also be Permitted as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.1, Restricted Discretionary as 
specified in Rule  6.7.2.2.3.3, or Discretionary as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.4 below. 
 

 Activity Matters over which control is 
reserved 

C1 Within 3 km of the thresholds of the a. Adequacy of the birdstrike 

Comment [KS4]: CIAL proposal as at 5 
July 2016 required island features that 
could provide perching sites for birds to be 
avoided.  This added uncertainty to the 
standard and the standard has been 
amended to remove the uncertainty (when 
is an island feature a bird attractant?). 
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runways at Christchurch International 
Airport as shown on the map in Appendix 
6.11.7.5, establishment of any of the 
following activities: 
i) Piggeries or poultry farms; 
ii)  ii) Fish processing or packing 

plants, abattoirs or freezing 
works.  

Applications for activities listed in C1 
must be accompanied by a birdstrike risk 
assessment by a qualified and 
experienced ornithologist, stating that 
either:  

a. there is no need for a birdstrike 
management and/or monitoring plan 
more detailed Birdstrike Hazard 
Management Plan and explaining why.  

b. that the bBirdstrike Hazard 
Mmanagement and/or monitoring pPlan 
which accompanies the application 
adequately covers the new proposal. , 
demonstrates that birdstrike risk will be 
mitigated to an acceptable level.  
 
Advice Note: Where any of the activities 
listed in C1 already require Council 
consents, a birdstrike risk assessment by a 
qualified and experienced ornithologist 
must be provided as part of the overall 
consent application. 

assessment or Birdstrike 
Hazard Management Plan, 
in relation to the scale and 
significance of the risk.  

b.  Mitigation and 
management of birdstrike 
risk, including by design 
measure and operation or 
management procedures. 

C2 Any activity in RD1 or RD2 of Rule 
6.8.2.2.3 which is covered by a Birdstrike 
Hazard Management Plan 

a. Adequacy of coverage in 
the BHMP of the new 
proposal, including 
whether additions or 
updating are required.  

b. Mitigation of birdstrike 
risk, including by design 
measures and operation 
or management 
procedures. 

 C1 Fish processing or packing plants, 
abattoirs or freezing works in Bird Strike 
Management Area 1 as shown in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5 within 3 km of the 
thresholds of the runways at Christchurch 
International Airport, which do not meet 
the standards for Rule 6.7.2.2.3.1. P2. 
 
Applications must be accompanied by a 
birdstrike risk assessment from a qualified 
and experienced ornithologist, and advice 

 
 
a. Mitigation of birdstrike risk, 

including by design measures 
and  operation or management  
procedures 
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on appropriate conditions which would 
mitigate birdstrike risk. 
[CIAL 2348.153] 

C2 Piggeries or poultry farms In Bird Strike 
Management Area 1 as shown in Appendix 
6.11.7.5within 3 km of the thresholds of 
the runways at Christchurch International 
Airport as shown on the map in Appendix 
6.11.7.5.  
 
Applications must be accompanied by 
either: 
 

a. A birdstrike risk assessment 
by a qualified and experienced 
ornithologist, and advice on 
appropriate conditions which 
would mitigate birdstrike risk; 
or 

 
b.           A Birdstrike Hazard 

Management Plan, prepared 
by a qualified and experienced 
ornithologist.  

  
 
a. Mitigation of birdstrike risk, 

including by design measures 
and operation and 
management procedures, such 
as prevention of access to 
food sources by birds, and 
avoidance of effluent disposal 
to land. 

 
b. Whether any BHMP for the 

site adequately covers the 
new proposal, including 
whether additions or updating 
are required. 

 

 
 
6.7.2.2.3.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the Activities listed below 
are Restricted Discretionary Activities. 
 
Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the Matters of 
Discretion as set out in the following table. 

 

 Activity  The Council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters 

RD1 Within 3km of the thresholds of the 
runways at Christchurch 
International Airport as shown on 
the map in Appendix 6.11.7.5: 
i creation of new water bodies 

(excluding swimming pools or 
landscape ponds); 

ii new stormwater management 
facilities including swales [Isaac 
Conservation and Wildlife Trust 
2146.3]; and  

iii any other excavation or 
quarrying (excluding  excavation 
authorised by a building 
consent), which could lead to 

a. A bird strike hazard assessment of 
the design, operation and 
management of the water body 
or stormwater management 
system, with a level of detail 
corresponding to the scale of the 
proposal. 

 
b. If bird strike hazard is possible or 

likely, evidence of operation and 
management procedures that will 
deter birds which could pose a 
birdstrike risk from feeding or 
roosting. 
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ponding of 100m2 or more of 
open water, for more than 48 
hours. [Canterbury Aggregate 
Producers Association  
2331.109; Isaacs Conservation 
and Wildlife Trust, 2146.9]  [CIAL 
2348.82 and .83] 

 

c. Any expert ornithological advice., 
and evidence of consultation with 
Christchurch International Airport 
Ltd. [Ecan 2249.41] 
 

RD1 Any new water body not listed in 

P(4)(i) to (iii); or 

Any Permitted Activity that does 
not meet one or more of the 
Permitted Activity Standards in 
6.7.2.2.3.1 (P2) to (P4); or  
Any activity listed in Rule 
6.7.2.2.3.2 C1 or C2 located 
within 3 km of the thresholds of 
the runways at Christchurch 
International Airport as shown 
on the map In Appendix 6.11.7.5, 
which is not accompanied by a 
birdstrike risk assessment by a 
qualified and experienced 
ornithologist.  
[CIAL 2348.153] 
 

a. Scale and significance of  
birdstrike risk likely to be 
created at the location 
proposed.  

 
b. Mitigation of Bbirdstrike risk 

including by design measures 
and operation or 
management procedures, 
direct intervention practices 
and monitoring. 

 

RD2 Creation of new water bodies 
(including wastewater oxidation 
ponds) or stormwater detention 
or retention basins after [the 
date of Ch 6 decision] which: 
(i) Are. with an area of 

more than 1000m2 
located within 3 km of 
the thresholds of the 
runways at Christchurch 
International Airport as 
shown on the map In 
Appendix 6.11.7.5; and  

(ii) Either individually or  in 
combination with other 
new water bodies or 
stormwater basins   
which are wholly or 
partly within 0.5km of 
their edge, exceed 
1000m2 in area. [ICWT 
2146.8] 

 
 

Comment [KS5]: This rule is not 
required.  Any water body over 1000m2 will 
not meet P4 and will fall to be restricted 
discretionary under RD1. 



 

 

Except that  
Any area of a water body 
covered by an aviary/s shall not 
be subject to this rule. [ICWT 
2146.8] 

 
6.7.2.2.3.4 Discretionary Activities 
 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, tThe activities listed 
below are Discretionary activities. 

 

 Activity  Assessment Matters 

D1 Within 8km of the thresholds of 
the runways of Christchurch 
International Airport, 
establishment of new landfills, or 
rubbish dumps 
 
[Note for this redline version: new 
definition of landfill will be inserted 
in Chapter 2] 
 
 

1. Design of the proposed 
facility, including size, 
characteristics, and plantings in 
terms of potential to attract 
birds which could pose a bird 
strike risk.  
 
2. A bird strike hazard 
assessment, with evidence 
provided by a person with 
ornithological expertise, on 
operation and management 
procedures which will deter 
birds which could pose a bird 
strike risk from feeding or 
roosting. 
 
3. Extent of consultation with 
Christchurch International 
Airport Ltd. [Ecan 2249.41] 

 

D1 New landfills  within Greater 
Christchurch,  excluding cleanfills. 
[Isaac Conservation and Wildlife 
Trust 2146.9] or rubbish dumps  
[Ecan 2249.42]; 

a. Scale and significance of 
birdstrike risk likely to be 
created at the location 
proposed 

 
b. Mitigation of the risk, 

including by  associated with 
design measures and  
operation or management 
procedures. of the proposed 
activity. 

 

 
 
  



 

 

Appendix A: PLANT LIST FOR RETENTION AND DETENTION POND SURROUNDS 

 

Edge of Stream / marsh 

Botanical Name  Common Name 

Schoenoplectus validus /  

tabernaemontani 

lake club rush / kapungawha 

Eleocharis acuta  spike sedge 

Carex germinata makura 

Schoenus pauciflorus bog rush 

Polystichum vestitum prickly shield fern 

Juncus pallidus tussock rush / wiwi 

Cyperus ustulatus  umbrella sedge 

 

Lower Bank 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Anemanthele lessoniana wind grass 

Astelia fragrans bush lily/ kakaha 

Coprosma propinqua mikimiki 

Dianella nigra ink berry / turutu 

Plagianthus divaricatus  swamp ribbonwood 

 

Upper bank 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Aristotelia serrata makomako / wineberry 

Carpodetus serratus marbleleaf putaputaweta 

Coprosma rotundifolia roundleaved coprosma 

Dodonea viscosa (frost tender) akeake 

Eleocarpus hookerianus pokaka 

Griselinia littoralis kapuka / broadleaf 

Hebe salicifolia koromiko 

Hoheria angustifolia narrow leaved lacebark 

Kunzea ericoides kanuka 

Leptospermum scoparium manuka 

Lophomyrtus obcordata rohutu / NZ myrtle 

Myrsine australis mapou  

Myrsine divaricata weeping mapou 

Pittosporum eugenoides lemonwood 

Comment [KS6]: Appendix A is 
inserted from the CIAL version. 



 

 

Pittosporum tenuifolium matipo 

Plagianthus regius lowland ribbonwood 

  

  

Pseudowintera colorata peppertree  

Sophora microphylla kowhai 

 

 



 

 

Chapter 6.1 - General Rules and Procedures – Bird Strike 

Management Provisions Only – Clean Version 

 

BASED ON CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL VERSION 27315868v1- SUPPLIED 5 JULY 2016 
FOLLOWING INFORMAL MEDIATION 
 
 
 
6.7 Aircraft Protection  
 

6.7.1 Objectives and Policies 
 
6.7.1.1  Objective - Safe and efficient aircraft operation 

a. Aircraft are able to safely and efficiently approach, land, take-off and depart from airports, 
airfields or helipads.  

 
6.7.1.1.1  Policy - Avoidance of physical obstructions 

a. Avoid physical obstructions that are not essential to aircraft operations in take-off, 
approach, landing or departure paths and in runway end protection areas (REPAs). 
 

6.7.1.1.2   Policy - Avoidance or mitigation of navigational or operational impediments 
a. Avoid or mitigate the potential effects of activities that could interfere with the safe 

navigation and control of aircraft including activities that could interfere with visibility or 
increase the possibility of bird strike.  

 
6.7.1.1.3   Policy - Risk minimisation 

a. Avoid or mitigate activities at the ends of runways that would exacerbate the effects of an 
aircraft accident.  

  

6.7.2 Rules 
 
6.7.2.1 How to Use the Rules 

 
6.7.2.1.1 The Rules that apply to areas covered by Christchurch International Airport’s protection 

surfaces, Runway End Protection Areas (REPAs) and Bird Strike Management Areas are 
contained in the Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.2. 
 

6.7.2.1.2 The Rules that apply to Defence Wigram’s protection surfaces are contained in the 
Activity Status Tables in Rule 6.7.2.3.  
 

 
 

 



 

 

6.7.2.2 Rules – Christchurch International Airport 
 
 
6.7.2.2.3 Activity Status Tables – Bird Strike Management Areas 
 
6.7.2.2.3.1 Permitted Activities 
 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed below 
are Permitted.  
 
Activities may also be Controlled, Restricted Discretionary or Discretionary as specified in 
Rule 6.7.2.2.3.2, 6.7.2.2.3.3 or 6.7.2.2.3.4 below.   

 

 Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1 All activities in either of the Bird 
Strike Management Areas shown in 
Appendix 6.11.7.5 are a permitted 
activity unless specified in 
6.7.2.2.3.2, 6.7.2.2.3.3 or 
6.7.2.2.3.4, or as otherwise 
specified elsewhere in the plan. 

a. Nil  

P2 Fish processing or packing plants, 
abattoirs or freezing works in Bird 
Strike Management Area 1 as 
shown on the map in Appendix 
6.11.7.5.  
 

a. Storage, processing and disposal of all 
organic material takes place within 
enclosed buildings. 

b. There is no disposal of effluent onto 
land associated with the plant or 
works. 

P3 In Bird Strike Management Area 1 
as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5. 

i. Stormwater Management 
Systems  

a. The stormwater management system 
has been designed by a suitably 
qualified person with experience in 
stormwater systems to the following 
standards:  
• Stormwater infiltration basins are 

designed to fully drain within 48 
hours of the cessation of a 2% AEP 
storm event; 

• Rapid soakage overflow chambers 
are sufficient in number and 
capacity to minimise any ponding 
of stormwater outside the 
infiltration basin area(s); 

• The use of plant species associated 
with the Stormwater Management 
System (including its margins) is 
limited to those species listed in 
Appendix A. 

 

P4 In Bird Strike Management Area 1 The following shall apply to P4 (i) and 
(ii) only 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=31864


 

 

as shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5: 

i. Creation of any permanent 
water body (including 
wastewater oxidation 
ponds) either individually 
or in conjunction with 
other water bodies which 
are wholly or partially 
within 0.5km of their edge, 
not exceeding a surface 
area; of 1,000m2; or 

ii. Creation of any additional 
permanent water body not 
exceeding a surface area of 
1,000m2, , either 
individually or in 
conjunction with other 
water bodies (except for 
those covered by an aviary) 
created after 25 July 2015 
within the Peacock Springs 
Conservation Area; or 

iii. Creation of any area of 
water body covered by an 
aviary/s;  

 

a. The water body has been designed by 
a suitably qualified person with 
experience in stormwater systems to 
the following standards:  
• The use of plant species within the 

water feature (including its 
margins) is limited to those species 
listed in Appendix A; 

• Basin side slope dimensions do not 
exceed a gradient of at least 4V:1H, 
except for: 
o any side slope treated with 

rock armouring; or  
o any area required for vehicle 

access, provided that such 
access has a gradient of at 
1V:8H; and  

b. the water body does not contain 
permanent Island features.   

 
6.7.2.2.3.2 Controlled Activities 
 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the activities listed Rule 
below are Controlled.  
 
Activities may also be Permitted as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.1, Restricted Discretionary as 
specified in Rule  6.7.2.2.3.3, or Discretionary as specified in Rule 6.7.2.2.3.4 below. 
 

 Activity Matters over which control is 
reserved 

 C1 Fish processing or packing plants, abattoirs 
or freezing works In Bird Strike 
Management Area 1 as shown in Appendix 
6.11.7.5, which do not meet the standards 
for Rule 6.7.2.2.3.1. P2. 
 
Applications must be accompanied by a 
birdstrike risk assessment from a qualified 
and experienced ornithologist, and advice 
on appropriate conditions which would 
mitigate birdstrike risk. 
 

 
 
a. Mitigation of birdstrike risk, 

including by design measures 
and  operation or management  
procedures 

C2 Piggeries or poultry farms In Bird Strike 
Management Area 1 as shown in Appendix 
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6.11.7.5.  
 
Applications must be accompanied by 
either: 
 

a. A birdstrike risk assessment by 
a qualified and experienced 
ornithologist, and advice on 
appropriate conditions which 
would mitigate birdstrike risk; 
or 

 
b.           A Birdstrike Hazard 

Management Plan, prepared by 
a qualified and experienced 
ornithologist.  

a. Mitigation of birdstrike risk, 
including by design measures 
and operation and 
management procedures, such 
as prevention of access to food 
sources by birds, and 
avoidance of effluent disposal 
to land. 

 
b. Whether any BHMP for the site 

adequately covers the new 
proposal, including whether 
additions or updating are 
required. 

 

 
 
6.7.2.2.3.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
 

In the Bird Strike Management Areas shown in Appendix 6.11.7.5, the Activities listed below 
are Restricted Discretionary Activities. 
 
Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the Matters of 
Discretion as set out in the following table. 

 

 Activity  The Council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters 

RD1 Any new water body not listed in 

P(4)(i) to (iii); or 

Any Permitted Activity that does 
not meet one or more of the 
Permitted Activity Standards in 
6.7.2.2.3.1 (P2) to (P4); or  
Any activity listed in Rule 
6.7.2.2.3.2 C1 or C2 which is not 
accompanied by a birdstrike risk 
assessment by a qualified and 
experienced ornithologist.  
 
 

a. Scale and significance of 
birdstrike risk likely to be 
created at the location 
proposed.  

 
b. Mitigation of birdstrike risk 

including by design measures 
and operation or 
management procedures, 
direct intervention practices 
and monitoring. 

 

 
6.7.2.2.3.4 Discretionary Activities 
 

The activities listed below are Discretionary activities. 
 

 Activity  Assessment Matters 

D1 New landfills within Greater 
Christchurch, excluding cleanfills. 

a. Scale and significance of 
birdstrike risk likely to be 
created at the location 
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proposed 
 
b. Mitigation of the risk, 

including by design measures 
and operation or 
management procedures.  

 
 
  



 

 

Appendix A: PLANT LIST FOR RETENTION AND DETENTION POND SURROUNDS 

 

Edge of Stream / marsh 

Botanical Name  Common Name 

Schoenoplectus validus /  

tabernaemontani 

lake club rush / kapungawha 

Eleocharis acuta  spike sedge 

Carex germinata makura 

Schoenus pauciflorus bog rush 

Polystichum vestitum prickly shield fern 

Juncus pallidus tussock rush / wiwi 

Cyperus ustulatus  umbrella sedge 

 

Lower Bank 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Anemanthele lessoniana wind grass 

Astelia fragrans bush lily/ kakaha 

Coprosma propinqua mikimiki 

Dianella nigra ink berry / turutu 

Plagianthus divaricatus  swamp ribbonwood 

 

Upper bank 

Botanical Name Common Name 

Aristotelia serrata makomako / wineberry 

Carpodetus serratus marbleleaf putaputaweta 

Coprosma rotundifolia roundleaved coprosma 

Dodonea viscosa (frost tender) akeake 

Eleocarpus hookerianus pokaka 

Griselinia littoralis kapuka / broadleaf 

Hebe salicifolia koromiko 

Hoheria angustifolia narrow leaved lacebark 

Kunzea ericoides kanuka 

Leptospermum scoparium manuka 

Lophomyrtus obcordata rohutu / NZ myrtle 

Myrsine australis mapou  

Myrsine divaricata weeping mapou 

Pittosporum eugenoides lemonwood 



 

 

Pittosporum tenuifolium matipo 

Plagianthus regius lowland ribbonwood 

  

  

Pseudowintera colorata peppertree  

Sophora microphylla kowhai 

 

 


