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Introduction 

1 My name is Dr John Edward Dowding. For the past 25 years, I have been a Partner 

in DM Consultants, working as an independent wildlife scientist and ecological 

consultant. 

2 I have been asked by the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (Trust) to provide 

evidence in support of its submission on Stage 2 of the Proposed Replacement 

District Plan (Replacement Plan).  In doing so, I have previously provided 

Statements of Evidence dated 29 October 2015 and 27 January 2016 for the Chapter 

17 and Chapter 18 hearings respectively.     

Qualifications and Experience 

3 I have the qualifications and experience set out in paragraphs 3 to 6 of my evidence 

of 29 October 2015 prepared for the Stage 2, Chapter 17 hearing. 

4 I have been provided with a copy of the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the 

Environment Court Practice Note. I have read and agree to comply with that Code. 

Except where I state that I am relying on the specified evidence of another person, 

my evidence in this statement is within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I 

express. 

Scope of Evidence 

5 In my earlier evidence I have: 

5.1 Described the conservation activities undertaken by the Trust in respect of 

threatened bird species1;  

5.2 Explained the national and international significance of those activities to the 

conservation of biodiversity in New Zealand2; and 

5.3 Described how noise may disturb the birds at Peacock Springs (particularly 

those in captivity) and adversely affect the Trust’s contribution to conservation 

of highly threatened endemic bird species3. 

                                                      
1
 Evidence of Dr John Dowding, Chapter 17 Rural, 29 October 2015, at paragraphs 9-14 

2
 Evidence of Dr John Dowding, Chapter 17 Rural, 29 October 2015, at paragraphs 15-23 

3
 Evidence of Dr John Dowding, Chapter 18 Open Space, 27 January 2015 
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6 I note the expert conferencing I participated in for Chapter 18 also recorded 

agreement that the Trust’s conservation activities with respect to threatened birds 

were long-term and important4. 

7 This Statement of Evidence addresses bird-strike risk, the proposal for kart club 

noise to be permitted nearby, and engine testing. 

8 My evidence will consider: 

8.1 The evidence of Dr Rachel McClellan in respect of bird-strike.  In particular I 

identify a number of aspects I agree with; 

8.2 The habitat and activities at Peacock Springs in the context of bird-strike risk; 

8.3 The potential implications of permitting noise from a kart club in close 

proximity to Peacock Springs; 

8.4 The potential implications of engine testing noise at Peacock Springs.   

Executive Summary 

9 I agree with many of the conclusions drawn by Dr McClellan in her evidence. In 

particular, I believe that risk assessments and mitigation options with respect to bird-

strike at CIAL need to be firmly evidence-based. That evidence needs to be recent 

and local. 

10 I agree with Dr McClellan’s suggestion that the concept of an expert panel to assist 

with bird-strike risk assessment has merit. 

11 I agree with Dr McClellan’s evidence regarding water bodies, but I note that many 

factors aside from the size of the water body can influence the attractiveness of water 

bodies to birds. The habitats and activities at Peacock Springs do not result in large 

numbers of hazardous bird species moving to and from the site, in spite of the 

substantial number of birds present.  

12 The precise consequences of more frequent loud and/or sudden noise (either from 

operation of a kart club or from a changed engine-testing regime at CIAL) on the 

breeding programmes at Peacock Springs are unknown, and are presently 

impossible to predict.  

                                                      
4
 Joint Statement of Expert Conferencing, Chapter 18 Open Space, McLeans Island Zone, at paragraph 3.1 
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13 I remain very much concerned about the potential effects of increases in levels 

and/or duration of noise from either source, particularly given the national and 

international importance of the Trust’s programmes. There may well be a threshold of 

disturbance (including noise) above which failure of the breeding programmes 

becomes more frequent. The consequences of that for several highly-threatened bird 

species would be significant. 

Evidence of Dr Rachel McClellan 

14 I have read the evidence of Dr McClellan dated 4 February 2016.  As noted in Dr 

McClellan’s evidence, I attended expert conferencing in respect of the bird-strike 

provisions of the Replacement Plan. 

15 I have also read the evidence of Dr Peter Harper and Mr Ken McAnergney for CIAL, 

both dated 20 March 2015, and the evidence of Dr Jeremy Trevathan dated 17 

February 2016.   

16 I agree with a number of the points made by Dr McClellan in her evidence.  In 

particular, I would make the following comments: 

16.1 In paragraph 4.2, Dr McClellan notes that where the words ‘mitigate’ or 

‘monitor’ occur in Table 1 of the expert conferencing report, it appears that a 

bird-strike management plan would be required. I agree with Dr McClellan 

that this was not the intention. Our suggestion was that an expert panel would 

decide whether such a plan was necessary. However, given that it appears 

the Council does not favour the establishment of such a panel (section 11 of 

Dr McClellan’s evidence), this question may need to be re-examined. I agree 

with Dr McClellan (her paragraph 11.1) that the idea of an independent bird-

strike panel has merit, primarily because it would consist of experts, it would 

be independent, and because it would have the flexibility to take new 

information into account. That would allow immediate changes in risk 

assessment in response to ecological changes without any need for changes 

in regulations or statutes. I support Dr McClellan’s suggestion (her paragraph 

11.2) that the idea be pursued in some form. 

16.2 As was noted during expert conferencing, the lack of available data (and 

particularly recent data) on species involved in strikes and near misses 

makes assessment of risk at the Airport very difficult. Dr McClellan has 

compiled some information dating up to 2005 (Table 1 of her evidence), and I 
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have found data from the period 2003-2007 (McAnergney 2012, see 

Appendix 1 of this evidence). The 2003-2007 data generally support Dr 

McClellan’s suggestion that southern black-backed gulls, spur-winged 

plovers, and starlings are the species most often involved in strikes at 

Christchurch, but it is also clear that small passerines (particularly house 

sparrows) have been involved in a number of strikes. 

16.3 However, I share Dr McClellan’s concern that even these data may not be 

particularly robust. There are clearly difficulties in identifying species from the 

cockpit when strikes occur; I note that in the 2003-2007 dataset quoted 

above, the bird species involved was not recorded in more than half the cases 

(68 of 131 events, or 52%). Even when carcasses are recovered, 

identification may be incorrect. In a study at Melbourne Airport, 15% of 

carcasses collected and frozen had been incorrectly identified to species 

(Steele 2001). 

16.4 For a variety of reasons, the population sizes of many bird species in New 

Zealand are not static. Dr McClellan has cited the recent decline of Canada 

goose numbers around Christchurch. Over time scales of several decades, 

species may even disappear from an area or may increase dramatically. A 

study by Moeed (1970) recorded rooks and New Zealand pipits at 

Christchurch Airport; both are now virtually extirpated from the Canterbury 

Plains (Robertson et al. 2007). In contrast, the spur-winged plover, now one 

of the species of most concern to the airport (e.g. McAnergney 2012), was not 

even recorded by Moeed (1970). Such significant changes emphasise the 

need for risk analysis and mitigation measures to be based on recent, site-

specific information. 

16.5 Dr McClellan also notes the importance of outcome monitoring when control 

measures are instituted, and I fully agree. In an Environment Canterbury 

report which discusses black-backed gull control in the Waimakariri River (by 

both ECan and CIAL) in 2014/15, Thompson (2015) commented that “CIAL 

stated they do not keep records or conduct research on the absolute number 

of gulls controlled, or the correlation this might have with reducing risk to 

planes from bird strike.” If this is indeed the case, I find it extraordinary. 

16.6 Dr McClellan also evaluates the utility of the three-, eight-, and 13-km radius 

zones around the airport. Given that they are apparently based on overseas 
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information and standards, and do not take into account the species 

composition and ecology of the Christchurch area, they do appear to be 

somewhat arbitrary in the local context. In particular (and as noted by Dr 

McClellan), foraging ranges of black-backed gulls and some other species 

can easily exceed 13 kms. I would suggest that if zones are to be used locally 

specifically to assist land-use decisions, their size (and possibly shape) 

should (a) be established through local research, and (b) be able to be 

modified as new data become available. 

16.7 Like Dr McClellan (her paragraph 9.15), I note that there appears to be no 

quantitative or objective definition of what constitutes ‘significant’ numbers of 

hazardous birds. In my view, if the term is to be useful in undertaking risk 

assessments or making decisions on land use, it would need to be clearly 

defined. 

16.8 In paragraph 10 of her evidence, Dr McClellan addresses the issues 

associated with the size of water bodies that may serve to attract hazardous 

birds close to the airport.  I agree with Dr McClellan (paragraph 10.3) that it is 

difficult to provide an ecologically sensible suggestion as the issue is highly 

complex.  Like Dr McClellan, I am not aware of any relevant data on bird 

usage of small water bodies in and around Christchurch. 

16.9 Dr McClellan considers that the development of any water body 1000 m2 or 

more in area could be a reasonable measure that requires the consideration 

of bird strike risk.  She notes however, and I agree, that water bodies smaller 

than this can still support hazardous birds.  

16.10 Water bodies will differ widely in attractiveness to birds, and each will present 

a unique combination of ecological variables. Matters such as the shape of 

the water body, the edge characteristics, the height of fringing vegetation, 

depth of water, food availability and level of human disturbance (and other 

factors) will all affect the numbers and species of birds present, and hence 

the risk of bird-strike. In my view therefore, the use of a single measure (such 

as an area of 1000 m2 or more) is a very blunt instrument 

Activities at Peacock Springs 

17 There are two quite distinct types of activity undertaken by the Trust in relation to 

birds. The first involves captive-breeding of highly threatened species, and the 
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second involves provision and maintenance of habitat (including water bodies) as 

refuges for free-flying wild birds, mainly waterfowl (ducks, shelducks, geese, and 

swans). 

18 The captive-breeding activities create no strike risk, as the breeding birds and their 

offspring are confined in aviaries year-round. The offspring are transported to various 

parts of the country for release (see paragraph 18 of my evidence on Chapter 17), 

and no birds from these programmes are released at or near Peacock Springs. 

19 The water bodies at Peacock Springs do hold significant numbers of free-flying 

waterfowl, notably mallards, New Zealand scaup, grey teal, and paradise shelducks, 

and smaller numbers of swans. There is the potential for these birds to present a 

strike risk were they to move to and from the site regularly. However, monthly 

observations at Peacock Springs indicate that a large majority of these birds are 

resident and sedentary, probably because there is suitable habitat and adequate 

food available (Anne Richardson, Wildlife Manager, ICWT, pers. comm.). My own 

observations at Peacock Springs are consistent with this, and I have observed very 

few flights of waterfowl towards or away from the site during numerous visits over 

many years. I would also note that there is no public access to Peacock Springs, so 

there is very little disturbance to these birds; in my view, this is likely to reduce further 

the amount of movement to and from the site. 

20 Shags (cormorants) are also a bird group of concern for the airport (although I note 

that the data suggest they are actually involved in very few strikes). There is a small 

colony of little shags resident at Peacock Springs. Numbers are low (currently about 

12 pairs), but the movement patterns of these birds have not been studied, and their 

contribution to bird-strike risk at the airport is unknown. 

21 I note that the Canada goose, which is a species of much concern to the airport (see 

the evidence of Dr Harper and Mr McAnergney) has been routinely culled at Peacock 

Springs in the past, and there have been no sightings of the species there for 3-4 

years (Anne Richardson, Wildlife Manager, ICWT, pers. comm.). 

22 As noted in paragraph 5.3 of the Chapter 6 expert conferencing statement on bird-

strike, a salmon hatchery, a salmon and trout farm, and a fish-processing facility are 

all operated on the Trust’s land. These have the potential to attract birds, notably 

black-backed gulls, but the operations are successfully managed to remove that risk. 

2146 ICWT - Evidence of J Dowding
Page 7 of 12



 8 

23 I conclude that through a combination of circumstances the habitats at Peacock 

Springs and the activities undertaken by the Trust appear to result in surprisingly little 

regular movement of waterfowl and other species to and from the site, in spite of the 

extent of the water bodies present and the substantial number of birds they hold. 

Kart Club or motorised sport noise 

24 There appears to be very little guidance available in the literature on the impacts of 

any form of motorised sport noise on birds. There are probably very few race tracks 

located in areas that hold large numbers of birds or sensitive species. As noted in my 

evidence on Chapter 18, facilities breeding threatened bird species in New Zealand 

are almost always in more remote areas, well away from motorised sports venues.  

25 As noted in paragraph 17 above, there are two distinct parts to the activities of the 

Trust in relation to birds – those involving captive-breeding, and those involving 

provision of refuges for free-flying waterfowl – and the impacts on them are likely to 

differ. 

26 The potential impacts of the operation of a kart track on the Trust’s captive-breeding 

programmes will be broadly similar to those described in my Chapter 18 evidence, 

where I discuss the effects of noise on wild and captive birds. Specifically, noise 

sources from the operation of a kart track are likely to include arrival and departure of 

people in vehicles, public address systems, and the noise from the karts themselves 

before and during races. My understanding from discussions with Dr Trevathan is 

that the duration of races is typically several minutes, and that while the noise is not 

impulsive, it does rise relatively quickly at the start of a race and is continuous for that 

period. As noted in my Chapter 18 evidence, sudden noises will cause birds in 

aviaries to panic and fly, resulting in an increased risk of collision injury. Sudden 

and/or loud noises will result in an increase in stress, which has a number of negative 

physiological consequences. Increases in background noise affect birds’ ability to 

communicate (again, with a number of negative consequences), and may also 

increase stress levels. 

27 What is less clear is whether the operation of a kart track at the proposed location on 

Macleans Island Road would cause sufficient disturbance to the wild waterfowl on the 

Trust’s ponds to cause any of them to leave the area, whether temporarily or 

permanently. As noted in paragraph 18, the large majority of these birds are currently 

resident and sedentary, and many breed at the site.  
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28 I note from Dr Trevathan’s evidence that noise levels at the aviaries from a kart track 

will depend on a number of variables (e.g. exact location of the track, the length of 

track, the degree of baffling, etc), which are currently unknown. Without detailed 

information on the kart club proposal, notably the exact location and design of the 

track, it is presently impossible for the acoustic experts to determine likely sound 

levels at different parts of the Trust’s property. Thus with current information, the 

potential effects on either the captive-breeding programmes or on the residency, 

movement patterns, and breeding success of free-flying birds on the Trust’s water 

bodies cannot be predicted. 

Engine testing 

29 Dr Trevathan has informed me that the current engine-testing regime at CIAL can 

result in noise levels in the order of 70 dB LAeq, lasting 5-30 minutes. He notes that 

this is well above typical background levels of 50-60 dB LAeq (and almost certainly 

further above ambient night-time levels), and lasts very much longer than noise from 

aircraft take-offs. As I explain in paragraphs 32 and 33 below, it is possible that 

existing noise regimes (including engine testing) could already be having some 

impact on the Trust’s breeding programmes. 

30 It is apparent from the evidence of Dr Trevathan that new engine-testing regimes at 

CIAL have not yet been finalised, and it is therefore not currently possible to 

determine whether noise levels and/or noise duration will increase at Peacock 

Springs, or whether the quality of noise may change. In my opinion, any increase in 

noise levels and/or duration above those noted in the previous paragraph would be of 

significant concern. 

31 I understand that under the current proposal there is no overall limit on the maximum 

level of noise that may be generated by engine testing. Dr Trevathan has suggested 

a LAmax noise limit may be appropriate. Based on the concerns I have expressed in 

this evidence, and in my evidence on Chapter 18, with regard to the potential 

adverse effects of noise on the Trust’s activities, I am fully supportive of Dr 

Trevathan’s suggestion. 

32 I have noted in my Chapter 18 evidence (paragraph 32) that there are periodic 

incidents that result in setbacks to the breeding programmes at Peacock Springs. 

The causes of these incidents are often not well understood, largely because 

monitoring around the aviaries is minimised to reduce disturbance. However, it 

seems likely that some of the problems that occur are due to existing noise-related 
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disturbance. In my evidence on Chapter 18 (paragraphs 14-17), I discussed ways in 

which increased background noise (as opposed to impulsive noise) can also have 

impacts on birds, including those in captivity. 

33 In my evidence on Chapter 18 (paragraph 33) I suggested that impulsive noise from 

the Handloaders Association range may already be responsible for some of the 

incidents in the Trust’s breeding programmes. I note that in his rebuttal evidence 

(4.5) Mr Camp responded “I would not be surprised if this was the case”. I believe it 

is feasible that some incidents in the Trust’s breeding programmes may similarly 

have been caused by existing engine-testing noise. 

34 Mr Camp also questions why the aviaries were sited close to an existing source of 

noise (i.e. the shooting range). My understanding is that the sites were chosen by 

Lady Isaac in the late 1980s – early 1990s (Bruce Rule, ICWT, pers. comm.). While 

we cannot be sure how various factors were balanced at the time, I suggest the 

availability of a continuous water supply through the shorebird and waterfowl aviaries 

(these species are highly dependent on water) was the primary reason for the choice 

of location. In addition, it is very likely that our understanding of the impacts of noise 

on wildlife has improved in the past 25 years, and it is certainly true that information 

about it is much more readily available now. In other words, the potential impacts of 

noise may have been less obvious at the time the aviaries were sited. It also seems 

very likely that both impulsive and background noise have increased over the past 25 

years, as activity at the shooting range and at CIAL have increased. 

Conclusions 

35 Overall, I agree with many of the conclusions drawn by Dr McClellan in her evidence. 

In particular, I believe that risk assessments and mitigation options with respect to 

bird-strike at CIAL need to be firmly evidence-based.  

36 I agree with Dr McClellan’s suggestion that the concept of an expert panel to assist 

with bird-strike risk assessment has merit. 

37 The habitats and activities at Peacock Springs do not result in large numbers of 

hazardous bird species moving to and from the site, in spite of the substantial 

number of birds present.. 

38 The precise consequences of more frequent loud and/or sudden noise (either from 

operation of a kart club or from a changed engine-testing regime at CIAL) on the 
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breeding programmes at Peacock Springs are unknown, and are presently 

impossible to predict. However, I am very much concerned about the potential effects 

of increases in levels and/or duration of noise from either source, particularly given 

the national and international importance of the Trust’s programmes. 

39 It seems likely that there are already some effects of existing noise, and any increase 

in the frequency of adverse incidents is highly undesirable. There may well be a 

threshold of disturbance above which failure of the breeding programmes becomes 

more frequent. The consequences of that for several highly-threatened bird species 

in New Zealand would be significant. 

40 The conclusions from paragraphs 37-39 of my evidence on Chapter 18 are also 

relevant to Chapter 6. 

 

 

John Edward Dowding 

17 February 2016 
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Appendix 1  Data on bird strike at Christchurch International Airport 2003-2007, from 

Appendix 7, Table 5, of the evidence of Robert Kenneth McAnergney to a hearing on 

the proposed Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2011, dated 28 February 2012. 
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