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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 previously provided evidence on behalf of The Isaac Conservation and Wildlife 

Trust (Trust) in the Proposed Replacement District Plan (Replacement Plan) 

process.  That includes evidence in respect of Chapter 6 dated 17 February 2016. 

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 Subsequent to my 17 February evidence I have reviewed the Statements of 

Evidence of: 

5.1 Mr Phillip Shaw, including Attachment A (Off-airport Bird Hazard Management 

Plan, OBHMP); and 

5.2 Mr Bonis. 

6 In this evidence I respond to the evidence of: 

6.1 Mr Shaw, with particular attention to his assessment of the bird-strike risk 

posed by Peacock Springs; 

6.2 Mr Bonis, in particular his conclusion in paragraphs 152 and 153 that some 

new waterbodies could not be managed adequately to lower risk, and 

therefore should be declined. 
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Executive Summary 

7 The main points considered in this evidence are as follows: 

7.1 In my view, there is no evidence to show that Peacock Springs poses a ‘High’ 

risk in relation to bird-strike at Christchurch International Airport, as suggested 

by Mr Shaw. I will provide a number of lines of evidence to suggest that it is 

not high. 

7.2 I do not believe that minor changes to existing water bodies at Peacock 

Springs, or the creation of new water bodies of a size that can be 

accommodated on the site, will create an increased risk of bird-strike at CIA 

that cannot be managed in the same way that existing habitats and activities 

are currently managed. 

Evidence of Mr Shaw 

8 In Mr Shaw’s evidence and his attached “Off-Airport Bird Hazard Management Plan” 

(OBHMP) there are a number of references to Peacock Springs.  My view of the risk 

posed by that site is outlined in my previous evidence, but I now wish to respond in 

more detail to some of the material presented by Mr Shaw. 

9 In section 2.4 of the OBHMP, Mr Shaw ranks the contribution of risk to Christchurch 

International Airport (CIA) from Peacock Springs as ‘High’. He notes in his 

description of the site that it “supports various waterbirds. Few detailed counts of 

birds have been taken, but these few indicate there are relatively high numbers of 

various species, particularly on lakes where people feed birds…”. I am not clear what 

counts Mr Shaw is referring to here.  While counts are recorded in the annual reports 

from the Trust to CIAL, I note that these counts are made at six stations widely 

spread around the Trust’s land and not near any of the water bodies that hold the 

majority of waterfowl. I consider these counts further below. 

10 It is also the case that there is no public access to the lakes, so the public do not feed 

birds there. Staff at Peacock Springs feed peafowl and a few pairs of Cape Barren 

geese and mute swans, but do not feed other species (mallards, paradise shelducks, 

coots, grey teal, and scaup) which make up the large majority of birds on the lakes. 

As noted in my evidence in chief, most of these birds are resident, many breed at the 

site, and there is no evidence of significant daily movement on and off the site. 
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11 From the description in Section 2.4 Table 1, Mr Shaw appears to be basing his 

ranking primarily on the presence of water bodies and waterbirds. I believe it is useful 

to consider the species that he considers pose the greatest risk to CIA. In paragraph 

3 of the Background section of the OBHMP, it is stated that the Plan has been written 

“…to guide off-airport monitoring and management of three bird species identified as 

a priority…” (my emphasis). These species are southern black-backed gull, Canada 

goose, and rock (or feral) pigeon. 

12 Black-backed gulls do not appear to be attracted to the water bodies at Peacock 

Springs, although I understand that groups occasionally visit the dairy farm on the 

Trust’s property. I note that no gulls were recorded in the 2015 aerial survey reported 

by Mr Shaw in his Appendix 2. It is also the case that numbers of black-backed gulls 

at the site are negligible as a proportion of the total population in the vicinity of the 

airport, and particularly in comparison to the large colonies in the Waimakariri River. 

Table 4 of the OBHMP lists Peacock Springs as a ‘Low’ priority for gull management. 

13 As noted in my evidence in chief, my understanding is that Canada geese have been 

(and continue to be) culled at Peacock Springs, and are now rarely seen there. I 

understand from Mr Rule (Operations Manager, ICWT, pers. comm.) that over the 

past five years few geese have been seen at the site and only about one a year has 

been shot. In spite of this, the OBHMP, in section 4.1.5, lists Peacock Springs as a 

‘Medium’ priority for Canada goose management. The management option “Prevent 

feeding” is listed; my understanding is Canada geese are never fed at Peacock 

Springs. 

14 Rock pigeons are numerous and widely distributed in lowland Canterbury, but are not 

particularly attracted to Peacock Springs. The main habitats there are aquatic, and 

pigeons are not attracted to the lakes, streams, or other water bodies. The 2015 

aerial survey recorded none at the site (evidence of Mr Shaw, Appendix 2). Peacock 

Springs is listed in Table 5 of the OBHMP as a ‘Medium’ priority for management of 

pigeons, but the basis for this ranking is not clear to me. 

15 The CIA quarterly helicopter survey transect passes over the Isaac Conservation 

Park (ICP), which includes Peacock Springs (see evidence of Mr Shaw, OBHMP 

Appendix 7). The counts of 13 bird species at 12 points or areas (one of them 

‘Isaacs’) along this transect are shown for a survey in 2015 (second table in 

Appendix 2, Aerial survey results). These counts show that the total number of birds 

recorded at ‘Isaacs’ was the lowest of any of the 12 sites, and that they represent just 
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0.1% of the total counted in the survey. In my opinion, this extremely low proportion 

does not appear consistent with a risk ranking of ‘High’. 

16 I understand that in 2010 the Trust compiled a Bird Hazard Management Plan 

(BHMP) in close consultation with CIAL. I further understand the final BHMP was 

approved by CIAL in July 2010. I understand the BHMP is attached to the evidence 

of Ms Seaton. The BHMP sets out two main ways in which bird hazard management 

will be implemented within the Isaac Conservation Park (ICP). In the longer term, 

potential hazards will be controlled through ongoing land and habitat management. In 

the short term, the BHMP specifies clear notification procedures (and, if necessary, 

actions) to deal with birds that might pose an immediate risk to aircraft. 

17 Under the BHMP, the Trust has a number of obligations and undertakes a wide 

range of actions. These include: 

17.1 No additional ponds or wetlands will be created, and the area of existing 

ponds and wetlands will not be increased, except where resource consents 

are obtained; CIAL will be consulted before lodgement; 

17.2 Maintaining a vegetation canopy over streams as far as practicable to 

minimise the area of open water. If riparian plantings are undertaken, species 

will be chosen from a preferred plant list; 

17.3 Limitations on border dyke irrigation within 500 m of the extended centre line 

of runway 02/20; 

17.4 Avoiding planting of trees that provide roosting and nesting opportunities for 

pest bird species; 

17.5 Avoiding planting of crops that provide feeding opportunities for pest bird 

species within 500 m of the extended centre line of runway 02/20; 

17.6 Minimising scavenging opportunities (e.g. removal of food waste, dead stock); 

17.7 Regular monitoring of bird species and numbers at six sites around the ICP; 

17.8 Reporting hazardous bird sightings to CIAL immediately, following a defined 

protocol; and 

17.9 Annual reporting to CIAL of activities undertaken during the year. 
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18 As noted above, I do not believe Peacock Springs poses a high risk of bird-strike at 

CIA.  

19 I also understand that as part of its obligations under the BHMP the Trust has now 

submitted five annual reports (dated 2011-2015 inclusive) on the activities it has 

undertaken in fulfilment of the Plan. I understand from Mr Rule (Operations Manager, 

ICWT, pers. comm.) that in response to these reports CIAL has not asked for any 

changes to the BHMP at any time, it has not made any comment on bird numbers in 

the counts reported, and has not expressed any concern about the Trust’s activities 

resulting in a high or increasing level of risk at CIA. 

20 Further, the 5-minute bird counts at the six stations surrounding the ICP (map shown 

below) do not suggest high numbers of the three key species. These counts are 

included in the five annual reports sent to CIAL, but I have summarised the five years 

of data for the three species in Appendix 1”.  

 

21 Combined counts from the six stations show low numbers of black-backed gulls 

(median 4 birds per combined count). I note that count stations 4 and 5 (refer to map) 

are both close to the Waimakariri River about 2 km from any water bodies at 

Peacock Springs. They will therefore record gulls in the riverbed that are not near 

Peacock Springs and are not travelling to or from the site. Excluding stations 4 and 5, 

1 

2 

3 

4 
5 

6 
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the median value is 2 birds per count. In fact, I suggest that because of their distance 

and direction from Peacock Springs, counts from stations 4 and 5 contribute little to 

our understanding of whether there are regular movements of any species to or from 

Peacock Springs that might increase risk at CIA.  

22 The counts show that over the five-year period 2011-2015, Canada geese have been 

recorded on only three occasions (in 102 counts). The median per count is 0.2 birds 

(and 0.1 when stations 4 and 5 are excluded). I also note that there have been no 

records of Canada geese at any station since March 2012.  

23 Because pigeons normally travel in flocks, counts for the species are highly skewed; 

again excluding stations 4 and 5 because of their distance from Peacock Springs, the 

average value is 10.8 birds per count, but the median is 0. I note that a large majority 

of the total number of pigeons counted (about three-quarters) have been at station 3, 

which is about 1.5 km from the nearest point at Peacock Springs. This suggests that 

the relatively frequent occurrence of pigeons at this station may be unrelated to the 

activities and water bodies at Peacock Springs. 

24 I also note that the “risk” rank accorded to Peacock Springs is higher than that 

accorded to Styx Mill. Given the large numbers of Canada geese at the latter site and 

the concerns expressed about it (evidence of Dr Harper and Mr McAnergney), the 

Peacock Springs rank does appear inconsistent in my view. 

25 Further I note that bird movements, which are the primary concern for CIAL, are not 

only governed by foraging or roosting behaviour. Where the public has access, and 

particularly in areas where children, dogs, and vehicles are permitted, disturbance 

events routinely cause birds to take flight, often in large groups. Among the sites of 

concern to CIAL, Peacock Springs is highly unusual (and perhaps unique) in that 

there is no public access, and disturbance is at a minimum. In my opinion, this is 

another important factor in reducing the risk the site poses to operations at CIA. 

26 In summary, I suggest that the available evidence does not support a bird-strike risk 

ranking of ‘High’ for Peacock Springs as suggested in Table 2.4 of the OBHMP. This 

is based on (a) the low numbers at the site of the three key species identified by Mr 

Shaw in the OBHMP, (b) the lack of evidence (either from the Trust’s counts or any 

provided by Mr Shaw) for significant movements of birds to and from Peacock 

Springs, (c) the fulfilment of a wide suite of mitigation activities under the Trust’s own 

BHMP, (d) the fact that CIAL has not asked for any changes to that Plan or 
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expressed any concern about a high or increasing level of risk during the past five 

years, and (e) the low level of disturbance at Peacock Springs. 

Evidence of Mr Bonis 

27 Paragraphs 152 and 152 of Mr Bonis’ evidence are relevant to my area of expertise.  

As I understand it, he relies on Mr Shaw’s evidence to conclude some new 

waterbody proposals may have to be declined in order for the risk of bird-strike to be 

avoided. Referring to paragraph 38 of Mr Shaw’s evidence, this appears to relate to 

the proposed Lake Isaac water-sports facility. I understand that facility would have 

involved a very large open body of water, about 66 ha in area.  I was not involved in 

that case and cannot comment on whether its size and other characteristics might 

have resulted in an increase in bird-strike risk. However, I can accept that for some 

large water bodies, with certain ecological characteristics, and in certain locations in 

relation to CIA, potential risks may not be able to be reduced sufficiently through 

design and/or management. 

28 I do not believe this is likely to be the case at Peacock Springs, however. First, given 

the size and topographical constraints of the site, the size of any new water body at 

Peacock Springs is likely to be very much smaller than the proposed Lake Isaac 

development. The Trust estimates the current area of open water at Peacock Springs 

at about 22 ha; this is within a total area of about 73 ha (B. Rule, Operations 

Manager, ICWT, pers. comm.). Addition of a new water body 1000 m2 in area would 

therefore only increase the total area of open water at Peacock Springs by less than 

0.5%. In itself, this very small change seems highly unlikely to increase the risk of 

bird movements significantly. The modification of existing waterways or creation of 

new water bodies of area less than 1000 m2 would pose a correspondingly lower risk. 

29 Location of water bodies is also important. In paragraph 50 of his evidence, Mr Shaw 

notes that the UK CAA “highlights the need not only to consider the distance a bird 

attractive habitat is…but also its position”. His Figure 4 (copied below) illustrates this 

point with a diagram from the UK CAA showing how the introduction of a new water 

body on the same side of a runway as existing water bodies produces a minor 

hazard increase (left hand side), while a new water body on the opposite side of a 

runway from existing water bodies produces a major hazard increase (right hand 

side). 
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30 The situation at Peacock Springs is that a number of water bodies already exist at 

the site. The introduction of any new water body on the Trust’s land will be on the 

same side of the runway as those existing water bodies, and in close proximity to 

them. This suggests that the situation at Peacock Springs is likely to be reflected in 

the left hand side of the UK CAA diagram, and a new water body there would 

increase the hazard only slightly. 

31 Taken together, the very small percentage increase in total area of open water that is 

likely to occur at Peacock Springs, coupled with the fact that it would be part of an 

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

CIA, suggest to me that any increase in risk would not be appreciable. 

32 As noted in my evidence in chief, the number of bird movements on and off the site 

at Peacock Springs appears low, for a variety of reasons. As explained above, I also 

believe that the risk posed by activities at Peacock Springs is not ‘High’, in large part 

because the Trust actively manages the site in accordance with a BHMP agreed with 

CIAL.  
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33 In my opinion, all the evidence suggests the management regime currently in place is 

highly successful at reducing risk. In my view therefore, it is highly unlikely that the 

Trust would not be able to continue successful management after any minor changes 

to existing water bodies or creation of new water bodies of a size that are likely to 

occur at the site. 

 

 

John Edward Dowding 

25 February 2016 
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Appendix 1 - Summary of five-minute bird counts from the monitoring stations 

around the Trust’s property, Jan 2011 – Dec 2015 

 

 

Survey date BBG CG RP BBG CG RP
20/01/11 4 0 42 2 0 42
17/02/11 2 0 63 2 0 3
04/03/11 0 0 0 0 0 0
30/03/11 0 0 70 0 0 40
10/06/11 4 0 13 0 0 13
11/07/11 0 0 6 0 0 0
02/08/11 20 0 0 0 0 0
22/08/11 7 0 5 5 0 0
08/09/11 9 0 0 8 0 0
22/09/11 2 0 0 2 0 0
07/10/11 1 0 3 0 0 3
28/10/11 5 0 9 3 0 0
08/11/11 3 0 26 0 0 14
24/11/11 4 0 3 4 0 3
02/12/11 4 0 17 4 0 0
08/12/11 10 0 8 8 0 8
15/12/11 0 0 2 0 0 0
21/12/11 19 0 26 13 0 13
12/01/12 1 0 3 1 0 3
26/01/12 1 0 0 1 0 0
09/02/12 5 0 0 0 0 0
22/02/12 15 7 10 15 7 10
08/03/12 2 9 8 2 0 8
21/03/12 9 1 150 9 1 150
04/04/12 0 0 12 0 0 12
19/04/12 2 0 0 2 0 0
03/05/12 17 0 7 17 0 7
17/05/12 0 0 0 0 0 0
30/05/12 2 0 0 2 0 0
15/06/12 21 0 7 13 0 7
28/06/12 6 0 0 5 0 0
12/07/12 11 0 0 4 0 0
26/07/12 24 0 13 16 0 13
07/08/12 8 0 35 4 0 25
21/08/12 6 0 15 4 0 15
07/09/12 7 0 19 4 0 0
24/09/12 4 0 0 2 0 0
09/10/12 16 0 0 10 0 0
24/10/12 20 0 0 20 0 0
09/11/12 8 0 25 8 0 25
22/11/12 2 0 10 2 0 10
07/12/12 43 0 5 3 0 5
19/12/12 1 0 0 0 0 0
07/01/13 1 0 0 0 0 0
24/01/13 28 0 10 17 0 8
05/02/13 13 0 36 5 0 32
20/02/13 10 0 2 4 0 0
08/03/13 0 0 0 0 0 0
21/03/13 2 0 0 0 0 0
22/04/13 1 0 0 1 0 0
30/04/13 2 0 7 2 0 7
14/05/13 16 0 0 4 0 0
30/05/13 24 0 0 24 0 0

Excluding S4 and S5All count stations
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Survey date BBG CG RP BBG CG RP

12/06/13 45 0 0 33 0 0
25/06/13 13 0 0 10 0 0
05/07/13 22 0 0 20 0 0
18/07/13 34 0 0 4 0 0
02/08/13 47 0 0 2 0 0
15/08/13 40 0 0 0 0 0
30/08/13 24 0 0 14 0 0
20/09/13 41 0 0 21 0 0
04/10/13 4 0 0 0 0 0
23/10/13 4 0 0 2 0 0
05/11/13 2 0 0 2 0 0
20/11/13 8 0 22 4 0 22
05/12/13 2 0 2 2 0 2
18/12/13 0 0 0 0 0 0
14/01/14 2 0 0 2 0 0
03/02/14 2 0 0 2 0 0
17/02/14 1 0 0 1 0 3
20/03/14 0 0 0 0 0 0
30/04/14 0 0 0 0 0 0
14/05/14 2 0 0 2 0 0
21/05/14 9 0 0 6 0 0
28/05/14 2 0 0 2 0 0
12/06/14 1 0 2 1 0 2
25/06/14 1 0 0 0 0 0
23/07/14 47 0 0 7 0 0
06/08/14 41 0 0 1 0 0
10/09/14 4 0 0 4 0 0
24/09/14 3 0 46 2 0 46
08/10/14 1 0 4 0 0 4
22/10/14 1 0 27 1 0 27
11/11/14 4 0 25 3 0 3
28/11/14 3 0 0 1 0 0
10/12/14 2 0 76 0 0 76
14/01/15 6 0 0 5 0 0
04/03/15 7 0 0 5 0 0
24/04/15 0 0 0 0 0 0
01/05/15 0 0 126 0 0 126
15/05/15 12 0 34 2 0 34
30/05/15 27 0 3 22 0 2
04/07/15 33 0 13 32 0 7
14/07/15 79 0 154 68 0 45
26/07/15 7 0 91 3 0 51
19/08/15 4 0 9 4 0 0
04/09/15 55 0 146 50 0 105
03/10/15 0 0 50 0 0 20
17/10/15 11 0 30 5 0 0
15/11/15 5 0 40 4 0 40
18/11/15 9 0 12 5 0 12
12/12/15 4 0 0 3 0 0

Mean 10.7 0.2 15.5 6.0 0.1 10.8

Median 4 0 2 2 0 0

Min 0 0 0 0 0 0

Max 79 9 154 68 7 150

All count stations Excluding S4 and S5


