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REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF IAIN ROBERT MURDOCH MUNRO 

1 My full name is Iain Robert Murdoch Munro. 

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief 

dated 17 February 2016. 

3 I have read the Evidence in Chief of Ms Ainsley McLeod on behalf 

of Transpower New Zealand Limited.  

4 I wish to provide brief rebuttal to some matters raised in this 

evidence.  

5 I reconfirm my compliance with the code of conduct for expert 

witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note (2014) 

and also as set out in my 17 February 2016 evidence in chief.  

REBUTTAL 

6 I understand that Ms McLeod recommends that there be an 

exemption from the rules prohibiting any part of a building, 

structure, tree or utility that penetrates the airport protection 

surfaces for Christchurch Airport, in respect of Transpower’s 

National Grid structures.1 

7 I understand that there are some existing National Grid pylons 

which penetrate the protection surfaces proposed in the Plan.  It is 

also my understanding that the future ‘upgrading’ of pylons may 

include increasing their height.   

8 I do not consider that it is appropriate for any existing utility 

structures, or for that matter any obstacles, which penetrate the 

protection surfaces to be able to be increased in height. 

9 The airport protection services are critical controls over the 

avoidance of obstacles which may endanger aircraft operations and 

thereby compromise airport safety. 

10 While I acknowledge that the National Grid is important 

infrastructure, the fact remains that allowing for any increase in the 

height of any structures or obstacles beyond their present heights 

protruding within the protection surfaces presents an aviation safety 

risk that is unacceptable.  

11 Ms McLeod has also queried in her evidence the basis for the 

proposed Plan providing a 1.6% gradient for the protection surfaces 

applying to runway take-off.2  She refers to the Civil Aviation 

                                            
1  Evidence of Ainsley McLeod, at [45] to [47].  

2  Evidence of Ainsley McLeod, at [25]-[26]. 
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Authority Advisory Circular AC139-6 and states that it is her 

understanding that the 1.6% gradient should only apply to limit the 

height of new objects beneath the protection surface, and that 

existing objects are permitted beneath a steeper 2% gradient 

surface. Ms McLeod notes that a 2% gradient is less likely to result 

in a situation where works associated with the National Grid would 

penetrate the protection surface.  

12 I can provide some clarity on this matter.  

13 The requirements for airport protection surfaces are provided by the 

Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand in their Advisory Circular 

AC139-6 document. 

14 The obstacle protection surfaces are a complex configuration of 

virtual surfaces originating at ground level at the edge of the area 

around a runway (known as the runway strip) and rising in planar 

slopes laterally on each side and longitudinally at each end of the a 

runway. The purpose of the protection surfaces are explained in 

AC139-6, Chapter 4 as follows: 

“The obstacle limitation surfaces at an aerodrome are defined 

surfaces in the airspace above and adjacent to the aerodrome. 

These obstacle limitation surfaces are necessary to enable aircraft to 

maintain a satisfactory level of safety while manoeuvring at low 

altitude in the vicinity of the aerodrome. These surfaces should be 

free of obstacles and subject to control such as the establishment of 

zones, where the erection of buildings, masts and so on, are 

prohibited.” 

15 It is my understanding that the limiting gradient that applies to the 

take-off climb obstacle surface is related to the dependable 

performance of the rate of climb for a wide range of aircraft types, 

operating normally as well as in abnormal situations such as the 

failure of an engine (and thereby suffering from lower thrust and 

climb performance) during take-off. 

16 In respect of take-off climb protection surfaces, AC139-6 further 

states:3  

“New objects or extensions of existing objects should not be 

permitted above a take-off climb surface except where the new 

object or extension would be shielded by an existing immovable 

object. 

If no object reaches the 2 percent (1:50) take off climb surface, new 

objects should be limited to preserve the existing obstacle-free 

surface down to a slope of 1.6 percent (1:62.5).” 

                                            
3 Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand Advisory Circular AC139-6, 4.2.11-12 
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17 My interpretation of these requirements is that the only 

circumstances where a new object or the extension of an existing 

object could be of a height which penetrates a slope of 1.6% are:  

17.1 Where such an object is directly beyond and shielded by an 

existing (immovable) object which itself penetrates the 1.6% 

gradient, or; 

17.2 If “an aeronautical study determines that the object would 

not adversely affect the safety or significantly affect the 

regularity of operations of aeroplanes”4. 

18 In my opinion Ms McLeod has interpreted the provisions of AC139-6 

incorrectly. 

19 It is my opinion that the clear intent of AC139-6 is that no new 

objects or extension of existing objects should be permitted to 

penetrate a 1.6% gradient. 

20 Given that these provisions are promulgated by the Civil Aviation 

Authority of New Zealand, which is the regulator charged with 

fostering the safety of civil aviation, I consider that this should be 

reflected in the proposed Plan provisions, and not deviated from. 

21 Accordingly I consider that as this is a matter of aviation safety 

there should be no exemption for the possible future extension of 

height of Transpower’s National Grid structures such that they might 

penetrate a 1.6% gradient, and no increase allowed for in height of 

those structures which presently penetrate the protection surfaces 

as existing. 

Dated: 25 February 2016 

 

 

Iain Robert Murdoch Munro 

 

 

                                            
4 Civil Aviation Authority of New Zealand Advisory Circular AC139-6, 4.2.13 
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