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REBUTTAL 

1. My full name is Philip Patrick Shaw. 

 

2. My qualifications and experience are set out in my brief of evidence dated 17 February 2016.  

 

3. I have read the evidence of: 

a. Dr John Dowding; 

b. Dr Jeremy Trevathan; 

c. Ms Kim Seaton; and 

d. Mr David Lawry.  

Waterbodies and regulating ponding in excavations 

4. I agree with Dr Dowding that there are many factors of a water body that determine its 

attractiveness to birds and using size as the key factor is “a very blunt instrument.” In an ideal 

world it would be left to the proponent to mitigate the risk to an acceptable level and monitoring 

would show that they are achieving acceptable risk levels. However, I am informed by Mr Bonis 

that from a planning perspective, prescriptive requirements are clearer for plan users and more 

easily enforceable. 

 

5. Ms Seaton (Paragraph 17) indicates that enforcement of a rule around ponding in quarries and 

other excavations would be a problem. I cover this concern in my evidence in chief (Paragraph 69 

(i)), but would add that it is important that the primary objective is to control the attraction of birds 

that may create a hazard; controlling the ponding is a means to achieve this. 

Strike risk presented by Peacock springs 

6. It is comforting to read that Dr Dowding (Paragraph 19) has observed very few flights of waterfowl 

towards or away from Peacock Springs and that the population is largely resident and sedentary. 

However the data presented in the Trust’s Bird Hazard Management Plan 2015 Annual Report to CIAL 

indicates something very different. Regular surveys on the Trust’s property show large fluctuations in 

populations between surveys. Black-backed Gulls vary from 0 to 157 (graph) or 0 to 79 (table); and 

Mallard/Grey Duck range from 0 to 24. Clearly these birds arrive and leave the site from time to time and 

there appears to be no current understanding of when or in which direction. Some waterfowl travel after 

dark when movements would be difficult to detect.  

7. In Paragraph 20, Dr Dowding indicates the presence of shags at Peacock Springs. They are a relatively 

sizable flocking species and being that close to the runway is a concern. Their numbers are not outlined 

in the 2015 Annual Report, perhaps because none were observed, but this is unclear. 

8. To properly assess the risk Peacock Springs presents to air traffic at CIA, a much more detailed 

assessment of the bird hazard would be necessary. It is certainly not appropriate to extrapolate from Dr 

Dowdings observations at Peacock Springs and suggest that waterbodies, at least in that area, are not 

really a significant hazard. The data provided does not show that Peacock Springs does not currently 

present a risk and were new water bodies to be created at the site or any other, these would need to be 

assessed on the merits of the proposal and the likely attraction of certain bird species. 

9. I note that Dr Dowding has raised concerns regarding the impact of engine testing noise on captive 

breeding programs at Peacock Springs.  Without significant further research (which I did not have time 

to undertake in the timeframes required for preparation of rebuttal) I am not able to draw a conclusion or 

respond with confidence to Dr Dowding’s concerns.   Having stated that, engine testing is obviously an 

ongoing activity at the Airport and birds may be impacted by that noise – however I am not sure at what 

levels, and it is likely to be species specific. 
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CIAL’s birdstrike program 

10. Mr Lawry implies that CIAL does not take birdstrike seriously and is unwilling to do its own 

mitigation or at least enough of it (Paragraph 6.17). This is unfounded. I have audited the CIAL 

wildlife program on two occasions (June 2011 and September 2014) and while there are areas for 

improvement, CIAL has a robust program that compares favourably with most airports of its size in 

the world.  

 

11. In particular, CIAL: 

a) Has a detailed Wildlife Management Plan with Standard Operating Procedures. 

b) Regularly audits the Plan through external experts. 

c) Manages its own habitats to reduce bird attraction through: 

i. Treating weeds in grass and fertilising to encourage vigorous growth; 

ii. Researching and trialling world-leading biotechnology through the use of bird-

deterring endophytic grass and rolling out across a large area of the airport. In 

fact more area of CIA is covered by endophytic grass than any other airport I am 

aware of in the world; 

iii. Filling in ditches and removing a pond; 

iv. Removing some trees, hedges and spoil heaps; and 

v. Monitoring buildings and contracting pest controllers to manage roosting and 

nesting birds. 

d) Has a dedicated wildlife control team, which in recent years has been increased from 

one to two people supplemented with fire department staff. 

e) Has a range of suitable equipment for managing birds including firearms and 

pyrotechnic equipment. 

f) Has a trained dog for dispersing birds on airport. 

g) Collects data through state of the art digital capture  

h) Invests in training and continual learning for its wildlife team and those involved in bird 

control. One team member has completed advanced training. 

i) Staff have attended a number of international conferences including the Australian 

Aviation Wildlife Hazard Group Forum. 

CIAL’s data and off airport bird management 

12. Various evidence (Mr Lawry, Dr Dowding, Ms Seaton) points to CIAL’s lack of data, particularly in 

relation to off airport bird management. Based on personal observation from more than 70 airports 

around the world, attendance at numerous international conferences and discussions with wildlife 

strike experts across the globe, I conclude that: 

a) CIAL has one of the longest running bird monitoring programs at and adjacent to an 

airport anywhere in the world, via the work of Dr Peter Harper who commenced 

surveys in 1985. Admittedly the data has been stored in a form that makes it very 

cumbersome to deal with, but the data has been collected. 

b) No other airport in the world that I am aware of has regularly completed aerial 

surveys of off-airport populations, as CIAL has done over the past 10 plus years. 

 

13. Some airports commit to off-airport bird control programs like CIAL has done in the past, but it is 

not commonplace. Specifically, CIAL has: 

a) Initiated the Black-backed Gull control program using alpha-chloralose at colonies in 

the Waimakariri River; 

b) Liaised with Paparoa Prison Farm to successfully request modification of animal 

feeding manner resulting in feeding away from extended centre line; 

c) Built relationships with adjacent farmers to encourage lambing ewes being placed in 

areas well away from runways; and 

d) Organised the Canada goose and Feral pigeon shoots by members of the New 

Zealand Gamebird Hunters Association using equipment such as Decoys, Layup 
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blinds, competition prizes, etc., funded under a formal results based agreement with 

the shooters group.  

 

14. The now completed Off-airport Bird Management Plan (attached to my evidence in chief) 

addresses some of the criticisms about the lack of data available to stakeholders. Moreover that 

plan, when implemented, will be one of the most comprehensive off-airport wildlife programs 

initiated by an airport anywhere in the world.   

 

15. To imply that CIAL should have completed detailed assessments of bird populations and their 

movements around CIAL airspace is to suggest that they should have done more than almost any 

airport in the world. A comprehensive understanding of this issue would at a minimum require: 

a) Seasonal population studies of all key species (to be done as part of the Off-airport 

Bird Management Plan); 

b) Satellite tracking of a significant number of individuals (at least 10) from at least 10 

species over several years to account for climatic variation.  

 

16. Satellite tracking would be a very expensive undertaking, and not one that airports have done in 

the past. Some airports have done small scale, single species studies to determine bird 

movements, but to my knowledge never on a scale that would be sufficient to provide data to 

categorically alter land use principles. Such work could be assisted with the installation of an avian 

radar. However, the range of such equipment would not reliably extend much beyond the airport 

boundary and therefore leave a gap in understand about where bird flocks are precisely coming 

from and going to as they are detected over the airport.  

 

17. The best example of an extensive bird study for strike mitigation is from Europe. The European 

Space Agency and its partners have developed the Flysafe program which uses weather radar, 

local radar, satellite tracking and a host of ground based surveys to inform bird movement patterns 

and provide real time risk indices, primarily for use by military.
1
 Clearly this level of investigation is 

beyond the means of an individual airport. 

 

18. In any event, as Dr Dowding describes in his evidence (Paragraph 16.4): “Over time scales of 

several decades species may even disappear from an area or may increase dramatically.” That 

being the case, even with brilliant information about current populations and current movement 

patterns, a planning scheme must take into account the fact that bird populations will change in 

their composition, size and movement patterns over time. I am not suggesting that such studies 

would not be very useful, I am however, emphasising that there will always be a level of 

uncertainty that must be accounted for in planning considerations around the birdstrike issue. 

 

Avian Radar 

 

19. In my evidence in chief (Paragraph 75) I addressed the fact that radar is an emerging technology, 

not in standard use at airports. I would add that to my knowledge apart from Durban, South Africa, 

there are no airports in the Southern Hemisphere that have an avian radar. It is simply not yet a 

commonly used approach to wildlife survey and management and to suggest CIAL is somehow a 

laggard is unfounded. 

 

25 February 2016 

Philip Patrick Shaw 

                                                           
1
 https://artes-apps.esa.int/projects/flysafe Accessed 24/2/16 
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