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1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 

 

1.1 Expert conferencing was held on 13 January 2016 and was 

facilitated.  

 

2. PARTICIPANTS 

 

Name Organisation 

Dr Rachel Katherine McClellan Christchurch City Council  

Phillip Shaw Christchurch International Airport Limited 

Dr John Edward Dowding Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 

Robert Lawry For David Lawry 

 



 

 

3. TOPIC OF CONFERENCING 

 

3.1 The topic of this conferencing session is the birdstrike provisions 

within the General Rules and Procedures Chapter (Stage 3) of the 

Christchurch Replacement Plan. 

 

4. GENERAL COMMENTS 

 

4.1 The four experts agreed that the issue of birdstrike was a serious 

issue for Christchurch International Airport.  

4.2 All agreed that there was a lack of data about movement patterns of 

many bird species in the vicinity of the airport. 

4.3 Both Mr Shaw and Dr McClellan noted that they had entered the 

hearing process late, and brought expert opinions to the table that did 

not necessarily align with those of Christchurch International Airport’s 

(CIA) Phase 2 submission, or Christchurch City Council’s (CCC) 

proposed amendments to birdstrike rules, respectively. For example, 

Dr McClellan was not involved in developing the proposed 

amendments to birdstrike rules, and Mr Shaw had significantly 

modified CIA’s proposed birdstrike activity definition (with the 

introduction of Table 1 in his Will Say Statement), and had re-

introduced the 13 km radii around the airport. 

4.4 Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry and Dr McClellan all agreed that there was a 

frustrating lack of data on: 

(a) The actual key bird species of interest to CIA (also noted 

was inconsistency between CIA witnesses regarding this 

information) 

(b) Birdstrike rates (including no provision of a basic birdstrike 

risk assessment), including information such as what 

species were hit on- versus off-airport, at what heights, and 

their locations (i.e. runways/plane flight paths) 

(c) On-site and off-airport management techniques and their 

efficacy, including changes in birdstrike rates and near 

misses. Mr Shaw indicated the airport had data on the 

effects of on-site mitigation but had not collated or released 

it. 

(d) General airport bird monitoring (e.g. species abundances, 

bird flight paths).  This could be improved with emerging 

technologies such as avian radar or by establishment of 

further scientific evidence. 



 

 

This made it very difficult to provide meaningful opinions on suitable 

provisions.   

4.5 Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry and Dr McClellan also considered that this 

amounted to a lack of transparency on the part of CIA, and that it 

should be addressed to assist future deliberations on bird-strike risk. 

 

5. Actions for certain land use in proposed developments at specified 

distances from CIA (Table 1) 

 

5.1 Mr Shaw presented the above table as an attachment to his Will Say 

Statement.  It is based on Australia’s National Airports Safeguarding 

framework (NASF), with modifications based on recent work 

undertaken by Avisure in Sydney. 

5.2 All experts agreed that this table replaced CIA’s birdstrike risk 

activities in its Phase 2 submission, and that it was more detailed and 

complex than the initial submission. 

5.3 Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry and Dr McClellan all agreed that Table 1 was 

too prescriptive and risked precluding activities that, if managed 

appropriately, do not increase the risk of strike.  For example, Dr 

Dowding noted that a proposed development such as the Isaac 

Trust’s existing salmon hatchery and salmon and trout farm would be 

incompatible under Table 1, despite the present hatchery and farm 

having being managed to successfully eliminate birdstrike risk for 

many years. The group agreed to replace the word ‘incompatible’ in 

Mr Shaw’s original Table with the word ‘restricted’. 

5.4 Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry and Dr McClellan were all uncomfortable with 

the use of the 3 km, 8 km, and 13 km radii around the airport.  They 

noted that distances were developed in other countries and did not 

necessarily relate to the species and habitats present within the 

Christchurch City District, particularly given the ability of local species 

to travel significant distances. However, they also accepted that in 

spite of biological realities and potential local differences, some form 

of delineation was probably necessary for planning and consent 

purposes. Mr Shaw emphasised that they were in common use in 

various parts of the world and offered a sound basis for developing 

guidelines. 

5.5 Dr McClellan noted that proposed activities that triggered the 

requirement for a birdstrike management plan would be likely to cover 

almost all commercial, recreational, and agricultural developments 

within the Christchurch District out to 8 km, and some out to 13 km.  



 

 

Mr Lawry noted that this would put a significant onus on developers 

and landowners. 

5.6 Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry and Dr McClellan all disagreed strongly with 

Mr Shaw’s proposal that the Replacement Plan should establish CIA 

as the sole auditor of all birdstrike management plans.  Mr Shaw 

noted that this was the standard practise in Australia. 

 

6. Independent birdstrike panel 

 

6.1 All four experts agreed that a way forward would be to establish an 

independent birdstrike panel.  Under this scenario, Table 1 (which 

has been further modified since the expert conference – see 

attachment) would be used as a guidance tool, rather than a 

prescriptive tool. A developer/landowner with a proposed project that 

fell within any of the categories of restrict, mitigate, or monitor would 

submit their project plan to CCC.  Either the CCC would decide which 

projects needed to be submitted to the panel for evaluation, or all 

such projects would be submitted to the panel.  The panel would then 

decide whether the applicant needed to devise a birdstrike 

management and/or monitoring plan.  If so, the plan would be 

assessed by the panel, which would submit a recommendation to the 

consent authority. 

(a) The suggested composition of the panel is: one 

representative from CIA, one from CCC and at least two 

independent members with ornithological expertise. The 

panel would have the ability to co-opt temporary members 

as it saw fit to assist in particular cases. 

(b) Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry, and Dr McClellan considered that 

Table 1 could then be updatable, should populations of key 

species change significantly, or further research 

demonstrate that radii were too restrictive. 

(c) Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry, and Dr McClellan also considered 

that this would allow for much greater flexibility in decision-

making, specific to the species and habitats present within 

Christchurch. 

(d) Dr Dowding, Mr Lawry, and Dr McClellan saw this as a way 

of birdstrike management being in tune with existing 

birdstrike rates at CIA, and changes in populations of key 

bird species (for example, as a result of off-airport 

management).  The panel would keep up to date with such 



 

 

changes through regular communication with CIA, and 

organisations such as Birds New Zealand, Department of 

Conservation, Environment Canterbury, and Fish and 

Game. 

6.2 The experts noted that the establishment of such a panel would have 

ramifications for other rules in the proposed Replacement Plan. 

 

7. Fall-back option 

 

7.1 The experts were not able to come to an agreement on a fall-back 

option, were the hearing panel not to agree with the establishment of 

an independent birdstrike panel.  In that event, the experts asked to 

be able to revisit this issue. 

7.2 Dr Dowding would at least like to see cleanfill removed from the 

definition of birdstrike risk activity (i.e. Table 1). 

  



 

 

Table 1: Birdstrike Safeguarding Guidelines for Christchurch Airport 

Land Use 

 

Wildlife 

Attraction 

Risk 

 

Actions for Proposed Developments or Changes to Existing 

Developments 

Within 3 km 

radius of 

NZCH 

(Area A) 

Within 8 km 

radius of 

NZCH 

(Area B) 

Within 13 km 

radius of 

NZCH 

(Area C) 

Beyond 13 km 

radius of NZCH 

but within CCC 

boundary 

Agriculture 

Turf farm High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action 

Piggery High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action 

Fruit tree farm High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action 

Fish processing /packing plant High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action 

Abattoirs and freezing works High Restricted Mitigate Monitor No Action 

Cattle/dairy farm Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Poultry farm Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Forestry Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Plant nursery Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Conservation 

Wildlife sanctuary / conservation area – wetland High Restricted  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Wildlife sanctuary / conservation area – dryland Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Recreation 

Golf course Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Sports facility (tennis, bowls, etc.) Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Park/Playground Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Picnic/camping ground Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Commercial 

Food processing plant High Restricted  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Warehouse (food storage) Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Fast food / drive-in / outdoor restaurant Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Shopping centre Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Office building Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Hotel/motel Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Car park Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Cinemas Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Warehouse (non-food storage) Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Petrol station Very Low Monitor  No Action No Action No Action 

Utilities 

Putrescible waste facility- landfill Very High Restricted Restricted Mitigate Mitigate 

Food / organic waste facility High Restricted Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Putrescible waste facility - transfer station High Restricted Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Non‐putrescible waste facility – landfill Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Non‐putrescible waste facility - transfer station Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Sewage / wastewater treatment facility Moderate Mitigate  Mitigate  Monitor No Action 

Potable water treatment facility Low Monitor  Monitor No Action No Action 

Site works/landscape 

Project scale >5ha N/A Mitigate Mitigate Mitigate No Action 

Project scale >2ha N/A Mitigate Mitigate No Action No Action 

Project scale >1ha N/A Mitigate No Action No Action No Action 

Projects involving landscapes that include >50 trees 

over 10m in height 

N/A Mitigate Mitigate No Action No Action 

Projects involving landscapes that include >20 trees 

over 10m in height 

N/A Mitigate No Action No Action No Action 

Excavation works involving an area >100m2 

resulting in open water for more than a continuous 

48h period 

N/A Mitigate No Action No Action No Action 

Introduction of permanent water body/water 

course/drain >1000m
2
  

N/A Mitigate Mitigate Monitor No Action 

Introduction of permanent water body/water 

course/drain >500m
2
  

N/A Mitigate Monitor No Action No Action 

 

Restricted 

Generally considered to present a high risk. A study and detailed management plan is required outlining how bird strike risk will not be elevated 

and how this will be monitored. Requires referral to the independent birdstrike panel. 

Mitigate  Monitor 

Generally considered to present a medium risk.  A management plan and referral to the independent birdstrike panel is required. 



 

 

 

 

We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record 

of the conferencing session held on 13 January 2016 and agreements made via 

subsequent email communications.  We have complied with the Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses.  

 

Signed: 

 

Name Signature 

Rachel Katherine McClellan 

 

Phillip Shaw 

 

John Edward Dowding 

 

Robert Lawry 

 

 


