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Introduction 

1. My name is Michael Wyndham Bayley of 1641 Bayleys Road, 

Kaitorete Spit.  

2. I was born in Christchurch in 1942, educated in Christchurch and 

have lived at Kaitorete Spit almost ever since.  

3. I am the 3rd generation of Bayleys to have farmed here having 

grown up here from 1945, farmed here from 1962 and have a 

total of 53yrs farming experience on the property.  

4. I have a wife and 2 younger children still at school living on the 

farm and 2 older sons living and working in Christchurch with a 

total of 5 grandchildren. 

Our Land 

5. The farm was bought in 1916 by my grandfather, E.W.B. Bayley, 

and comprised some 2000 acres (809 hectares) of freehold land 

plus some 3000 acres (1214 hectares) of leased land from the 

Canterbury Regional Council (Ecan) and the Department of 

Conservation (DOC).  (see: attached map marked A) 

6. As can be seen from map A, the farm sits roughly in the centre of 

Kaitorete Spit between the shore of Lake Ellesmere and the ocean.  

7. My father, O.P. Bayley, took over the farm in the early 60’s after 

my grandfather’s death. I took over full time from my father in 

the mid 70’s. 

8. The land is light, sandy and very dry with generally unimproved 

native pastures.  However, there is historical evidence of some 

600 acres (242 hectares) having been ploughed (by traction 

engine) and cropped around the homestead area in 1915. This 

area is also marked on Map A in red. 

9. The farms early use by my grandfather was for grazing with no 

permanent house on the property and it was worked on a weekly 

basis from Kaituna Valley.  After returning from the Pacific War in 
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1945 my father built the first house on the place and he and his 

wife Joan moved in and the family grew. There was no power, no 

trees, no road and 7 gates to open. as correspondence kids we 

loved it and surprisingly survived! 

10. The fifties brought the Korean War wool boom and  the main 

homestead was built and the farm started to thrive. We managed 

to replace the horse and buggy with a Land Rover to take care of 

the sheep.But it was not to last, in the seventies prices for a fat 

lamb fell to around $3.68 and we had to diversify.  We decided to 

start growing new potatoes and lucerne to maintain an income.  

11. In 1966 power came to the farm and we relinquished some 

1500 acres of leased land to concentrate on fencing, putting 

shelter belts on the freehold land and developing the lucerne and 

potato areas.  

12. Overall our conservative and careful management over the past 

100 years has maintained any inherent ecological values existing 

at the property and there is no reason for the Council to assume 

that this will not continue into the future. 

13. Over the years our attention to noxious weeds has prevented the 

spread of gorse, nodding thistles, boxthorn and smilex.  This can 

be compared with the land DOC took over in the sand hills where 

lupins have become rampant.  

14. We have always co-operated with DOC and have hosted their 

archeologists surveying the dunes as well as students from Otago 

University here to count lupin seeds.  

15. We also set aside about 2 acres (1 hectare) for DOC to fence for 

the study and protection of Mullenbekia Astonii. 

16. In our opinion, which is supported by the evidence of continued 

ecological significance, the property has been farmed in sympathy 

with the environment for the last 100 years. But now the Council 

wants to tell us how to farm it after relatively brief inspection and 

with minimal consultation. 
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The Issues 

17. It should be clear from my comments above that we do not say 

the identification of parts of our farm as having ecological 

significance is something we are opposed to.   

18. To the contrary it is through our effective management of the land 

that much of the indigenous vegetation has been able to survive, 

which we wish to see continue. 

19. However, the identification of so much of our land, and in fact 

virtually the entire Kaitorete Spit, as an Site of Ecological 

Significance (SES) with the severe impediment that places on our 

future use of the land and potentially our ability to survive on the 

farm, and ultimately it’s value, is an issue of considerable 

significance.  It is unreasonable, unfair and unjustified, 

20. While most SES’s on Banks Peninsula are quite a small percentage 

of each farm (they average about 3.9% over the whole 

peninsula), SES/E/2 that affects Kaitorete Spit is approx. 25% of 

the total area of SES’s.  A figure that grows, if you add in the 

other area that affects the lake, to some 72% of the entire SESs 

on Banks peninsula and Kaitorete Spit.   

21. On most farms it appears that the SESs will be small patches of 

bush or other vegetation or features that will mostly be 

ungrazeable so the impact will be minimal. The SES on our 

property covers 95% of our grazeable land. This is totally 

unacceptable and unreasonable.  

22. The Council’s proposal leaves us with approximately 100 acres 

(40.5 hectares) in which to grow our cash crops and maintain our 

livelihood. 

23. An important longer term issue arising from this minimal 

remainder of land to farm with any freedom is the complete lack 

of flexibility to move our cultivated area for the potatoes onto a 

new area if our present paddocks become infected with PRN 

(Potato Root Nematode) or other diseases.  
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24. Even if it was possible to get consent to plant in another area free 

of disease, the time taken to obtain a consent at the current 

speed (as we’ve experienced it) would probably prevent a crop (at 

least) being planted.  

25. This is why we consider having alternate ground available 

essential to ensure the viability of our farming program.   

26. We have in the past also been approached to provide ground for 

the production of organic carrot seed and other crops that need 

the degree of isolation that the farm provides. The SES would 

potentially preclude this option either because a consent could be 

declined or the process to obtain a consent would be so costly, 

with all the necessary assessments and so on, that it becomes 

unviable.  

27. It also appears that we would even be unable to complete 

trenching to move a water trough or to work the ground for a 

firebreak in an extremely dry year as we are currently able to do 

without a permit. 

28. Finally and most significantly is the potential loss in capital value 

on the land. 

29. I note Mr William Blake’s somewhat glib and less than helpful 

comments in his evidence: 

5.2    Similar to my comments above, any restriction on the use of 

land, particularly restrictions that inhibit the highest and best use, 

or the activity that generates the most economic return, would be 

seen as a negative relative to the unencumbered situation. Again 

this is a general observation only, and individual property 

circumstances will be different. For example, placing a notation of a 

site of ecological significance on land that is presently uneconomic 

to utilise, such as a rocky cliff face, may have no impact on value. 

30. This to my mind shows either a blatant ignorance of the situation 

(which appears generally quite common to the council witnesses) 

or a desire to oversimplify the position in terms of the properties, 

such as ours and our neighbour Mr Hutchinson, that will be 
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significantly affected both in our potential land uses and the 

property’s value by the proposed SESs.   

31. Mr Blake also appears to assume what I pointed out above that 

SESs will only affect unusable areas rather than  good productive 

farmland.  This difference between the impacts on non-productive 

land and our farm raises a concern as to why it has been 

necessary to treat all SESs alike? 

32. We would have preferred to sit down with the Council and discuss 

these issues in an adult fashion rather than having such draconian 

controls imposed on us.  Because those controls will, without 

doubt, have a significant effect on us. 

33. In an informal discussion with Bayleys Real Estate I was told that 

a drop of 20 – 50% in the capital value could be expected if 

indeed we could attract a buyer at all!   The estimated drop in 

value on current rateable figures would amount to between 

$462,000 to $1,155,000 off the current capital value of 

$2,310,000 

34. As a consequence, I have arranged to get a thorough before and 

after valuation done by “Propertyadvisory” to confirm these 

figures that I hope can be done in time for the hearings. That 

there was insufficient time to gather the necessary information for 

such a valuation is confirmed in the attach letter from Mr Oxnan of 

Property Advisory, rural property valuers (marked B). 

35. As I hope I’ve made clear, this is not a minor effect on our family.  

The Council’s insistence on an oppressive regulatory response in 

relation to our property constitutes, in our view, an unwarranted 

confiscation of our land and a forced loss of our farming potential 

and family income. 

Possible Outcomes 

36. Given the state of the land after 100 years of being farmed by the 

Bayley family I see absolutely no need for the protection and 

excessive bureaucracy of an SES on our property at all. However, 
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if one is to be imposed it must be fair and equitable, Ideally, in 

our view, a SES should not comprise more than 10% of any one 

farm. This would go some way to preserving present values. To 

impose a SES covering 95% of our land is unreasonable, unfair 

and likely without precedent. 

37. Having reviewed the Dutton Report (2007) that was provided by 

the Council on 8 December, I believe that this suggests a far more 

equitable solution.  As shown in Map A (in green), I consider that 

designating the paddocks numbered 1 and 2 and the area along 

Bayley’s Road would be sufficient for protecting the most 

abundant area of indigenous vegetation and ensure significant 

representative sample is safeguarded. 

38. Protecting those particular paddocks would also provide the 

‘corridor’ between Lakes Ellesmere and the ocean that the 

ecologists advice is important. 

39. The area of protection would still exceed the 10% figure I 

indicated above as fair, and would still impact on the value of our 

land.  However, we would be willing to accept that outcome.  

40. While the above suggestion is our preferred outcome.  If the 

Council is unwilling to be reasonable, then at the very least, we 

require that the 600 acre (242 hectare) area we mentioned to the 

Council’s experts, and which is also marked on Map A (in red), be 

excluded from the SES.  This would provide at least some degree 

of flexibility should it be required in the future. 

41. In addition we think that the consent process should be simplified.  

For our remaining freehold land we would expect that the process 

should include fees reductions, assistance with report preparation, 

and urgent consideration of applications where consents are 

required urgently for necessary farm work.   This would be 

particularly necessary should any consents be required following 

the District Plan process to move arable areas in the case of a 

disease outbreak in a current cropping area.   

42. Such reductions, assistance and urgency would be avoided under 
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our preferred option above or (to some extent) with the exclusion 

of the block also identified above (and on Map A). 

43. If the Panel cannot, or the Council will not, consider increasing the 

size of the excluded portion of our farm, then we will be pushing 

for rates rebates for diminished land values.  Such rebates should 

be required under the plan, rather than the airy fairy promise of 

some incentive or other as presently proposed..   

44. Alternatively, it is our firm view that compensation should be paid 

for loss of reasonable land use and the value of our farm.  I 

understand that there may even be greater provision for such 

compensation signalled in the latest changes to the RMA proposed 

by the Government. 

The Process 

45. As a final matter I feel I need to express my concern over the 

process that the Council have following in identifying and imposing 

the SES on our farm. 

46. In my view, the whole process has been appalling with limited 

consultation (if any) only occurring after the fact. For example, I 

had one phone call from Liz Garson for the Council  in November 

2014. We were in the middle of harvesting potatoes and I did not 

have time to meet her. I asked her to ring me in January 2015 but 

there was no contact until the plan came out in midyear 2015.  

47. For something that has such an extraordinary impact on our 

farming and finances I find this unbelievable and unacceptable. It 

seems contrary to any ideas of transparency and proper 

consultation. 

48. And while I generally have little issue with Council officers in the 

course of their duties, no actual permission to conduct surveys 

was ever asked for or granted as part of this process. No copies of 

the reports on my land were ever forwarded to me for comment 

or discussion.  I have now requested the reports but these have 

only just been been received during the preparation of my 
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evidence.  I consider the information from the Dutton report from 

2007 supports the proposed outcome I have outlined above.  The 

refusal to exclude the 242 ha of land in closer proximity to our 

homestead is simply overkill.  It is disproportionate  and does not 

justify the severity of the losses that it will impose on my family. 

49. Our costs have already been a considerable burden on our 

finances and are likely to rise by an even greater amount.  Yet we 

have little choice if we are to try and protect a legacy that we 

have been building for over a century. In addition the stress and 

time involved at this the busiest time of the year I could well do 

without. 

50. We seek an outcome that is fair and that does not place the entire 

cost of the public benefit, the Council says it is seeking to protect, 

on our family. 

Michael Wyndham Bayley 

10 December 2015 
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Property Advisory Ltd 
51 West Coast Rd ■ PO Box 16167 ■ Hornby 8441, Christchurch, New Zealand 

Phone (03) 342 3020 ■ Fax (03) 342 3022 ■ www.propertadvisory.co.nz 

9 December 2015 
 
 
Attention:   Andrew Schulte 
 
 
Cavell Leitch 
6 Hazeldean Road 
Addington 8024 
Christchurch 
 
Dear Sir, 
 

RE:   VALUATION – MW BAYLEY PROPERTY – KAITORETE SPIT 

1.0 INSTRUCTIONS 

1. As requested, this letter confirms we have been engaged by Michael Wyndham Bayley to 

undertake valuations of the 967.7776 hectare property located at 1641 Bayleys Rd, 

Kaitorete Spit. 

2. The valuations will be undertaken on a “before” and “after” basis and will quantify the 

impact in market value terms, of Christchurch City Council’s (CCC), proposal to designate 

approximately 95% of the subject farm property as a Site of Ecological Significance (SES). 

3. We understand that the CCC has a date to service evidence on the SES designation later 

this week, and that you would like to indicate our intention to undertake a valuation and 

a brief of evidence for the eventual hearing. 

4. As background information we understand that the proposed SES designation is designed 

to protect identified flora and fauna on Kaitorete Spit, by placing grazing limitations and 

development restrictions on identified land. 

5. We believe that the CCC designation and practical application of the SES will constrain 

the day to day financial viability of the farm property and restrict the future development 

potential of the property. The removal of property rights by the CCC will have a material 

effect on market value of the farm. 
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6. As part of the valuation process, we will inspect the property and assess the various 

productive land classes relative to comparable market / transactional evidence.  

7. We note that there is a significant amount of information that is required in order for us 

to undertake a detailed “before” and “after” valuation of the property, and to quantify the 

impact of CCC’s proposal to place a SES designation over 95% of the subject farm 

property. This information includes: 

a. Building and improvement details,  

b. Farm financial accounts – 5 years 

c. 5 years of stock carrying numbers,  

d. Nutrient management budgets,  

e. Base line assessments,  

f. Ecological reports, plus  

g. Fertility and general farm management advice.  

 

8. Unfortunately given the short notice of the engagement, it not feasible for us to collate the 

required information, inspect the property, undertake the valuation analysis, prepare a 

detailed report, and write a brief of evidence within this time period. 

9. On the basis of equity and fairness we request that further time be made available to 

allow us to gather the necessary information and undertake a detailed “before” and “after” 

valuation of the property. In accordance with standard valuation principals we note that 

the difference in the “before” and “after” market value of the property reflects the loss in 

value to the property resulting from the proposed SES designation and restriction on 

farming activities. 

 

10. If you have any queries regarding this letter please do not hesitate to contact us. 

 
 

Yours faithfully 
Property Advisory Limited 

 
D.S Oxnam 

B.Com Ag VFM, MNZPI 

Registered Valuer,  
 




