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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. 

5. The above information was included in in my statement of evidence 

for Chapter 9 (Topic 9.1 - sites of ecological significance).  In that 

evidence I also described our history on the Kaitorete Spit.   

6. In summary, our family has been part of this land (and this land part 

of our family) since 1916.  We have always known of the important 

connection of Ngāi Tahi with areas at Kaitorete Spit and have always 

been respectful of particular sites that are known to us.   

7. We have always been open to any efforts to learn more about the 

history of the spit including supporting archaeological digs, especially 

in the dunes, that we understand Ngāi Tahi were present at. 

8. Therefore it came as something of a shock when, through a somewhat 

random email sent to me by a concerned party, I learned that our 

farm is the subject of a proposal for all of Kaitorete Spit to be turned 

into a Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga and a Ngā Tūranga Tūpuna site in the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan. 

9. This has happened without any consultation, discussion or visits to 

the site that I know about. 

10. In fact to my knowledge we have never, in the 70 years that I have 

lived here, ever had a visit from any representative from Ngāi Tahi or 

the local Runanga to talk with us about the land that is clearly so 

important to them. 
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11. I continue to be amazed at the actions of parties in this planning 

process, who keep on making decisions that could significantly affect 

parties without any consultation. We had tried to make that clear 

during our involvement with Topic 9.1 but apparently the need to 

consider those affected has still not sunk in. 

12. There have been other recent examples of ‘happening’ at our place 

where our views as landowners have been ‘overlooked’.  For example, 

at the time of “le Race”, St Johns rang the Council for permission to 

put a communications aerial on Kaitorete Spit. Council gave them 

permission with no approach to us as the landowners. It’s not clear 

under what authority the Council gave permission.  Then, two weeks 

after that we found five army ammunition boxes tied to standards in 

the middle of our freehold paddocks. The army had held night 

manoeuvres and a “treasure hunt” on our farm without asking for 

permission, or maybe they asked the Council? 

13. In my view this lack of consultation has got to stop, now. 

Information about the scheduling 

14. In relation to the scheduling of our land, I had been checking the IHP 

website in respect of Topic 9.1 and hadn’t seen any reference to 9.5.  

When I heard about the scheduling, I checked the website again and 

found it almost impossible to find even a mention of Chapter 9.5.  A 

search for it came up with “no result”.   

15. This has made it difficult and sometimes impossible to keep up with 

what is happening. In my view where something is proposed that 

significantly affects a landowner, then that landowner must be 

advised. 

16. When I did manage to find something on the IHP website, it stated 

that these proposals would be progressed after consultation, 

discussion and agreement with “stakeholders”.  As the owner of land 

that will be entirely overlaid by the scheduled site, I think I can 

consider myself a stakeholder.  But no efforts at discussion have 

happened.  This does not make me feel enthusiastic about co-

operating with the Council, quite the opposite in fact. 
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Site 64 

17. From what little I have been able to find out about site 64: Kaitiorete 

Spit, and the process that has been happening, I understand that 

there has already been a hearing and a mediation.  Yet there currently 

appear to be no specific rules (that I could make out) relating to that 

site. 

18. As for the site itself, its origins are not clear, in that my understanding 

from others involved in the 2002 mapping of Wāhi Tapu sites on and 

around Banks Peninsula for silent files, none were specifically 

identified at Kaitorete Spit. 

19. That is not to say that there are no sites that have cultural importance 

on Kaitorete Spit.  Of course the history of eeling and other food 

gathering at Kaitorete, at Birdlings Flat and beyond is well know.  And 

as I indicated above we are aware of sites that we understand to be 

sensitive and which we avoid out of respect. 

20. But in my view, slapping a Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga and a Ngā 

Tūranga Tūpuna site over the whole of Kaitorete Spit, with all the 

possible impacts that might have seems excessive.  As noted, I am 

unaware of any particular efforts to survey Wāhi Tapu at Kaitorete 

Spit, or if it has happened and our land has been surveyed, it was 

done without our consent. 

21. Ultimately, as site 64 or Wāhi Tapu Kaitorete appears to have no rules 

at present, it is hard to comment further as to those.  I note that there 

is mention in the Council supplementary evidence of a suggestion to 

employ a ‘farm management plan approach’ to the protection of 

cultural values on site 64.  Again without knowing more detail about 

that, including what the activity status would be for matters contained 

in the farm management plan, it’s difficult to express a view either 

way. 

22. We remain willing to talk about all the issues relating to Kaitorete Spit 

and feel very disappointed that our clear interest in this topic has been 

overlooked.  We want to be heard further on these matters. 

Michael Wyndam Bayley 

22 April 2016 


