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1. Our name is Hamish & Annabel Craw. We live at Chorlton, Little Akaloa on the 

Eastern side of Banks Peninsula. 

2. We are farmers and land owners on Banks Peninsula and Hamish is 6th generation 

to farm our 420ha property Longridge Agriculture Limited. Currently we farm and own 

the property in conjunction with Hamish parents Sue & Alastair Craw. This family 

property has followed a typical production growth pathway for dry-land farms, with 

adjacent land purchases, along with standard practice farm development of fencing 

subdivision, stock water, pasture renewal etc. all needed to remain economic.  

3. We pride ourselves in being proactive in land management and highly engaged in the 

industry. We are involved in Beef & Lamb NZ Demonstration Farm Project, finalist 

and category award winners in the 2015 Canterbury Ballance Farm Environment 

Awards and runners up in the AC Cameron Farming Awards in 2004. 

4. Our property has a current Beef & Lamb NZ Farm Environment Plan. 

5. Our property has three SES’s:t 335 View Hill Road, 614 Chorlton Road, 510 Chorlton 

Road. 

6. Our farm, which is representative of Banks Peninsula farms, has up until now 
evolved under a ‘no rules’ framework, and yet the property has increased the amount 
of area with indigenous vegetation.  

 

7. Federated Farmers and ourselves have strongly advocated that the boundary of an 
area must be accurate, and genuinely represent the flora and fauna in question. The 
CCC has recognised this, despite much pressure from other submitters to extend the 
SES boundaries to include future suggested buffer or corridor zones.  
 

8. For most SES areas, the land will continue to be grazed. For our area, the plants 
have evolved in recent times under continual animal grazing and the best 
management for this area is for this to remain. There will be the need to allow for 
stock access. The area has many weed and pest problems.  

 
9. While the proposed rules around management of SESs allow continued grazing of 

designated areas that have been grazed in the past, we are suspicious and very 
nervous that once the designation is in place, rules can and will be changed to further 
erode our property rights by stealth. We see no justification in ecological terms not to 
continue light grazing of this area as we see fit in the future. 
 

10. Each SES outcomes needs to be developed in consultation with the individual land 
owners as each site is unique. In 2014 when CCC staff were  going through the SES 
identification process they were very clear in stating that some sites which were no 
longer grazed had had detrimental effects and weed and pests had taken over and 
negatively impacted the indigenous vegetation. For this reason it needs to looked at 
on a case by case basis rather than blanket rules put on every SES. 
 

11. The approach being proposed is excessively rules driven. It fails to give sufficient 
emphasis to education and advocacy based mechanisms. There are many examples 
of areas that have been protected and allowed to regenerate without the benefit of a 
‘Council knows best’ rules-based approach. Encouraging voluntary efforts through 
providing grants for fencing, pest control, rates relief etc is likely to be far more 
productive than the top down identification of areas to be protected and external 



imposition of rules for management of these areas. A top-down regulatory approach 
undermines the development of community-based, sustainable, and cost-effective 
approaches to conservation.  
 

12. The council's role in obtaining botanical information on the site was not carried in a 
way council staff assured it would be. We were approached by Council staff in early 
2014 seeking our approval to conduct an ecological survey of the site. Being highly 
conservation-minded, we willingly agreed, having been assured that this information 
would not be used in any way that jeopardised our interests, without prior discussion. 
Quite simply, we consider that we were deceived.  
 

13. Once the ecological assessment was carried out we were assured by Liz Garson, 
CCC that we as landowners would be notified and consulted with should our property 
have SES identified. This would include consultation with landowners around best 
management practices for the area, protection options and discussion around 
boundaries. 
 

14. We were assured that no lines or areas would appear on public maps without our 
prior knowledge and full consultation around boundaries and areas would happen 
before becoming part of the new CCC district plan to ensure accuracy and achieving 
the best outcome for all parties.  
 

15. Once the ecological study was completed the information was then used along with 
google maps to create boundaries for the SES. No accurate surveying was carried 
out, this has created inaccurate and is some cases inappropriate boundaries. 
 

16. We as landowners have now found that we have to defend our position to ensure the 
correct areas have been identified and for the right to have the freedom to manage 
our land in the positive way we have been doing over generations. 
 

17. We entered into this ecological assessment positively and optimistic that CCC had 
learnt from mistakes made in other regions and supportive of the councils motivation 
to work alongside land owners to have a ‘not surprises’ process. It seems those 
which have proactively tried to work alongside the council are the ones which have 
been impacted the most and having to rectify the errors. 
 

18. We feel a loss of trust between CCC and us as landowners and are now extremely 
wary of trusting CCC word as it is clear from our experience that they can go against 
their word and identify areas on private property without consulting landowners and 
working for a win-win arrangement. 
 

19. We wish to be heard, in association with Federated Farmers. 
 

 Hamish & Annabel Craw 
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