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1. My name is Philip Douglas Helps, I live at Port Levy on Banks Peninsula. 

2. I am a farmer and land owner with a Land Tenure of some 550 Hectares, my farming 

experience on the Peninsula being in excess of fifty years. Other involvements 

include Marine Farming, Trustee Banks Peninsula Conservation Trust, CCC 

Ecological Working Party.  

3. The issues I wish to raise are follows and centre on the negative and unbalanced 

evidence submitted in regard to the rural environment of Banks Peninsula.  

a;  The unbalanced portrayal of biodiversity within the Banks Peninsula area, both 

past and present, 

b;  The presentation of inaccurate data. 

Unbalanced Portrayal 

4. It is very evident to the longer term permanent rural residents that the evidence 

submitted by so called expert witnesses on behalf of some high profile organisations, 

have portrayed a very unbalanced and biased picture of both the past and present 

biodiversity within the Banks Peninsula ecological area.  

5. Published research by Dr Brian Malloy gives a great historical picture of the native 

forestry cover, ranging from a 30% cover pre-Maori to down to 1% by the early 1920 

period,  being the end of the “Big Fires.” (See also Peter Rough’s evidence). 

6. Despite my forbears’ slash and burn policy at that time, this area has increased to 

between 15 and 18% today. To infer that indigenous vegetation is being increasingly 

compromised due to dairy grazing, and questionable stock management, 

demonstrates to us a very poor understanding, and  little practical experience of the 

interaction of farming with the ecology of Banks Peninsula.  

7. This area should be portrayed as a success story, with credit given to the land owner 

as this increase in biodiversity is directly attributed to their actions, past and present. 

To infer otherwise is inaccurate and mischievous. Obvious reasons for the increase 

include topdressing, weed and pest control (both hand and aerial), fencing, good 

stockmanship, plus a common desire to safeguard the native fauna and flora in the 

area Most of these initiatives were started long before the introduction of any 

statutory requirements.. 

8. This common desire for conservation is highlighted by the formation of the Banks 

Peninsula Conservation Trust.. The Trust’s achievements to date are outstanding 

and a classic example of what can be achieved with a common desire and local 

ownership. 

Presentation of inaccurate or old data 

9. This has become increasingly evident and alarming. Its may be due to poor research, 

transcribing or other, but it makes us wonder about the authenticity and accuracy of 

other data presented by the author. For example; Mr Scott Hooson on behalf of the 

CCC. identifies as follows: 



Protection Type  Area   Percent  

QE2 covenants  914.4   0.8 

BPCT Covenants  630.9   0.5 

DOC covenants  1238.3   1.1 

CCCParks   4050.5   3.5 

Public Conservation Land 4416.1   3.8 

CRC reserves   887.0   0.8 

Total    12136.2  10.5 

      

10. To demonstrate the issue and put the record straight, the Banks Peninsula Trust has 

covenants totalling 1095 ha. on 57 sites.  There are another 279 ha in a further  ten 

sites in active process,  as at 1 December 2015.  

11. This alteration and correction would significantly change the bottom line, plus his 

apparent variation of land area of Banks Peninsula. On one hand the area is quoted 

at 117,000 Ha. (Para 3.2 of evidence) This would appear to incorporate the waters of 

Lyttelton Harbour, compared with the 100,000 (point 7.2 of Hooson evidence) an 

apparent anomaly here as the above parameters would be judged on land area only 

one would assume, which would change the equation totally.  

12. Mr Hooson also added that the Banks Peninsula Trust details are not shown for 

confidentiality reasons. Total rubbish. The BPCT is totally transparent in its 

operations, forwarding information and advice to all upon request.  

13. To conclude this issue one may have to question the accuracy of other figures as 

presented in evidence. 

 

Concerns about indigenous vegetation clearance  

14. Markus Davis, for Forest and Bird, says that aerial spraying on Banks Peninsula 

appears to be commonplace also submitting photos to highlight his point, and  

comment on the Hickory Bay area. 

 

15. For the record I would like to clarify:  

Consent was applied for, and granted, prior to the activity commencing. 

All areas treated were regrowth, which had been continually treated or cut by the 

previous owners, as had they left it unrestricted, it would have pushed them off the 

property. Incidentally this couple are avid conservationists and founding members of 

the BPCT. 



16. Also to remind the poorly informed critics, that the threshold figures for indigenous 

vegetation clearances do not mean consent cannot be obtained, they are triggers 

only, meaning consent is required. There is no ‘prohibited activity status’ in the rural 

section of the Plan. 

 

17. Manuka/Kanuka is a potential weed in some areas of Banks Peninsula land. 

Livestock do not eat it, and it has the ability to grow very rapidly, so is very invasive. 

It is very expensive to keep in check, so a decision to aerial spray is not made lightly, 

at $2000 /hr for helicopter time.. 

 

18. To conclude, I support the submission of Federated Farmers, and request that the 

CCC reinstates the process and criteria formulated as required by the Environment 

Court  “Court Order” .  

19. This was an excellent process, which was carried out by staff that understood 

landowner concerns and property rights, which resulted in good acceptance in the 

community.  

20. The instruction by Judge Smith, for an emphasis on “voluntary methods”, was the 

catalyst that cemented community trust in the mode. The proposed change of 

direction and the introduction of rules and regulation will override all past voluntary 

inputs for public good, and will put the clock back some fifteen years—back to the 

time when  planned High Court action forced the Banks Peninsula District Council to 

re-write the Rural section of the Plan.  

Thank you for your time. 

Philip D Helps. 

       

 


