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ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 

  PAGE 

1. MEETING OPENING  

2. APOLOGIES  

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Notification from elected members of: 

3.1 Any interests that may create a conflict with their role as an elected 
member relating to the items of business for this meeting; and 

3.2 Any interests in items in which they have a direct or indirect 
pecuniary interest as provided for in the Local Authorities (Members’ 
Interests) Act 1968 

 

4. OFFICER REPORTS   

 4.1 HEARING OF SUBMISSIONS – STOCK MOVEMENT AND GRAZING 
BYLAW 

Report of the General Manager – Community and Strategy dated 17 
June 2020 
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5. MEETING CLOSURE  
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Council 

Meeting of 30 July 2020 

Business Unit:  Community and Strategy 
Date Created:  17 June 2020 

Hearing of Written and Oral submissions Stock Movement and 
Grazing Bylaw 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with a copy of the written and oral submissions 
received in relation to the following draft Manawatū District Council Bylaws and Policy: 

- Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020
- Revocation of Part 5 of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015
- Stock Underpass Policy 2020

The purpose of this Hearing is to enable those submitters who wish to be heard to present their views 
and to verbally interact with Councillors, as required by Section 83(1)(d) of the Local Government Act 
2002. 

Significance of Decision 

The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy is triggered by matters discussed in this report. 

Section 156(1) of the Local Government Act 2002 requires that Council use the special consultative 
procedure when making, amending or revoking a bylaw made under this Act if –  

(i) The bylaw concerns a matter identified in the local authority’s policy under section 76AA
as being of significant interest to the public; or

(ii) If the local authority considers that there is, or is likely to be, a significant impact on the
public due to the proposed bylaw or changes to, or revocation of, the bylaw.

Council is satisfied that the bylaws and policy review meets the following significance criteria from 
Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy: 

• The proposed bylaws and policy will affect a large number of residents or ratepayers, some
(such as Street Users and Freedom Campers) to a moderate degree;

• The proposed bylaws and policy will impact on present and future social, economic,
environmental and cultural well-being of the community;

• The likely impact, particularly in relation to the draft Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020, on Māori
and mana whenua cultural values and their relationship to land and water and taonga;

• Community interest is high; and
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• There is potential for decisions on these bylaws to be controversial.

Given the significance of the decisions, Council has publicly notified the draft bylaws and the Stock 
Underpass Policy in accordance with the special consultative procedure in section 83 of the Local 
Government Act 2002.  

Recommendations 

1. That the Council receives the report on the Hearing of Written and Oral Submissions on the
Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020, the revocation of Part 5 of the Traffic Safety and
Road Use Bylaw 2015 and the Stock Underpass Policy 2020 and hears from the 19 submitters
who have indicated that they wish to be heard.

Report prepared by: 
Catherine Knight 
Senior Policy Adviser 

Approved for submission by: 
Brent Limmer 
General Manager - Community and Strategy 

1 Executive Summary 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide the Hearings Committee with a copy of the 57 
submissions received in relation to the bylaws and policy review. Of these 57 submissions, 11 
were previously received in the first round of submissions on the Wave 2 Bylaws, but are 
reattached for your information. 19 submitters have requested to present their views at this 
Hearing.  

1.2 Deliberations on submissions will be held at the Council meeting on 20 August 2020. The final 
decision on the bylaws and policy will be made at the Council meeting on 17 September 2020. 

2 Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes 

2.1 Relationship to the Council Outcomes that underpin the Council’s Vision: 

Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawatū District – the best lifestyle in New Zealand 

Manawatū District 
protects the natural 
environment through 
stewardship of the 
District’s natural and 
physical resources. 

Manawatū 
District attracts 
and retains 
residents and 
businesses. 

Manawatū District 
develops a broad 
economic base 
from its solid 
foundation in the 
primary sector. 

Manawatū District is 
connected via quality 
infrastructure, 
services and 
technology. 

Manawatū 
District’s built 
environment is 
safe, resilient 
and attractive. 

Manawatū District 
Council is a 
customer-focussed 
and efficient 
organisation. 
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3 Background 

3.1 The Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020, the revocation of Part 5 of the Traffic Safety 
and Road Use Bylaw 2015 and the Stock Underpass Policy 2020 were part of Wave 2 of the 
Bylaws Review, but deliberations were deferred when Council took the decision to extend the 
submission period for this bylaw and policy.    

3.2 Submissions on the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020, the revocation of Part 5 of the 
Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 and the Stock Underpass Policy 2020 closed on 18 June 
2020.  

4 Discussion and Options considered 

4.1 57 submissions were received on the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020, the revocation 
of Part 5 of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 and the Stock Underpass Policy 2020 
(11 of these in the previous round of submissions on the Wave 2 bylaws). Of these 57 
submissions, 19 submitters have requested to present their views at this Hearing.  

4.2 A large range of concerns were raised by submitters. The issues that were raised by five or 
more submitters are as follows (in descending order of magnitude): 

i) The impracticality of submitting a Traffic Management Plan 10 days before each stock
movement – 24 submitters

ii) Welfare concerns in respect of the tethering of goats and other animals – 23 submitters

iii) Stock crossing permits – 17 submitters

iv) The impracticality of cleaning the road of all excrement after every stock movement – 13
submitters

v) The need for a distinction between types of rural roads, based on volume of traffic, type
of vehicle using etc – 8 submitters

vi) Stock underpasses – 8 submitters

vii) Temporary roadside fencing – 8 submitters

viii) Impracticality of requesting another farmer to move their stock grazing roadside before
stock droving – 6 submitters

ix) Maximum number of stock that can be moved at one time – 5 submitters.

Please note that submitter numbers for each issue are based on a keyword analysis and 
include a margin of error. 

4.3 Deliberations on submissions and other feedback received will be held at the Council meeting 
on 20 August 2020. The recommendations made at the Deliberations will inform the final 
drafting of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020 and the Stock Underpass Policy 2020.  

4.4 The final decision on the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Stock Underpass Policy will 
be made at the Council meeting on 17 September 2020.  
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5 Operational Implications 

5.1 There are no capital or operating expenditure implications associated with this paper. 

6 Financial implications 

6.1 Resourcing required for implementation and enforcement of this bylaw and policy is existing. 

7 Statutory Requirements 

7.1 The statutory obligations are as stated within the relevant sections of this report. 

8 Delegations 

8.1 Council has the authority to make decisions relating to bylaws under the Local Government 
Act 2002. 

9 Consultation 

9.1 The draft bylaws were consulted on using the special consultative procedure as described in 
section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. There was also a “pre-consultation” process 
carried out prior to the notification of the draft bylaws for formal consultation to seek feedback 
on the draft bylaws from key stakeholders. The post-notification consultation period was 
further extended by 2 weeks, to 23 April 2020, reflecting the challenging circumstances created 
by the Covid-19 situation. The full details of the consultation process were set out in the 
Deliberations Report received by Council on 21 May 2020. (Further detail on the consultation 
process is set out in the Report for the Hearing of Written and Oral Submission on the Bylaws 
and Policy Review 2020, considered by Council at the meeting of 7 May 2020.) 

9.2 Federated Farmers contacted Council on 23 April 2020 requesting that the bylaw review be 
deferred because it had not had an opportunity to consult with its members due to the Covid-
19 situation. At the meeting of 21 May 2020, Council decided to provide Federated Farmers 
an extension until 10 June 2020 to make a submission on the draft Stock Movement and 
Grazing Bylaw. Subsequently, at its meeting of 4 June, Council decided to further extend the 
submission period for the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Stock Underpass Policy until 
18 June 2020.  

10 Cultural Considerations 

10.1 Based on feedback from the 12 February 2019 Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District Council 
meeting, the Stock Underpass Policy and Public Places Bylaw were considered to be of limited 
interest compared to other Wave 2 bylaws. 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 This Hearing is to consider the submissions received on the following draft bylaw and policy: 

• Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020
• Stock Underpass Policy 2020
• Revocation of Part 5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015.
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11.2 A total of 57 submissions were received. Of these submissions, 19 submitters have requested 
to speak at the Hearing. All submitters were advised of the Hearing date and invited to attend. 

11.3 The purpose of the Hearing is to enable those submitters that wish to be heard to present their 
views and to verbally interact with members of Council, as required by Section 83(1)(d) of the 
Local Government Act 2002. 

11.4 Deliberations on the submissions received will be held at the Council meeting on 20 August 
2020. The final decision on the proposed bylaws and policy will be made at the Council meeting 
on 17 September 2020.  

12 Attachments 

• Annex A – Bylaw Review Hearing – Schedule of Submitters and copies of submissions
received.
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BYLAW SUBMISSION HEARING TIMETABLE 

Thursday 30 July 2020 

Time  Sub #  Submitter  Page 

Group One:  

8:30am  55  Federated Farmers, Coralee Matena  68 

8:40am  56  Rangiwahia Community Committee  73 

8:50am  36  Andrew and Fiona Morton   25 

9:00am  49  Kohi Lands Ltd, Shelley Dew‐Hopkins  57 

9:10am  31  Richwyn Farm Ltd, Sheldon and Nicola Martin  17 

9:20am  41  James Stewart  34 

9:30am  54  McDunhaven Deer Park, Angela McIntyre  65 

9:40am  67  McDunhaven Deer Park, Alexander McIntyre  93 

9:50am  73  Grassmere Dairy, Mathew Hocken  106 

10:00am  Questions to Group One from Elected Members 

10:10am  TEA BREAK 

Group Two: 

10:30am  28  David Skiffington  13 

10:40am  32  Tony and Lynda Gray  19 

10:50am  33  Lyndon Land Co, Ian Williamson  20 

11:00am  34  Forbes Cameron  23 

11:10am  37  Andrew MacDonald  27 

11:20am  38  Westview Farming Partnership, Shane Carroll, Nicola Shadbolt, 
Matthew Carroll 

28 

11:30am  69  Peter Wells  98 

11:40am  Questions to Group Two from Elected Members 

Group Three: 

11:50am  57  Rachel McHardy  75 

12:00pm  62  Kelly Bold  85 

12:10pm  30  Warren Mudford  16 

12:20pm  Questions to Group Three from Elected Members 

12:30pm  HEARING CLOSES

Annex A 
Council 30 July 2020
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BYLAW SUBMISSION HEARING  

THURSDAY 30 JULY 2020 

SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED 

Sub #  Submitter  Page 

028  David Skiffington  13 

029  Gemel Trust – George and Ellen Bartlett  15 

030  Warren Mudford  16 

031  Sheldon and Nicola Martin  17 

032  Tony and Lynda Gray  19 

033  Ian Williamson  20 

034  Forbes Cameron  23 

035  Jeffrey Shearer  24 

036  Andrew and Fiona Morton   25 

037  Andrew MacDonald  27 

038  Westview Partnership – Shane Carroll, Nicola Shadbolt, Matthew Carroll  28 

039  Sarah Brown  30 

040  Leanne Brown  32 

041  James Stewart  34 

042  John Cooper  36 

043  Jesse Singson  37 

044  Marika Colenbrander  52 

045  Heather O’Neill  53 

046  Jacquetta Ward  54 

047  RJ Ward  55 

048  Susan Taylor  56 

049  Kohi Lands Ltd – Shelley Dew‐Hopkins  57 

050  Daniel White  59 

051  Liz Besley  61 

052  Paula Rogers  62 

053  Kate and David Ebbitt  63 
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Sub #  Submitter  Page 

054  McDunhaven Deer Park ‐ Angela McIntyre  65 

055  Federated Farmers – Coralee Matena  68 

056  Rangiwahia Community Committee  73 

057  Rachel McHardy  77 

058  Toni Tibbits  78 

059  Hasanka Perera  80 

060  GBS Farming – Linda Burling  82 

061  Masters Farming Co Ltd ‐ Natalie Masters  83 

062  Kelly Bold  85 

063  Kirsty Cooksey  87 

064  Amy Weston  88 

065  Kevin McQuillan  90 

066  Nicola Murphy  92 

067  McDunhaven Deer Park ‐ Alex McIntyre  93 

068  Jenny Hyde  96 

069  Peter Wells  98 

070  Caro Stanners  101 

071  Gilly Farm – Lis Giesen  103 

072  Laiosha  105 

073  Grassmere – Mat Hocken  106 

074  Barbara Tennant  109 

11



SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED ON STOCK MOVEMENT AND GRAZING BYLAW  
IN FIRST CONSULTATION ROUND 

(Previously Heard 7 and 8 May 2020) 

Sub #  Submitter  Page 

001  Milton Pedley  109 

013  John Gerke  112 

014  Alison Lentom  113 

015  Anna Crump  114 

016  Elaine Mander  115 

017  Bridget Thompson  116 

018  Shirlie Fairbrother  117 

019  Kaela Andrew  118 

021  Nigel Wilson  119 

022  Valerie Youngson  120 

024  Goat Welfare NZ  122 
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From:   seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent:   Thursday, 11 June 2020 9:12 pm

To:   MDC Submissions

Subject:   Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: David Skiffington
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing: Yes

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

The requirement to obtain a permit to graze stock on roadsides is unnecessary and an
onerous burden. The current bylaw provides sufficient guidance to stock owners as to
their responsibilities. Placing the power to deny a permit in the hands of council
officers opens the possibility of that power being arbitrarily or capriciously applied.
Typically, farmers grazing roadsides are doing so in times of drought and the
possibility of this valuable emergency feed being denied them could result in serious
disadvantage to the farmer, and risks harming the welfare of livestock. The
requirement to undertake “reasonable” cleaning after droving is vague as it does not
define reason. Further, it is unnecessary, given that droving results in minimal fouling
of the road, which does not pose a significant threat to either the road or road users.
Changes to the existing regime as regards droving are likely to significantly, and
disproportionately, disadvantage Maori land owners.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

Much Maori land is owned in small parcels which( are individually uneconomic to
farm. In the event that further obstacles are placed in the way of droving, the economic
value of their land for farming will be further eroded.

028
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Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:
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From:   seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent:   Friday, 12 June 2020 11:05 am

To:   MDC Submissions

Subject:   Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: George and Ellen Bartlett
Organisation: Gemel Trust
This submission is
made on behalf of this
organisation:

Yes

Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my contact
details: Yes

Council Hearing:
What aspects of the
Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do you
agree with and why?
(Please be as specific
as possible):

Most of the parts are sensible

What aspects of the
Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do you
disagree with and
why? (Please be as
specific as possible):

We believe, as rural farmers who get more and more compliance given to us,
that the roadside grazing permit is totally unnessesary and adds no benefit to
anyone. Are the council going to come out and see we have put up a fence
correctly when we apply for permit, which just adds to administrative cost.
The grazing of roadside is advantageous as it lowers fire risk, increases
visibility on roads and keeps farm frontages looking tidy.

Any other comments
related to this bylaw?: Just more compliance regulation weighing us down

Do you have any
comment on the
proposed revocation of
Part 5 (Stock on
Roads) of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use
Bylaw 2015?:

029

15



From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Underpass Submitted
Date: Monday, 15 June 2020 8:42:35 pm

Name: Warren Mudford
Organisation:
This submission
is made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email: muddys@farmside.co.nz
Phone: 063297820
Address: 568 Taikorea road RD3 Palmerston North
Withhold my
contact details:
Council Hearing: Yes
What aspects of
the Stock
Underpass
Policy do you
agree with and
why? (Please be
as specific as
possible):
What aspects of
the Stock
Underpass
Policy do you
disagree with
and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):

Who owns the underpass when the land on either side of the road is
sold to different owners? 2 Some councils do not give a money to help
pay for the underpass instead they fix the road above the underpass after
it has been installed.(the underpass on Taikorea road east of 413
Taikorea road was not sealed for years after it was installed . this caused
a police car chasing another car to crash after the police hit the bump
and then could not take the corner)

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

030
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Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2020 6:28 pm
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name: Sheldon and Nicola Martin Richwyn Farm Limited 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 

Yes 

Email: sg.njmartin@inspire.net.nz 

Phone: 06 3282883 

Address: 29 Maungawharariki Street Rangiwahia RD 54 Kimbolton 4774 

Withhold my contact details: 

Council Hearing: Yes 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

Moving during hours of daylight with appropriate risk management ie: 
person in front and behind and signage.  

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

8.2b the 100metre visibility is impossible on windy country roads. Drivers 
should be driving to the conditions and taking notice of the signage that is 
out. 8.2d: sometimes it is necessary to move more than 1000 sheep at one 
time. 8.2h: While every effort is made to not unnecessarily impede the 
movement of traffic, some drivers are clueless. 8.2i: There is no reason 
why stock can not be driven past other stock that is being grazed on the 
roadside so long as all precautions are taken. 8.2j: it is impractical to be 
expected to remove all stock excrement after each stock movement and if 
required to do so would impede unnecessarily the flow of traffic. 8.3: it is 
impractical and ridiculous to expect us to submit a traffic management 
plan before any stock movement across or along the road 10 days prior to 
the movement. I would also suggest the same would apply to the council 
having to process said applications. We would have to be submitting a 
plan every day overbusy farming period  

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 

We have 600ha with approx 3km of road frontage, including side roads, 
that dissects our farm with 32 gates that open out to these roads This 
makes this impossible/impractical to lane this to a central point to put in 
an underpass. Therefore the movement of stock across and or along the 
road during the hours of daylight is essential to our operation. We have 
been moving stock along and across these roads without incident or 
complaint for 19 years and generations of our family before that. We have 
in place a health and safety plan which includes a policy around safely 
moving stock via the roadways. Charging fees and making us all apply for 
permits is unnecessary when we have the appropriate safety measures in 
place and seems to be just another vehicle for council to fund the roading 
budget. Where is the evidence that the road ways are significantly 
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2

damaged in any way by the movement of sheep and cattle across/along the 
roads?  

Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of Part 
5 (Stock on Roads) of the 
Traffic Safety and Road Use 
Bylaw 2015?: 
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Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2020 8:58 pm
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name: Tony& Lynda Gray 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

We agree there needs to be some tightening of the current regulations with 
regard to the grazing of stock on the roadsides & in water tables. We also 
agree there needs to be greater regulation on the droving of livestock on 
busier roads. We agree with all of the clauses in 8.2. 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

We have Makoura & Pohangina Roads bisecting our farm at Utuwai. Both 
of these roads are gravel & we see on average 5 vehicles per day. We have 
to use these roads to move stock from one part of our farm to another on a 
reasonably regular basis as do many of the other farmers in our area. We 
object to having to apply for a permit each and every time we wish to 
move stock especially as we do not know 10 days before we need to move 
stock. Movements are dependent on when fresh pasture is required, 
animal health treatments, stock drafting or shearing/scanning are 
scheduled and these dates can move depending on the weather and 
conditions. What would make more sense is for a farm to provide a traffic 
management plan for a full year of activities and for a permit to be issued 
for a 3 year period as suggested for roadside grazing. By making farmers 
apply for a permit each and every time they wish to move stock on the 
road, farmers will not bother to apply and move animals regardless.  

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 

We are also concerned about the potential cost of having to submit 
numerous traffic management plans & the time it will take for these to be 
processed and approved by the Council. We have been using our local 
roads for droving for over 15 years now without incident or any visual 
impact on the gravel surface and water table. We ask that for farmers on 
remote rural roads that there is some easing of the proposed bylaws.  

Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of Part 
5 (Stock on Roads) of the 
Traffic Safety and Road Use 
Bylaw 2015?: 

We are not sure that the Council is aware just how often it's rural roads are 
used for stock droving & crossing especially in hill country as there is not 
the option to access areas of a farm that are split by natural gully's and 
streams. Yes, something needs to be tightened but please make it 
workable for all concerned. 

032
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- Stock Movement ------ -—I and Grazing Bylaw Hill manawatu
Review
Submission Form

Please return your feedback to:
AAanawatu District Council 
135 Manchester Street 
Private Bag 10 001 

Feilding 4743

lavvciiu L^loUlLil wU

rj
he submission 

leriod has 

leen extended! 

ubmissions now 

lose at 5:00pm 

>n Thursday 18th 

une 2020.

i

Or email your submission to 

submissions@mdc.govt.nzHAVE■c mi mk Alternatively, you can go online to 

www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay 

and fill in the online submission formI

Fill out the form to make a submission on the Stock Movement and Grazing B^krw Review:

1 7 JUN 2020
GrrorrciTName

Organisation

This submission is made on behalf of this organisation [[] (tick box if applicable)

Contact details

Email Phone

Address

Withhold my contact details

Please be aware that as required by the Local Government Official Information and Meetings 
Act 1987, all submissions will be made publicly available, including being placed on our website. 
You may request that your contact details (but not your name) remain confidential. r—
If you want us to withhold your contact details, please let us know by ticking this box IA

Council Hearing

A hearing for the bylaws and policy review will be held on a future date. 
Would you like to speak to Council in support of your submission?

Pf No □Yes (If you fick yes, we will be in touch with an allocated speaking time and date).

Please turn over to give feedback

033
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What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do you agree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible)

What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do you disagree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible)

Any other comments related to this bylaw?
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+

MDC - Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock 

Underpass Policy

I oppose the proposed draft stock movement Bylaw for the following reasons ...

One blanket does not fit all. Sheep cannot be compared to cattle in regarding damage to the road surface. The By-law 
proposal strongly suggesting that the challenge is with cattle and specifically dairy cows.

Sheep don’t damage the verge way of roads like cattle can as they are smaller, lighter and aren’t going 
over the same piece of road day after day.

Because sheep movement is more random in nature there is no manure damage to the road.

Our farm is on three sides of the corner of No. 1 Line and Karare Raod. More than half of the farm is on the southern 
side of Karere road while the yards and woolshed are on the northern side. So, from March till September there is 
regular movement of sheep along Karere road for approximately 100 metres going both ways. Some weeks 3 or 4 times 
and others none at all.

With our block on No. 1 Line it is much same distance to the yard with stock movement only occurring 5or 6 times a 
year.

The proposed Bylaw would have a huge impact on my farming business I have no other way of getting sheep backward 
and forwards to and from my yards without using Karere road or No. 1 Line. To have to give 10 days’ notice of a 
movement is completely unrealistic and unworkable. In order to productively run my business, I need flexibility around 
when I can move my stock. This would also ensure I can continue to move stock when there is the least amount of 
interruptions on the road.

There are enough challenges in our farming operations without having to give 10 days’ notice to the council before 
moving our stock 100 metres down the road.

Stock movement on rural roads is a way of life for a lot of farmers ,and as for other road uses its not all about them as 
we pay our way too. I do not want to hold up anyone any longer than necessary. I try to get the sheep off the road as 
safely and as quickly as possible.

I also question the rational of changing the Bylaw due to urban influence from a small number of complaints. It concerns 
me that a lot of the decisions made by Council are urban based which has a big influence on how farmers run their 
business. We have no say over how they run their lives or businesses, so why should they have a say in ours.

What is the rationale behind this Bylaw? What is it that the council is hoping to achieve by introducing this Bylaw?

Ian Williamson

Lyndon Land Company

16th June 2020
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From: Forbes & Christine
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: DROVING of stock on roads
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 6:27:48 pm

I have only just heard  of these absolutely ridiculous  new droving and stock moving potential
laws, we farm approx. 2000HA and have around 18km of road  joining these blocks. The blocks
are divide by Coal creek and the Pohangina river which are not allowed  live stock to cross so it is
imperative that we use the road and bridges  . No farmer knows 10 days in advance if it will be
dry enough for shearing, or if they can get space to kill stock, or maybe animal welfare where
they get an outbreak of Salmonella or milkfever where animals have to be treated immediately.
Yours faithfully
FE Cameron
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From: jeffrey shearer
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Stock crossings
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 7:09:11 pm

Believe traffic bylaw 2015 on stock crossing be retained as policy.

Not agree this is a required permitted activity in the rural roads with limited activity.

Council should focus on the logging trucks that are destroying our rural roads and the
3/400tonnes plus metal per ha. at harvest vs. 30/35tonne heavy trucking per ha. For
sheep/Beef spread over 30years . This should have far more purpose for council .

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.
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Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw Review 
Submission Form 

Name:  Andrew and Fiona Morton 

Contact details: 
Email: fiona.morton@farmside.co.nz Phone: (06) 3282-856 

Withhold my contact details  
Please be aware that as required by the Local Government Official Information and Meetings 
Act 1987, all submissions will be made publicly available, including being placed on our website. 
You may request that your contact details (but not your name) remain confidential. If you want 
us to withhold your contact details, please let us know by ticking this box  

Council Hearing
A hearing for the bylaws and policy review will be held on a future date. Would you like to speak 
to the Council in support of your submission?  
Yes     No   ⬜ (If you tick yes, we will be in touch with an allocated speaking time and date).

What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as possible)  
We agree with clause 8.2 (g) and that there should be adequate warning of stock being on the 
Road and that this warning should be provided through the use of warning signs and/or 
adequate pilot vehicles. 

What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as possible)  
Do not agree with clause 8.1 that Stock may not move along or across any Minor Arterial Road. 
This is too black and white and is not reflective of existing stock movements occurring in a 
non-problematic manner in the District. For example when stock traverses a short distance 
down a minor arterial road before going up a ‘feeder’ road (Haynes Line, Bryce Rd etc) to a 
runoff or other property.  

Change requested: Movements of less than 500 metres along Minor Arterial Roads should be 
provided for. 

Do not agree with clause 8.3 and submission of a traffic management plan (TMP) 10 days prior 
to any stock droving.  Clause 8.2 (g) already requires the use of warning signs and/or adequate 
pilot vehicles.  Nothing further is going to be gained from the information provided in a TMP. 

Furthermore, submitting a TMP 10 days in advance is not reflective of the dynamic nature of 
farming.  By its very nature farming is influenced by many variables (weather, availability of 
shearing contractors etc).  Submission of a TMP would not consistently be able to be complied 

1 
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Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw Review 
Submission Form 

with as the stock droving movement may need to occur earlier than 10 days in advance i.e. 
shearing dates have changed. 

In addition, BEFORE the stock droving can occur, Council must approve the TMP.  This has the 
potential to further impede basic farm management .... imagine the Farmer having to wait to 
know if the TMP has been approved before they could then plan their week. 

Change requested: Delete clause 8.3 and as a consequential change, delete clause 8.4 and 
8.5. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider the minor, but practical changes requested in this 
submission. 

Andrew and Fiona Morton 
17 June 2020 

2 
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 7:28:53 pm

Name: Andrew MacDonald
Organisation: Hector MacDonald Ltd
This submission is made on behalf
of this organisation: Yes

Email: amacd@inspire.net.nz
Phone: 021400397
Address: 695b Pohangina Rd. R.D.14
Withhold my contact details:
Council Hearing: Yes
What aspects of the Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you agree with and why? (Please
be as specific as possible):
What aspects of the Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you disagree with and why?
(Please be as specific as possible):

Making farmers apply 10days in advance of any
stock movements along a road. This is totally
impractical for our farm,it would make our farm
unworkable and have a huge affect on animal welfare

Any other comments related to this
bylaw?:
Do you have any comment on the
proposed revocation of Part 5
(Stock on Roads) of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015?:
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 8:21:23 pm

Name: Shane Carroll, Nicola Shadbolt, Matthew Carroll
Organisation: Westview Farming Partnership
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:

Yes

Email: westview@xtra.co.nz
Phone: 063294822 021631901
Address: Westview 500 Pohangina Valley East Road Ashhurst 4884
Withhold my
contact
details:
Council
Hearing: Yes

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

We agree for the need for enhanced safety on the road for both vehicle
operators and stock and their drovers. Vehicle drivers need to be able to
know if they are approaching travelling stock which is why we always have
a vehicle in front and behind with flashing lights. Also for safety and easier
farm management we installed an underpass many years ago where we
used to cross a dairy herd over the road.

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

The complete inanity and impracticality of this poorly drafted bylaw shows
a total lack of any understanding of accepted rural practice and recognized,
sensible, stock handling experience. Our points of disagreement are: 1.It
treats all non arterial roads the same whether they be a major collector road
with heavy traffic flow or a very remote gravel road miles from anywhere
with very little traffic movement. 2.In our case we have a 5 kilometre
gravel road with all the land on both sides ours and no one other than farm
staff living on it. The road bisects the farm and there is constant stock
traffic from side to side and up and down. These proposals seem a complete
overkill for our situation. 3.With us farming in 5 separate locations, we
would have stock on a road somewhere every working day of the year,
making 200 times a year we would have to submit a plan. We have 6 other
points to make but are restricted to 999 characters in this section so have
put them in the next section

Any other
comments
related to this

4.We estimate we would do in excess of 350,000 animal kilometres on the
road each year(number of animals x kms moved),and have done for over 30
years with never a single harm incident to either man, vehicle or beast, so
why the need for new rules? 5.It makes no sense to have to submit a plan
each time 10 days in advance, it is not possible to know ten days in advance
when lambs are going to need drenching or when it is going to be good
enough weather to be able to get sheep dry for shearing. 6.How can sheep
or cattle excrement be practically removed from a gravel road, or should I
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bylaw?: say clay road as is the case on much of the No 2 Line. 7.Even a single age
group of our ewes would exceed the maximum number able to be shifted if
we were to move them at once. 8.Why can't the submitted plan be for a
longer period, say 5 years, instead of having to be submitted every time
stock are moved.

Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:

9.How are you supposed to teach farm animals that they can only walk on
the left side of the road? One of our biggest problems when droving stock is
the lack of knowledge from drivers how to drive through stock. Maybe a set
of protocols for drivers on rural roads would be sensible too, given there are
multiple hazards many are unaware of. Our farm dogs are at constant risk
from poor drivers, this would be made worse if they were tasked with
keeping stock on the left side of the road
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 8:43:51 pm

Name: Sarah Brown
Organisation: Brown Land Holdings Ltd (Farm name)
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:
Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

Yes

None - strongly DISAGREE

Disagree with clauses 8.2(j) and 8.3, 8.4: Clause 8.2(j) requires all 
reasonable steps be taken to remove stock excrement from the road after 
each stock droving movement. Most of the roads we drove stock on are dirt 
roads. Excrement will biodegrade or be washed to the roadside during rain. 
We're particularly concerned with clause8.3 -the need to submit a Traffic 
Management Plan to the council outlining proposed traffic management in 
accordance with clause 8.2 (g) – adequate warning of stock being on the 
road. On your website you state under key changes you state, ‘Stock 
droving movements do not require a permit, providing certain conditions 
are met.” Requiring me to get approval for a traffic management plan prior 
to stock droving on the road is a form of permit. The requirement in clause 
8.2 to submit a traffic management plan to council no later than ten (10) 
days prior to stock droving is impractical and shows a complete lack of 
understanding of farming practices by council
We disagree with the entire draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw. 
Why change something that has been working well without any clear 
benefits from what is proposed. The draft bylaw takes a single approach to 
topics whose components differ greatly depending on where your farm is. 
This is more bureaucracy and added cost to the council. Our farm is all 
served by metal roads. I pay as much in rates as others yet I still have no 
tarsealled road access. We believe the council would be better served to 
look out the outrageous amount of repeat and unnecessary work the
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council’s roading contractor undertakes instead of looking to make
problems to fix. Put in some sealed roads in the area rather than again
putting more duress on the backbone of our economy.

Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:

Continued from above as word limit blocked rest of my concerns: I am
particularly disappointed that those councillors involved in farming allowed
this clause to be included. Farming is dynamic and dependant of so many
uncontrollable factors. I am unable to wait 10 days to for the council to
approve a traffic management plan before moving stock that are out of feed
or out of water due to unforeseen circumstances beyond my control. It also
appears to be a waste of my time and the councils time to approve the
placement of a few road cones or signs signifying stock on the road when
you have a vehicle in front and behind and those 2 vehicles are probably the
only vehicles that will be on the road all day.
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 8:47:10 pm

Name: Leanne Brown
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email: medwayshills@gmail.com
Phone: 0272266272
Address: Medway Hills 1905 Ridge Road RD7 Feilding 4777
Withhold my
contact
details:
Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

I strongly disagree with clauses 8.2(j) and 8.3, 8.4: Clause 8.2(j). Most of
the roads we drove stock on are dirt roads. Excrement will biodegrade or be
washed to the roadside during rain. Clause 8.3 and 8.4 Your website states
‘Stock droving movements do not require a permit, providing certain
conditions are met.” Requiring approval of a traffic management plan is a
form of permit and submitting it no later than ten (10) days prior to stock
droving is impractical and shows a complete lack of understanding of
farming practices. Farming is dynamic and dependant on many
uncontrollable factors. I am unable to wait 10 days for approval before
moving stock that are out of feed or out of water due to unforeseen
circumstances beyond my control. It is a waste of my time and the councils
time.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

I disagree with the entire draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw. I do
not understand the need to change something that has been working well.
The draft bylaw takes a single approach to topics whose components differ
greatly depending on where your farm is. It also appears to be another level
of bureaucracy and added cost to the council. I believe the council would be
better served to look out the outrageous amount of repeat and unnecessary
work the council’s roading contractor undertakes instead of looking to
make problems to fix.

Do you have
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any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:
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From: dairylands@xtra.co.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Submission -Stock Bylaw
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 9:01:44 pm

Submission to MDC Bylaw proposal - Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw
and Draft Stock Underpass Policy

1. My name is James Stewart and I farm within the MDC boundary.

2. I would like to speak to my submission and may consider joining with other submitters
at the Hearing where appropriate.

3. I also support the submission made by Federated Farmers.

4. I do not support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft
Stock Underpass Policy.  I am disappointed to see MDC put forward proposals that
do not support farmers, as farming is the backbone of our communities.  I therefore
ask Council to retain the Bylaw provisions as captured currently in the Traffic Safety
and Road Use Bylaw 2015.

5. Council’s problem assessment does not justify the increased level of regulation
proposed.  Any increase in controls must be restricted to issues of safety, road
damage and reasonable expectations of the public to traffic flow.  The economic
costs of any controls imposed, must be balanced with the benefits that can be
achieved.

6. The Bylaw goes to the heart of farming activities, as moving stock between paddocks
and droving stock along roads, has and will be, an integral part of farming in our
region.

7. I am also concerned about the level of consultation Council has undertaken with
farmers, as the draft Bylaw is impractical and unworkable.    The matters I am
particularly concerned about are as follows:

Stock droving
8. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to Council

10 days prior to the date the droving is to occur.

9. Council are also proposing that stock cannot be driven past stock that are roadside
grazing.

Regular stock crossings
10. I do not support a one size fits all approach or threshold to who should require a

permit.  The inclusion of a definition of regular stock crossings as a stock crossing
once a week or more as the trigger for a permit, unfairly captures a number of
farmers from whom a permit should not be required (i.e. stock movements on very
rural roads).  I submit that it should be left as provided in the current Bylaw, at the
discretion of the Council when considering specific issues (like the nature of the road
being used).

11. As set out below, I also do not support the proposed terms and conditions of
consents of permits as these should be considered on a case by case basis, driven
by the effect/impact of the stock crossing.
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Traffic delay - without complaints from the public about traffic delays, it is not
appropriate to then require all farmers to comply with an impractical maximum
time delay (let alone setting this at 2 minutes)
Surfacing requirements of shoulders and entranceways and also the use of
road mats – resurfacing should only be considered where an issue is apparent. 
The nature of what needs to be resurfaced and with what material should be
determined on a case by case basis as the current footing may be adequate
and/or using road mats may be satisfactory in addressing the issue.
Fixed signage, lights and cones – should be considered where necessary and
may not be relevant or appropriate on very rural roads with limited traffic. 
Stock supervision by ‘suitably experienced’ person – it is unsure who a suitably
experienced person is, however, we consider that this is common sense and
does not need to be spelled out in regulation
Cleaning – the proposal for roads to be cleaned immediately after every
crossing does not enable farming and is illogical for a farming District. 
Permit timeframe – permits should not be issued with an expiry date, rather left
to the discretion of the Council to review as issues arise and effects need to be
managed.

Application for new stock underpasses
12. I also do not support Council’s proposal to add clauses to the Bylaw to set out the

application process for new stock underpasses.  It is proposed in the policy that the
installation of a new stock underpass will be considered in all instances where a stock
crossing permit is required under the Bylaw (i.e. all crossings of once a week or
more).  I do not support the proposed weekly threshold therefore would also not
support farmers being inadvertently required to consider and/or progress a new stock
underpass.  I consider this has the potential to require a number of farmers to sink
significant costs in an unnecessary infrastructure.

Roadside grazing
13. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft bylaw after earlier being considered by

Council as best left to the NZ Police to manage.  As there are also no concerns
(safety or otherwise) raised in the assessment about roadside grazing, we think MDC
should leave this out.  Common-sense is already doing the trick and if Council is
concerned with roaming stock, it can always fall back on its powers under the
Impounding Act 1955.
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From: j.v.cooper
To: MDC Submissions
Cc: grayson cooper; Alison Short; Heather Gee-Taylor; Steve Bielski; Phil Marsh
Subject: Stock movement bylaw
Date: Wednesday, 17 June 2020 9:35:29 pm

To all Councillors,
 We operate a farming enterprise in the Sandon Block  and we do not

support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing bylaw and therefore ask Council
to retain the By Law provisions  as captured and currently in the Traffic Safety and Road
Use Bylaw 2015. We have approximately 9 kms of metal surface road that we boarder and
have frequent stock movements on. We need the road to move stock around and the
proposed bylaws are  unworkable with sometimes spontaneous movements having to take
place and therefore seeking permits is totally impractical. Our road is not a fast road and
under the current traffic management rules we have to have provisions in place for safety
anyway.  Most stock movements are sheep and they do no damage to the roads or
immediate areas on the road.  We therefore firmly oppose these proposed rules as being
impractical and unworkable in our area and are not required at all, given the history of
their being no issues historically in the area.  Yours sincerely  John Cooper    JAD Cooper
Family Trust and GD WJ Cooper Ltd
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 7:36:57 am

Name: Jesse Singson
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

I don’t agree with any animal being tethered on a roadside , particularly goats which have been
subjected to neglect and poor care because of this practice.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

I am including a link to a detailed submission on this matter of a petition I signed that has detailed and
referenced information of why this practice should be banned . https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-
NZ/51SCPP_EVI_51DBHOH_PET64669_1_A446666/82e087fd9403a52aa21e8040bfd8a0ea6a3eaca6

Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:
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To the Primary Production Committee 

I, Tony Robson am the principal petitioner of Petition 2014/23 requesting 
that; 

“the House note that 7,329 people have signed petitions requesting 
that Parliament prohibit the tethering of goats on roadsides and 
requesting that an enforceable code of welfare be developed to 
provide for their needs.” 

The following is my written submission in support of this petition and I 
would like to thank the committee for giving me the opportunity to do so. 
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Introduction 

Due to their gregarious nature, the domesticated goat is easily handled and 
tethered. A popular misconception is that they are good “lawnmowers” 
when in fact they are a browser by nature. This has led to the practice of 
tethering these sentient animals alone on roadsides tasked with keeping 
the grass down, to the detriment of their welfare and well-being in many 
cases. 

It is legal for a goat to spend years or even its whole life living this way 
without regular social contact as there is no meaningful regulation 
regarding the tethering of goats in this country. 

I and the 7,329 petitioners request that the tethering of goats on roadsides 
be prohibited and to obtain enforceable regulation so that no goat may be 
tethered for its life in any situation. As they are social herd animals we 
would also request a requirement for social contact to become regulation. 

Goats are Browsers 

As mentioned in the introduction, goats in New Zealand have suffered from 
a popular misconception that they are good “lawnmowers” and thus have in 
many instances been used as a cheap alternative to mowing one’s lawn or 
roadside verge (Gillham, 2013).  

In fact goats are natural browsers preferring a wide variety of plant material 
such as tree prunings, weeds, vines, and shrubs (Faber, 2009). 

Contrary to the practice of tethering goats as “lawnmowers”, they actually 
need more than just grass to be healthy. Being browsers, they need extra 
nutrients and minerals obtained from trees whose root systems go deeper 
into the soil than pasture (Coleby, 2001). 

39



Goats prefer to eat from the top down and the fulltime tethered goat that is 
expected to eat grass down is also at risk of a worm burden as worms are 
found closer to soil level (Hale, 2006).   

It is a common misconception that goats will eat anything. They are 
actually fastidious eaters that do not like soiled food and they need to have 
access to fresh browse and pasture daily. “The grass that grows by the 
roadside is often dusty, oily, and rank. It is not good feed unless there is 
plenty of it and the goat is moved frequently” (Orr, 2008). 

Due to this often unpalatable nature of roadside pasture, these goats often 
suffer malnutrition resulting in poor body condition (“Ill Thrift”, 2008). 

The roadside goat is also exposed to unhealthy carbon monoxide fumes 
from passing motor vehicle traffic. 
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These 2 pictures are of the same Sannen goat tethered by the roadside. 
The brown on the right picture is dried scouring (diarrhoea). 

Goats are Social and Intelligent Animals 

A social and intelligent animal, the goat that is kept in social isolation is an 
unhappy one. Goats naturally live in groups and do not separate 
themselves from their herd. Goats do suffer loneliness and emotional 
stress if kept alone without any sort of meaningful social relationship or 
company (Miranda-de la Lama and Mattiello, 2010). Goats also like to have 
a free run and play. 

Goats have the capacity to form close bonds with other species as well. In 
one welfare case a goat (Mr G) was uplifted by authorities and was 
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separated from his long-time companion, a donkey (Jellybean) which was 
sent to a separate facility. This resulted in the goat refusing to eat and 
sitting in his shelter all day, despite carers offering him treats. A decision 
was made to reunite him with the donkey. As soon as Mr G saw Jellybean 
he leapt with joy and was seen following Jellybean, not leaving his side. He 
has since ended his hunger strike as well (Francis, 2014). 

Often the only company a roadside goat receives is a few minutes while 
they are being moved, if they are being moved at all (Gillham, 2013). 

A study conducted between the Queen Mary University of London and the 
Institute of Agricultural Science in Switzerland shows that goats are able to 
learn new tasks in as little as four attempts. Up to ten months later they can 
still remember how to carry out that task (Briefer et al, 2014). 

Roadside Tethered Goats are Vulnerable 

Tethering an animal in a public place puts the animal in a very vulnerable 
position. The tethered roadside goat has been the victim of cruelty, neglect 
and dog attacks in many instances (Stafford, 2013).  

Often tethered goats get tangled and in some instances have lost their 
lives due to self-strangulation. Water for these animals is usually non- 
existent. Shelters can be inadequate as goats feel the cold due to only 
having a thin layer of fat (Orr, 2008). A lone tethered goat also suffers 
social isolation. 

The SPCA has received a lot of complaints concerning roadside goats. In 
2013 the Te Kuiti SPCA issued a press release serving notice it would take 
a tough stance with anyone tethering a goat without adequate shelter, 
water and food after dealing with cases of neglect (Stopgoatabuse, 2013). 

The Auckland SPCA also warned people to stop tethering goats after 
cases of neglect and death of a roadside goat were dealt with. One SPCA 
worker stated, “Goat tethering is a big problem in rural and semi-rural 
areas” (Loren, 2012). 

42



In other publicised cases, roadside goats have been stabbed 
(Stopgoatabuse, 2011), attacked (Ambrose, 2008), stolen to be 
slaughtered (Galuszka, 2014) and dragged behind a car to the death (NZ 
Herald, 2009). One goat, Goordie, spent about 22 years living on a 
roadside street only to be replaced by another goat (Batten, 2012). 

I am including 59 pages of comments from petitioners as part of my 
submission. Many commented on the social isolation, neglect, lack of 
adequate nutrition and water, and expressed it was overdue for this 
practice to be prohibited. A few overseas petitioners commented that they 
had noticed this on their holiday and thought New Zealand would not 
permit such an inhumane practice. 

One petitioner commented: “I’m sick of seeing goats tangled in chains, 
unable to move to shelter or water. Often they’ve been left that way for 
days” (Steele, 2015) 

Another petitioner had this to say: “I’m signing because I have owned and 
hand milked goats in the past. They are lovely and interesting creatures. 
They need at least one companion. And they are NOT waterproof! The NZ 
practice of tethering goats on roadsides in a pathetic, inadequate and 
cramped ‘A-frame’ is repugnant” (Spencer, 2015). 
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Tethered roadside goat with no shelter, no water and inadequate feed. 
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A neglected tethered kid uplifted by the SPCA was malnourished and the 
chain had grown into her neck. Photo courtesy of Karen Peters. 

A tethered roadside goat with inadequate feed and shelter. The shelter 
provided is a rusty old drum which the goat could not even fit into. Photo 
courtesy of Karen Peters. 
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Existing Legislation and Codes 

The Animal Welfare Act (1999) places legal obligations on people in 
regards to an animal’s care and well-being. In May of this year (2015), the 
New Zealand Government added an amendment to the Act acknowledging 
animals as sentient beings. 

Section (c) of the Act specifies opportunity to display normal patterns of 
behaviour (NZ Government, 1999). 

Normal behaviour for a goat is having the ability to roam and be in a social 
group or at least be with the company of another goat or another animal 
species. 

Under the Act are “codes of welfare” for various animal species in relation 
to their care. In 2010 NAWAC sought public submissions for a proposed 
goat code of welfare. A large number of submissions received called for 
the practice of tethering goats on roadsides to be banned and stricter 
regulations to be put in place regarding tethering (MPI, 2012). 

NAWAC decided to not prohibit roadside tethering or place any regulations 
on tethering, but instead included some parameters around tethering and 
restraint as a “minimum standard” (NAWAC, 2012). Minimum standards 
are not directly enforceable and breaching them is not an offence (NZVA, 
n.d.).

Although the code does acknowledge that “Goats should not be tethered 
as they are social animals” (NAWAC, 2012 p 11), this is merely a 
“Recommended Best Practice.” 

It is my opinion this code has not resulted in any greater legal protection for 
goats. There has been no meaningful regulation regarding tethering which I 
believe is the root cause of much neglect. This inadequate legal protection 
has also resulted in misconception from people regarding goats. People 
still think goats only need grass, don’t need water or company and are 
hardy enough to sustain cold temperatures when in fact the opposite is the 
case. 
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An example of some good legislation in my opinion is the Animal Welfare 
Ordinance of Switzerland which regulates that animals not be permanently 
tethered, gregarious animals to have company and stipulates that any 
tethered goat must have off tether exercise (Swiss Federal Council, 2008). 
Also the Austrian Animal Protection Act prohibits the permanent tethering 
of an animal (Austrian government, 2005). 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

I and the 7,329 petitioners believe the practice of tethering goats on 
roadsides is an inhumane and antiquated practice. It is simply not good 
animal welfare practice to tether a gregarious intelligent social animal to a 
life of boredom, social isolation, restricted movement, vulnerability, risk of 
self-strangulation, inadequate shelter, feed and water by the roadside.  

When we tether an animal, that animal is reliant on the person for all its 
needs. The Animal Welfare Act can only protect the animal so far. While a 
welfare inspector may intervene in extreme cases of neglect or respond to 
a complaint of no water, shelter or proper feed, the actual practice of 
tethering goats on a roadside remains legal and no regulation is in place 
regarding tethering. 

I and the 7,329 petitioners also believe the unregulated tethering of goats 
contravenes section (c) of the Animal Welfare Act 1999. This excludes the 
tethering of a goat for short periods under supervision for the purpose of 
administering medication, trimming hooves and other good animal 
husbandry practice. 

We recommend the practice of roadside tethering be prohibited and 
regulation developed regarding tethering that no goat may spend its life 
tethered without proper social contact. 
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 9:26:13 am

Name: Marika Colenbrander
Organisation:
This submission
is made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact details: Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw
do you agree
with and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw
do you disagree
with and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):

Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw | Page 12 26.1: Tethered Stock.
"Tethering of individual Stock, excluding poultry, bulls, pigs, horses or
deer on the Roadside, is permitted" Goats should also be excluded from
roadside tethering under any circumstances. Roadside tethering of goats
is a cruel practice and should not be permitted under any circumstances.
Roadside grass is a completely unsuitable diet for goats. Goats are a herd
animal. Allowing a goat to be tethered by a roadside absolutely does not
allow it to live according to it's natural instincts & behaviours.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:
Do you have
any comment on
the proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock on
Roads) of the
Traffic Safety
and Road Use
Bylaw 2015?:
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 9:29:45 am

Name: Heather O’Neill
Organisation:
This submission
is made on behalf
of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact details: Yes

Council Hearing:
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do
you agree with
and why? (Please
be as specific as
possible):
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do
you disagree with
and why? (Please
be as specific as
possible):

Clause 6. I disagree that any stock be tethered roadside, especially
goats. This is a cruel and outdated practice that does not support goat’s
browsing (not grazing of grass) behaviour. It is often a lonely
existence with many goats being stolen and sometimes killed by dogs
and vehicles as they have no way of avoiding these tragedies. Goats
are not lawnmowers to be neglected on a chain, often for the duration
of their life. I believe New Zealand is one of the few countries in the
world that allows this.

Any other
comments related
to this bylaw?:
Do you have any
comment on the
proposed
revocation of Part
5 (Stock on
Roads) of the
Traffic Safety and
Road Use Bylaw
2015?:
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 9:49:32 am

Name: Jacquetta Ward
Organisation:
This submission is made on behalf
of this organisation:
Email: ket_ward@hotmail.com
Phone: 063287876
Address: 762 valley Road RD5 Feilding
Withhold my contact details:
Council Hearing:
What aspects of the Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you agree with and why? (Please
be as specific as possible):

I am against all aspects, we are a nation who is reliant
on the prosperity of Agriculture.

What aspects of the Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you disagree with and why?
(Please be as specific as possible):

I have to move sheep down the road to get to my
woolshed, and cattle to get to yards. I always put stock
cones out and am respectful to road users, the same
could not be said in reverse! I am against this plan.

Any other comments related to
this bylaw?:
Do you have any comment on the
proposed revocation of Part 5
(Stock on Roads) of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use Bylaw
2015?:
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From: J Ward
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 9:55:15 am

 submissions@mdc.govt.nz

Re: Submission to Manawatu district council 

I wish to fully endorse ALL the points made in the Federated Farmers
submission covering The
Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock
Underpass Policy. 

In our farming operation, from time to time we have to move stock along
roadways and always use cones together with pilots before and after if
applicable.

Farmers use common sense protecting ourselves and stock and the draft policy
is nonsense and in most cases not practical. 

RJWard
RD5 
Feilding
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 10:28:05 am

Name: Susan Taylor
Organisation:
This submission is made on behalf of this organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my contact details: Yes
Council Hearing:
What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you agree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible):
What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you disagree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible): No tethering of goats

Any other comments related to this bylaw?:
Do you have any comment on the proposed revocation of Part 5
(Stock on Roads) of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw
2015?:
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 10:30:55 am

Name: Shelley Dew-Hopkins
Organisation: Kohi Lands Limited
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing: Yes

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

I hate to say it, but we dont object to Clause 8.2 (a-h). Why? Because we
already do all of that, and in the majority of modern, farming businesses so
does everyone else. We dont do it because you tell us to do it, we do it
because it is the right thing to do and fits with the Health and Safety
Policies within our business.

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

We object to 8.2(i-j) and 8.3-8.6. We have a right to move stock on the
road. We already try not to move stock on weekends and public holidays
due to not inconveniencing other road users,it would be helpful if they
showed us the same courtesy on other days eg following the road rules. We
do not support a Traffic Management Plan. We already undertake good
stock droving practices with the use of hazard lights, stock cones, 2-3
people and it fits with our Health and Safety Policy. This is a draconian and
unnecessary intrusion on a farming business in a rural council dependent on
farming. It is illogical to suggest we need to give 10 days notice to move
stock from one paddock to another, we have 22 road gates, we do not move
stock for a change of scenery.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

We move stock for feeding,trucking,shearing,animal health treatments, we
move sick animals,our plans can change every day due to the climate, due
to outside contractors changing their plans. None of these proposals make
any sense at all in a dynamic farming business. If we are droving stock past
other stock on the side of the road, we talk to our neighbours and make a
plan together.We dont need a TMP and 10 days notice to do it.

Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed We note from the MDC summary that stock droving complaints are Nil, in
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revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:

fact any problem we may face from other road users is there propensity to
stop to take photos of stock being driven along a road, of the dogs being
used and of the drovers working. We have featured in wedding photos and
online promotions. The question must be asked of why you are making an
issue out of something that is not a problem?
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 10:53:21 am

Name: Daniel Raymond White
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

Most of Appendix 8 - Stock Droving in Rural Areas (which applies to us) is
common sense and is in our Stock Management Plan. T

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

Stock Movement & Droving Bylaw 2020 Appendix 8 - 8.3 The measures
proposed for traffic management in accordance with clause 8.2(g) are to be
set out in a Traffic Management Plan submitted to Council no later than ten
(10) days prior to the Stock Droving. Why we disagree - It's not practical.
At no point do we no where or when the stock movement is going to
happen. Due to staffing requirements, animal health, weather conditions,
freezing works space availability, inability to meet Traffic management
plan requirements due to unforeseen circumstances etc. We believe that
having a Stock/Traffic Management Plan in place should be enough. Due to
this fact we feel we should not need a permit prior to any such movement
especially considering we are not on any Major or Minor Arterial Roads.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

We feel Droving Layout is unrealistic due to the fact that on a country road
there is at no point 300m visibility between stock and pilot/tail vehicles.
Why is this a requirement when the safe travelling distance is only 100m by
law. How are we supposed to have control of our stock with that
requirement!? It's just a bit unrealistic - The Traffic/Stock Management
Plan in place we feel should be enough.

Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
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revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:
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From: Liz Besley
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 11:38:51 am

Brent and Liz Besley support the content of the Federated Farmers submission.
In essence the draft content contains impractical proposals that indicate the contributors do not
have an understanding of what the situation at the work face is. The balance between road
safety, road preservation and stock management/ cost implications has not been achieved in the
draft.
Thankyou for the opportunity to provide a recommendation for a balanced and practical
approach.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 11:43:53 am

Name: Paula Rogers
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on behalf
of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact details: Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw
do you agree
with and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw
do you disagree
with and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):

Clause 6: New clauses allow for certain types of stock to be tethered on
the roadside, providing certain conditions are met. In today's society, I
cannot believe this is still allowed, any animals and especially goats
should not be allowed to be tethered on the roadside. This is an act of
cruelty! These animals are not checked on by council staff and are often
left to fend for themselves by their owners who think they are
lawnmowers. Ropes/chains can get tangled stressing the animal out as
they are not regularly checked on and too often you see they have
inappropriate shelter let alone correct feed.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:
Do you have
any comment
on the proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw 2015?:
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 12:33:51 pm

Name: Kate and David Ebbitt
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

It seems unnecessary to require farmers to notify council 10 days in
advance of any stock movement along / across a road. This simply adds
another layer of compliance cost for both farmers and council without any
clear benefit to either. It is also impractical as sometimes decisions need to
be made to move stock within a shorter timeframe, eg if there is a water
supply breakdown stock need to be moved immediately, or weather
conditions could affect the decision to move stock sooner rather than later.
It is impractical to require road cleaning after all stock movements. As a
regular road users we would expect to come across stock being moved
along some of the major / minor arterial routes marked. It seems
unreasonable to expect farmers with land on both sides of the road to truck
livestock short distances along / across these rural roads.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:
Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
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Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:
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From: Coralee Matena
To: MDC Submissions
Cc: Catherine Knight
Subject: Submission - FFNZ to Draft Stock Movement Bylaw and Stock Underpass Policy
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 12:59:23 pm
Attachments: image001.png

20200618 FFNZ Submission to Draft Stock Bylaw and Stock Underpass Policy.pdf

Please find attached Federated Farmers submission to the Draft Stock Movement Bylaw and
Stock Underpass Policy.

We would like to speak to the submission at a formal hearing if held.

Kind regards
Coralee

Coralee Matena
Senior Policy Advisor (Regional)

Federated Farmers of NZ
Farming House, 105 Queen Street, Palmerston North
PO Box 945, Palmerston North

M   027 265 1648
www.fedfarm.org.nz
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Submission on the Manawatu District Council   
Draft Stock Movement Bylaw and Draft Stock 
Underpass Policy 
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To:  Manawatu District Council 
  
Submitter: Federated Farmers of New Zealand – Manawatu/Rangitikei 
  
Address for service: Coralee Matena 
 Senior Regional Policy Advisor 
 
 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 
 PO Box 945 
 Palmerston North, 4440 
 
Mobile: 027 265 1648 
Email: cmatena@fedfarm.org.nz 
 


 
1. The Manawatu – Rangitikei Province of Federated Farmers (Federated Farmers) appreciates 


this opportunity to submit on the Draft Stock Movement Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy.  
We thank Council for the extension in the submission period, to enable farmers to participate in 
the consultation process.  
 


2. The following comments are representative of member views and experiences with the 
management of resources within the Manawatu District.  It reflects the fact that District Council 
policies and plans impact on our member’s daily lives as farmers, members of the local 
community, landowners and ratepayers.  
 


3. We also acknowledge any comments made by individual members of Federated Farmers.  
 
SUMMARY OF POSITION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 


4. Our Manawatu District members have significant concerns about the proposed amendments to 
the Bylaw.  We therefore do not support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
and Draft Stock Underpass Policy and we ask Council to retain the Bylaw provisions as captured 
currently in the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 (with the exception of the reference 
error, as detailed further in the submission).   


 
SUBMISSION 
 
5. The Manawatu District has a history steeped in primary production and predominantly, the 


pastoral industry.  To enable ongoing future success for our farming community, regulation needs 
to be as enabling as possible.  Farming today is very different from a generation ago, and our 
farming families are continually working to keep up with the practical implication and associated 
costs of ongoing regulatory changes.  We therefore seek Council’s support to ensure that any 
future tiers of legislation, are practical and backed by quantifiable risks and/or benefits.  This 
bylaw goes to the heart of farming activities, as moving stock between paddocks and droving 
stock along roads, has and will be, an integral part of farming in our region.   
 


6. Some of our members live on small rural roads, with only a handful of passing vehicles each day.  
Small mobs of stock are taken down the road to get between paddocks, and to stockyards and 
woolsheds.  Other landowners live along roads that have wide verges and cattle stops, to allow 
for stock movement down the road.   
 


7. Federated Farmers is familiar with the issue of stock control and movement bylaws, submitting 
on a number of reviews nationally.   Our general principles for stock movement are:  


 
i. Farmers have a common law right to move stock on roads as well as having common law 


and statutory obligations towards the safety of other road users.  
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ii. There is a need for appropriate controls with regard to stock movement on public roads 
where it can be shown that there are significant risks to road users, stock, dogs, drovers 
and other motorists.  
 


iii. Motorists need to adhere to the road code, and not drive in a manner that may injure 
people or animals.  Farmers should not be required to alter their day to day farming 
practices in response to the personal carelessness of drivers.  
 


iv. Bylaws and rules for stock movement should be practical, explicate and restricted to 
issues on safety, road damage and reasonable expectations of the public.  
 


v. Where a new road divides a farm, the roading authority should bear the responsibility for 
the provision and maintenance of any necessary stock crossings and/or underpasses, 
and the funding of costs to meet due compliance (consistent with the NZTA policy and 
approach).  


 
 
Problem assessment 
8. The proposed amendments to the existing bylaw, would assume to imply that there was some 


concerning growing issue presented by stock on roads.  However, on review of the information 
provided by Council, we do not believe there is evidence of any increasing issue, road safety or 
otherwise.   
 


9. Federated Farmers has significant concerns with the justification provided to support the 
amendments, in particular that the problem assessment that Council has undertaken (to comply 
with Section 155 of the Local Government Act) doesn’t stack up.   


 
10. Council’s evidence assessment provides a summary of the complaints received over the 2018 


year.  Of note, there are no safety complaints about stock droving and only 3 complaints about 
stock crossings (2 regarding mess on the road and one citing road damage).  Federated Farmers 
considers that stock droving is unfairly being targeted as despite logging being cited as causing 
road damage (4 complaints), the assessment states that logging issues on the roading network 
are already managed through the roading budget therefore there is no need for additional 
controls through this bylaw.  Surely this argument applies to stock movement too.  
 


11. While we acknowledge and accept the need for controls with regard to stock movement on public 
roads,  we are of the opinion that controls must be restricted to issues of safety, road damage 
and reasonable expectations of the public to traffic flow.  The economic costs of any controls 
imposed, must be balanced with the benefits that can be achieved.   
 


12. We are also concerned about the level of consultation Council has undertaken with farmers, as 
the draft Bylaw proposes requirements that are impractical and unworkable.    The proposed 
Bylaw doesn’t fit with reality, is confusing and is far too heavy handed.  We are particularly 
concerned to see the following proposed. 


 
Stock droving 
13. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to Council 10 days 


prior to the date the droving is to occur.  A Traffic Management Plan is defined by Council as a 
plan, drawing, sketch or map approved by Council as showing the method or measures for 
ensuring the safety of Stock and all other road users.  We think this is common-sense and a 
Traffic Management Plan is just adding extra compliance requirements for farmers just trying to 
get the job done.     
 


14. Federated Farmers notes that the current Bylaw also makes reference to stock droving requiring 
a Traffic Management Plan, however the cross reference contained is incorrect which makes this 
requirement redundant (19.3 makes reference to 19.1 (i) which does not exist).  For clarity, and 
to align with the intent of our submission, we therefore ask that 19.3 be deleted.  
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15. Council are also proposing that stock cannot be driven past stock that are roadside grazing.  We 


are unsure of the rationale behind the addition of this provision, and we do not believe that 
Council have worked through what the practical impact of this to farmers would be.  Even if a 
farmer submitted the required Traffic Management Plan in the proposed timeframe, this farmer 
may then not be able to move their stock if another farmer/landowners stock was now being 
roadside grazed en-route. 


 
Regular stock crossings 
16. We do not support a one size fits all approach or threshold to who should require a permit.  The 


inclusion of a definition of regular stock crossings as a stock crossing once a week or more as 
the trigger for a permit, unfairly captures a number of farmers from whom a permit should not be 
required (i.e. stock movements on very rural roads).  We submit that it should be left as provided 
in the current Bylaw, at the discretion of the Council when considering specific issues (like the 
nature of the road being used).     
  


17. As set out below, we also do not support the proposed terms and conditions of consents of 
permits as these should be considered on a case by case basis, driven by the effect/impact of 
the stock crossing.  


 
i. Traffic delay - without complaints from the public about traffic delays, it is not appropriate 


to then require all farmers to comply with an impractical maximum time delay (let alone 
setting this at 2 minutes). 
 


ii. Surfacing requirements of shoulders and entranceways and also the use of road mats – 
resurfacing should only be considered where an issue is apparent.  The nature of what 
needs to be resurfaced and with what material should be determined on a case by case 
basis as the current footing may be adequate and/or using road mats may be satisfactory 
in addressing the issue. 


 
iii. Fixed signage, lights and cones – should be considered where necessary and may not 


be relevant or appropriate on very rural roads with limited traffic.   
 


iv. Stock supervision by a ‘suitably experienced’ person – it is unsure who a suitably 
experienced person is, however, we consider that this is common sense and does not 
need to be spelled out in regulation. 


 
v. Cleaning – the proposal for roads to be cleaned immediately after every crossing does 


not enable farming and is illogical for a farming District.   
 


vi. Permit timeframe – permits should not be issued with an expiry date, rather left to the 
discretion of the Council to review as issues arise and effects need to be managed.  
 


Application for new stock underpasses 
18. We also do not support Council’s proposal to add clauses to the Bylaw to set out the application 


process for new stock underpasses.  It is proposed in the policy that the installation of a new 
stock underpass will be considered in all instances where a stock crossing permit is required 
under the Bylaw (i.e. all crossings of once a week or more).  We do not support the proposed 
weekly threshold therefore would also not support farmers being inadvertently required to 
consider and/or progress a new stock underpass.  We consider this has the potential to require 
a number of farmers to sink significant capital in unnecessary infrastructure.  
 


Roadside grazing  
19. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft bylaw after earlier being considered by Council as best 


left to the NZ Police to manage.  As there are also no concerns (safety or otherwise) raised in 
the assessment about roadside grazing, we think MDC should leave this out.  Common-sense is 
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already doing the trick and if Council is concerned with roaming stock, it can always fall back on 
its powers under the Impounding Act 1955. 
 


Federated Farmers thanks the Manawatu District Council for considering our submission. 


 


ABOUT FEDERATED FARMERS 


Federated Farmers is a not-for-profit primary sector policy and advocacy organisation that 
represents the majority of farming businesses in New Zealand.  Federated Farmers has a long and 
proud history of representing the interests of New Zealand’s farmers.  


The Federation aims to add value to its members’ farming businesses. Our key strategic outcomes 
include the need for New Zealand to provide an economic and social environment within which: 


• Our members may operate their business in a fair and flexible commercial environment; 


• Our members’ families and their staff have access to services essential to the needs of the rural 
community; and 


• Our members adopt responsible management and environmental practices. 


This submission is representative of member views and reflect the fact that local government rating 
and spending policies impact on our member’s daily lives as farmers and members of local 
communities. 


 


 


 


 







To: Manawatu District Council 

Submitter: Federated Farmers of New Zealand – Manawatu/Rangitikei 

Address for service: Coralee Matena 
Senior Regional Policy Advisor 

Federated Farmers of New Zealand 
PO Box 945 
Palmerston North, 4440 

Mobile: 027 265 1648 
Email: cmatena@fedfarm.org.nz 

1. The Manawatu – Rangitikei Province of Federated Farmers (Federated Farmers) appreciates
this opportunity to submit on the Draft Stock Movement Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy.
We thank Council for the extension in the submission period, to enable farmers to participate in
the consultation process.

2. The following comments are representative of member views and experiences with the
management of resources within the Manawatu District.  It reflects the fact that District Council
policies and plans impact on our member’s daily lives as farmers, members of the local
community, landowners and ratepayers.

3. We also acknowledge any comments made by individual members of Federated Farmers.

SUMMARY OF POSITION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4. Our Manawatu District members have significant concerns about the proposed amendments to
the Bylaw.  We therefore do not support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw
and Draft Stock Underpass Policy and we ask Council to retain the Bylaw provisions as captured
currently in the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 (with the exception of the reference
error, as detailed further in the submission).

SUBMISSION 

5. The Manawatu District has a history steeped in primary production and predominantly, the
pastoral industry.  To enable ongoing future success for our farming community, regulation needs
to be as enabling as possible.  Farming today is very different from a generation ago, and our
farming families are continually working to keep up with the practical implication and associated
costs of ongoing regulatory changes.  We therefore seek Council’s support to ensure that any
future tiers of legislation, are practical and backed by quantifiable risks and/or benefits.  This
bylaw goes to the heart of farming activities, as moving stock between paddocks and droving
stock along roads, has and will be, an integral part of farming in our region.

6. Some of our members live on small rural roads, with only a handful of passing vehicles each day.
Small mobs of stock are taken down the road to get between paddocks, and to stockyards and
woolsheds.  Other landowners live along roads that have wide verges and cattle stops, to allow
for stock movement down the road.

7. Federated Farmers is familiar with the issue of stock control and movement bylaws, submitting
on a number of reviews nationally.   Our general principles for stock movement are:

i. Farmers have a common law right to move stock on roads as well as having common law
and statutory obligations towards the safety of other road users.
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ii. There is a need for appropriate controls with regard to stock movement on public roads
where it can be shown that there are significant risks to road users, stock, dogs, drovers
and other motorists.

iii. Motorists need to adhere to the road code, and not drive in a manner that may injure
people or animals.  Farmers should not be required to alter their day to day farming
practices in response to the personal carelessness of drivers.

iv. Bylaws and rules for stock movement should be practical, explicate and restricted to
issues on safety, road damage and reasonable expectations of the public.

v. Where a new road divides a farm, the roading authority should bear the responsibility for
the provision and maintenance of any necessary stock crossings and/or underpasses,
and the funding of costs to meet due compliance (consistent with the NZTA policy and
approach).

Problem assessment 
8. The proposed amendments to the existing bylaw, would assume to imply that there was some

concerning growing issue presented by stock on roads.  However, on review of the information
provided by Council, we do not believe there is evidence of any increasing issue, road safety or
otherwise.

9. Federated Farmers has significant concerns with the justification provided to support the
amendments, in particular that the problem assessment that Council has undertaken (to comply
with Section 155 of the Local Government Act) doesn’t stack up.

10. Council’s evidence assessment provides a summary of the complaints received over the 2018
year.  Of note, there are no safety complaints about stock droving and only 3 complaints about
stock crossings (2 regarding mess on the road and one citing road damage).  Federated Farmers
considers that stock droving is unfairly being targeted as despite logging being cited as causing
road damage (4 complaints), the assessment states that logging issues on the roading network
are already managed through the roading budget therefore there is no need for additional
controls through this bylaw.  Surely this argument applies to stock movement too.

11. While we acknowledge and accept the need for controls with regard to stock movement on public
roads,  we are of the opinion that controls must be restricted to issues of safety, road damage
and reasonable expectations of the public to traffic flow.  The economic costs of any controls
imposed, must be balanced with the benefits that can be achieved.

12. We are also concerned about the level of consultation Council has undertaken with farmers, as
the draft Bylaw proposes requirements that are impractical and unworkable.    The proposed
Bylaw doesn’t fit with reality, is confusing and is far too heavy handed.  We are particularly
concerned to see the following proposed.

Stock droving 
13. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to Council 10 days

prior to the date the droving is to occur.  A Traffic Management Plan is defined by Council as a
plan, drawing, sketch or map approved by Council as showing the method or measures for
ensuring the safety of Stock and all other road users.  We think this is common-sense and a
Traffic Management Plan is just adding extra compliance requirements for farmers just trying to
get the job done.

14. Federated Farmers notes that the current Bylaw also makes reference to stock droving requiring
a Traffic Management Plan, however the cross reference contained is incorrect which makes this
requirement redundant (19.3 makes reference to 19.1 (i) which does not exist).  For clarity, and
to align with the intent of our submission, we therefore ask that 19.3 be deleted.
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15. Council are also proposing that stock cannot be driven past stock that are roadside grazing.  We
are unsure of the rationale behind the addition of this provision, and we do not believe that
Council have worked through what the practical impact of this to farmers would be.  Even if a
farmer submitted the required Traffic Management Plan in the proposed timeframe, this farmer
may then not be able to move their stock if another farmer/landowners stock was now being
roadside grazed en-route.

Regular stock crossings 
16. We do not support a one size fits all approach or threshold to who should require a permit.  The

inclusion of a definition of regular stock crossings as a stock crossing once a week or more as
the trigger for a permit, unfairly captures a number of farmers from whom a permit should not be
required (i.e. stock movements on very rural roads).  We submit that it should be left as provided
in the current Bylaw, at the discretion of the Council when considering specific issues (like the
nature of the road being used).

17. As set out below, we also do not support the proposed terms and conditions of consents of
permits as these should be considered on a case by case basis, driven by the effect/impact of
the stock crossing.

i. Traffic delay - without complaints from the public about traffic delays, it is not appropriate
to then require all farmers to comply with an impractical maximum time delay (let alone
setting this at 2 minutes).

ii. Surfacing requirements of shoulders and entranceways and also the use of road mats –
resurfacing should only be considered where an issue is apparent.  The nature of what
needs to be resurfaced and with what material should be determined on a case by case
basis as the current footing may be adequate and/or using road mats may be satisfactory
in addressing the issue.

iii. Fixed signage, lights and cones – should be considered where necessary and may not
be relevant or appropriate on very rural roads with limited traffic.

iv. Stock supervision by a ‘suitably experienced’ person – it is unsure who a suitably
experienced person is, however, we consider that this is common sense and does not
need to be spelled out in regulation.

v. Cleaning – the proposal for roads to be cleaned immediately after every crossing does
not enable farming and is illogical for a farming District.

vi. Permit timeframe – permits should not be issued with an expiry date, rather left to the
discretion of the Council to review as issues arise and effects need to be managed.

Application for new stock underpasses 
18. We also do not support Council’s proposal to add clauses to the Bylaw to set out the application

process for new stock underpasses.  It is proposed in the policy that the installation of a new
stock underpass will be considered in all instances where a stock crossing permit is required
under the Bylaw (i.e. all crossings of once a week or more).  We do not support the proposed
weekly threshold therefore would also not support farmers being inadvertently required to
consider and/or progress a new stock underpass.  We consider this has the potential to require
a number of farmers to sink significant capital in unnecessary infrastructure.

Roadside grazing 
19. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft bylaw after earlier being considered by Council as best

left to the NZ Police to manage.  As there are also no concerns (safety or otherwise) raised in
the assessment about roadside grazing, we think MDC should leave this out.  Common-sense is
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already doing the trick and if Council is concerned with roaming stock, it can always fall back on 
its powers under the Impounding Act 1955. 

Federated Farmers thanks the Manawatu District Council for considering our submission. 

ABOUT FEDERATED FARMERS 

Federated Farmers is a not-for-profit primary sector policy and advocacy organisation that 
represents the majority of farming businesses in New Zealand.  Federated Farmers has a long and 
proud history of representing the interests of New Zealand’s farmers.  

The Federation aims to add value to its members’ farming businesses. Our key strategic outcomes 
include the need for New Zealand to provide an economic and social environment within which: 

• Our members may operate their business in a fair and flexible commercial environment;

• Our members’ families and their staff have access to services essential to the needs of the rural
community; and

• Our members adopt responsible management and environmental practices.

This submission is representative of member views and reflect the fact that local government rating 
and spending policies impact on our member’s daily lives as farmers and members of local 
communities. 
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From: rangiwahia1886@gmail.com
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Submission to Bylaw
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 12:59:56 pm
Attachments: RCC Submission - Bylaw.pdf

Hi

Please find attached a submission from the Rangiwahia Community Committee in relation to the
Stock droving, grazing and Crossing bylaw

We are happy to speak to this submission and ask that you group the submissions received from
the Rangiwahia area into similar timeslots

Thanks
Fiona (Secretary)

056
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Rangiwahia Community Committee – Bylaw Submission 
 


Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy 


Name: Rangiwahia Community Committee  
 
Contact details: 
Email: rangiwahia1886@gmail.com Phone: (06) 3282-856 
 
Council Hearing  
A hearing for the bylaws and policy review will be held on a future date. Would you like to speak 
to the Council in support of your submission?  
Yes     No   ⬜ (If you tick yes, we will be in touch with an allocated speaking time and date). 


  


1. The Rangiwahia Community Committee (RCC) does not support the proposed Draft           
Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy. We therefore            
ask Council to reconsider the requirements proposed based on this submission. 


2. The problem assessment that Council has undertaken (to comply with Section 155 of the              
Local Government Act) doesn’t stack up. Council’s evidence assessment provides a           
summary of the complaints received over the 2018 year. Of note, there are no safety               
complaints about stock droving and only 3 complaints about stock crossings (2 regarding             
mess on the road and one citing road damage). We think stock droving is unfairly being                
targeted as despite logging being cited as causing road damage (4 complaints), the             
assessment states that logging issues on the roading network are already managed            
through the roading budget therefore there is no need for additional controls through this              
bylaw.  We consider that this argument applies to stock movement too. 


3. While we acknowledge and accept the need for controls with regard to stock movement              
on public roads, we are of the opinion that controls must be restricted to issues of                
safety, road damage and reasonable expectations of the public to traffic flow. The             
economic costs of any controls imposed, must be balanced with the benefits that can be               
achieved.  


4. The Bylaw goes to the heart of farming activities, as moving stock between paddocks              
and droving stock along roads, has and will be, an integral part of farming in our region.                 
We are concerned about the level of consultation the Council has undertaken with             
farmers, as the draft Bylaw proposes requirements that are impractical and unworkable.
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The proposed Bylaw doesn’t fit with reality, is confusing and is far too heavy handed.               
We are particularly concerned to see the following proposed. 


 Stock droving 


5. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to Council 10               
days prior to the date the droving is to occur. A Traffic Management Plan is defined by                 
Council as a plan, drawing, sketch or map approved by Council as showing the method               
or measures for ensuring the safety of Stock and all other road users. We think this is                 
common-sense and a Traffic Management Plan is just adding extra compliance           
requirements for farmers just trying to get the job done.  


6. Council are also proposing that stock cannot be driven past stock that are roadside              
grazing. We are unsure of the rationale behind the addition of this provision, and we do                
not believe that Council have worked through what the practical impact of this to farmers               
would be. Even if a farmer submitted the required Traffic Management Plan in the              
proposed timeframe, this farmer may then not be able to move their stock if another               
farmer/landowners stock was now being roadside grazed en-route 


 Regular stock crossings 


7. We do not support a one size fits all approach or threshold to who should require a                 
permit. The inclusion of a definition of regular stock crossings as a stock crossing once               
a week or more as the trigger for a permit, unfairly captures a number of farmers from                 
whom a permit should not be required (i.e. stock movements on very rural roads). We               
submit that it should be left as provided in the current Bylaw, at the discretion of the                 
Council when considering specific issues (like the nature of the road being used).  


8. As set out below, we also do not support the proposed terms and conditions of consents                
of permits as these should be considered on a case by case basis, driven by the                
effect/impact of the stock crossing.  


● Traffic delay - without complaints from the public about traffic delays, it is not              
appropriate to then require all farmers to comply with an impractical maximum            
time delay (let alone setting this at 2 minutes) 


● Surfacing requirements of shoulders and entranceways and also the use of road            
mats – resurfacing should only be considered where an issue is apparent. The             
nature of what needs to be resurfaced and with what material should be             
determined on a case by case basis as the current footing may be adequate              
and/or using road mats may be satisfactory in addressing the issue. 
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● Fixed signage, lights and cones – should be considered where necessary and            
may not be relevant or appropriate on very rural roads with limited traffic.  


● Stock supervision by ‘suitably experienced’ person – it is unsure who a suitably             
experienced person is, however, we consider that this is common sense and            
does not need to be spelled out in regulation 


● Permit timeframe – permits should not be issued with an expiry date, rather left to               
the discretion of the Council to review as issues arise and effects need to be               
managed. 


Application for new stock underpasses 


9. We also do not support Council’s proposal to add clauses to the Bylaw to set out the                 
application process for new stock underpasses. It is proposed in the policy that the              
installation of a new stock underpass will be considered in all instances where a stock               
crossing permit is required under the Bylaw (i.e. all crossings of once a week or more).                
We do not support the proposed weekly threshold therefore would also not support             
farmers being inadvertently required to consider and/or progress a new stock underpass.            
We consider this has the potential to require a number of farmers to sink significant costs                
in an unnecessary infrastructure. Particularly on some of the very rural roads in our              
District. 


Roadside grazing 


10. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft bylaw after earlier being considered by Council              
as best left to the NZ Police to manage. As there are also no concerns (safety or                 
otherwise) raised in the assessment about roadside grazing, we think MDC should leave             
this out. Common-sense is already doing the trick and if Council is concerned with              
roaming stock, it can always fall back on its powers under the Impounding Act 1955. 


  


Thank you for considering this submission 
 
Rangiwahia Community Committee 
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Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy 

Name: Rangiwahia Community Committee  

Contact details: 
Email: rangiwahia1886@gmail.com Phone: (06) 3282-856 

Council Hearing
A hearing for the bylaws and policy review will be held on a future date. Would you like to speak 
to the Council in support of your submission?  
Yes     No   ⬜ (If you tick yes, we will be in touch with an allocated speaking time and date).

1. The Rangiwahia Community Committee (RCC) does not support the proposed Draft          
Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy. We therefore           
ask Council to reconsider the requirements proposed based on this submission.

2. The problem assessment that Council has undertaken (to comply with Section 155 of the             
Local Government Act) doesn’t stack up. Council’s evidence assessment provides a          
summary of the complaints received over the 2018 year. Of note, there are no safety              
complaints about stock droving and only 3 complaints about stock crossings (2 regarding            
mess on the road and one citing road damage). We think stock droving is unfairly being               
targeted as despite logging being cited as causing road damage (4 complaints), the            
assessment states that logging issues on the roading network are already managed           
through the roading budget therefore there is no need for additional controls through this             
bylaw.  We consider that this argument applies to stock movement too.

3. While we acknowledge and accept the need for controls with regard to stock movement             
on public roads, we are of the opinion that controls must be restricted to issues of               
safety, road damage and reasonable expectations of the public to traffic flow. The            
economic costs of any controls imposed, must be balanced with the benefits that can be              
achieved.

4. The Bylaw goes to the heart of farming activities, as moving stock between paddocks             
and droving stock along roads, has and will be, an integral part of farming in our region.                
We are concerned about the level of consultation the Council has undertaken with            
farmers, as the draft Bylaw proposes requirements that are impractical and unworkable.
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The proposed Bylaw doesn’t fit with reality, is confusing and is far too heavy handed.               
We are particularly concerned to see the following proposed. 

 Stock droving 

5. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to Council 10              
days prior to the date the droving is to occur. A Traffic Management Plan is defined by                
Council as a plan, drawing, sketch or map approved by Council as showing the method              
or measures for ensuring the safety of Stock and all other road users. We think this is                
common-sense and a Traffic Management Plan is just adding extra compliance          
requirements for farmers just trying to get the job done.

6. Council are also proposing that stock cannot be driven past stock that are roadside             
grazing. We are unsure of the rationale behind the addition of this provision, and we do               
not believe that Council have worked through what the practical impact of this to farmers              
would be. Even if a farmer submitted the required Traffic Management Plan in the             
proposed timeframe, this farmer may then not be able to move their stock if another              
farmer/landowners stock was now being roadside grazed en-route

 Regular stock crossings 

7. We do not support a one size fits all approach or threshold to who should require a                
permit. The inclusion of a definition of regular stock crossings as a stock crossing once              
a week or more as the trigger for a permit, unfairly captures a number of farmers from                
whom a permit should not be required (i.e. stock movements on very rural roads). We              
submit that it should be left as provided in the current Bylaw, at the discretion of the                
Council when considering specific issues (like the nature of the road being used).

8. As set out below, we also do not support the proposed terms and conditions of consents               
of permits as these should be considered on a case by case basis, driven by the               
effect/impact of the stock crossing.

● Traffic delay - without complaints from the public about traffic delays, it is not             
appropriate to then require all farmers to comply with an impractical maximum           
time delay (let alone setting this at 2 minutes)

● Surfacing requirements of shoulders and entranceways and also the use of road           
mats – resurfacing should only be considered where an issue is apparent. The            
nature of what needs to be resurfaced and with what material should be            
determined on a case by case basis as the current footing may be adequate             
and/or using road mats may be satisfactory in addressing the issue.
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● Fixed signage, lights and cones – should be considered where necessary and           
may not be relevant or appropriate on very rural roads with limited traffic.

● Stock supervision by ‘suitably experienced’ person – it is unsure who a suitably            
experienced person is, however, we consider that this is common sense and           
does not need to be spelled out in regulation

● Permit timeframe – permits should not be issued with an expiry date, rather left to              
the discretion of the Council to review as issues arise and effects need to be              
managed.

Application for new stock underpasses 

9. We also do not support Council’s proposal to add clauses to the Bylaw to set out the                
application process for new stock underpasses. It is proposed in the policy that the             
installation of a new stock underpass will be considered in all instances where a stock              
crossing permit is required under the Bylaw (i.e. all crossings of once a week or more).               
We do not support the proposed weekly threshold therefore would also not support            
farmers being inadvertently required to consider and/or progress a new stock underpass.           
We consider this has the potential to require a number of farmers to sink significant costs               
in an unnecessary infrastructure. Particularly on some of the very rural roads in our             
District.

Roadside grazing 

10. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft bylaw after earlier being considered by Council             
as best left to the NZ Police to manage. As there are also no concerns (safety or                
otherwise) raised in the assessment about roadside grazing, we think MDC should leave            
this out. Common-sense is already doing the trick and if Council is concerned with             
roaming stock, it can always fall back on its powers under the Impounding Act 1955.

Thank you for considering this submission 

Rangiwahia Community Committee 
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 1:15:17 pm

Name: Rachel Mchardy
Organisation:
This submission
is made on behalf
of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact details: Yes

Council Hearing:
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do
you agree with
and why? (Please
be as specific as
possible):
What aspects of
the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do
you disagree with
and why? (Please
be as specific as
possible):

I strongly disagree with animals, more specific goats been tethered in
anyway for roadsides. This is should be stopped, as this is no way for
any animal to live. Been restricted, placed in harm's way from
predators which they have no way of escaping. Goats have specific
diet requirements which isn't eating grass. They need trees and
bushland to graze from. Grass is the last thing they will eat. I hope you
have done research on this from the goats side, not just the keep grass
down side. Thank you.

Any other
comments related
to this bylaw?:
Do you have any
comment on the
proposed
revocation of Part
5 (Stock on
Roads) of the
Traffic Safety and
Road Use Bylaw
2015?:
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 1:26:08 pm

Name: Toni Tibbits
Organisation: Nil
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold m
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

I agree that stock movement and responsibility for the road maintenance
and underpasses needs to be defined.

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

I am highly concerned about the welfare of goats left tethered on roadsides
as 'lawn mowers' . The goat is a foraging animal and its diet would be
noticeably nutrient deficient if fed only on grass. They also need roughage
in the form of sticks, bark etc to remain healthy. They are herd animals and
always maintain better health and wellbeing when with other goats. They
require a shelter and in cold wet weather, they need a cover as they aren't
able to maintain a stable body temperature in those circumstances.. They
require regular attention and clipping of hooves etc which is very rarely
attended to when used as 'law mowers' . 'Lawnmower ' goats often live a
shorter life than most purely because of nutritional deficiencies and foot
problems. I propose that the Manawatu District Council take a stand in line
with correct animal husbandry and protect these vulnerable animals by no
longer allowing goats to be grazed, by tethering, on the roadside or
otherwise. Thank you.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

I believe the type of containment required for stock on roadsides needs to
be specific to the size of said stock to prevent animals escaping into the
road.

Do you have
any comment
on the
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proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:

NA
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 1:29:20 pm

Name: Hasanka Perera
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

The tethering of stock is being treated here as a public safety/nuisance issue
but there is an important welfare component that is being disregarded.
Permanently tethering any animal is a breach of the Five Freedoms as
provided for under the Animal Welfare Act. This is particularly an problem
for social animals such as sheep, cows & goats who require contact with
others of their kind in order to have their ethological needs met. For too
long in NZ, there has been a disregard for the psychological & emotional
well-being of animals under our care. Keeping social herd animals isolated
from their own kind & unable to move & graze freely is abuse and should
be viewd as such under the law. Individually tethered animals are at risk of
becoming depressed, aggressive or suffer from learned-helplessness. Add to
that the physical risks of becoming tangled in their chain/rope, resulting in
no longer being able to access food or water, injury or even... (cont below)

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

...death by strangulation, dehydration or starvation. There is also a risk of
collars becoming embedded and the animal having to live in the same space
as they urinate and defecate. I have seen horror stories of animals -
specifically goats - being tethered and neglected, resulting in many having
to be rescued or euthanized. NZ law declared that we consider all animals
to be sentient, and yet in practice we still treat them as though they are
object devoid of thoughts or feelings. Tethering is inherently cruel and
should be banned by law.
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Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:
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From: Linda Burling
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 2:13:43 pm

1. We do not support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock
Underpass Policy.

2. Council’s evidence assessment provides a summary of the complaints received over the 2018 year.
Of note, there are no safety complaints about stock droving and only 3 complaints about stock
crossings (2 regarding mess on the road and one citing road damage).

3. We are of the opinion that controls must be restricted to issues of safety, road damage and
reasonable expectations of the public to traffic flow.

4. We believe moving stock between paddocks and droving stock along roads, has and will be, an
integral part of farming in our region and integral to our own farming operation. The draft Bylaw
proposes requirements that are impractical and unworkable. The proposed Bylaw doesn’t fit with
reality, is confusing and is far too heavy handed.

5. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to Council 10 days prior to
the date the droving is to occur. A Traffic Management Plan is defined by Council as a plan, drawing,
sketch or map approved by Council as showing the method or measures for ensuring the safety of
Stock and all other road users. This is common-sense and a Traffic Management Plan is just adding
extra compliance requirements and associated compliance costs for farmers just trying to get the job
done.

Linda Burling (co-director)

On behalf of GBS Farming Ltd
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 2:15:07 pm

Name: Natalie Masters
Organisation: Masters Farming Company Ltd
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email: joshmasters@farmside.co.nz
Phone: 06 328 5838
Address: 344 Hoggs Road, RD 54, Kimbolton, 4774
Withhold my
contact
details:
Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

The appendix map and definitions left me a bit confused as to whether
these would apply to my situation on a gravel road, I took it to mean the
changes & bylaws would affect my farming operations so I have submitted
below. (There isn't enough space or characters allowed to be specific
enough in the boxes provided so I have ignored the box titles. Cheers)
There is so much paperwork being thrown at us currently, yes some is
required but I think there needs to be more thinking done on the crossings
and drovings especially in regards to permits. How much will it cost? Will
there be free renewal of regular crossing permits if done before expiry date?
Do you have enough staff to process these permits quick enough?

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

Regarding 8.2: I do not agree with obtaining a permit 10 days prior to
moving stock along a road or across a road. We farm on both sides of a
gravel road with our holding paddocks being on other side of the road to
our woolshed and yards. We also sometimes need to move stock to the
other part of our farm up the road or down the road. These movements
cannot be locked in ten days or more in advance as the reasons for
movement depends on too many factors. Regarding 11.1 i) & 11.4 vii): I
am unsure how to remove as much animal excrement on a gravel road
without causing damage or making the gravel road more susceptible to
damage. Scraping the surface removes more and more of the extra gravel
and dirt that keeps the road in drive-able condition, removing bits here and
there surely it would lead to more potholes, and an increased need for
grading and re-metalling? I also do not agree with the tethered stock section
26.1 d). see next few sections for explanations.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

These factors for 8.2 include: weather (eg starts to rain before ready to get
sheep into yards for shearing); weather in the fact there may not be any
shelter in one of the paddocks and they need to cross road; stock
condition/animal health issues (too many worms or not enough food or
water) plus staff may be on leave or doing other more urgent jobs. This
year especially has highlighted the need for ablilty to change process or
where stock are kept, moved to and fro as feed has been minimal and thus
worm burdens larger, and dams and water sources drying up. Having to
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keep to a timetable set applied for 10 days in advance (for which the permit
may not even be granted for) may infringe on animal well being and the
farmers ability to adapt to the conditions. see next section

Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:

26.1d): Only the hours of daylight? In winter there aren't enough of these.
I'm wanting to tether a goat (with a little house) to clean up the side of the
road that holds up stock moving past it (because they want to eat it) and it
is unable to be grazed by sheep and cattle properly. If I had to take it out
there & bring back in in daylight hours that means I'd need to reduce the
daylight hours looking after the rest of the animals and my human kids.
Winter especially is a critical time for making sure animal welfare (food
shelter and health vaccine/drench etc) is kept at a proper level, and it often
takes all of daylight hours to do achieve that. Finally I agree with all that
Federated Farmers is submitting on. I felt I should also submit to add in my
specific examples. Thank you for your time.
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 2:25:50 pm

Name: Kelly Bold
Organisation:
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

The tethering of stock is being treated here as a public safety/nuisance issue
but there is an important welfare component that is being disregarded.
Permanently tethering any animal is a breach of the Five Freedoms as
provided for under the Animal Welfare Act. This is particularly an problem
for social animals such as sheep, cows and goats who require contact with
others of their kind in order to have their ethological needs met. For too
long in New Zealand, there has been a disregard for the psychological and
emotional well-being of animals under our care. Keeping social herd
animals isolated from their own kind and unable to move and graze freely
is abuse and should be viewd as such under the law. Individually tethered
animals are at risk of becoming depressed, aggressive or suffer from
learned-helplessness.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

Add to that the physical risks of becoming tangled in their chain/rope,
resulting in no longer being able to access food or water, injury or even
death by strangulation, dehydration or starvation. There is also a risk of
collars becoming embedded and the animal having to live in the same space
as they urinate and defecate. I have seen horror stories of animals -
specifically goats - being tethered and neglected, resulting in many having
to be rescued or euthanized. New Zealand law declared that we consider all
animals to be sentient, and yet in practice we still treat them as though they
are object devoid of thoughts or feelings. Tethering is inherently cruel and
should be banned by law.
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Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 2:42:37 pm

Name: Kirsty Cooksey
Organisation:
This submission is
made on behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my contact
details: Yes

Council Hearing:
What aspects of the
Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do
you agree with and
why? (Please be as
specific as possible):
What aspects of the
Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do
you disagree with and
why? (Please be as
specific as possible):

Any other comments
related to this bylaw?:

"6. New clauses allow for certain types of stock to be tethered on
the roadside, providing certain conditions are met." The
TETHERING OF ANIMALS SHOULD BE BANNED due to
stress from proximity to traffic, leaving them open to being
mistreated by the public, being left alone (not being part of a
herd), possibility of injury from being tethered, possible lack of
shelter and water.

Do you have any
comment on the
proposed revocation
of Part 5 (Stock on
Roads) of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use
Bylaw 2015?:

063

87

mailto:seamless@mdc.govt.nz
mailto:submissions@mdc.govt.nz


From: Amy Weston
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 2:46:33 pm

I  do not support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock Underpass Policy. I  therefore
ask Council to retain the Bylaw provisions as captured currently in the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015.

2. The problem assessment that Council has undertaken (to comply with Section 155 of the Local Government Act)
doesn’t stack up. Council’s evidence assessment provides a summary of the complaints received over the 2018 year. Of
note, there are no safety complaints about stock droving and only 3 complaints about stock crossings (2 regarding mess
on the road and one citing road damage). We think stock droving is unfairly being targeted as despite logging being cited
as causing road damage (4 complaints), the assessment states that logging issues on the roading network are already
managed through the roading budget therefore there is no need for additional controls through this bylaw. Surely this
argument applies to stock movement too.

3. While we acknowledge and accept the need for controls with regard to stock movement on public roads, we are of the
opinion that controls must be restricted to issues of safety, road damage and reasonable expectations of the public to
traffic flow. The economic costs of any controls imposed, must be balanced with the benefits that can be achieved.

4. The Bylaw goes to the heart of farming activities, as moving stock between paddocks and droving stock along roads,
has and will be, an integral part of farming in our region. We are concerned about the level of consultation Council has
undertaken with farmers, as the draft Bylaw proposes requirements that are impractical and unworkable. The proposed
Bylaw doesn’t fit with reality, is confusing and is far too heavy handed. We are particularly concerned to see the
following proposed.

Stock droving

5. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to Council 10 days prior to the date the
droving is to occur. A Traffic Management Plan is defined by Council as a plan, drawing, sketch or map approved by
Council as showing the method or measures for ensuring the safety of Stock and all other road users. We think this is
common-sense and a Traffic Management Plan is just adding extra compliance requirements for farmers just trying to get
the job done.

6. Council are also proposing that stock cannot be driven past stock that are roadside grazing. We are unsure of the
rationale behind the addition of this provision, and we do not believe that Council have worked through what the
practical impact of this to farmers would be. Even if a farmer submitted the required Traffic Management Plan in the
proposed timeframe, this farmer may then not be able to move their stock if another farmer/landowners stock was now
being roadside grazed en-route

Regular stock crossings

7. We do not support a one size fits all approach or threshold to who should require a permit. The inclusion of a
definition of regular stock crossings as a stock crossing once a week or more as the trigger for a permit, unfairly captures
a number of farmers from whom a permit should not be required (i.e. stock movements on very rural roads). We submit
that it should be left as provided in the current Bylaw, at the discretion of the Council when considering specific issues
(like the nature of the road being used).

8. As set out below, we also do not support the proposed terms and conditions of consents of permits as these should be
considered on a case by case basis, driven by the effect/impact of the stock crossing.

· Traffic delay - without complaints from the public about traffic delays, it is not appropriate to then require all farmers to
comply with an impractical maximum time delay (let alone setting this at 2 minutes)
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· Surfacing requirements of shoulders and entranceways and also the use of road mats – resurfacing should only be
considered where an issue is apparent. The nature of what needs to be resurfaced and with what material should be
determined on a case by case basis as the current footing may be adequate and/or using road mats may be satisfactory in
addressing the issue.

· Fixed signage, lights and cones – should be considered where necessary and may not be relevant or appropriate on very
rural roads with limited traffic.

· Stock supervision by ‘suitably experienced’ person – it is unsure who a suitably experienced person is, however, we
consider that this is common sense and does not need to be spelled out in regulation

· Cleaning – the proposal for roads to be cleaned immediately after every crossing does not enable farming and is
illogical for a farming District.

· Permit timeframe – permits should not be issued with an expiry date, rather left to the discretion of the Council to
review as issues arise and effects need to be managed.

Application for new stock underpasses

9. We also do not support Council’s proposal to add clauses to the Bylaw to set out the application process for new stock
underpasses. It is proposed in the policy that the installation of a new stock underpass will be considered in all instances
where a stock crossing permit is required under the Bylaw (i.e. all crossings of once a week or more). We do not support
the proposed weekly threshold therefore would also not support farmers being inadvertently required to consider and/or
progress a new stock underpass. We consider this has the potential to require a number of farmers to sink significant
costs in an unnecessary infrastructure.

Roadside grazing

10. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft bylaw after earlier being considered by Council as best left to the NZ Police
to manage. As there are also no concerns (safety or otherwise) raised in the assessment about roadside grazing, we think
MDC should leave this out. Common-sense is already doing the trick and if Council is concerned with roaming stock, it
can always fall back on its powers under the Impounding Act 1955.

In summary 

This one size fits all approach is heavy handed of the council and unfairly targets farming, especially with the exclusion
of forestry when they have often been one of the larger causes of damage to rural roads.

in relation to stock droving a 10 day notification period is not practical especially for those that cattle yards require taking
stock down the road to load on to a truck, often livestock buyers give minimal notice to when stock are to be loaded
much less than the 10 days proposed ( in some cases less than 24hours). In terms of Animal Welfare the same applies, for
the likes of animal sickness and fly blow knowing when you are going to need to take animals to a set of yards to treat or
ge a vet in to treat there is not a 10 day warning.

In relation to the maximum 2 minute wait proposal, again it is just unrealistic, i feel the current legislation and rules
already cover what is appropriate for the situation and a blanket rule is not required for a quiet rural road where you are
lucky to have more than a dozen cars a day.

Amy Weston 
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 3:33:38 pm

Name: Nicola Murphy
Organisation: BSRoberts and NMMurphy Farming Partnership
This submission is
made on behalf of this
organisation:

Yes

Email: brucenick@actrix.co.nz
Phone: 06 3282851
Address: 2385 Rangiwahia Road RD54 Kimbolton 4774
Withhold my contact
details:
Council Hearing:
What aspects of the
Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do you
agree with and why?
(Please be as specific
as possible):

8.2 (a) to (h) all common sense and compliant with Health and
Safety conditions.

What aspects of the
Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw do you
disagree with and why?
(Please be as specific
as possible):

8.2 (i) - competent drovers (as required by the By-law) will
manage this. (j)- impractical in rural surrounds. 8. 3,4,5,6 -
another unnecessary level of compliance. Impractical and
draconian expectations imposed on day-to-day farming
activities.This aspect should be completely removed from this
proposed bylaw AND it's variation in the 2015 version of this
bylaw.

Any other comments
related to this bylaw?:

Roaming roadside stock from any form of roadside grazing is
already covered by the Impounding Act 1955 so doesn't need any
further coverage.

Do you have any
comment on the
proposed revocation of
Part 5 (Stock on
Roads) of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use
Bylaw 2015?:

Do not carry 19.3 over. See above
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NAME: ALEXANDER ROBERT MCINTYRE 

PHYSICAL ADDRESS: 376 ORANGIPONGO ROAD, OHINGAITI 
POSTAL ADDRESS:  376 ORANGIPONGO ROAD, RD 54, KIMBOLTON 4774 
CONTACT NUMBER:  0272512450 

1. I do not support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft
Stock Underpass Policy.  I therefore ask Council to retain the Bylaw provisions as
captured currently in the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015.  I oppose the
the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw whole document.

2. Providing traffic management plans (in advance) means that farmers cannot
address animal welfare issues in a timely manner.

3. We are an owner operated farming business. We do not have the staffing to apply
this bylaw. This unfairly disadvantages family owned farms. The economic
implications of this bylaw will be detrimental to many small essential business
owners.

4. Heavy handed rules and regulations are not needed as the current Traffic Safety
and Road Use Bylaw 2015 is working sufficiently.

5. I am opposed to a one size fits all approach. The cost to the rate payers for these
regulations to be written and governed especially for a small number of complaints
from road users is extravagant and uneconomical for our region.

6. It is impactable for farmers to be required to request other farmers to shift stock
grazing on the roadside (behind a wire of the like). Farmers have successfully
managed this for centuries therefore does not need to be regulated. Please
maintain the common-sense approach that is currently in place.

7. I am opposed to these regulations as the financial impact of implementation of this
bylaw out ways the benefits. It is too costly for the region.

8. Opposed to fixed signage and lights is not needed on all rural roads with low traffic
usage.

9. Cleaning roads is impactable. If issues arise then discussions on this should be
addressed individually.

10. Roadside grazing has been managed well by NZ Police. The Impounding Act 1955
provides sufficient powers to cover/manage this. Low incidents of issues and complaints
are recorded in the region therefore I am opposed to using ratepayer’s money in order for
the council to oversee and govern this unnecessary overlap of regulations.

11. In the assessment that the council has undertaken there were no issues of complaints
about stock droving therefore stock droving was unfairly targeted in this bylaw.
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12. The bylaw needs to be written to manage ‘perceived problems’ with road safety in mind.
MDC assessment says there are no complains of stock droving and only one complaint
of citing road damage. Stock droving has been unethically targeted.

13.  

Council Hearing  

I wish to speak at the hearing 
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 3:58:55 pm

Name: Jenny Hyde
Organisation: A Sanctuary Massage
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:

Yes

Email: jenny@asanctuarymassage.co.nz
Phone: 0276255742
Address: 3414 Kawhia Rd.Hauturu
Withhold my
contact details:
Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement and
Grazing
Bylaw do you
agree with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

Goats tethered on roadsides

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement and
Grazing
Bylaw do you
disagree with
and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):

I strongly disagree with the tethering of goats to the side of the road on
grass verges next to roads. Often these animals are starving and do not get
enough food.Grass is not their natural diet and the quality on grass verges
is often poor. Also goats are herd animals and this practice keeps them
restricted and unable to interact with another animal. The common result
of this practice is exposure to dog attacks and bullying from the public
.Plus the risk of the goat becoming loose and ending up on the road and
hit by passing vehicles is a likely scenario. I find this unacceptable under
compassionate grounds and safety. Regards Jenny Hyde

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:
Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
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Road Use
Bylaw 2015?:
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Submission on Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft 

Stock Underpass Policy 

Summary 

I submit that all areas in the policy relating to any regulation regarding irregular stock 

crossing be dropped.  

1. I submit the policy is unnecessary, overly bureaucratic and contradictory

2. The policy stating irregular stock road crossings as droving, and then

requiring that stock droving requires a permit is impractical and unnecessary

for irregular stock crossings.

3. Designating no stock droving (encompassing stock crossing) on certain roads

unjustified and a loss of personal rights.

1. Policy

The problem assessment that the Council has undertaken (to comply with Section 155 of the Local 

Government Act) doesn’t stack up. Council’s evidence assessment provides a summary of the 

complaints received over the 2018 year. Of note, there are no safety complaints about stock droving 

and only 3 complaints about stock crossings (2 regarding mess on the road and one citing road 

damage). We think stock droving is unfairly being targeted as despite logging being cited as causing 

road damage (4 complaints), the assessment states that logging issues on the roading network are 

already managed through the roading budget therefore there is no need for additional controls 

through this bylaw. Surely this argument applies to stock movement too. 

2. Irregular Stock Crossing

· Designating irregular stock crossing roads as droving is flawed and doesn’ represent my

understanding of droving which is moving mobs of stock some distance along roads.

· In my case, I move stock across roads over a very limited distance, 500 meters maximum,

certainly not droving

· Stipulating permit for droving (including stock crossings) bureaucratic and unnecessary.

o Policy writers obviously have no idea of normal farmer practice around stock

movements. Stock gets moved for stock husbandry best practices which don’t give 10

days notice. For example, when they need more grass, shearers available, dipping

for flystrike, or meatworks killing availability. These requirements for the stock

movement doesn’t give 10 days notice

o Not only is there a cost to the farmer of completing the permit, but there will also be a

cost in the council to assess and approve permits.

· The health and safety act should adequately cover the requirements of good practice that the

permit is duplicating.
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3. Road designation

· Designating no stock moving on some roads is unfounded and removal of personal rights.

· From experience, sensible farming practice when crossing roads, which should be covered in

a farm health and safety plan will mitigate and issues.

Conclusion 

The criteria used to justify the proposed policy is flawed from the outset.  And then the policy is 

contradictory, unnecessary and bureaucratic.  As a ratepayer, it is very disappointing that resources 

have been put into an unnecessary policy around stock crossing.  I submit that the policy for irregular 

stock movements deemed as droving and designating no stock movements on certain roads to be 

dropped..  And it is disappointing that the submission process was initially going to be closing during 

the higher COVID levels when submitters' focus would be elsewhere.  

Peter Wells 

128 Karere Road 

peter@lansdale.nz 
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 4:21:31 pm

Name: Caro Stanners
Organisation: private individual
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:
Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold m
contact
details:

Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you agree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement
and Grazing
Bylaw do
you disagree
with and
why? (Please
be as specific
as possible):

The tethering of any animal especially goats roadside is an abhorent
activity. It leaves the animal in a very vulnerable situation where it cannot
escape a predator ie: dog attack or torment, children teasing the goat,
anyone with animal cruelty intentions...ie: being used as a bait animal for
training in dog fighting. No animal should be tethered to a fence gate or
otherwise outside of ones property, especially when not supervised for their
own safety. This is a disgrace to our animal welfare and the right of the
animal to a safe existence free from harm and cruelty. This tethering of
goats is an outdated activity and much like many other historical activities
should be outlawed as it has no place in modern society where we all know
better and unfortunately we do not live in times where people can be relied
upon to do the right thing for the welfare of the animal.

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

If someone is going to be given a permit for 3 years to graze stock roadside
then an electric (usually pigtail stands) is not good enough to contain an
animal. We have some neighbours that do this (likely unlawfully) and the
young stock regularly walk under the electric line and wander all over the
road creating a treacherous hazard on our windy, blind cornered, gravel
roads. If this is to be allowed, the farmer should be able to erect a decent
warratah/star picket and wire fence structure and electrify this....after all
they will have 3 years FREE grazing so why not make sure that they adhere
to public safety common sense and erect a semi permanent fence to contain
their stock.
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Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
Road Use
Bylaw
2015?:

no
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From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 5:42:23 pm

Name: Lis Giesen
Organisation: Gilly Farms
This
submission is
made on
behalf of this
organisation:

Yes

Email:
Phone:
Address:
Withhold my
contact details: Yes

Council
Hearing:
What aspects
of the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw
do you agree
with and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):

We do not support the Bylaw, we believe it is currently well managed
under the Traffic safety and road use bylaw 2015

What aspects
of the Stock
Movement and
Grazing Bylaw
do you
disagree with
and why?
(Please be as
specific as
possible):

We can not understand the need to change the process that is working at
the moment, there has not been enough complaints made to warrant such
a significant bylaw change. The increase time cost and lack of flexibility
for the farmer (ie : plans change on the farm like the weather! our
planning week to week depends a lot on the weather, the weather
forecasters can't accurately know what the weather is doing in 10 days)
Roadside grazing - we have concerns of safety with the long grass on
roadsides, these are not maintained by the council and pose a risk limited
vision around corners for on coming vehicles and animals hidden

Any other
comments
related to this
bylaw?:

We are also concerned at the volume of submissions the council will
receive on a daily basis if this bylaw changed, who will review them all in
a timely manner so as not to hold up farming activities! on our road alone
there would be stock movement on roads on a daily basis on most farms

Do you have
any comment
on the
proposed
revocation of
Part 5 (Stock
on Roads) of
the Traffic
Safety and
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Road Use
Bylaw 2015?:

104



From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted
Date: Thursday, 18 June 2020 7:50:48 pm

Name: Laiosha
Organisation: Na
This submission is made on behalf of this organisation:
Email:
Phone:

Address:

Withhold my contact details: Yes
Council Hearing:
What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you agree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible):
What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do
you disagree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible):

I disagree with it- it is
cruel and inhumane

Any other comments related to this bylaw?:
Do you have any comment on the proposed revocation of Part 5
(Stock on Roads) of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw
2015?:

072

105

mailto:seamless@mdc.govt.nz
mailto:submissions@mdc.govt.nz


From: Mat Hocken
To: MDC Submissions
Cc: Ross Hocken
Subject: Manawatu District Council Bylaw submission
Date: Friday, 19 June 2020 8:57:52 am

Dear MDC,

Please see our submission to the Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and
Draft Stock Underpass Policy.

Apologies it is a day late, but we would appreciate you receiving our submission.

1. We do not support the proposed Draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and
Draft Stock Underpass Policy.  We therefore ask Council to retain the Bylaw
provisions as captured currently in the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw
2015.

2. The problem assessment that Council has undertaken (to comply with Section
155 of the Local Government Act) doesn’t stack up.  Council’s evidence
assessment provides a summary of the complaints received over the 2018
year.  Of note, there are no safety complaints about stock droving and only 3
complaints about stock crossings (2 regarding mess on the road and one citing
road damage).  We think stock droving is unfairly being targeted as despite
logging being cited as causing road damage (4 complaints), the assessment
states that logging issues on the roading network are already managed through
the roading budget therefore there is no need for additional controls through this
bylaw.  Surely this argument applies to stock movement too.

3. While we acknowledge and accept the need for controls with regard to stock
movement on public roads,  we are of the opinion that controls must be
restricted to issues of safety, road damage and reasonable expectations of the
public to traffic flow.  The economic costs of any controls imposed, must be
balanced with the benefits that can be achieved.

4. The Bylaw goes to the heart of farming activities, as moving stock between
paddocks and droving stock along roads, has and will be, an integral part of
farming in our region.  We are concerned about the level of consultation Council
has undertaken with farmers, as the draft Bylaw proposes requirements that are
impractical and unworkable.    The proposed Bylaw doesn’t fit with reality, is
confusing and is far too heavy handed.  We are particularly concerned to see
the following proposed.

Stock droving
5. All stock droving will require the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to

Council 10 days prior to the date the droving is to occur.  A Traffic Management
Plan is defined by Council as a plan, drawing, sketch or map approved by
Council as showing the method or measures for ensuring the safety of Stock
and all other road users.  We think this is common-sense and a Traffic
Management Plan is just adding extra compliance requirements for farmers just
trying to get the job done.
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6. Council are also proposing that stock cannot be driven past stock that are
roadside grazing.  We are unsure of the rationale behind the addition of this
provision, and we do not believe that Council have worked through what the
practical impact of this to farmers would be.  Even if a farmer submitted the
required Traffic Management Plan in the proposed timeframe, this farmer may
then not be able to move their stock if another farmer/landowners stock was
now being roadside grazed en-route

 

Regular stock crossings
7. We do not support a one size fits all approach or threshold to who should

require a permit.  The inclusion of a definition of regular stock crossings as a
stock crossing once a week or more as the trigger for a permit, unfairly captures
a number of farmers from whom a permit should not be required (i.e. stock
movements on very rural roads).  We submit that it should be left as provided in
the current Bylaw, at the discretion of the Council when considering specific
issues (like the nature of the road being used).   
 

8. As set out below, we also do not support the proposed terms and conditions of
consents of permits as these should be considered on a case by case basis,
driven by the effect/impact of the stock crossing.

 
Traffic delay - without complaints from the public about traffic delays, it is
not appropriate to then require all farmers to comply with an impractical
maximum time delay (let alone setting this at 2 minutes)
Surfacing requirements of shoulders and entranceways and also the use
of road mats – resurfacing should only be considered where an issue is
apparent.  The nature of what needs to be resurfaced and with what
material should be determined on a case by case basis as the current
footing may be adequate and/or using road mats may be satisfactory in
addressing the issue.
Fixed signage, lights and cones – should be considered where necessary
and may not be relevant or appropriate on very rural roads with limited
traffic. 
Stock supervision by ‘suitably experienced’ person – it is unsure who a
suitably experienced person is, however, we consider that this is common
sense and does not need to be spelled out in regulation
Cleaning – the proposal for roads to be cleaned immediately after every
crossing does not enable farming and is illogical for a farming District. 
Permit timeframe – permits should not be issued with an expiry date,
rather left to the discretion of the Council to review as issues arise and
effects need to be managed.

 
Application for new stock underpasses
9. We also do not support Council’s proposal to add clauses to the Bylaw to set

out the application process for new stock underpasses.  It is proposed in the
policy that the installation of a new stock underpass will be considered in all
instances where a stock crossing permit is required under the Bylaw (i.e. all
crossings of once a week or more).  We do not support the proposed weekly
threshold therefore would also not support farmers being inadvertently required

107



to consider and/or progress a new stock underpass.  We consider this has the
potential to require a number of farmers to sink significant costs in an
unnecessary infrastructure.

Roadside grazing
10. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft bylaw after earlier being considered by

Council as best left to the NZ Police to manage.  As there are also no concerns
(safety or otherwise) raised in the assessment about roadside grazing, we think
MDC should leave this out.  Common-sense is already doing the trick and if
Council is concerned with roaming stock, it can always fall back on its powers
under the Impounding Act 1955.

Kind regards

Mathew Hocken
Grassmere

143 Colyton Road
RD5 Feilding, 4775

Ph 027 424 1678
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From: Barbara
To: MDC Submissions
Date: Thursday, 25 June 2020 9:53:18 am

Dairy Farmer of 50 plus years.
Our business has 2 underpasses for our cows and other stock on our farm, neither of these  had any
funding from the Council. Cost to our business over 100K.
We have a run off where we graze young stock and sometimes drive them a km back down the road
to main farm. We have never had a problem, may I say patience with speed from the driving public
May go a long way when they come across stock being moved. Also we now have a huge number of
Life Style Blocks around the countryside who maybe don’t understand the business
Of local farmers. If I could give some advice perhaps a speed limit of 80 Km be introduced to many of
the rural roads.
What are you as councils doing about the BOY RACERS who RIP up the roads and round abouts.
CTV Camera set up in hot spots . they would be worse than any Stock on the road because they are
doing their stuff at night while our good rural Farmers are tucked up in bed.
Another thing that annoys us is the Council sending out Tree Trimming Contractors  at the expense of
the Rate Payers. Why trim every year, the offending trees need to be taken right out at ground level
absolutely ridiculous. Many of the offending trees even interfere with power lines. I would be happy to
show someone from Council where you are wasting our money.
So in my view you need to start cleaning up the boy racers ,Trees before pointing fingers at the
farmers.
Tennant Farms Ltd
Barbara Tennant
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001 

Milton & Jean 
Pedley 
5 Te Arakura Road 
RDS 
Feilding 4775 
Phone: (06) 357
8721 

Ref 2270 

19 March 2020 

To Manawatu District Council 
Attention: Rebecca Bell 

Dear Madam 

In response to your booklet, "Have Your Say" dated March-May 2020, which I uplifted from the 
Manawatu District Council's office on 16 March 2020 and read, I answered "yes" to page 3 and 
kept reading. 

Page 4 

Page 5 

Page 7 

Page 8 

Page 9 

Page 10 

Page 15 

Page 16 

Do you have a budget for this? 

Cemeteries! As the cost is on the consumer! Would you consider a plaque to be 
fixed to an existing family grave when cremated? This would extend the life of the 
cemetery and use less space, i.e. grandfather, C. E. Pedley died 1932, grandmother 
9.1.1945. Rongotea Cemetery= lifetime ratepayers. 

Freedom camping - use existing camping ground. Visitors to district must pay. Not 
subsidised by M.D.C. 

Stock underpass policy - "willing buyer, willing seller". Beware of your intention to 
farm to make a profit for your future business years. 

Stock movement - stock and produce produced will always use the most direct and 
cheapest method available at any given time - not a Council requirement. 

Public places by law. The M.D.C. do not have to police people - or do they? What 
is the budget? 

Rural zone - the past and present councillors have chosen to not listen to the use 
of level fertile land for subdivision. 

'Lingo' - all council proposals must be held at public council meetings, not 
workshops, closed to the publi5 who wish to speak to above words. Why?

1 
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Yours sincerely

Gj ~ z.(~ ~.
Milton C. Pedley
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1

Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Tuesday, 7 April 2020 9:11 AM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: John Gerke 
Organisation: Kimbotlon Farmer 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: gerkecoltd123@xtra.co.nz 
Phone: 063285704 
Address: 123 Rangiwahia Road R.D 54 Kimbolton 4774 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: Yes 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you agree with and why? (Please 
be as specific as possible): 

I agree with the temporary fencing Materials to be used and agree with the 
agreement of grazing outside of the property that you own or lease. I also agree 
with the written permission from the land owner if you are to graze outside of 
the land you own and that it has to be ajoining. I strongly agree with the stock 
grazing the side of the road to be removed from the road in the hours of 
darkness. I agree with these ones because it stops another people grazing outside 
of your property and affecting the stock movements of the property owner.  

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

I disagree with the distance you have named in the bylaw with stock movements 
and stock crossing the roads, ie 600m sight to front of stock, in the country 
windly roads. This is a huge distance to cover with the front and behind stock. It 
would be hard to control the stock at this distance. You would have to have more 
dogs and/or people to control stock making it harder for people to move stock 
down the road. I remmonened 100m sight to front of pilot vechile then 50m to 
front of stock ie making it easier to control stock on the road. And the same at 
the back.  

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 

one of the exceptions should be if a vechile or vanishment to fencing happens the 
owner should not be made to pay for damages or animal control. With the stock 
grazing the side of the road you should be giving out numbers to the people 
approved to grazing so that when they are grazing the side of the road the 
number has to be clearly labelled by the stock so if there are problems that 
number is quoted.  

Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of Part 
5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic 
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 
2015?: 

I would like to see the 19.2 as a whole retained. 
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1

Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Wednesday, 8 April 2020 2:40 PM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: 
Phone: 
Address: 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: 
What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you agree with and why? (Please 
be as specific as possible): 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as possible): 

Alison Lentom 

Yes 

26. Tethering of livestock It is beyond time that NZ outlawed altogether the
tethering of animals (e.g., goats) , especially alongside motor/carriageways. The
law doesn’t even mention the provision of shade, shelter, food, water; merely
that it is permissible to keep an animal tethered for several hours at a time every
day! Goats and other animals are sentient beings, not lawnmowers. Please
reconsider the draft bylaws concerning tethering. NZ is supposed to be at the
forefront of animal welfare, not lagging behind.

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 
Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of Part 
5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic 
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 
2015?: 
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1

Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Wednesday, 8 April 2020 6:44 PM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: 
Phone: 
Address: 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: 
What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 
Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of Part 
5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic 
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 
2015?: 

Anna Crump 

Yes 

Goat tethering welfare. How can anyone actually think it is ok to thether an 
intelligent animal for life with no contact from other goats to be able to behave 
naturally and expect them to be happy? Goats which are tethered here in the 
manawatu are done so 24hours a day 7 days a week. They are lonely, and above 
all else not actually able to digest just grass, it shows how unintelligent and 
ignorant the goats owners are. Goats need to browse lots of different vegetation 
order to have a natural digestion. It would actually be less cruel to thether a 
sheep. This would suit the sheep better as a lawn mover which is what these 
people want. Why goats? However, I do not advocate the tethering of any 
animal. Whoever thinks this ok is totally ignorant of the goats needs as a clever 
and affectionate kind animal. Please see the error and make amends? Go and see 
a tethered goat and see if you can walk away knowing the life you are leaving it 
to ensure.  

Please see above. 
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Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Wednesday, 8 April 2020 9:51 PM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: Elaine Mander 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on behalf of this 
organisation: 
Email: elainemander@nowmail.co.nz 
Phone: 0273222339 
Address: 11 Solly Place Springfield Rotorua 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: 
What aspects of the Stock Movement and 
Grazing Bylaw do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as possible): 

None of it 

What aspects of the Stock Movement and 
Grazing Bylaw do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as possible): 

Tethering should be outlawed completely. This predominantly 
affects goats and they suffer shocking conditions on a regular basis. 
BAN TETHERING AlL TOGETHER 

Any other comments related to this bylaw?: Make tethering illegal 
Do you have any comment on the proposed 
revocation of Part 5 (Stock on Roads) of the 
Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015?: 

Make tethering illegal 
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1

Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Wednesday, 8 April 2020 10:52 PM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: Thompson 
Organisation: private individual 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: bridgetthompson59@gmail.com 
Phone: 0212510070 
Address: 22 Westminster Rd Mt Eden, Auckland 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: Yes 
What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

I'm dismayed to learn that this bylaw review draft has not prohibited the tethering 
of goats. This practice is just habit and no-one would experience genuine hardship 
if it stopped. There are more humane ways of keeping down the grass and the 
potential for poor animal welfare outcomes associated with it are unacceptably 
high. The animals get tangled, their food and water runs out (yes, they need water) 
and not replaced in a timely manner, they very are vulnerable to attack by dogs 
and people, suffer from malnutrition or starvation, car fumes, and no or 
inadequate shelter. And perhaps most egregiously,goats are very social animals, 
and tethering condemns them to a completely solitary life. Tourists find the 
obvious cruelty involved offensive. There are best practice guidelines around this 
in the legislation, but capacity for enforcement and compliance monitoring is next 
to non-existent.  

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 

Contd - If a practice can only reasonably be considered ethically acceptable if a 
whole bunch of guidelines and recommendations are complied with, no-one is 
checking that they are, and it's anachronistic anyway, for heavens sake just do the 
poor animals a favour and ban it in the bylaw. Set an example for the rest of the 
country.  

Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of 
Part 5 (Stock on Roads) of the 
Traffic Safety and Road Use 
Bylaw 2015?: 
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Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Thursday, 9 April 2020 7:58 AM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: Shirlie Fairbrother 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on behalf of this organisation: 
Email: Safairbrother@gmail.com 
Phone: 0272218553 
Address: 512 kanohi rd Kaukapakapa 0873 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: 
What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you agree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible): 

The tethering of goats is inhumane. They are also in 
danger from abuse by people or roaming dogs.  

What aspects of the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you disagree with and why? (Please be as specific as 
possible): 
Any other comments related to this bylaw?: 
Do you have any comment on the proposed revocation of 
Part 5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic Safety and Road Use 
Bylaw 2015?: 
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1

Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Thursday, 9 April 2020 8:41 AM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Name: Kaela Andrew 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: Kaela_andrew13@hotmail.co.nz  
Phone: 0211388513 
Address: 59 Seddon Street Takaro Palmerston North 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: 
What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

All of them bar one 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

Tethering animals on the side of the road. This SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED. It's 
cruel and goats aren't designed for grazing or being tied up. They naturally graze 
from head height up and pick, not graze. This is cruel and dangerous and too many 
goats hang themselves. Plus they NEED shelter and often it's not provided. 
Tethering is cruel and unnecessary  

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: Scrap it!!! 

Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of 
Part 5 (Stock on Roads) of the 
Traffic Safety and Road Use 
Bylaw 2015?: 

Apart from tethering at the road side, no 
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Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Thursday, 9 April 2020 11:11 PM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Name: 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: 
Phone: 
Address: 
Withhold my contact details: 

Nigel Wilson 

Yes 
Council Hearing: 
What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you agree with and why? (Please 
be as specific as possible): 
What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw do 
you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 

I would like to express my view that sustained (ie other than during the process 
of transfer or active management) roadside tethering of animals is inhumane. 
This is particularly the case for more social animals like goats. Any steps that 
could be taken to minimise roadside stock tethering would be to the credit of the 
region. Thank you for the opportunity to add my submission. 

Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of Part 
5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic 
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 
2015?: 
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From: typingpaws11@gmail.com <typingpaws11@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, 9 April 2020 1:08 PM 
To: MDC Public Enquiries <public@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: Goat tethering - submission 

I am not impressed that the Manawatu District Council or any other council in New Zealand would think 
that the tethering of goats and/or any other animal on the side of the road is acceptable. New Zealand 
should be at the forefront of animal welfare and instead the council is apparently voting to uphold that 
tethering of goats on the roadside is acceptable. We as a country should be doing a lot better than this. 
For a start, find out the facts about goats and their needs before allowing the public to tether them on 
the roadside. A goat is a herd animal and furthermore is very intelligent. They need their hooves to be 
maintained, periodic worming and kept groomed. They need food and water (some ignoramuses think 
goats do not drink water!) Also, they need adequate shelter. They hate the rain! To keep a goat tethered 
on the side of the road all alone enduring the fumes of vehicles driving past and standing in the rain or 
hot sun is cruelty to an animal and that should be a criminal offence.  

I cannot for the life of me understand why any of you would think that it acceptable to allow the 
tethering of goats and/or other animals on the roadside. Some of you will be saying, well I know people 
who look after their goat and it is happy on the side of the road. It is not happy, it is a herd animal, but it 
has been given no other choice, it is tethered! It is high time that animals are given the respect and care 
they deserve in all aspects of their lives. Too often I see the plight of a goat on the side of the road with 
no shelter, water or adequate feed which are just used to keep their berms mown with no consideration 
for the animals daily needs. Goats (or any other animal) are not machines, they are intelligent sentient 
beings who deserve to be treated properly and with their welfare in mind. Tethering on the roadside is 
not caring for their welfare at all. 

Goats need also to be protected from the ignorant uncaring owners. I know of one such goat who lives 
up the road from where I live which did not have any adequate shelter but because of the laws being 
inadequate for the protection of goats I had to seek the help of the SPCA. Their hands are also tied to 
some degree as they can only act within the law, even though this goat did not have adequate shelter or 
feed they could not confiscate it and could only try to make the owner comply by requesting he give it 
adequate shelter and that was only because in this case, me (a member of the public) complained about 
the goats circumstance. This so called “farmer” was made to give it proper shelter but of course, often 
people who do not see the need to give a goat shelter will also not see the need to give them adequate 
food and water. I would often subsequently see it without food and water and lying baking in the hot 
sun and would bring it branches and water when I could. One day this “farmer” came out and asked me 
what I was doing. I told him I was giving HIS goat branches as it had nothing to eat and the berm was full 
of its own faeces and with absolutely no grass whatsoever as we were in the middle of a drought. He 
told me his goat did not like branches and I looked back at the goat who was very happily eating the 
olive branches he apparently did not like which I had put down for him. I said to him, well it looks as if 
he is enjoying them to me and with that he went over and picked them up and took them away from the 
goat who then was anxiously trying to run after him until he got to the end of his running wire. So sad 
and upsetting to see how nasty this “owner” of the goat could be. The next time I was driving by the 
goat had gone so unfortunately, I did not find out this poor goat’s fate.  
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I tell you this story as an example of what these animals must endure at times because there are no 
adequate laws to protect them. Often these beautiful innocent animals only have responsible members 
of the public to rely on who see their plight and try to help them or report them to the SPCA but many 
goats live in remote areas and are tethered and often their suffering goes unseen and they are never 
given any help. Therefore, the fact of the matter is that it is only common sense to have a law to protect 
them and that would be not allowing the tethering of goats and/or other animals on the roadside. 
 
Therefore for the safety and protection of animals it should be illegal to tether goats and/or any other 
animals on the roadside so that we can enforce the safety of intelligent sentient animals like goats 
and/or other animals from being abused by uncaring people.  
 
Please amend your policy and make the tethering of goats or any animal on the roadside a criminal 
offence. 
 
 
With kind regards 
 
Valerie Youngson 
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Steph Skinner

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Name: 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: 
Phone: 
Address: 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: 
What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you agree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

What aspects of the Stock 
Movement and Grazing Bylaw 
do you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 

Any other comments related to 
this bylaw?: 

seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Tuesday, 21 April 2020 1:58 PM
MDC Submissions
Bylaw Review 2020: Stock Movement Submitted

Tony Robson 
Goat Welfare NZ 

Yes 

Yes 

Not Applicable 

26.1 Tethered Stock The tethering / chaining of goats on roadsides is an outdated 
practice , frought with many welfare issues for the animal . Goats have been and 
still are , thought of by some as a “ lawnmower “ this lack of understanding to 
their real needs and psyche has led to them being tethered on roadsides around 
New Zealand , sometime for years . There have been many cases of neglect and 
cruelty due to this practice , common welfare issues have been and are lack of 
shelter and water , entanglement and self strangulation due to the tether , ill 
thrift and scours due to improper and lack of feed on roadsides , goats stolen for 
slaughter and loneliness and boredom . Goats are a very social herd animal that 
crave company , being forced to eat grass right down is completely unnatural for 
them as they are a browser that will naturally only eat the tops of longer grass , 
much preferring tree prunings and weeds. Roadside vegetation is also subjected 
to exhaust fumes .  
Goats tethered on roadsides are placed in a very vulnerable position , while you 
propose to only allow this to be done in daylight hours , that would have barriers 
to enforcement and still allows a practice detrimental to an animals well being 
and welfare ,that is now largely frowned upon by many , especially those with pet 
goats . We would like to see councils take an approach that is inline with good 
animal welfare practice and care that does not allow “ stock “ to be tethered on 
roadsides in its district . Allowing a minority of people to continue with this 
practice when there are plenty of other ways to maintain a roadside frontage 
seems archaic . Please consider removing this from your bylaw . Thank you  

Do you have any comment on 
the proposed revocation of Part 
5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic 
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 
2015?: 
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