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Milton & Jean 

Pedley 
5 Te Arakura Road 

RD5 

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, Le. 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?
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Yours sincerely

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

2

4



From: Allie Dunn
To: Steph Skinner
Subject: FW: Review of the MDC Public Places Bylaw - Operating an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV)
Date: Monday, 23 March 2020 1:29:25 pm
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

From: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox 
Sent: Friday, 20 March 2020 8:42 am
To: Allie Dunn <Allie.Dunn@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Review of the MDC Public Places Bylaw - Operating an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle
(UAV)

Hi Allie

Please treat the email from Ben Parkinson at the bottom of this email trail as a submission on the
draft Public Places Bylaw.

Thanks,

LISA THOMAS l Senior Policy Adviser
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz l

"Our people delivering great service to our community." 

From: Ben Parkinson <ben.parkinson@pnairport.co.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 19 March 2020 3:46 pm
To: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox <Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Review of the MDC Public Places Bylaw - Operating an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle
(UAV)

Hi Lisa,

Please treat my previous feedback as a submission.

Kind regards,

Ben Parkinson
Operations Manager
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Palmerston North Airport Limited
First Floor, Terminal Building, Airport Drive
PO Box 4384
Palmerston North 4442
New Zealand

P +64 6 351 4415
M +64 21 763 694
E ben.parkinson@pnairport.co.nz
W www.pnairport.co.nz

Follow us on Facebook

DISCLAIMER:
This electronic mail content and any accompanying attachments (‘the Message’) is intended only for
the named addressee (‘the Recipient’) and may contain information that is confidential, privileged
and/or proprietary to Palmerston North Airport Limited and/or protected under applicable laws. If you
are not the intended Recipient, you are strictly prohibited from using, disseminating, forwarding and/or
printing the Message. Please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and permanently delete
all copies of the Message. Palmerston North Airport Limited disclaims all liability for any error, loss or
damage arising from the Message being infected by computer virus or other malicious software. Any
views and/or opinions expressed in the Message are solely those of the author’s and do not
necessarily represent those of the Palmerston North Airport Limited.

 Please join us in making a difference and think before you print.

From: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox <Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 19 March 2020 2:52 pm
To: Ben Parkinson <ben.parkinson@pnairport.co.nz>
Subject: RE: Review of the MDC Public Places Bylaw - Operating an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle
(UAV)

Hi Ben

Thank you for your feedback on Section 9 of the MDC Draft Public Places Bylaw. Could you
please confirm if you would like me to treat your feedback as a submission on the draft bylaw, or
if you intend to also lodge a formal submission on behalf of the PN Airport Ltd?

Thanks in advance,

LISA THOMAS l Senior Policy Adviser
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz l

"Our people delivering great service to our community." 

From: Ben Parkinson <ben.parkinson@pnairport.co.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 2 March 2020 8:20 am
To: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox <Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: Review of the MDC Public Places Bylaw - Operating an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV)
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Good afternoon,
 
I have some feedback on Section 9 of the MDC Draft Public Places Bylaw.
 
The email from Lisa Thomas asked whether there are any parks, reserves or other Council-
owned land or facilities in the Manawatū District, not already listed in Schedule 1 of the draft
Bylaw, where UAVs should not be flown due to proximity to airports, helipads or special air
space?
 
Section 9 details that Aerodrome operator permission is required for any operations within 4km
of all airports and helipads and also that ATC Clearance is required from Airways NZ prior to
operating in controlled airspace. There are additional rules that are not mentioned such as the
requirement to remain below 400ft above ground level and the requirement to keep UAVs
within line-of-sight.
 
My suggestion is a greater emphasis be placed on operating in accordance with CAA rules and
regulations for drones in New Zealand.
 
9.1 could read ‘Any UAV operation must be carried out in accordance with the Civil Aviation
Authority (CAA) rules and regulations for drones in New Zealand’, As opposed to including this
sentence in the Explanatory Notes. Reference to the CAA website
https://www.aviation.govt.nz/drones/ in addition to the AirShare website could also be
beneficial.
 
Kind regards,
 

Ben Parkinson
Operations Manager
 

Palmerston North Airport Limited
First Floor, Terminal Building, Airport Drive
PO Box 4384
Palmerston North 4442
New Zealand

P +64 6 351 4415
M +64 21 763 694
E ben.parkinson@pnairport.co.nz
W www.pnairport.co.nz

Follow us on Facebook

DISCLAIMER:
This electronic mail content and any accompanying attachments (‘the Message’) is intended only for
the named addressee (‘the Recipient’) and may contain information that is confidential, privileged
and/or proprietary to Palmerston North Airport Limited and/or protected under applicable laws. If you
are not the intended Recipient, you are strictly prohibited from using, disseminating, forwarding and/or
printing the Message. Please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and permanently delete
all copies of the Message. Palmerston North Airport Limited disclaims all liability for any error, loss or
damage arising from the Message being infected by computer virus or other malicious software. Any
views and/or opinions expressed in the Message are solely those of the author’s and do not
necessarily represent those of the Palmerston North Airport Limited.

 Please join us in making a difference and think before you print.
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This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above. If you
are not an intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this
message is prohibited.

If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message and
attachments.

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Manawatu
District Council.

This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Barracuda Email Filter @ Advantage.
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From: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox 
Sent: Thursday, 19 March 2020 2:45 pm
To: Allie Dunn <Allie.Dunn@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Freedom camping Bylaw Submissions.

Hi Allie

The attached submission was received from a key stakeholder prior to the public consultation
period. Are we able to still accept it as a formal submission? Please also note that this submitter
wishes to be heard at the Hearing and has accessibility needs (such as a wheelchair).

There are a few others that have submitted their pre-consultation feedback as a submission, I
will forward these onto you shortly. Sorry for not sending these to you sooner, I hope this won’t
cause any problems.

Thanks,

LISA THOMAS l Senior Policy Adviser
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz l

"Our people delivering great service to our community." 

From: Responsible campers <responsiblecampersassoc@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, 2 March 2020 8:28 am
To: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox <Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: Freedom camping Bylaw Submissions.

Good Morning,

Please find attached submissions on your freedom camping bylaw
review from Responsible Campers Association Inc (RCAi).

RCAi would like to attend at the Hearings on 07 May 2020 to give
support and speak to the submissions we have made.
I would appear as spokesperson for RCAi. Please note that accessibility
is required, (actual requirements change day to day, but at worse wheel
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chair access maybe required) and that my appearance would be
preferred to be later in the hearing timetable, rather than earlier if
possible.
 
Yours Sincerely
Bob Osborne
Secretary / Founder
022 3014297 
 

 Responsible Campers Association has become an Incorporated Society. 
Our constitution demands we act for all kiwi campers in an unbiased manner.

 
http://www.accreditedcampernz.com 
 

This email and its contents are for the sole benefit of the addressee.
 If you are not the intended addressee you are not to copy or in any way use

this email. 
This email at all times remains "confidential" to the intended addressee

only.
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Responsible Campers Association Incorporated wouyld like to thank Manawatu
District Council for the opportunity to make submissions on your Freedom Camping
bylaw review.

Introduction.

Responsible Campers Association Inc (RCAi) was formed in January 2017 in response
to a number of issues playing out in the freedom camping arena. Initially these
issues concerned the Freedom Camping Act (the Act)being used against homeless
people living in their cars, but we quickly became aware of other issues revolving
around the definition of freedom camping under the Act, the emphasis has been
placed on RV users who are a minority as the act defines.
Other outdoor users, who camp as a side event to their outdoor activities, have
been forgotten and or ignored. Hunters alone would outnumber RV users at least 2
to 1.

5. Meaning of freedom camp ( Freedom Camping Act)
1/ In this Act, freedom camp means to camp (other than at a camping ground) within 200 m of a motor vehicle
accessible area or the mean low-water springs line of any sea or harbour, or on or within 200 m of a formed road
or a Great Walks Track, using 1 or more of the following:
(a) a tent or other temporary structure:
(b) a caravan:

(c) a car, campervan, housetruck, or other motor vehicle.

Generally speaking, the Act defines anyone who camps within 200 metres of a
“motor vehicle accessible area” as freedom camping (Motor vehicle could be an off
road motorcycle).
So this potentially includes Kayaker’s, Hunter’s, surfers, cycle tourists and many
others.
In the past year RCAi has worked to raise awareness of the definition of freedom
camping as provided by the Act and have actively engaged with other persons and
clubs/groups/organizations.
Considerable concerns have been raised by other outdoor users that restrictions
such as certified self containment being placed on RV users, is having a flow on
effect to them unjustifiably.
RCAi has since discovered that certified self containment is non-compliant with the

Bill of Rights Act.

For the avoidance of doubt RCAi believes no “non-self contained” freedom camping
should be permitted anywhere on public land - “self containment” simply being the
ability to retain all waste until it can be disposed of in facilities that are fit for use,
as per “Leave no Trace principles”.
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Submissions:

RCAi has pursued the considerable amount of material provided by Manawatu
District Council (MDC) and are concerned that the definition as provided by the Act
of “freedom camp” (-ing/er) has not being fully comprehended by concerned
parties.

We do however congratulate MDC on it open and unbiased attitude to freedom
campers and express thanks on behalf on all outdoor users.

RCAi suggests that a new definition be added to the bylaw;
“Self contained camping;” means camping in a manner that provides for
the retention of all waste created by the camper(s) until it can be
disposed in approved facilities that are fit for use. Use of public
ablution blocks may be considered part of self containment where they
are readily available.
This would then allow for the removal of all references to ‘self contained Vehicles”

and NZS;5465.

RCAi strongly recommends the removal of any reference to the need to be self
contained for a 3 day minimum period - noting that many campers only camp for
1-2 nights over a week end, and for many outdoor users, carrying unnecessary
provisions to meet this requirement would be absurd and/or difficult. The definition
above clarifies the requirement as to how long a camper needs to ‘self contained’
for.

Change the wording of “Council approved waste facility” to “Approved waste
facility, that is fit for use”. This should make it clear that the use of overflowing
rubbish bins, and blocked dump stations is non-compliant with the bylaw.

Finally RCAi notes in section 13.5 a requirement that a person provides other
persons detail - this would be non-compliant with Privacy laws.

RCAi does not get into debates about prohibited areas, believing the Local Councils
are the best placed to make such decisions, however we encourage Councils that
when discussing area’s to prohibit camping that consideration be given to River
users who need to camp on river banks by night, touring cyclists and many others
defined by the Act. RCAi respectfully submits that it is due to these other outdoor
users why the Freedom Camping Act needs to be permissive in nature. RV users are
probably the only group that can readily be moved to other specific areas.

(RCAi - 02 March 2020. #MDC Submissions)
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1

Steph Skinner

From: Responsible campers <responsiblecampersassoc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, 3 April 2020 11:08 AM
Subject: Freedom Camping Act error report / study.
Attachments: Freedom Camping Act issues.pdf

Good Afternoon, 

Firstly, may we wish all staff the very best in these difficult times. We hope you are all well isolated and stay well 
and send our very best wishes during this situation.  

Please find attached a report and study into common errors Councils are making while creating / reviewing 
Freedom Camping Bylaws.  

We do hope it assists Council in the future and provokes considerable thinking about Freedom Camping, 
particularly as reflected by the Freedom Camping Act.  

It is expected that the other side of the current situation, will be a totally different & difficult time. 
Freedom Camping dynamics will change significantly, with the market catering more for a growing 
domestic market rather than the current / past international market. 

It will be a time for reflection, to ask what can we do better and how can we do that in a way which 
reflects what our beautiful country is and stands for, while protecting our own environment.  

In order to attract International Visitors back to our shores, we need to be pro-active and ready to Act in 
response to any needs revealed.  

We, as a Country can do far better than we have. We sadly fall behind other western countries when 
providing even the most basic facilities for travelers, that being toilets and rubbish bins. 

Councils will need to be more accepting of all Travelers including non RV based campers. It can be 
achieved, all you need to do is look overseas at Countries like mainland Australia, where Freedom Camping 
is widely accepted.  

To be seen as focusing on the acceptance of particular modes of campers, will not bring positive results. 
Councils will need to invite and accept everyone on a even footing. 

Yours Sincerely 

Bob Osborne  

Secretary. 

 
 

Responsible Campers Association has become an Incorporated Society.  
Our constitution demands we act for all kiwi campers in an unbiased manner. 

 
http://www.accreditedcampernz.com  
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Introduction

Responsible Campers Association Incorporated (RCAi) was formed over 3 years ago in response
to a number of issues surrounding the Freedom Camping Act (1) and its implementation by
Territorial Authorities.

These concerns involved Homeless people sleeping in cars and the many other outdoor users
that freedom camped, but were rarely considered in creation of Bylaws.

“It is fact that the Freedom Camping Act is NOT all about RV users”

During these 3 years, RCAi has gained recognition for its unbiased approach to freedom
camping issues with many senior stakeholders being corrected in their own understanding of fact.

RCAi is now considered by mainstream media, as a competent source of facts about freedom
camping and also the self containment standard.
Many new facebook groups have been created by others in our wake, often using RCAi as a
reliable source of information and fact, this has extended to Prime-time TV News media .

RCAi has continued to raise awareness of issues to stakeholders, including many outdoor groups
that now support our work. That awareness has included the definition of “Freedom Camp” as
provided by section 5 of the Act, as well as the herding of freedom campers into specific area’s in
defiance of the intent of the Act (Section 12).

On becoming aware of many failings of the NZS;5465 (Self containment standard) and the fact it
is identified as the biggest obstacle to fairer freedom camping for all freedom campers in New
Zealand, we also elected to raise awareness of some of these failing’s. Other groups have
expanded on that and the public now has a far better, comprehensive understanding of these.

Additionally freedom campers have also grown aware of issues of compliance with the Freedom
Camping Act 2011 and about which infringements are lawful and which are not.
Until Councils are seen to comply with Legislation, they can expect to continue to see a large
percentage of freedom camping fines remain unpaid, and/or challenged in Courts of law.

It is disappointing to hear Councils state they had “sought a legal review of the Bylaw prior to
implementing it”. The context of any such legal review is find wanting, but it is known that much
misinformation has been presented to stakeholders including Councils by organizations that had
not undertaken ‘due process’ but relied on information presented by other often, Private
Organizations.

What we present here is our finding’s of regular errors made by Councils in creating Bylaws.
Some of these were first highlighted in our March 2018 Freedom Camping Report sent to all

Councils, Stakeholders and relevant Ministers.
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Definition of ‘Freedom Camp” (Section5)

Once a clear understanding is gained about this section, then fair freedom camping becomes a
possibility for all campers regardless of mode and/or location. That becomes even more of a
possibility when it is also determined that only the minority of Freedom Campers defined in the
Act can be certified as self contained , that being RV’s..

What does Section 5 state?

“Meaning of freedom camp”
(1) In this Act, freedom camp means to camp (other than at a camping ground) within 200 m of a motor
vehicle accessible area or the mean low-water springs line of any sea or harbour, or on or within 200 m of a
formed road or a Great Walks Track, using 1 or more of the following:
(a) a tent or other temporary structure:
(b) a caravan:

(c) In a car, campervan, housetruck, or other motor vehicle.

(2) In this Act, freedom camping does not include the following activities:

(a) temporary and short-term parking of a motor vehicle:
(b) recreational activities commonly known as day-trip excursions:

(c) resting or sleeping at the roadside in a caravan or motor vehicle to avoid driver fatigue.

(3) In subsection (1),—camping ground means—

(a) a camping ground that is the subject of a current certificate of registration under

(b) the Camping-Grounds Regulations 1985; and

(b)any site at which a fee is payable for camping at the site
Great Walks Track means—
(a) a track specified in Schedule 1; and
(b) any other track specified by Order in Council made under section 44 as a Great Walks Track.

So the location where camping occurs, (apart from DOC sites and several others) is within 200
metres of a “Motor Vehicle accessible area”.
While a formed road is mentioned it is not a compulsory element of the definition. Note it states
“..or on or within 200metres….” it does not state ‘and’ which would then make it a compulsory
requirement. (Let that sink in a minute or 2)

So apart from several clearly defined exemptions, anywhere that can be accessed by an off road
type motorcycle (and there are very few areas they would not be able to access) are defined
Freedom Camping areas under the Act. Therefore Hunters who often take Motorbikes and/or
4x4’s bush to their camp sites, River & Lake users who camp on shore overnight, Cycle tourists,
Skiers and many others are freedom campers.
Practically all modes of camping are covered by the Act, the only exemptions known are boats
(on a trailer used like caravans) and sleeping under the stars.

We suspect by now you are starting to see the bigger picture, and that RV’s are only a minority
as defined. New Zealand for example has over 350,000 gun owners - the majority who would also
be Hunters, so could be defined Freedom Campers under the Act, A number of these other groups
also contain disabled persons and others, where discrimination against them is also unlawful.
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Specific site / Prohibited sites.
Section 12 of the Act is very specific in this regard and is included purely to ensure their are no
misunderstandings - yet they are still occurring regularly.
Section 12 states;

Bylaws must not absolutely prohibit freedom camping
(1) A local authority may not make bylaws under section 11 that have the effect of prohibiting freedom
camping in all the local authority areas in its district.
(2) This section is for the avoidance of doubt.

Sections 10 and 11 provide more details about prohibiting specific sites and the required
procedure Councils are required to undertake in order to make a site an area prohibited for
Freedom camping.

Specifically Section 11 (2) states;
(3) A local authority may make a bylaw under subsection (1) only if it is satisfied that—

(a) the bylaw is necessary for 1 or more of the following purposes:

(i) to protect the area:

(ii) to protect the health and safety of people who may visit the area:

(iii) to protect access to the area; and

(b) the bylaw is the most appropriate and proportionate way of addressing the perceived problem in relation to
that area; and

C) the bylaw is not inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990.

Section11(2)-3 provides specific reasons why an area may be prohibited to camping, it does not
include complaints made by locals (commonly referred to as NIMBY’s), or to protect the
commercial viability of Commercial Camp grounds.
Any bylaw must also be considered as the most appropriate and “proportionate” way of
addressing a perceived problem. ‘Proportionate’ means that enacting Bylaws that seriously
restrict Responsible Campers from doing what they have done for generations due to a very small
percentage of problem makers in RV’s, is not consistence with the Act. The “proportionate’ aspect
is made even worse once a complete understanding of Section 5 (above) is also gained.

The bylaw must also be consistent with our Bill of Rights, RCAi suggests that many are not and
refers Councils and Stakeholders to the Justice Departments guidelines to BORA (2). These
guidelines were to developed to make the Bill of Rights Act more accessible to the public sector.
Since its enactment, New Zealand courts have had to consider how the Bill of Rights Act impacts
on their role and on the functions of those agencies subject to it. The courts have now provided a
considerable amount of case law on the Bill of Rights Act that we can use in the development of
policies, conduct of operational practices, and in service delivery. There is a number of flow
charts within the guidelines which provide an easy way for even the layman to establish
compliance with Bill of Rights Act.

As RCAi made clear in our March 2018 Report, the herding of freedom campers into specific
areas against the clear intent of the Freedom Camping Act, creates a ‘perception’ of a problem
while NOT necessarily being a problem. The sight of 100 Camper-vans packed into a paddock
will always create an illusion of problems, where-as the same Camper-vans spread across 100
acres will not. That illusion is NOT a proportional reason for restricting one’s long held rights.
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Naturally following on from the Section 5 study, if we are enacting a specific site approach in
defiance of the Act, how do we then accommodate the majority of Freedom Campers that do not
use RV’s and are by nature not able to camp in specific sites? RV’s are estimated to be less than
25% (1/4) of Freedom Campers defined by the Act, yet most, if not all, complaints relate to this
one sector of freedom campers. Meantime Cyclists and others are being restricted due to
problems with this one group. It is impossible to have specified camp grounds everywhere to cater
for the majority of Freedom campers as defined by the Act.
The only way to accommodate this majority group of ‘non RV campers’, is to follow the
requirements of the Act and only have specific ‘prohibited’ sites as determined by the provisions
in the Act.

It has to be fair and proportionate to meet the requirements of Bill of Rights and to be justified in
a democratic society.

Self Containment Certification as a restriction

Much has been published in recent times about this Standard. While RCAi agrees with much of
what has been published, we do not intend to rehash the numerous findings here. We do expect, as
the year progresses, that more about these findings will be covered by media.

What point RCAi wishes to highlight, is that of compliance with BORA,as determined in the study
on section 12 above, any Freedom Camping Bylaw “MUST” be compliant with Bill of Rights -
Section 11(2) -c.
RCAi suggests that by the very reason that self containment certification (CSC) is ‘only’ available
for a small minority of Freedom campers as defined by the Act,(those in RV;s) it is non compliant.
We also note that traditional modes of camping (tents) are not able to be certified - that in itself

creates an compliance issue - if traditional camping is considered a traditional right as many
have claimed and is therefore a protected activity as per BORA.
There are issues around the reach of CSC being far more than required, and being overactive as
to need, which also raise questions concerning compliance.
Issues around requirements in the Standard, which go beyond the standards reach, also support

non-compliance.
Both Department of Internal Affairs and the Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment
have confirmed the Standard only applies when camping is actually occurring, so requirements in
the standard relating to travel/ing are also non compliant.

This NZ Standard (NZS;5465) is a shambles with no overseeing authority.
2017 amendments which requires the toilet to be able to be used with the bed made up sounds
like a basic requirement - after all we hardly want campers using their portable toilets in fill
public view! However when the amendment is studied we see that once camping, the toilet may be
used in a toilet tent or awning - sensible solution for smaller camper-vans, BUT first you have to
meet the requirement that the toilet is usable inside with the bed made up. The standard only
applies when camping so what is actually been achieved by this amendment? RCAi suggests
nothing of value, and the suggestion that enforcement of this amendment by Councils will solve
many problems reported by community boards is absurd. This is a basic example of the Standards
failings.

RCAi would also point out the reasons that “certified’ self containment was not included in the
Act, is as relevant to Council bylaws today, as it was back in 2011 when the Act was being
developed. Most of that reasoning is available by following the link given at appendix 3.

19



General

RCAi continues to receive multiple reports about early morning fishers, dog walkers etc, being
issued infringements for freedom camping when they have only arrived somewhere at like 6am.
The fact they may drive what is usually a small van or people mover and be parked at a camp
site at 6am is not evidence of ‘Freedom Camping’. Many persons use a van / people mover as
daily transport and even if it appears as a camper type vehicle, there is no law against against the
use of one as everyday transport.
There has also been a marked increase in reports from people like ‘night-sky photographers-
with many stating wardens are more interested in issuing infringements, than determining the
reasons for their presence at a given remote location in the middle of the night.

RCAi continues to provide support for Accredited Responsible Campers who find themselves in
these situations..

We have also received numerous reports about Council erected signage being onerous in nature,
particularly to people who are not local. Many of these reports have stated that a spot on some
sign stating”you are here’ would help to establish bearings for those visiting unfamiliar areas.

Most of these general issues can and would be resolved by compliance with the Act
and a tightening up of signage at ‘prohibited’ camping areas.

Responsible Campers Accreditation program

Any report by RCAi would not be complete without also detailing the
accreditation program established by RCAi with help from many stakeholders

which is also gaining increased recognition by Councils etc, as a practical way forward.

By now many of you would be aware of the Responsible Campers Accreditation program
developed along side Councils, Fire Service and other stakeholders.

In developing this program the focus has been on education, rather then the current focus of
facilities within a camper vehicle.
RCAi recognizes that certified self contained vehicles are only as environmentally friendly as the
persons that operate them, and while facilities can assist a person to be responsible, it does not
make them any more responsible than any other person choosing to camp in a responsible
manner.
Education had been a need RCAi highlighted in our March 2018 report - one which many

Councils and Government Departments have now taken up with considerable success. The
developed education program has been used as the basis for some Council created education
programs, many which are being used alongside ambassador type programs. Indeed the use of
that education was first instigated by Whangarei District Council, who used elements of the
program while it still in development stages.

RCAi would still like to see a more National approach taken towards education and to that
end our program has always been open to suggestions for improvement from Stakeholders.

The education program however does not end with education alone, with campers being able to
do the education and complete the accreditation process by doing a questionnaire and on payment
of a few dollars being able to become an “Accredited Responsible Camper” and receive evidence
that can be displayed on their tent or other camping unit, along side a Glove-box Guide to
Freedom Camping. ( A NZ first)
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In developing the program, RCAi sought out the current problems identified by Stakeholders
with the current self containment certification program and addressed 14 of these issues so as to
make enforcement of the Accreditation program easier for any Council which seeks to implement
it. These issues can be found on the home page of our website (4).
The program focuses on the ‘persons’ camping and educates them in the principles and

expectations of Responsible Freedom Camping. In this way it is able to be used by ‘all’ freedom
campers (and others) and is compliant with BORA. It is not an unreasonable restriction in a fair
and democratic society, to expect anyone camping in our great outdoors to be responsible, and to
provide evidence that they are aware of the expectations & principles of Responsible Freedom
Camping.

At the end of the day, we all want campers to be responsible
- that is a personal decision by those camping.

RCAi continues to support ‘self containment’ as a minimum
requirement for Freedom Campers, and without certification

as the only reasonable & fair way forward.
Campers themselves determine what they need to be ‘self contained’.

Responsible Campers Association Incorporated have been pleased by the uptake of our
suggestions, including those around education, and that NZTA fund and provide toilets for the use

of all, alongside state highways which is now happening.
The recognition by Councils has also been pleasing to all that were involved in the Accreditation

programs development.
RCAi believes in evidence based solutions to proven issues.

We thank you all for your ongoing support.

Appendices;
1/
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2011/0061/latest/whole.html#DLM388670

6

2/
http://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Guidelines-to-Bill-of

-Rights-Act.pdf

3/https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/bills-and-laws/bills-proposed-laws/document/0

0DBHOH_BILL10706_1/tab/submissionsandadvice

4/ www.accreditedcampernz.com

It has been said;
Extortion = Councils expecting payment for alleged infringements of bylaws

that are not compliant with Legislation.
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From: Allie Dunn
To: Steph Skinner
Subject: FW: MDC freedom camping bylaw
Date: Monday, 23 March 2020 1:30:24 pm
Attachments: MDC freedom camping bylaw feedback.pdf

From: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox 
Sent: Thursday, 19 March 2020 2:49 pm
To: Allie Dunn <Allie.Dunn@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: MDC freedom camping bylaw

Hi Allie

Please find attached a submission on the Freedom Camping Bylaw.

Thanks,

LISA THOMAS l Senior Policy Adviser
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz l

"Our people delivering great service to our community." 

From: chair@outdoortraining.nz <chair@outdoortraining.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 5 March 2020 8:02 am
To: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox <Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: MDC freedom camping bylaw

Hi,

I had some thoughts overnight and I have improved on the section relating to the Te Araroa (the
rest remains the same) as follows.  I have attached the entire submission as a PDF.

The Te Araroa Trail passes through the Manawatu District Council and is affected by this
proposed By Law. Have you consulted with the Te Araroa Trust?
In particular I note:

Mt Lees Reserve – is to become a prohibited area. Currently a Basic sheltered campsite
with drinking water and toilets used by TA walkers. Losing that for TA walkers would be
significant loss …. Remember these are WALKERS and hence whenever they are
prohibited from a place you are forcing them to walk further (or plead with private land
owners to be allowed to camp).

To fit the Act you would need to ensure that prohibition is necessary to protect the area
and this aspect of the bylaw is the most appropriate and proportionate way of
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addressing the perceived problem in relation to that area. This needs to take into
account that you do have the Te Araroa passing through the area and there are no
nearby alternatives for walkers. Allowing for tents and not vehicle camping would reduce
density issues which are likely to be the cause of any issues that may be occurring.

Kowhai Park – I note you are looking to allow self contained vehicles here. Why limit this
to self contained vehicles, there are toilets here. Vehicles users have the ability to drive
elsewhere while WALKERS don’t. I suggest you allow TA walkers to camp here also. One
option to preserve the park like nature of the park while allowing for walkers too tired to
continue could be to allow for tents between certain times eg 6pm to 8am.

 
Thanks

Heather Grady
Board Chair OTNZ

chair@outdoortraining.nz
PO Box 601,
Palmerston North 4440
063541104 (evening)
Or 0212109859
www.outdoortraining.nz
www.facebook.com/OutdoorTrainingNZ
 

From: chair@outdoortraining.nz <chair@outdoortraining.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 5 March 2020 12:21 AM
To: 'Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz' <Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: MDC freedom camping bylaw
 
Hi,
 
I have been forwarded a copy of the proposed MDC freedom camping bylaw.  I like that you have
considered non self contained vehicles as part of this. I have some concerns.
 
This bylaw appears to be prohibiting camping in a “freedom camping” bylaw outside of the
definition defined in Act with states “within 200 m of a motor vehicle accessible area”. Some of
your prohibited areas appear to be outside of that.
 
I am pleased to see that you have areas that are effectively open to freedom camping, however
these are described as “Freedom Camping Restricted Areas” which seems to obscure that these
are “Freedom Camping Allowed Areas”. Most of the restrictions you have listed in section 8
surely apply to day visitors as well?  Ie all of the following:

(c) A person must not restrict public access to the Local Authority Area;
(d) All Waste must be removed from the Local Authority Area and disposed of in a Council
approved disposal facility;
 (f) A person must not use public toilet facilities for the washing of dishes, washing or
drying of clothes, or bathing, unless the facilities are specifically designed for that
purpose;
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Explanatory Notes: Signage on public toilet facilities will indicate whether the facility is
designed to accommodate other uses, such as washing or bathing.
(g) The Local Authority Area must be left clean and tidy;
(h) A person must not damage or remove vegetation from a Local Authority Area;
(i) A person must not act in a manner likely to offend or annoy other people by causing a
Nuisance;
(j) All conditions stipulated on any signs at the Local Authority Area must be complied
with;
(k) A person must not endanger the health and safety of others; and

Hence I don’t believe these should be in this bylaw at all but should be in some more general
bylaw (if you don’t already have them) which then gets referenced.  You have similar restrictions
in section 7 which don’t make sense in this bylaw. Maybe if you want all these conditions listed
in this bylaw then how about in the principles section rather than as if they are restrictions
pertaining to the act of camping.
 
7.1d – this is an extraordinary place to state what you surely have in some other bylaw. If it does
need to go here it should also be in section 8. 

7.1(d) A person must not light any fire in a Local Authority Area except in a place
specifically provided by the Council for that purpose during an open fire season, as
regulated by Fire and Emergency New Zealand, or with the prior Written Approval of an
Enforcement Officer;

 
8.1a appears to place limitations that are outside of the Freedom Camping Act

8.1(a) Any Vehicle, caravan, tent or other temporary structure must be located within a
Freedom Camping Restricted Area, as described in Schedule 3;

According to the Act is a Local Authority Area is not prohibited or restricted then Freedom
Camping is allowed.
 
My interests primarily lie outside of the sections relating to self contained vehicles, however I do
note the definition of Self-Contained Vehicle means “…. capability of meeting the ablutionary
and sanitary needs of the occupants of that Vehicle for a minimum of three days without
requiring any external services or discharging any waste”. The 3 day restriction does not make
sense for someone going for a weekend camp. How about “….. for a minimum of three days
without requiring any external services or discharging any waste OR the duration of that journey
whichever is the lesser.”
 
The Te Araroa Trail passes through the Manawatu District Council and is affected by this
proposed By Law. Have you consulted with the Te Araroa Trust?
In particular I note:

Mt Lees Reserve – is to become a prohibited area. Currently a Basic sheltered campsite
with drinking water and toilets used by TA walkers. Losing that for TA walkers would be
significant loss …. Remember these are WALKERS and hence whenever they are
prohibited from a place you are forcing them to walk further (or plead with private land
owners to be allowed to camp).
Kowhai Park – I note you are looking to allow self contained vehicles here. Why limit this
to self contained vehicles, there are toilets here. Vehicles users have the ability to drive
elsewhere while WALKERS don’t. I suggest you allow TA walkers to camp here also.
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Thanks

Heather Grady
Board Chair OTNZ

chair@outdoortraining.nz
PO Box 601,
Palmerston North 4440
063541104 (evening)
Or 0212109859
www.outdoortraining.nz
www.facebook.com/OutdoorTrainingNZ
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I have been forwarded a copy of the proposed MDC freedom camping bylaw.  I like that you have 
considered non self contained vehicles as part of this. I have some concerns.  
 
This bylaw appears to be prohibiting camping in a “freedom camping” bylaw outside of the 
definition defined in Act with states “within 200 m of a motor vehicle accessible area”. Some of your 
prohibited areas appear to be outside of that. 
 
I am pleased to see that you have areas that are effectively open to freedom camping, however 
these are described as “Freedom Camping Restricted Areas” which seems to obscure that these are 
“Freedom Camping Allowed Areas”. Most of the restrictions you have listed in section 8 surely apply 
to day visitors as well?  Ie all of the following: 

(c) A person must not restrict public access to the Local Authority Area;  
(d) All Waste must be removed from the Local Authority Area and disposed of in a 
Council approved disposal facility;  
 (f) A person must not use public toilet facilities for the washing of dishes, washing or 
drying of clothes, or bathing, unless the facilities are specifically designed for that 
purpose;  
Explanatory Notes: Signage on public toilet facilities will indicate whether the facility is 
designed to accommodate other uses, such as washing or bathing.  
(g) The Local Authority Area must be left clean and tidy;  
(h) A person must not damage or remove vegetation from a Local Authority Area;  
(i) A person must not act in a manner likely to offend or annoy other people by causing a 
Nuisance;  
(j) All conditions stipulated on any signs at the Local Authority Area must be complied 
with;  
(k) A person must not endanger the health and safety of others; and  

Hence I don’t believe these should be in this bylaw at all but should be in some more general bylaw 
(if you don’t already have them) which then gets referenced.  You have similar restrictions in section 
7 which don’t make sense in this bylaw. Maybe if you want all these conditions listed in this bylaw 
then how about in the principles section rather than as if they are restrictions pertaining to the act 
of camping. 
 
7.1d – this is an extraordinary place to state what you surely have in some other bylaw. If it does 
need to go here it should also be in section 8.   

7.1(d) A person must not light any fire in a Local Authority Area except in a place 
specifically provided by the Council for that purpose during an open fire season, as 
regulated by Fire and Emergency New Zealand, or with the prior Written Approval of an 
Enforcement Officer;  

 

8.1a appears to place limitations that are outside of the Freedom Camping Act 
8.1(a) Any Vehicle, caravan, tent or other temporary structure must be located within a 
Freedom Camping Restricted Area, as described in Schedule 3;  

According to the Act is a Local Authority Area is not prohibited or restricted then Freedom Camping 
is allowed. 
 
My interests primarily lie outside of the sections relating to self contained vehicles, however I do 
note the definition of Self-Contained Vehicle means “…. capability of meeting the ablutionary 
and sanitary needs of the occupants of that Vehicle for a minimum of three days without 
requiring any external services or discharging any waste”. The 3 day restriction does not make 
sense for someone going for a weekend camp. How about “….. for a minimum of three days 
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without requiring any external services or discharging any waste OR the duration of that journey 
whichever is the lesser.” 

 
The Te Araroa Trail passes through the Manawatu District Council and is affected by this proposed 
By Law. Have you consulted with the Te Araroa Trust? 
In particular I note: 

• Mt Lees Reserve – is to become a prohibited area. Currently a Basic sheltered campsite with 
drinking water and toilets used by TA walkers. Losing that for TA walkers would be 
significant loss …. Remember these are WALKERS and hence whenever they are prohibited 
from a place you are forcing them to walk further (or plead with private land owners to be 
allowed to camp).  
To fit the Act you would need to ensure that prohibition is necessary to protect the area and 
this aspect of the bylaw is the most appropriate and proportionate way of addressing the 
perceived problem in relation to that area. This needs to take into account that you do have 
the Te Araroa passing through the area and there are no nearby alternatives for walkers. 
Allowing for tents and not vehicle camping would reduce density issues which are likely to 
be the cause of any issues that may be occurring. 

• Kowhai Park – I note you are looking to allow self contained vehicles here. Why limit this to 
self contained vehicles, there are toilets here. Vehicles users have the ability to drive 
elsewhere while WALKERS don’t. I suggest you allow TA walkers to camp here also. One 
option to preserve the park like nature of the park while allowing for walkers too tired to 
continue could be to allow for tents between certain times eg 6pm and 8am. 

 
 

27



To: chair@outdoortraining.nz 
Subject: Response to question about tents at Kowhai Park 
 
Good morning Heather 
 
I hope you and your loved ones are keeping well during this crazy time! 
 
I am current working from home and have been going through the emails received to date on our draft 
Bylaws. I noticed that I responded to your emails back on the 5th of March, but did not provide you with 
any response to your question about why Council is only looking to allow for self-contained vehicles at 
Kowhai Park. While there are toilets at the park, they are locked at night. By providing only for self-
contained vehicles we reduce the risk of human waste being deposited elsewhere in the park. Our parks 
and property team were concerned about tents at the park potentially damaging the playing fields or 
conflicting with other users at the park. However, you are welcome to suggest an area at the park where 
you think tents could be erected with minimal damage. 
 
As noted in my earlier correspondence, your stakeholder feedback has been included as a formal 
submission on this bylaw review. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

 
 
LISA THOMAS l Senior Policy Adviser 
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l 
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz l 
 

 
"Our people delivering great service to our community."  
 
   
 
 
 
This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above. If you are not 
an intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message is 
prohibited. 
 
If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. 
 
Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Manawatu District 
Council. 
 
This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Barracuda Email Filter @ Advantage. 
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From: chair@outdoortraining.nz <chair@outdoortraining.nz>  
Sent: Thursday, 26 March 2020 11:23 pm 
To: Lisa Thomas <Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Response to question about tents at Kowhai Park 
 
Hi Lisa, 
 
Crazy times indeed. I am also working from home in my primary job (UCOL programme leader). I 
volunteer for OTNZ and always do that from home. 
 
Thanks for that, that makes sense. I was going to put in a slightly better submission but with the Covid19 
crisis I think I missed the deadline. 
 
One thing I had not said in my first submission that maybe no-one has is according to the Freedom 
Camping Act it does not allow for commercial considerations to be taken into account in the bylaws. The 
Act states 

2 A local authority may make a bylaw under subsection (1) only if it is satisfied that— 

(a) the bylaw is necessary for 1 or more of the following purposes: 

(i) to protect the area: 

(ii) to protect the health and safety of people who may visit the area: 

(iii) to protect access to the area; and 

(b) the bylaw is the most appropriate and proportionate way of addressing the perceived 

problem in relation to that area; and 

(c) the bylaw is not inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. 
Commercial considerations are not part of that. However I believe that there were commercial 
considerations in the intention to ban camping at Mt Less Reserve. 
 
 
Thanks 

Heather Grady 
Board Chair OTNZ 

 
chair@outdoortraining.nz 
PO Box 601, 
Palmerston North 4440 
063541104 (evening) 
Or 0212109859 
www.outdoortraining.nz 
www.facebook.com/OutdoorTrainingNZ 
 

From: Lisa Thomas <Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Thursday, 26 March 2020 9:33 AM 
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From: Allie Dunn
To: Steph Skinner
Subject: FW: Freedom Camping Bylaw - Submission of Feedback
Date: Monday, 23 March 2020 1:30:39 pm
Attachments: image011.png

image012.png
image013.png
image014.png
CEDA Submission on the MDC Freedom Camping Bylaw Mar 20.pdf

From: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox 
Sent: Thursday, 19 March 2020 2:46 pm
To: Allie Dunn <Allie.Dunn@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: Freedom Camping Bylaw - Submission of Feedback

Hi Allie

Please find attached the CEDA submission for the Freedom Camping Bylaw review.

Thanks,

LISA THOMAS l Senior Policy Adviser
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz l

"Our people delivering great service to our community." 

From: Rebecca Day <rebecca.day@ceda.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 5 March 2020 4:36 pm
To: Bylaws Review Shared Mailbox <Bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz>
Subject: Freedom Camping Bylaw - Submission of Feedback

Hi,

Please find attached CEDA’s submission of feedback on the review of the Freedom
Camping Bylaw.

Ngā Mihi,
Rebecca

REBECCA DAY | MARKETING SENIOR – KAIARAHI WHAKATAIRANGA
Central Economic Development Agency (CEDA) 
M 021 437 233
W CEDA.nz  |  ManawatuNZ.co.nz 
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Any opinions expressed in this message are not necessarily those of CEDA. This message and any files 
transmitted with it are confidential and solely for the use of the intended recipient.
Please consider the trees before printing. 
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CEDA.nz 

5 March 2020 
 
 
Manawatū District Council 
135 Manchester Street 
Feilding 
 
 
Submission on the MDC Freedom Camping Bylaw Notice of Review 
 
The Central Economic Development Agency welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Notice of 
Review for Manawatu District Council’s Freedom Camping Bylaw.  
 
CEDA works across three strategic pillars of economic development – people, place and business, 
and our success is underpinned and enabled by the strength of our relationships with regional and 
national partners. Our core objectives, programmes and activities are all aligned to these pillars, and 
are designed to create the environment, stimulus, outcomes and impact that will power our economic 
prosperity and achieve our vision for Manawatū to be New Zealand’s most progressive region by 
2025. These key objectives guide the development of the short and medium-term programmes of 
work for CEDA as articulated through our Statement of Intent. 
 
With a fast-growing visitor sector in Manawatū - worth nearly half a billion dollars for the city and 
district in the last 12 months, and in our role as the Regional Tourism Organisation for Manawatū 
district and Palmerston North city, CEDA works with key national organisations including Tourism 
New Zealand, New Zealand Motor Caravan Association, Air New Zealand and more to ensure we’re 
maximising potential opportunities for the region, while establishing Manawatū as a desirable 
destination and ensuring we’re well equipped as a region to offer a welcoming and memorable visitor 
experience. This work includes The Country Road programme, which highlights key experiences and 
touring routes throughout the wider region, encouraging our visitors – and locals – to explore, connect 
with our people and discover the many hidden gems of our landscapes, towns and villages. The 
Country Road is particularly significant for the motorhome market, both domestic and international. 
 
CEDA supports the Notice of Review for the MDC Freedom Camping Bylaw, and would like to offer 
some comments for consideration:  
 

• We recommend that it may be appropriate to include two separate definitions for certified 
vehicles and uncertified modes of camping, this would enable Council to be able to prohibit 
freedom camping for each type of vehicle separately if for example problems were to present 
related to only uncertified vehicles, and therefore not disadvantaging the certified vehicle 
community.  

 
• Section 6.1 – We believe this may limit Councils discretionary power when it only permits the 

Council to approve freedom camping in prohibited areas if the activity is carried out in 
association with an event. If the provision were to be reworded to remove ‘in association with 
an event’, this would grant the Council power to approve applications on a case by case basis 
and enable allocation of space, as Cross Hills Fair do on their privately owned property. This 
would ensure suitable applications would not be automatically declined due to not camping 
with an event. 

 
• We are proud that Feilding is recognised as a Motorhome Friendly Town (MHFT) and think it 

is important to the visitor sector for it to continue to be promoted as such.  We are concerned 
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CEDA.nz 

that prohibiting all freedom camping, including certified vehicles, throughout Feilding town 
centre could impact on this rating and therefore have a negative impact on the domestic 
visitor market to the region.  

 
The majority of our visitor market is domestic and the higher value motorhome visitors spend upwards 
of $80 per person, per day, in our communities. While this money doesn’t go towards a hotel or motel 
night, it does have a far-reaching impact across the economy with food, fuel, medical, entertainment, 
markets and sundry spending.  It is important that our communities welcome visitors to our region and 
therefore important that we educate them on the benefits that visitors bring. Looking at positive 
examples such as the Rangiwahia Community, and how their motorhome parking has not only helped 
fund community projects but also opened up northern Manawatū to a whole new realm of visitors – 
these are the positive stories, and community ambassadors, that we can work together to leverage.  
 
CEDA would be happy to work closely with Manawatū District Council on proactively communicating 
the benefits of motorhome visitors to the region, to change the negative perception that often come 
with the words ‘Freedom Camping’. 
 
Thank you for your time in considering our feedback. 
 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
pp Janet Reynolds 
Communication and Marketing Manager 
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Himatangi Beach Community Trust 30/03/2020 

The Himatangi Beach Community Trust would like to support the proposed draft freedom camping 

bylaw. 

The Trust agrees that freedom camping should be prohibited in both the Parks/ Reserves and the 

Roading reserves at Himatangi beach. 

Freedom camping brings no positive effects to the village and is not welcomed by the community. 

Michelle Bush 

Himatangi Beach Community Trust Chairperson 
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Himatangi Beach Community Patrol (HBCP) 

30/03/2020 

The Himatangi Beach Community Patrol would like to support the proposed draft freedom camping 

bylaw. 

HBCP agrees that freedom camping should be prohibited in both the Parks/ Reserves and the 

Roading reserves at Himatangi beach. 

Freedom camping brings no positive effects to the village and is not welcomed by the community. 

Penny Harrington 

Himatangi Beach Community Patrol Chairperson 
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VIA EMAIL 008

Himatangi Beach Community Committee  30/03/2020 

The Himatangi Beach Community Committee would like to support the proposed 
draft freedom camping bylaw. 

The committee agrees that freedom camping should be prohibited in both 
the Parks/ Reserves and the Roading reserves at Himatangi beach. 

Freedom camping brings no positive effects to the village and is not welcomed by 
the community. 

Kind regards 

Jason Kennerley 
Community Committee Chairperson 

 Mb 027 275 8965 
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Beca // 31 March 2020 // Page 1 

Sensitivity: General 

Submission on Draft Bylaw: Proposed Freedom Camping Bylaw for 

Manawatu 

To:  Manawatu District Council 

Submission on:   Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020 

Name of submitter: Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) 

Address: c/o Beca Ltd 

PO Box 3942 

Wellington 6140 

Attention: Alice Falloon 

Phone: 04 897 6032 

Email: alice.falloon@beca.com 

This is a submission on behalf of Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ) on the Draft Freedom 

Camping Bylaw of the Manawatu District Council.  

The Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 (FENZ Act) established FENZ from 1 July 2017. FENZ is 

New Zealand’s unified (i.e. urban and rural) fire and emergency service that has been reformed as a 

modern agency that is flexible, adaptable and efficient. The FENZ Act, among other matters, replaced the 

two previous governing Acts (the Fire Service Act 1975 and the Forest and Rural Fire Act 1977) to create 

a single, unified fire services organisation for New Zealand. The FENZ Act establishes the governance, 

management and operational arrangements for protecting life and property from fire and other 

emergencies in New Zealand.  

FENZ recognises the importance of the proposed Freedom Camping Bylaw in regulating freedom 

camping in the Manawatu District.    

The purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) is to promote the sustainable management of 

natural and physical resources, which includes enabling people and communities to provide for their 

social, economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety. The risk of fire represents a 

potential adverse effect of low probability but high potential impact. FENZ has a responsibility under the 

FENZ Act to reduce the incidence of unwanted fire and the associated risk to life and property. As such, 

FENZ monitors changes in statutory planning documents occurring under the RMA to ensure that, where 

necessary, appropriate consideration is given to fire safety. 

FENZ's role includes promoting fire safety and fire prevention, and extinguishing fires. FENZ supports the 

additions to Paragraph 7.1 (d) of section 7: Freedom Camping Restricted Aras for Self-Contained 

Vehicles Only which reads:  
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Beca // 31 March 2020 // Page 2 

 

 
 

Sensitivity: General 

No person may A person must not light any fire in a Local Authority Area except in a place 

specifically provided by the Council for that purpose during an open fire season, as regulated by 

Fire and Emergency New Zealand, or with the prior Written Approval of an Enforcement Officer. 

This paragraph provides FENZ with a greater ability to provide for people’s health and safety with 

regard to fire safety, fire prevention, and fire extinction.  

However, FENZ are concerned that the Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw provides no corresponding 

paragraph in Section 8: Freedom Camping Restricted Areas (which allows for camping in any vehicle, 

caravan, tent or other temporary structure). The current provisions pertaining to Section 8 do not 

sufficiently regulate the lighting of fires in a Local Authority Area, which may pose a risk for FENZ. It is 

necessary for an additional provision to be added to Section 8 that ensures that the lighting of fires is 

regulated and that this applies to all persons who are Freedom Camping in Restricted Areas to reduce 

the fire risk.   

FENZ seeks the following decision from the consent authority: 

FENZ supports the Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw in part, subject to amendments being made. FENZ 

seeks that an additional provision is added in section 8.1 to ensure that the lighting of fires is regulated 

and that this applies to all persons who are Freedom Camping in Restricted Areas to reduce the fire risk.  

This provision should read as follows: 

8.1 (m) A person must not light any fire in a Local Authority Area except in a place specifically 

provided by the Council for that purpose during an open fire season, as regulated by Fire and 

Emergency New Zealand, or with the prior Written Approval of an Enforcement Officer.  

FENZ could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  

FENZ does not wish to be heard in support of its submission.  

If others make a similar submission FENZ will consider presenting a joint case with them at a 

hearing.  

         

……………………………… 

(Signature of person authorised to sign 

on behalf of Fire and Emergency New 

Zealand) 

 

Date 31/03/2020 

………………………………… 

 

Title and address for service of person 

making submission: 
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Sensitivity: General 

Fire and Emergency New Zealand 

c/o Beca Ltd  

Attention: Alice Falloon 

Address: Beca Ltd 

PO Box 3942 

Wellington 6140 
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  Driving towards a Sustainable Future 

03 March 2020 “WITHOUT PREJUDICE” 

Manawatu District Council 

Private Bag 10001 

Feilding 4743 

Emailed to: bylawsreview@mdc.govt.nz 

Attn: Lisa Thomas | Senior Policy Adviser 

Pre-consultation feedback on the Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020 

Introduction 

1. The 93-000-member New Zealand Motor Caravan Association Inc. (NZMCA) appreciates the

opportunity to provide this pre-consultation feedback on the draft bylaw.  The NZMCA values its

long-standing relationship with the Manawatu District Council (Council) and our members enjoy

visiting Manawatu in their certified self-contained1 motorhomes and caravans.

2. In 2014, the Council applied for Feilding to become a Motorhome Friendly Town (MHFT).  The

NZMCA accepted the application on the understanding that any freedom camping bylaw would

uphold the requirements and permissive intent of the Freedom Camping Act 2011 (the FCA).

3. Last year, the Council applied to NZMCA for funding in support of the Timona Park pathway

project.  The NZMCA contributed $3,000 towards the project. Timona Park is popular with

members, including those who enjoy freedom camping in the area.  Local members have also

offered to volunteer their time to assist the project.

4. We commend the Council’s endeavour to undertake a thorough and objective assessment of

potentially prohibited and restricted areas. We provide the following initial feedback based on

our cursory read of the draft bylaw and supporting documentation. Due to the limited time we

have been provided to submit this feedback, we plan to undertake a more detailed review of the

supporting documentation and site assessments and provide a more comprehensive submission

when the bylaw is out for public consultation.

1 Certified to New Zealand Standard 5465:2001

40



2 

Initial feedback on the draft bylaw 

5. The definitions of Act and Self-Contained Vehicle both reference “…and any subsequent

amendments.” Presumably this is so the Council can immediately enforce future amendments to

the FCA and NZ Standard 5465:2001.

6. We query the validity of this approach and recommend seeking legal advice. For example, when

a bylaw usually references the Standard, the presumption is that any future amendments to the

Standard will have effect only if they are specifically incorporated through some subsequent

change to the bylaw.  The Council must turn its mind to whether amendments to the Standard

are desirable and appropriate in the context of the bylaw before they can be incorporated. If the

Council did not specifically undertake such a consideration, then it would effectively allow

another agency (i.e. Standards NZ) that is not responsible for making the bylaw to dictate the

substance of that bylaw. This would be an abdication of responsibility by the Council.

7. There is a risk with automatically adopting Standard amendments into a bylaw. Such a practice

would effectively amount to a potentially significant amendment to the original bylaw, including

an amendment that may not be desirable to a community, without the Council carrying out any

necessary consultation. Therefore, there may be scope to challenge this approach.

8. The definition of Self-Contained Vehicle requires a vehicle to pass one of two limbs in order to

freedom camp in an area specifically restricted to self-contained vehicles. Both limbs require the

vehicle to contain all waste for a minimum of three days and by virtue of the first limb a vehicle

does not have to be certified to NZS 5465.

9. The NZMCA does not object to Manawatu permitting freedom camping in tents or uncertified

self-contained vehicles, where appropriate facilities are available. However, given the Council’s

limited legal right to search vehicles, we are curious as to how it will determine whether a

vehicle complies with the first limb? Furthermore, is the second limb necessary when vehicle

certified to NZS 5465 will always meet the first limb?

10. Other local authorities have tried to accommodate uncertified vehicles through their bylaws;

however, they were soon forced to review their bylaws or enact temporary prohibitions to deal

with the inevitable outcomes and resulting community push-back. Understanding this risk, we

would be disappointed if the Council proceeded with the current definition and then found it

necessary to temporarily prohibit all freedom camping (including in certified vehicles) should

problems arise with uncertified vehicles. We have seen it happen before.

11. We strongly recommend the Council carefully considers what it wants to achieve with this

definition and how it will respond to problems if/when they arise. If the Council wants the bylaw

to accommodate all freedom campers, it may be more appropriate to include two separate

definitions for certified vehicles and uncertified modes of camping.

12. The definition of Road comes from the Land Transport Act 1998.  The definition under that Act

includes some areas (e.g. motorways) not covered by the definition of Local Authority Area

under the FCA. This complication means the Council is at risk of enforcing the bylaw over areas

outside its jurisdiction. Furthermore, this definition appears superfluous to the needs of the

bylaw, and therefore we recommend deleting it.
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13. Section 6.1 enables the Council to approve freedom camping in prohibited areas, however only 

if the activity is carried out in association with an event. It is not clear why the Council needs to 

limit its discretionary power to approve such applications.  Other bylaws usually grant the 

Council CEO broad power to approve applications on a case by case basis. Therefore, a family 

seeking permission to freedom camp in a prohibited area will not have their application 

automatically declined simply because they are not camping with an event.  

 
We suggest rewording the provision as follows “…except with Council approval in association 

with an event”. 

 

14. The bylaw includes several general restrictions that effectively reiterate the offence provisions in 

the FCA. For example, the bylaw states a person must not damage the area, which is also a 

finable offence under the FCA. We understand the Council wants readers to understand what 

constitutes unacceptable behaviour while freedom camping. However, the consequence of this 

approach is a verbose and potentially confusing bylaw that may be subject to challenge. In our 

view, it is better to exclude content already covered by the FCA and rely on marketing collateral 

to educate visitors on acceptable behaviour. Most visitors will rely on that collateral or camping 

apps for freedom camping information, as opposed to seeking out the bylaw.  

 
15. Under Section 8.1(l), it is an offence to freedom camp in an area while an event is taking place. It 

is not clear how this offence relates to the bylaw-making criteria or offence provisions under the 

FCA. We suggest seeking legal advice otherwise any infringement notices issued under this 

restriction may be challenged.   

 

16. Section 9 (Animals) is superfluous and potentially unlawful. It would be inappropriate to use an 

FCA bylaw to enforce dog control policies and bylaws. If the intent of section 9 is to educate 

visitors, these restrictions are best advertised in the Council’s marketing collateral.  

 
17. Section 10 empowers the Council to temporarily prohibit or restrict freedom camping, but there 

is no time limit. The section also provides Council with an unfettered right to exercise this 

power, irrespective of whether the problem and outcome is within scope of the FCA. Further, 

the criteria for exercising this power is by way of explanatory note only, which according to 

section 5.4 of the bylaw, is not part of the bylaw and can be removed or amended at any time.  

 
18. We suggest amending Section 10 to ensure the provisions are clear and lawful.  

 

Initial comments on the purpose document  

 

19. This document confirms the bylaw is designed to manage a range of issues relevant to 

Manawatu, and specifically mentions  

 

a. Nuisance or amenity effects, including noise and visual pollution. 

b. Dislike of seeing freedom campers in areas that residents or other visitors see as being 

pristine.  

c. Potential friction between residents and campers. 

d. People overstaying their welcome or taking advantage of freedom camping areas rather 

than paid campgrounds or other visitor accommodation. 

e. Antisocial behaviour. 
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20. The above issues are irrelevant in terms of the bylaw-making criteria under section 11 of the 

FCA.  It would be unlawful for the Council to prohibit freedom camping in response to these 

matters.  The purpose document mentions the Council’s desire to “ensure alignment with the 

[FCA] and to avoid potential confusion.” That principle should apply to all Council bylaw-making 

decisions, in particular the criteria relied on to restrict or prohibit freedom camping.  

 

21. We support the rationale for amending the maximum night’s stay from 3 to 5 nights within a 30-

day period.  

 

Initial comments on the Facebook survey results  

 

22. We do not believe the Council’s social media survey results should steer its policy decisions 

made under the FCA.  Those decisions must be guided by relevant evidence and objective site 

assessments, rather than individual beliefs and personal preferences. Furthermore, we question 

whether the small sample size is representative of the key stakeholders affected by the bylaw.  

 

23. Feilding is a MHFT and we are concerned with the proposal to prohibit all freedom camping 

(including certified vehicles) throughout the majority of Feilding town centre due to the results 

of the social media surveys.  This outcome could make it difficult for the NZMCA to continue 

promoting Feilding as a MHFT if the town no longer welcomes responsible freedom camping.  

 

 Initial comments on the Site Assessment report 

 

24. The report confirms freedom campers discharging wastewater into public toilets is a key issue 

for Manawatu, triggering the need for the bylaw review. This suggests there may not be enough 

suitably located public dump stations serving the district. The NZMCA would be happy to help 

fund the installation of new public dump stations in order to help reduce this problem.   

 

25. The report notes Maori are concerned about the potential for human waste and litter entering 

waterways. How will the Council determine whether an uncertified self-contained vehicle is 

appropriately designed to satisfy this concern?  

 
26. The Council has assigned a higher health and safety score to areas prone to flooding, isolated, or 

have no access to potable water. Motorhomes are mobile vehicles that can evacuate a flood 

prone area at short notice. Indeed, the NZMCA and DOC operate many unmanned camps and 

motorhome parks in flood prone areas. Certified vehicles also contain enough drinking water to 

sustain the vehicle occupants for a minimum of three days. Isolation is not a health and safety 

risk for motorhomers adept at exploring New Zealand off the beaten track.  

 

27. We do not think it is sensible to apply a higher safety score when assessing whether a site is 

suitable for certified self-contained vehicles.  

 

28. The NZMCA will provide a more detailed submission on the bylaw and site assessment report 

when the bylaw is out for public consultation.  

 

  

 James Imlach 

National Manager – Property and Policy  

james@nzmca.org.nz 
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Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Sunday, 5 April 2020 9:49 AM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Freedom Camping Submitted

Name: Debbie Edwards 
Organisation: 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 
Email: 
Phone: 
Address: 
Withhold my contact details: Yes 
Council Hearing: 

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

I agree NO freedom camping at Himatangi Beach - the community is small, has no 
static law enforcement and is unable to cope with an influx camping on the beach, in 
front of the toilets and medical centre or Hunia Terrace, we have limited absolution 
facilities to cope with any numbers especially during the summer months. Those we 
have had stay - we have found some do not bother to walk to the public toilets but 
complete their indiscretions in the sand dunes. We are now becoming more popular 
with the European tourists and have ample facilities at our motor camp. 

What aspects of the 
Freedom Camping Bylaw do 
you disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 
possible): 
Any other comments related 
to this bylaw?: 
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Steph Skinner

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz
Sent: Monday, 6 April 2020 10:35 AM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Bylaw Review 2020: Freedom Camping Submitted

Name: Reuben Ebrey 
Organisation: Himatangi Beach Holiday Park 
This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: Yes 

Email: himatangibhp@gmail.com 
Phone: 0212840990 
Address: 30 Kopuara Rd, Himatangi Beach 
Withhold my contact details: 
Council Hearing: 

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

The new bylaw excludes people from camping outside our holiday park on the 
roading reserve which will stop people sneaking in to steal our facilities. If one 
vehicle is freedom camping outside the holiday park this encourages others to do 
the same. These people may have stayed at the holiday park which puts money into 
the community through employing locals. The freedom campers also use the public 
facilities outside of what they were originally designed for which puts extra pressure 
on our sensitive community septic/wastewater system. They also either park in the 
community car park which takes up space for day visitors or thy park down the 
other end of Hunia Tce and leave rubbish and faeces in the dunes. 

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

I agree will the new bylaw changes. 

Any other comments related 
to this bylaw?: 
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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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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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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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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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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: Paula De Goldi <pmdgway@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, 9 April 2020 12:06 PM
To: MDC Submissions
Subject: Freedom Camping Bylaw
Attachments: Submission on Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw changes .pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Submission on the Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020 

Contact Details

Name: Paula De Goldi 

Organisation: Te Araroa Manawatū Trust  
This submission is made on behalf of this organisation. 

Email: 
Phone: 
Address: 

Please withhold my contact details. 

We would like to speak to Council in support of our submission. 

Submission is attached as a pdf document. 
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Submission on Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw changes 

Te Araroa Manawatū Trust wishes to submit that provision continue to be made for Te Araroa 

(TA) hiker overnight stays at Mount Lees Reserve.   

While Te Araroa Manawatū Trust recognises the need to manage freedom camping in Manawatū 

District, the Trust is making this submission specifically relating to TA hikers use of Mount Lees 

Reserve. 

The Manawatū District Council (MDC) proposed changes to the Freedom Camping Bylaw 

preclude any form of camping at Mount Lees Reserve. The assessment criteria used to come to 

this recommendation for Mt Lees Reserve appears to be based on problems associated with 

freedom camping involving camper vans and other vehicles, e.g. the need to protect the natural 

environment, the problems with faecal contamination, problems associated with disposal of 

waste from chemical toilets, and damage caused by access of vehicles. TA hikers have been 

camping at Mt Lees for several seasons without incident. They are low impact campers with a 

very small footprint when freedom camping. They will be unfairly affected by this 

recommendation.    

A typical TA hiker will walk from Whanganui to Koitiata Campground, Koitiata to Mount Lees, 

Mount Lees to Feilding or on to Palmerston North. Many of the hikers camp for one night 

adjacent to the Summer House at Mt Lees Reserve as it is a safe and pleasant camping area with 

a small kitchen, fresh water and toilet facilities. If this option is taken away, hikers walking from 

Koitiata would have to walk an extra 11 km to Feilding on top of the 42 km already walked that 

day. An overnight stay at Mt Lees is usually followed by an easy walk to Feilding to rest, 

resupply and buy lunch, or to stop for the night.   

An unintended consequence of prohibiting camping for hikers at Mt Lees reserve could be that 

hikers are forced to illegally freedom camp where there are no toilet facilities, e.g. on private 

property, farms, road reserves etc. Providing a designated campsite, with basic facilities, between 

towns would be preferable to this.   

Te Araroa Manawatū Trust is aiming to get more of the trail off the road. Approximately 1500 – 

2000 walkers have hiked Te Araroa during the 2019-20 season with many coming into our towns 

and spending time and money but this past season there has been an increase in hikers skipping 

the Bulls to Palmerston North section due to road walking. Many have taken the bus directly 

from Whanganui to Palmerston North. Removing the camping option at Mt Lees could increase 

the likelihood of even more hikers bypassing the Manawatū District. It is important that both 

Manawatū and Palmerston North Councils encourage hikers to spend time in our districts. 

Providing the freedom camping option at Mt Lees is one way that MDC can encourage hikers to 

do this.   

Palmerston North City Council specifically provides a safe site for TA hikers in Gordon Kear 

Forest, one day hike south of Palmerston North, providing a shelter, rubbish bin and toilet with a 

nearby clean stream for drinking water.   
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In the Freedom Camping Bylaw Review 2020 Significance Assessment for Parks and 

Reserves, MDC states that Mt Lees Reserve is on the Te Araroa trail which encourages a 

number of hikers/trampers to travel past. Between Mt Lees and Feilding there is nowhere else 

for them to spend the night. Opening Mt Lees to allow tenting would address the needs of the Te 

Araroa trail users and significantly increase the use of the Reserve.   

However, the report goes on to state that It is not recommended that this site be promoted for 

freedom camping until the existing lease agreement ends due to potential conflicts with the 

current commercial activity. However, The provision for freedom camping should be reviewed if 

the existing lease agreement changes.   

In addition to our submission to continue to allow for TA hiker overnight stays at Mount Lees 

Reserve, Te Araroa Manawatū Trust submits that any future lease arrangements at Mt Lees 

Reserve should include provision for camping by Te Araroa hikers.  

This submission is made on behalf of Te Araroa Manawatū Trust 
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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 

58



59



3. The Transport Agency’s comments are that: 

 

1.1 Role of the Transport Agency:  

The Transport Agency is a Crown entity that takes an integrated approach to 

transport planning, investment and delivery. The Transport Agency’s statutory 

objective is to undertake its functions in a way that contributes to an affordable, 

integrated, safe, responsive, and sustainable land transport system.   

The Transport Agency has a mandate under the Land Transport Management Act 

2003 (LTMA), the Government Roading Powers Act 1989 (GRPA), and the 

Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2018/19-2027/28 (GPS) to carry 

out its functions in a way that delivers the transport outcomes set by the 

Government.  

The Government released the GPS which became effective from 1st July 2018. This 

GPS outlines both New Zealand’s strategic transport priorities and guides 

investment. The GPS lays out four new priorities and six objectives, which include 

safety; improved transport access to economic and social opportunities as well as 

providing more resilience and choice; better environmental outcomes; and 

infrastructure which delivers the best value for money.  

The GPS also has three themes to guide and effectively deliver the above priorities. 

These are: a mode neutral approach to transport planning and investment 

decisions; incorporating technology and innovation into the design and delivery of 

land transport investment; and integrating land use and transport planning and 

delivery.  

The GPS promulgates the Government’s future strategic transport priorities and 

these should be considered in the development and decision processes for 

proposed bylaws.  

The Transport Agency is interested in the Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw (Bylaw) 

because it could have implications on how the State Highway network is protected 

and managed. The Transport Agency seeks to ensure that the potential effects 

from Freedom Camping does not impact on the safe and efficient operation of the 

transport network, specifically State Highway 1, Sanson. 

 

4. Specific comments applying to the Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw: 

The Transport Agency supports the overall intent and direction of the Bylaw, however seeks 

amendments. The specific submission points are set out below. These points relate only 

to Schedule 2 and the Sanson Domain area, as the other areas identified in the Bylaw are 

under Manawatu District Council jurisdiction. The Transport Agency’s comments on the 

Bylaw are as follows: 
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4.1 Specific comments applying to Freedom Camping Bylaw 

Insertions the Transport Agency requests to make are marked in bold and underlined, 

while recommended deletions are shown as struck out text.  The Transport Agency’s 

specific requested amendments on the Bylaw are as follows: 

 

3.1 d) Freedom Campers are expected required to remove all waste and not cause any 

damage to the Local Authority Areas they use. 

 

The Transport Agency agree with the six principles of the Bylaw that cover consideration 

of safety and protecting the environment. The Transport Agency supports the Council 

encouraging responsible camping practices through its management of regulations and 

provision of facilities. 

 

The Transport Agency suggests that safe access to sites and facilities should be included 

in the Bylaw Principles. Although it is acknowledged that the Bylaw is in ‘draft’ form, it 

currently does not fully address safety for all road users as a principle at the Sanson 

Domain. Consideration needs to be given to the safety of the access to the Sanson Domain 

including (but not limited to) the posted speed environment, visibility from the access, 

crash history, vehicle movements, vehicle types and pedestrian facilities from the site to 

other facilities nearby (Sanson township).   

 

The Transport Agency recommends that the Manawatu District Council should upgrade 

and permanently maintain the entrance to the Sanson Domain in accordance with the NZ 

Transport Agency’s Planning Policy Manual Diagram D standard. Detailed design must be 

submitted to the NZ Transport Agency for approval. Please note that a corridor access 

request would need to be applied for if the crossing was upgraded. Safe vehicle access to 

the site is critical, however road user safety considerations should be extended to all road 

users, including pedestrians and cyclists. In addition, assessment should consider all 

traffic effects and should extend to the surrounding environment. The Transport Agency 

acknowledge the dedicated walking and cycling footpath adjacent to the State Highway 

and consider it necessary that the Council erect a sign within the Sanson Domain that 

encourages people to utilise this walkway to gain access to Sanson Township. We consider 

that this would deter pedestrians and cycles from using the State Highway shoulder and 

creating a safety concern.   

 

The Transport Agency support the specific restrictions at the Sanson Domain: The number 

of Self-Contained Vehicles that may stay overnight at the Sanson Domain is limited to 3 

at any one time. However, we request that there be some form of restriction for the 

number of campers using the site. We consider that three dedicated carparks, with line 

marking would be appropriate. Additionally, to ensure that area users are aware of this 

restriction, we request that the Council erect signage stating, ‘The number of Self-

Contained Vehicles that may stay overnight at the Sanson Domain is limited to 3 at any 

one time.’ 
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The Transport Agency does have concerns about the activity developing over time and 

adversely affecting the State Highway network. We consider the Council undertake an 

annual and/or peak season monitoring, and review of the site’s operation. The Council 

should consider traffic effects when monitoring the site, including where overcapacity 

issues may lead to effects on the wider environment, outside the identified camping area.  

 

The Transport Agency has concerns regarding camper waste being disposed of in the 

State Highway road reserve. The Transport Agency is exploring the option of erecting 

signage on the State Highway stating that it is illegal to dump effluent in the road reserve. 

 

 The Transport Agency considers the above changes are necessary to ensure the safety 

and efficiency of the state highway network is not compromised. The Bylaw has the 

potential to cause safety and efficiency effects on the State Highway network due to the 

slow vehicle types that will be using the area, the high-speed environment and number 

of vehicles per day on the State Highway.  

 

The Transport Agency has a statutory role under section 3 of the Land Transport 

Management Act 2003 to “contribute to an effective, efficient, and safe land transport 

system in the public interest”. It is considered the above changes are necessary in order 

to ensure this role is not jeopardised.  

 

5.  In particular, the Transport Agency notes the following: 

The Transport Agency acknowledges that under the Freedom Camping Act 2011, 

‘freedom camping’ does not include short-term parking of a motor vehicle, or rest or 

sleeping on the roadside in a caravan or motor vehicle to avoid driver fatigue. In terms 

of road user safety, it is very important to allow for areas for drivers to safely stop and 

rest or sleep at regular intervals. Accordingly, the Transport Agency recommends that 

the Council should also consider the need to provide clear information about sites where 

it is/is not permissible to stop to avoid driver fatigue. 

 

The Transport Agency appreciate that we were invited to comment on the Bylaw prior 

to public notification.  This submission is to record the Transport Agency’s views and 

advise Manawatu District Council that we wish to continue to be involved in finalising 

the bylaw. Specifically, the potential effects on State Highway 1 network at the Sanson 

Domain.  

 

6. Outcome sought: 

The Transport Agency seeks for the Council to include consideration of road user safety 

and traffic effects and monitoring and review principles.  

 

The Transport Agency seeks for the Council to erect the informational signage as describe 

in section 4.2 above. 

62



 

Any alternative relief that would address the adverse safety effects on the state highway 

environment.  

 

 
     

 

Letitcia Jarrett 

Principal Planner, Consents and Approvals 

Pursuant to a delegation from the Chief Executive of the NZ Transport Agency. 

 

63



1

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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Steph Skinner

Route54 ManawatuNZ <fun@route54.org> 
Wednesday, 22 April 2020 4:14 PM 
MDC Submissions
Submission: Public Places Bylaw 2020 
submission mdc public places .pdf

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Please find attached my submission to the Public Places Bylaw 2020 review.

I do not wish to speak to this submission.

From Route 54 we wish you a fantastic day and a wonderful summer. We invite you to join us in 2020 as we work to 
promote our region throughout NZ.

There are so many great opportunities that we can develop. Let's have fun doing it.

If you have an idea for a tourism promotion activity or package for the Manawatu you would like us to promote or 
develop please contact me.

Kind Regards, Gary Stoneley. (Ph 027 2469778) 
www.route54.ora google route54nz

i
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Route 54 Ltd 
32 Kennedy Avenue 
Feilding, 4702 
Ph 027 246 9778 
E: fun@route54.org 
www.route54.org  

Date: 22 April, 2020  
To: Manawatu District Council 

Subject:  Public submission - Public Places Bylaw  2020 Review 

This submission is in regard to the conflicts / inconsistency in relation to Sections 4, 8 and 10 of the proposed bylaw 
and the subjectiveness and timeliness of applications for use. 

Under Section 4, Clause 4.2 The definition of Reserve states “Reserve includes any open space, plantation, park, 
garden or ground set apart for public recreation or enjoyment that is under Council control.” Road or Roadway means 
“every Road, street or public highway under Council’s control, including the road reserve from property boundary to 
property boundary.”  

While these definitions are distinct an ambiguity exists between sections 8 and sections 10 in the process for 
application, booking and use of these areas.  

Under Section 8 clause 8.1 the organiser of the event  or activity must apply at least one calendar month in advance 
but the council has 20 days to respond. There does not appear to be any provision to waive this, e.g. in the case of a 
short notice promotional or community event. While in a perfect world an organiser this may work we do not live in a 
perfect world and there should be provision for late application.  

Does the one month advance booking provision apply to all organisations, event organisers for sole use of land 
including council run activities, e.g one rule for all? 

I submit that the Public Places Bylaw 2020 should include provision for an organisation to make late 
application e.g. to operate a community event and that the council response time should be a 
maximum of 14 days. 

In contrast under section 10 clause 10.2, Street Users must make application 14 days prior to the date of activity and 
under clause 10.4 there is no stated time limit for the council to permit or refuse the application. 

Under Street User activities the proposed bylaw reads as excluding community groups, sporting and not for profit 
organisations from operating a street stall, selling raffles or collecting for charity unless they have made formal 
application 14 days prior to the event. Is this in the intention of the Bylaw.  

I submit that clause 10.4 Public Places Bylaw 2020 be amended to state a time limit for council 
response to an application and that a clause be inserted allowing short notice use by not for profit 
organisations after the stated 14 day deadline for applications.  

Thank for considering my submission. I do not wish to speak to this. 

Gary Stoneley 
Managing Director, Route 54 Ltd. 
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SUBMISSION BY POWERCO LIMITED ON MANAWATŪ DISTRICT COUNCIL 

PUBLIC PLACES BYLAW 2020 

To: Manawatū District Council 
Private Bag 10-001 
Feilding 4743 

Via email: submissions@mdc.govt.nz 

Submitter: Powerco Limited  
Private Bag 2061 
New Plymouth 4342 
(note - this is not the address for service) 

1. This is a submission by Powerco Limited on the Manawatū District Council Draft Public
Places Bylaw 2020.

2. The reasons for Powerco’s submission are set out in attached Schedule 1.  In summary,
Powerco is opposed to the prohibited Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) Flying Zones and
seeks modifications to the Bylaw to ensure it can operate UAVs in association with
inspections of its network.

3. Powerco wishes to be heard in support of this submission.  Given the current lock-down
conditions, Powerco is happy to present via video or audio link.

Signature of person authorised to sign on behalf of Powerco Limited 

Gary Scholfield 

Environmental Planner 

Dated this 23rd day of April 2020 
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Address for Service:  Powerco Limited 

PO Box 13 075 

Tauranga 3141 

 

Attention: Gary Scholfield 

Phone: (07) 928 5659 

Email: gary.scholfield@powerco.co.nz 
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Schedule 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Powerco Limited (Powerco) is New Zealand’s second largest gas and electricity distribution company 

and has experience with energy distribution in New Zealand spanning more than a century.  The 

Powerco network spreads across the upper and lower central North Island servicing over 400,000 

consumers. This represents 46% of the gas connections and 16% of the electricity connections in New 

Zealand. These consumers are served through Powerco assets including over 30,000 kilometres of 

electricity lines and over 6,200 kilometres of gas pipelines. 

The Manawatū rural sub-transmission network (ex-Manawatū Oroua EPB) consists of open 33kV rings 

feeding four substations around the periphery of Palmerston North, and 33kV radial feeders to Sanson 

and Kimbolton via Feilding. The Feilding substation supplies Feilding’s entire load. The 33kV circuits 

are predominantly overhead construction.  Distribution feeders emanating from substations generally 

consist of 11kV High Voltage overhead lines and some undergrounded lines. 

A good majority of the overhead lines that Powerco owns and operates within the Manawatū district 

are located within the road corridor.  There are also examples where these assets cross Council owned 

properties and parks. 

POWERCO’S SUBMISSION 

Powerco has been investigating the use of new technology such as Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) 

to assist with asset condition monitoring, fault identification, and to improve the health and safety of 

Powerco’s staff, contractors, and the public. 

Within the electricity distribution industry, UAVs have been successfully utilised to pinpoint faults in 

overhead assets; undertake inspections over large distances; and decrease the amount of time 

required to undertake routine tasks.  Ultimately, UAVs can help improve efficiency and reduce the 

duration of outages which has clear benefits to individuals, communities and businesses. 

As noted above, a good majority of the overhead lines that Powerco owns and operates within the 

Manawatū district are located within the road corridor.  Some examples (not exhaustive) of the 

location of overhead assets owned by Powerco within Manawatū district are included in Attachment 

A.  These include legal road, Council owned property (presumably leased to third parties), the Waste 

Water Treatment Plant and parks (also presumably leased to third parties).  All of these assets could 

potentially be inspected by a Powerco operated UAV at some stage in the future. 

As currently drafted the Bylaw would prohibit Powerco from operating a UAV within the road corridor, 

over Council’s Wastewater Treatment Plant, and over Council properties leased to third parties.  It is 

considered unreasonable to include such a provision within the Bylaw and Powerco accordingly seeks 

an exemption from the Prohibited UAV Flying Zones in Schedule 1 of the Draft Bylaw. 

RELIEF SOUGHT 

Amend Schedule 1 – Prohibited UAV Flying Zones as follows (additions are shown in underline, 

deletions in strikethrough): 
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Schedule 1 – Prohibited UAV Flying Zones  

 

Council approval will not be given to operate a UAV in the following Prohibited UAV Flying 

Zones: 

− Council Offices, Libraries and Swimming Pools  

− Council’s Water Treatment Plants  

− Council’s Wastewater Treatment Plants  

− Council’s Resource Recovery Centre 

− Council’s Dog Pound 

− Council Cemeteries 

− Within the Road corridor 

− Any Council land or property that is leased to another party  

This Schedule does not apply to any UAV being operated on behalf of the Manawatū District 

Council, or emergency services, or Network Utility Operators.   

 

Or other such relief that would achieve an outcome of Powerco being able to operate UAV without 

undue restriction within the Manawatū district. 

CONCLUDING COMMENT 

Powerco appreciates the opportunity to provide input to the draft Bylaw.  If you have any queries or 

require additional information please contact Gary Scholfield on (07) 928 5659 or via email 

gary.scholfield@powerco.co.nz. 
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All Points Camping NZ 
32 Kennedy Avenue Feilding  
E: info@allpointscampingnz.org 

www.allpointscampingnz.org 
Ph  027 246 9778 

23 April 2020 

To: Manawatu District Council 
Subject:          Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020 

References: Freedom Camping Act 2011 
New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990 

Introduction 

This submission is presented by Gary Stoneley, current president of the All Points Camping club of NZ,  Managing 
Director of NZ Lifestyle Camping Ltd and Route 54 Ltd. Gary has more than 25 years active experience in the NZ 
camping caravan leisure industry throughout NZ and for the past 4 years has been working with industry groups, local 
authorities and government agencies in relation to responsible camping. The All Points Camping Club is a NZ wide 
inclusive camping organisation founded and based in Feilding, Manawatu NZ promoting inclusive camping 
opportunities throughout NZ. The organisation encourages and provides support to all NZ campers irrespective of their 
mode of camping. NZ Lifestyle Camping Ltd., based in Feilding is NZ’s 2nd largest self containment issuing authority 
in NZ and oversees more than 100 commercial and private self containment testing officers. NZ Lifestyle Camping Ltd 
is a member of the Tourism Industry Association’s Responsible Camping Forum.  

This submission is filed under the All Points Camping Club of NZ (Inc.) 

I would like to commend the Council Staff for the amount of work that has been put into this bylaw. It has to be one of 
the most extensive and all encompassing freedom camping bylaws in NZ in comparison to other local authority 
bylaws. However, considering the extremely low incidence of Freedom Camping  problems in the Manawatu District 
over the past 4 and a half years (since October 2015 bylaw) I have to question whether the level of control exercised 
in this bylaw is the most  proportionate way of addressing the ‘perceived problem’ in particular in some areas.  

I question if any data has been recorded, collected or presented in the drafting of the bylaw identifying the number and 
types of incidences that indicate there is a perceived problem and the number and type of infringement notices 
issued?  

I question if the Manawatu District Council historically has a problem with Freedom camping and if in fact this the 
Bylaw or parts of it  is even necessary?  

The Manawatu District Council has never had the issues with Freedom Camping such as the major tourist areas of NZ 
have had. Many local authorities do not have a freedom camping bylaw, and do not have significant issues with 
campers.  Is this a bylaw merely for the sake of having a bylaw and an opportunity for the council to have greater 
control over residents and visitors to the region and restrict their movement? Where a perceived problem in an area is 
the result of the general publics’ activities,  this does not provide a reason to have a restrictive and disproportionate 
freedom camping bylaw.  

Up until February 2020 NZ has been operating a very very strong and diverse tourism industry with an estimated 60 
percent of tourism revenue coming from domestic tourism. Very little of this revenue came into the Manawatu district. 
Statistical data on this can be obtained via MBIE, Tourism NZ and CEDA.  
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The effects of Covid-19 on the NZ tourism industry and the wider NZ economy are devastating. While the Manawatu 
District with its rural base will not suffer as badly as major tourism and retail regions the flow on effect of economic 
recession will seriously impact many of our residents and businesses. As the NZ domestic tourism industry begins to 
rebuild It is essential that the Manawatu District Council encourages domestic tourists to the district rather than putting 
hurdles in place to discourage them.  

Submission Points 

Part 2 of the Freedom Camping Act covers where freedom camping is permitted. The following text refers with 
highlighted text indicating areas the should be addressed in the Manawatu District Council’s  Draft Freedom Camping 
Bylaw 2020 

“Subpart 1—Freedom camping in local authority areas 

10 Where freedom camping permitted Freedom camping is permitted in any local authority area unless it is restricted 
or prohibited in an area— (a) in accordance with a bylaw made under section 11; or (b) under any other enactment. 11 
Freedom camping bylaws  

(1) A local authority may make bylaws— (a) defining the local authority areas in its district or region where freedom
camping is restricted and the restrictions that apply to freedom camping in those areas: (b) defining the local authority
areas in its district or region where freedom camping is prohibited.

(2) A local authority may make a bylaw under subsection (1) only if it is satisfied that—

(a) the bylaw is necessary for 1 or more of the following purposes:
(i) to protect the area:
(ii) to protect the health and safety of people who may visit the area:
(iii) to protect access to the area; and
(b) the bylaw is the most appropriate and proportionate way of addressing the perceived problem in relation to that
area; and

(c) the bylaw is not inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990.”

Under the NZ Bill of Rights, Section 18 - Freedom of movement 

“(1)Everyone lawfully in New Zealand has the right to freedom of movement and residence in New Zealand
(2)Every New Zealand citizen has the right to enter New Zealand.
(3)Everyone has the right to leave New Zealand.
(4)No one who is not a New Zealand citizen and who is lawfully in New Zealand shall be required to leave New

Zealand except under a decision taken on grounds prescribed by law.  “ 

I submit  (in brief) that the Manawatu District Council Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020 in its current form: 

1) Unnecessarily restricts and deters domestic tourism in the Manawatu District, in particular individuals and
families who do not own or unable to operate a certified self contained vehicle.

2) Is in breach of Section 18(1) the NZ Bill of Rights in that under clause 7.1 of the bylaw it states ‘(c) A person
must not Freedom Camp for more than five nights in any 30 day period at any one Local Authority Area,
except with the Written Approval of an Enforcement Officer’
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3) Disproportionately restricts freedom camping in several Local Authority Areas where a nominal perceived
problem exists.

4) Fails to address issues with Mt Lees reserve which has (as precedent) been used for freedom camping by
tenters (including cyclists and walkers) and self contained campers for more than 5 years at odds to the
councils reserve management plan.

The submitter commends the Manawatu District Council on the improvements made in the draft bylaw which allow for 
use of Local Authority Areas for events and request that reference in the bylaw is accordingly made to the Public 
Places Bylaw 2020. 

The submitter also commends the Manawatu District Council on the rewording of the definition for self contained 
vehicle to include ‘or’ as this allows the inclusion of camping vehicles that are self contained but unable to meet the 
technical requirements of certified self containment such as Teardrop Campers and Offroad Trailer campers which are 
becoming increasingly popular.  

Submission detail. 

1) The submitter recommends:

Manawatu District Council considers the economic impact / benefits of this freedom camping bylaw. Is the bylaw 
and restrictions proportionate to the ‘perceived problem, if any? Does it recognise the rights of all Manawatu 
residents, domestic and international tourists to live in, enjoy and experience the Manawatu District according to their 
lifestyle and means? Does the bylaw unnecessarily restrict classes of campers even when facilities are provided.  

2) The submitter objects to clause 7.1 (c)

‘(c) A person must not Freedom Camp for more than five nights in any 30 day period at any one Local Authority Area, 
except with the Written Approval of an Enforcement Officer’ 

1) There is no detail provided on the guidelines for an Enforcement Officer to provide an exemption or for
persons to apply for an exemption.

2) In accordance with the Local Government and Freedom Camping Acts the detail of the authority given must
be stated on the Enforcement officers warrant and displayed on request.

3) This clause is open to the ‘warranted’ enforcement officers personal bias and preference and allows for
discriminating against persons who live and travel in mobile accomodation, e.g because of appearance, class,
culture or misfortune.

4) This clause is in breach of Section 18(1) the NZ Bill of Rights.

The submitter requests that Clause 7.1 of the draft bylaw be removed or rewritten to address the above 
issues.  

3) The submitter requests that the restrictions as proposed in the following identified areas be reviewed and
amended as the camping restriction is disproportionate to the perceived problem, if any or is contrary to the
intention of the Freedom Camping Act 2011

Sanson Domain. Sanson on the junction of SH1 and 3 is one of the gateways to the Manawatu. It is two hours from 
Wellington and the Cook Strait Ferry, just outside the town boundary. The parking area at the front of the Sanson 
Domain (adjacent to Blo Karts) is of considerable size and provides a safe parking spot and stop over for self 
contained travellers heading between the regions or islands.  
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Due to its location (with a dump station nearby) this is a perfect spot to promote the Manawatu District, activities and 
businesses with signage. Under the significance analysis it disproportionately states that ‘the number of vehicles 
should be restricted to 3 vehicles at any one time’. There is no evidence to substantiate a 3 vehicle overnight limit for 
access and safety when this facility entry is accessed by vehicles with trailers, and day visitors.  

This area is suitable to safely accommodate many self contained vehicles and with roadside tree planting and 
suitable signage could be an economic asset to the Manawatu district. This is a stop over area our organisation 
would consider promoting and provide assistance to develop. 

Herlihy Reserve. The restriction for this ‘existing’ Freedom Camping Area is grossly disproportionate to the perceived 
problem being a modelled 1 in 200 year flood and disproportionate to riverside freedom camping areas throughout NZ 
e.g Waikato, Waimakairi, Tasman. The significance analysis disproportionately rates this risk as a 3. There is no
greater risk than on the river bed under the Aorangi bridge, or the Bulls bridge or parking next to any coastline in NZ.

There is no justification to prohibit all freedom camping at this reserve and it should remain at restricted, 
available to self contained campers.  

Timona Park. Considerable work has been done on Timona Park and in partnership with Iwi and other groups the 
Riverside looks it’s best ever. At long last additional toilets have been put in by the children’s playground and 
dumpstation has been installed. Considerable expense has been put into developing hard standing but as anyone 
who has camped knows this is not always aesthetic, welcoming or necessary. It’s an easy fix for council maintenance. 

Feilding is on the Te Araroa Trail (Cape Reing to Bluff) and we often get tourist walkers and cyclists stopping in our 
town. These people actively promote the regions they visit/ stopover and usually have small tents. It is not uncommon 
for these travellers to stopover at Timona Park. The current and proposed bylaw does not allow for these people to 
stop over and perhaps should. With toilets and running water available there is no reason why in accordance with the 
Freedom Camping Act tenters should not be able to stay at Timona Park.  

I question if the clearly disproportionate and unjustifiable restriction on tenters in the councils bylaw is merely a 
baseless assumption that tenters or other campers in non certified, self contained vehicles are not responsible or 
image related. International research on the benefits of camping has shown that persons who camp are more resilient 
and better able to cope in an emergency than those who do not camp. Should this not be something we encourage 
rather than try to restrict? 

Post Covid-19  there is a likelihood of increased homelessness in the Manawatu District. It is likely that there will be 
individuals sleeping in tents or cars as with most areas in NZ.  Timona Park provides some basic facilities. 

The submitter suggests  that the Manawatu Draft Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020 in respect of Timona Park should be 
amended to allow camping in non self contained vehicles. The restrictions are disproportionate to the problem, if any.  

Kowhai Park  The 2015 (expired) Freedom Camping Bylaw in respect of Kowhai Park is grossly disproportionate to 
the problem, if any. There have been considerable inconsistencies with how Kowhai Park has been used for events 
and overnight camping use by Manfeild park while excluding other organisations. It is good to see the removal of the 
pre-existing wording in the new(2020)  bylaw draft and the consideration of a camping area at the southern end  of the 
park. It is also good to see the opportunities available under the draft Public Places Bylaw 2020.  

For localised / central events Kowhai Park provides a great opportunity for supported camping, providing opportunities 
for persons to stay over. It is the closest location to the town centre, and businesses. Where toilets are available this 
could be a fantastic accommodation venue with significant and ongoing economic benefits. It is my understanding that 
the area earmarked as a possible site (with some existing power points) is wet and boggy much of the year. A better 
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location would be North of the Rata Street entrance. Or at the Northern end of the old racecourse land (close to South 
Street) subject to property changing to council ownership / co-ownership. 
 
As much of the southern Kowhai Park is taken over by Manfeild park for activities procedures must be put in place 
through the councilsFreedom Camping Bylaw,  Reserve Management Plan and Public Places Bylaw to manage this.  
 
This submission supports the investigation of additional camping areas at or near Kowhai Park. 
  
Himatangi Beach - The Significance Assessment for this Local Authority Area appears to have been heavily loaded 
to being a prohibited area despite information to the contrary. The All Points Camping Club, as submitter, fully 
supports and actively promotes Himatangi Beach Holiday Park. However, the proposed bylaw appears to be focused 
on the commercial interest of the park, overriding the intention of the Freedom Camping Act 2011. The Significance 
assessment for this Local Authority Area should not include commercial factors (e.g. leased / owned campground). 
Whether a person chooses to stay at a Holiday Park or Motel or chooses to freedom camp is a matter of personal 
choice and should not be dictated by a local authority.  
 
The restriction / prohibition of camping at the Himatangi Beach Local Authority area is grossly disproportionate to the 
problem, if any and in breach of the Freedom Camping Act. As Toilets and potable water is available and there is no 
significant problem, Freedom camping for self contained vehicles should be allowed.  
 
Mt Lees Reserve - The councils Reserve Management Plan in relation to Mt Lees Reserve appears to be at odds with 
what has been practiced for many years. Mount Lees Reserve has been a well used and practical freedom camping 
location, if unofficial, for many years. With basic toilets on site the Reserve has been the stop of choice for Caravan 
clubs, Motorhomers and tourists with both campervans, bicycle riders or walkers. When CD Fielddays, motor racing 
events and the Steam weekend are operating this is a premier location that travellers gravitate to. It is one of the few 
locations close to Feilding with sufficient space for a small group of travellers / club to meet for a weekend excursion. 
 
The All Points Camping Club of NZ as Submitter recommends a review of the Manawatu District Council’s Reserve 
Management Plan in respect of the existing (utilised) Mt Lees Reserve camping area to allow it to officially be used as 
a Freedom Camping Area.  
 
The Submitter objects to Mt Lees Reserve being a restricted area in view of the above points.  
 
Summary: 
The NZ tourism industry, including camping, is currently undergoing significant change. Where significant issues arose 
with Freedom Camping in tourist hotspot areas pre the Covid-19 pandemic these issues did not affect Manawatu 
District. As the NZ tourism and camping industry slowly rebuilds, the community and industry must work together to 
make this sustainable and profitable.  
 
In considering the draft Manawatu District Council Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020, the council should consider if such 
a detailed bylaw is justified, either in full or in part and if it is the most appropriate and proportionate way of addressing 
the perceived problem in relation to each area. Are the regulations fair and will add benefit to the economy? 
 
As Submitter I thank the council for considering the points raised in this submission and acknowledge the work that 
has been done to get the bylaw to this stage.  
 

Gary Stoneley,  
President, All Points Camping Club of NZ.  
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