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24 May 2022 

Robert Marshall 
Horizons Regional Council 
Private Bag 11025, Manawatū Mail Centre 
PALMERSTON NORTH 4442 
 

Dear Robert 

HORIZONS REGIONAL COUNCIL ONE PLAN  – PREPARATION OF PLAN CHANGE 3 (URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT) 

 

Thank you for providing a copy of draft Plan Change 3 (PC3) and seeking feedback on the 
Regional Council response to the National Policy Statement – Urban Development (NPS-UD) 
directions.   Manawatū District Council (Council) welcomes the opportunity for a regional 
conversation around urban development outcomes. 

Following the meeting on the 18 May 2022 we understand that Horizons is taking a neutral 
policy approach in PC3, i.e. there is no interest in setting directive or prescriptive regional 
policy for urban development at this time.   

From a Council perspective we agree that setting prescriptive urban outcomes at this time is 
not supported.  Such an approach requires appropriate evidentiary threshold and a thorough 
understanding of urban development across the region.  Nevertheless, Council considers that 
PC3 provides an opportunity to fill a gap in the regional policy statement relating to urban 
development and provide a regional context.  This could include 

• identifying key regional issues associated with urban development  

• weighing of competing issues – for example greenfield development vs protection of 
versatile soils 

• linking of issues such as stormwater or flood hazard planning 

Responding to these issues is important both in the current context and as we shift to regional 
spatial planning and plans prepared under the future Strategic Planning Act and Natural & 
Built Environment Act. 

In terms of specific feedback on draft PC3: 

1. Council does not consider it necessary for PC3 to duplicate NPS-UD provisions as currently 
included.  In addition, care should be taken when modifying NPS-UD provisions and 
Council suggests this should only occur where a specific regional outcome is sought.  The 
concern here is the potential for creating inconsistency in higher-order documents & the 
impact of this at the Council plan change stage. 

2. Council submits that draft PC3 does not adequately recognise the different facets of  
infrastructure provision that apply to urban development decisions.  For example 
infrastructure planning, funding, delivery and lifecycle costs are all relevant matters for 
consideration. 
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3. Council is aware that both stormwater and flood hazard planning are core components of 
current urban development projects across the region.  Council suggests that Horizons re-
visit draft PC3 with this lens & review whether sufficient direction is included on this topic. 

4. A final observation is that the draft PC3 edits change the balance of the RPS & that the 
topic of urban growth and rural residential subdivision on versatile soils is not as 
prominent.  Council submits that care should be taken around how these two important 
issues are communicated in the RPS structure.   

This letter provides technical staff feedback from the Manawatū District Council as opposed 
to an official position of the elected Council.   Council is happy to provide further input, or to 
discuss further if you have any questions or wish to clarify this feedback 

At the meeting on the 18 May 2022 there was discussion about the potential for a follow-up 
workshop with the TA’s on this project.  As previously indicated Council  is happy to participate 
in any such workshop. 

Ngā mihi nui 

 

 

Matthew Mackay 
Principal Policy Planner 

 

 











 

Manawatu District Council   |   135 Manchester Street   |   Private Bag 10 001   |   Feilding 4743 
T (06) 323 0000   |   E public@mdc.govt.nz   |   www.mdc.govt.nz 

 

1 November 2022 

 

Committee Secretariat 
Social Services and Community Committee 
Parliament Buildings 
Wellington 
 
Submitted via: Charities Amendment Bill - New Zealand Parliament (www.parliament.nz) 
 

Dear Committee Members 

Submission from the Manawatū District Council to the Charities Amendment Bill 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit on the draft Charities Amendment Bill. 

The Manawatū District Council (MDC) generally supports the proposed amendments, and in 
particular the following: 

1. Financial reporting requirements for very small charities. 

2. Clarifying the role of officers and supporting the governance of charities, subject to an 
amendment to section 42G, as outlined below. 

3. Making explicit the currently implicit obligation for charities to remain qualified for 
registration. 

The following paragraphs give reasons for MDC’s support.   

Financial reporting requirements for very small charities 

MDC supports the proposal that the Bill empower the chief executive of the Department to 
exempt very small charities from the External Reporting Board’s reporting standards. These 
proposed amendments will benefit several smaller charitable organisations that are 
registered within the Manawatū District. Often these organisations are reliant on volunteers 
to administer and to file the annual returns which can sometimes be a barrier for volunteers 
wanting to take this role on.  By making this reporting simpler may remove those barriers and 
encourage more volunteering.  

There are a number of Charitable Trusts that are established in the smaller villages of the 
Manawatū District that support the mahi of Council’s Community Committees. There are a 
number of volunteers who are both members of a Charitable Trust and the Community 
Committee. Simplifying the reporting requirements will reduce the compliance burden on 
these volunteers. 

Requirements for officers and governance of charities 

The changes to the Charities Act give greater recognition to the role of officers, including 
volunteers, in charities. MDC supports the proposed amendments to the definition of “officer” 
and generally supports the requirement that charities review their rules document or 
governance procedures annually. MDC considers that these changes will support the 

https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/make-a-submission/document/53SCSS_SCF_BILL_127163/charities-amendment-bill
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governance of charities that operate with volunteers, removing potential barriers to serving 
in specified roles. MDC agrees that the proposed changes will help to ensure that charities are 
meeting their charitable purpose and are complying with obligations under the Charities Act. 

However, MDC requests that Section 42G of the draft Bill be amended so that those “very 
small charities” that the Chief Executive exempts from complying with section 41(2)(b) be 
required to review their governance procedures (whether set out in its rules or elsewhere) 
biennially. MDC considers that an annual review of governance procedures for these very 
small charities would be unnecessarily burdensome. 

Regulatory compliance and enforcement tools 

MDC’s Community Development Policy requires that to be eligible for Community 
Development Funding, as well as a Rates Remission for Charitable Organisations, you must be 
registered as a charitable organisation in accordance with the requirements of the Charities 
Act. The proposal to make the requirement that charities remain qualified for registration 
explicit in the Bill is consistent with the eligibility criteria in MDC’s policy, and is therefore 
supported.  

 

Please feel free to contact Council’s Senior Policy Advisor, Lisa Thomas (email: 
Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz) if you have any questions regarding this submission. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
 

Helen Worboys 
Mayor, JP 

 

mailto:Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz
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Lisa Thomas

From: Lisa Thomas
Sent: Friday, 21 October 2022 1:31 pm
To: Helen Worboys; Grant Hadfield; Alison Short; Lyn Daly; Cathy Robinson; Hamish 

Waugh
Cc: Ros Johnstone; Kemi Hughes; Stacey Eagle
Subject: Fire and Emergency's Firebreaks Policy Development - Wider Stakeholder 

Engagement to Land Management Forum members 

Good afternoon 
 
Please find below an email that was sent to Fire and Emergency New Zealand in response to key stakeholder 
engagement on a draft firebreak discussion paper and framework.  
This has been sent to you for your information as it relates to an engagement that Council has responded to. As this 
is technical in nature and relates to Council’s Emergency Management functions, Hamish Waugh gave approval for 
the feedback to be sent by Jeff Graham, Council’s Senior Emergency Management Advisor.  
 
Happy to answer any questions. 
 
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."  
 
   
 

From: Jeff Graham <Jeff.Graham@mdc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Friday, 21 October 2022 1:20 pm 
To: tepaetata@fireandemergency.nz 
Cc: Hamish Waugh <Hamish.Waugh@mdc.govt.nz>; Lisa Thomas <Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: Fire and Emergency's Firebreaks Policy Development - Wider Stakeholder Engagement to Land 
Management Forum members  
 
Tēnā koe, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide key stakeholder feedback on the firebreak discussion paper and the 
firebreak guide framework. We understand that preference is that our submission is made using the Firebreak Guide 
Questionnaire. However, the questions in this questionnaire are technical in nature and do not relate to those 
matters of concern to a local authority. Therefore, rather than responding to the questionnaire, the Manawatū 
District Council (MDC) wishes to provide feedback on the draft documents and to raise some general concerns that 
we hope will be useful. 
 
Firstly, we understand that FENZ are authorised under section 62 of the FENZ Act to issue a notice to a landowner, 
requiring them to make and clear any firebreak on their land or to remove vegetation or any other thing from any 
firebreak on their land.  
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The Manawatū District Council commends FENZ in developing a policy and guidance to assist Risk Advisors in 
determining when it is necessary to create a firebreak. MDC considers that this policy will help to ensure consistent 
and transparent decision-making with respect to notices issued under s62 of the FENZ Act. We also believe that this 
policy will assist landowners in understanding their responsibilities under the Act. The steps set out in the guide 
appear valid and reasonable and are therefore supported by MDC. We do not wish to suggest any amendments to 
the guide or the framework. 
 
MDC’s only concern relates to potential liability on territorial authorities in relation to firebreaks. As a territorial 
authority, MDC has responsibilities to make land use decisions, including assessing applications for new plantation 
forestry. MDC seeks clarification as to whether there would be any liability on Council should it consent to 
afforestation of an area that a FENZ Risk Advisor later determines to pose a fire risk and requires firebreaks to be 
constructed. Similarly, would there be any liability on Council following a wildfire event if an investigation 
determined that the forestry did not have sufficient firebreaks? 
 
MDC also owns and manages a number of reserves. How do we go about determining whether existing firebreaks 
provide the appropriate level of risk assurance? That is, how are responsibilities shared between territorial 
authorities and FENZ in relation to Council-owned bush reserves? 
 
We welcome further discussion with Fire and Emergency New Zealand regarding this discussion document and 
guide. 
 
Ngā mihi, 
Jeff 
 
l JEFF GRAHAM l Senior Emergency Management Adviser l 
l Manawatū District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l 
l P: (06) 323 0000 l M: (027) 228 0384 l  www.mdc.govt.nz l 
 



 

Manawatu District Council   |   135 Manchester Street   |   Private Bag 10 001   |   Feilding 4743 
T (06) 323 0000   |   E public@mdc.govt.nz   |   www.mdc.govt.nz 

 

 

13 October 2022 

 

Committee Secretariat 
Economic Development, Science and Innovation Committee 
Parliament Buildings 
Wellington 
 
 
Submitted via: Self-contained Motor Vehicles Legislation Bill Submission - New Zealand 
Parliament (www.parliament.nz) 
 

Dear Members of the Economic Development, Science and Innovation Committee 

Submission from the Manawatū District Council on the Self-contained Motor Vehicles 
Legislation Bill 

The Manawatū District Council (MDC) thanks the Committee for the opportunity to make a 
submission on the Self-contained Motor Vehicles Legislation Bill. 

MDC agrees that the draft Bill will enable better management of vehicle-based freedom 
camping in New Zealand. In particular, the establishment of a regulatory system for the 
certification of self-contained vehicles will enable MDC to better enforce its Freedom Camping 
Bylaw 2020 with respect to Local Authority Areas where only freedom camping in a self-
contained vehicle is provided for. 

Simplifying the meaning of a “self-contained vehicle” 

MDC undertook a review of its 2014 Freedom Camping Bylaw in 2020. The  definition of “self-
contained vehicle” in the 2020 Bylaw is as follows: 

Self-Contained Vehicle means a Vehicle designed and built for the purposes of 
camping which has the 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 or which complies with the New Zealand 
Standard 5465:2001 (NZS 5465) and any subsequent amendments. 

The use of “or” within this definition is to recognise that currently, in the absence of a 
regulatory system, “self-contained” vehicles may have on-board ablutionary or sanitary 
fixtures that do not comply with NZS 5465. The existing flexibility in the bylaw around what 
constitutes a “self-contained vehicle” is primarily in recognition of the voluntary nature of the 
standard. 

Once the new Bill is enacted, this will enable Council to simplify the bylaw with respect to self-
contained vehicles by referring to a vehicle that has a valid certificate of self-containment 
issued in accordance with applicable section of the Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers Act 
2006.   

https://www.parliament.nz/en/ECommitteeSubmission/53SCED_SCF_BILL_125905/CreateSubmission
https://www.parliament.nz/en/ECommitteeSubmission/53SCED_SCF_BILL_125905/CreateSubmission
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MDC supports the proposed requirement for self-contained vehicles to have a fixed toilet. 

The enactment of the Bill will mean that Council has to amend its Freedom Camping Bylaw 
2020 ahead of its scheduled statutory review. MDC supports the recommendation in the 
submission by Taituarā that the legislation should provide adequate tools for local authorities 
to amend their bylaws to reflect the new provisions as they come into force without the 
requirement to make a new bylaw and re-consult with their communities. This would enable 
MDC to amend the definition of self-contained vehicle to replace reference to “self-
containment warrants issued under NZS 5465:2001” with “warrants issued by a certification 
authority.” 

Preparing to freedom camp 

MDC supports the recommendation in the Taituarā submission that there be a definition of 
“preparing to freedom camp” in the interpretation section of the Act. In the absence of a 
definition, it is difficult for local authorities to prove an offence under section 20(1)(c) of the 
Freedom Camping Act 2011. 

Certification of self-contained vehicles 

Enforcement Officers are only authorised by section 172 of the Local Government Act 2002 to 
enter private property when they have reasonable grounds to suspect that a breach of a bylaw 
or the commission of an offence has occurred or is occurring on the land. Enforcement Officers 
are therefore forced to rely on external identifiers such as the current blue sticker to verify 
whether a vehicle is self-contained.  

MDC strongly supports the proposal for an online register that enforcement officers can 
access as a means of verifying whether a vehicle is certified as self-contained. MDC also 
supports the retention of self-containment warrants for display on certified self-contained 
vehicles. The new regulatory system provides a much higher level of certainty for 
enforcement. 

Changes to infringement offences 

MDC supports the proposal to strengthen the infringement regime. In particular, Council 
supports the proposal that enforcement authorities can email infringement notices to owners 
of vehicles involved in the commission of an infringement offence. As noted in the explanatory 
note, this will enable infringement notices to be received sooner and will assist rental 
companies in recovering infringement fees from rental vehicle hirers. 

MDC considers that the $1000 maximum fine for an infringement offence in section 20E(a) is 
too high. However, MDC supports the proposed tiered approach for infringement fees in the 
Freedom Camping Regulations being consulted on by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment. In particular, option 1 – with a maximum fine of $800. 

MDC supports clause 20G – offence to interfere with enforcement officer. 

Amendments to the Freedom Camping Act 2011 

Council notes that the draft Bill proposes to amend section 5 (meaning of freedom camp) and 
section 10 (Where freedom camping permitted) in the Freedom Camping Act 2011. The 
current default position in the Act to provide for freedom camping (in all its forms) unless 
otherwise restricted or prohibited by a bylaw made section 11, or any other enactment. The 
proposed amendments have the effect of narrowing the scope to only allow for freedom 
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camping in a non-self-contained motor vehicle where permitted in accordance with a bylaw, 
or other legislation.  

MDC is generally comfortable with the changes, however, we question the rationale behind 
restricting freedom camping in self-contained vehicles but not in tents or other temporary 
structures. In MDC’s view, in the absence of ablution facilities, the risk to the environment 
from freedom camping in a non-self-contained motor vehicle or in a tent or other temporary 
structure would be the same. 

MDC supports proposed clause 10(3) in the Freedom Camping Act 2011. This clause is 
necessary if Council is to enforce limits imposed on certified self-contained vehicles, in the 
absence of any other restrictions imposed by a bylaw or other enactment.  

Extending the scope to apply to Waka Kotahi and LINZ land  

Council supports in principal the proposal to extend the scope of the Act to apply to Waka 
Kotahi and LINZ land.  

We note that the Bill proposes to enable local authorities to undertake enforcement on  Waka 
Kotahi land that is included as local authority areas within a freedom camping bylaw. This 
change may potentially increase the workload of MDC’s enforcement officers. However, we 
do not anticipate that the increase in demand will be significant within the Manawatū District. 

MDC notes that LINZ will be responsible for both designating where freedom camping is 
permitted on LINZ-administered land and for enforcing the applicable freedom camping rules. 
MDC seeks clarification on how these responsibilities will be allocated for land that is owned 
by LINZ but leased by MDC.  

MDC supports the recommendation in the submission by Taituarā that clauses 27 to 32 of the 
Bill be amended to clarify who freedom camping fines collected in relation to NTZA-owned 
land are payable to. It is anticipated that they will be payable to local authorities, but this is 
not clear in the current wording. 

MDC also supports the recommendation in the submission by Taituarā that clause 12 be 
amended to make it clear that a local authority can make one bylaw under sections 10A to 
11A. 

Transitional arrangements 

MDC supports the proposed 2-year transition period in the draft Bill for the following reasons: 

1. It recognises that it will take time for new certification authorities to become certified 
and for the national register to be developed. 

2. The 2-year transition recognises that it will take time to certify all new and existing 
vehicles if this to be done within the current pool of people that are likely to have the 
necessary skills and experience to become certification authorities. 

3. The transition provisions prioritise the certification of rental vehicles before privately-
owned self-contained vehicles. 

4. The 2-year transition period gives the Board sufficient time to educate owners of self-
contained vehicles of the new requirements. 
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MDC agrees with the submission by Taituarā  that the transitional provisions in Schedule 1AA 
do not provide local authorities with certainty about whether current freedom camping 
bylaws cease after the two-year transition period. We request that this be clarified. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Helen Worboys 
Mayor, JP 
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What is Taituarā? 
 

 

Taituarā — Local Government Professionals Aotearoa thanks the Economic 

Development, Science and Innovation Committee for the opportunity to submit on 

Self-contained Motor Vehicles Legislation Bill (the Bill). 

  

Taituarā — Local Government Professionals Aotearoa is a professional society of 

approximately 950 members made up of local government chief executives, senior 

managers, and council staff.1 We are an apolitical organisation that can provide a 

wealth of knowledge about the local government sector, and in particular knowledge 

of the technical, practical, and managerial implications of legislation and policy.     

 

Our vision is: 

 

To enhance professional local government management, leading staff and 

enabling communities to shape their future. 

 

Our primary role is to help local authorities perform their roles and responsibilities as 

effectively and efficiently as possible. We have an interest in all aspects of the 

management of local authorities from the provision of advice to elected members, to 

the planning and delivery of services, and other important support activities such as 

election management and the collection of rates.  

 

Our Regulations and Bylaws Reference Group (RBRG) provides a practitioner’s view 

on freedom camping. We would like to thank the RBRG and members for their input 

into this submission and we stand ready and able to assist the Select Committee. 

  

 
1  As at September 2022.  
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Part One:  Specific Comments 
 

We welcome the Bill and support much of what is in it but we recommend some 

changes. The Bill has been much awaited by the local government sector and we 

welcome most of the reforms but not all of them. We support the move to having 

certified self-contained vehicles and a strengthened fines regime. However, we do 

not support freedom camping in tents, and some legislative clarifications are 

required to facilitate smooth transitions to the new system. 

 

 

We support local decision-making 
Some local authorities do not have freedom camping problems and others want 

more freedom campers. There are 68 territorial authorities in New Zealand. Each has 

a unique geography and differing numbers of tourists visiting their area. When 

overall tourist numbers increase there are flow on effects to all council areas. We 

support the local decision-making aspect of the Bill. Councils need flexibility to be 

able to make their own local decisions about the degree of freedom camping 

regulation required and where freedom camping is suitable. 

 

 

The Responsible Camping Fund 
Those who achieve a high rate of compliance also experience a large reduction in 

infringement fines which, in turn, affects the funding of programmes. Some local 

authorities have made regulatory innovations over recent years to achieve major 

freedom camping improvements, decrease complaints and achieve successful 

outcomes. Two councils have even won Excellence Awards2 for their programmes. 

The outcome of their success has resulted in a decrease of fines income, which 

perversely threatens the success of the programme. We recommend ongoing 

funding of the Responsible Camping Fund to ensure the sustainability of freedom 

camping. 

 

 

Homelessness 
When complaints about homelessness are received, local authorities work with social 

services to resolve the situation. Councils generally do not infringe in these 

circumstances but work to improve the situation according to their homelessness 

policies and liaison with other agencies. Enforcement officers must differentiate 

between those who are involuntarily homeless and those who make a lifestyle choice 

 
2 South Taranaki District Council. Taituarā’s Regulation and Policy Excellence Award 2019 
https://taituara.org.nz/Article?Action=View&Article_id=151  
Grey District Council. SOLGM Policy and Regulatory Development Excellence Award 2016 – Project Freedom 
Camping 

https://taituara.org.nz/Article?Action=View&Article_id=151
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to live in a vehicle, i.e., those who choose to live in converted buses and campervans 

but do not have private land on which to park their vehicle.  

 

When an enforcement officer assesses a freedom camper’s site, the characteristics of 

someone being homeless versus freedom camping can appear identical at the 

outset. Deciding whether the person is involuntarily homeless or a freedom camper 

is achieved by the enforcement officer establishing a relationship over time to 

determine the person’s circumstances. If the person is homeless, a council process to 

assist them is implemented, and infringements are either not issued or waived. 

 

 

Problems in areas with high numbers of tourists 
Freedom camping has increased substantially in some areas which has necessitated 

legislative reform. The growth has caused problems particularly in our high tourist 

areas which are Auckland, Queenstown, Christchurch and Rotorua. The most emotive 

issue is international tourists’ inappropriate waste disposal, however, there have been 

a range of issues, e.g. tourists camping in vehicles that do not have a toilet but claim 

to be self-contained, and we support the intention of the Bill to strengthen the 

legislation for high tourist areas.  

 

 

Problems with high numbers of freedom camping lifestylers 
There have been problems arising in some councils from domestic “voluntary lifestyle 

campers”, that are the cause of repeat complaints that are difficult to resolve. They 

require ongoing enforcement activities and resources. Voluntary lifestyle campers 

can often be “resident” within a district or city and aim to camp for prolonged 

periods near public toilets such as sports ground carparks. If moved on they will 

move from site to site within the district over time, often cycling back to previous 

sites. 

 

Some of these people are taking the approach that they, nor anyone else is subject 

to freedom camping bylaws because the bylaws are against the Bill of Rights and 

their personal freedoms. Some permanently park at council sites and refuse to move 

when found to be in breach of a bylaw by an enforcement officer and requested to 

do so. We support the proposed strengthening of a tiered fines regime. It will 

support councils taking additional actions to address community concerns resulting 

from voluntary lifestyle campers living permanently in vehicles or tents on public 

land.  

 

We recommend that the interpretation of freedom camping state that freedom 

camping is for recreational purposes for temporary periods, and that it be clearly 

included in the meaning of freedom camping (section 5 of the Freedom Camping 

Act). 
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Freedom camping in tents and other temporary structures  
We do not support that freedom camping in a tent or other temporary structure be a 

permissible right. We recommend that tenting and temporary structures be excluded 

from clause 6, the “Meaning of Freedom Camping”, and clause 10, “Where Freedom 

Camping is Permitted”. Given that tents would not have to be certified as self-

contained they will become an attractive and cheap holiday alternative for price 

sensitive tourists. Budget retail chains offer cheap camping options and there are no 

real barriers to purchasing cheap equipment. As an unintended result, the tenting 

segment of the freedom camping market could become very large.  

 

The proposals in the Bill bring the difference between freedom camping in a self-

contained vehicle and a tent into stark contrast, creates a startling inequity, and 

increases difficulties for regulators. Councils may need to pass a bylaw to restrict or 

prohibit freedom camping only for the purposes of restricting or prohibiting tenting 

and temporary structures. If tents and temporary structures remain permissible as of 

right, enforcement officers will be put in positions of telling people in non-self 

contained vehicles to leave a site but allowing people in tents or temporary 

structures to stay. If the offending people have a canvas and rope in their vehicle and 

decide to sling it between some trees and sleep under that instead of their vehicle, 

they will not have to leave the site and the purpose of the Bill will have been 

defeated. 

 

Finally, being able to differentiate a tent or ‘other temporary structure’ from non-self-

contained vehicle camping will be challenging at times. For example, there is a 

considerable growth in vehicles with roof-top tents. It is unclear how the provisions 

of the Bill would apply to this type of camping, creating enforcement challenges.  We 

recommend that a definition of “tent” be added to the legislation. 

 

 

“Preparing” to freedom camp 
People who are “preparing” to freedom camp is an existing offence which will be 

extended under the proposals to include: 

• preparing to freedom camp in areas restricted under a bylaw for non self-

contained vehicles, or  

• for more people than the vehicle is certified for.  

 

Discerning what meets the offence of “preparing to freedom camp” is problematic 

for enforcement officers, e.g. the appearance of “preparing to freedom camp” may 

be a temporary stop on the way to another site. 

 

Regardless, if an enforcement officer has been called out to investigate and is told by 

the owner of the vehicle (or tent) that there is no intention to freedom camp, but 
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they are stopping temporarily or picnicking, there is very little an officer can do to 

address the situation. Setting up a vehicle to stay the night requires little preparation, 

unlike a tent, so it is difficult for enforcement officers to be sure what the intent is. 

We recommend there be a definition of “preparing to freedom camp” in the 

interpretation which will assist councils to regulate this activity. 

 

Consistency across LINZ, DOC, Local Authority, and NZTA land 
There are significant sector issues about the lack of a consistent approach to 

regulation for different land ownership. We consider that the different rules for 

different land holders will not provide consistent regulation or achieve the intent of 

the legislation.  

 

Under the proposals, freedom camping: 

• is prohibited on LINZ land as a default setting; 

• is allowed on public conservation land, unless DOC has expressly prohibited 

it, and prohibited on all DOC administered reserves under the Reserves Act 

1977; 

• is allowed on local authority land but must have self-contained vehicles (or 

tents/temporary structures); 

• is unregulated on NZTA land as a default setting with no regulation 

whatsoever, not even a requirement to have self-contained vehicles unless 

NZTA asks local authorities to regulate for it. 

 

We support the LGNZ submission and recommendation on this issue. 

 

Regulating NZTA or LINZ Land – Cost on Local Authorities 
An additional concern about NZTA regulation is that there is a cost to local 

authorities to consult with communities on NZTA’s behalf, put up signage and 

enforce land. We recommend that the Bill provide for local authorities to recover 

costs of regulation on Crown land, (for such things as consultation, signage and 

enforcement), from NZTA and LINZ. 

 

Dump station infrastructure needs to be increased 
The requirement for self-contained vehicles will increase the pressure on dump 

stations. There will be an increased risk of illegal dumping due to inadequate 

dumping facilities and more pressure on dump stations to cope with the increased 

number of vehicles. Many self-contained vehicles will be staying in campgrounds and 

we recommend that campgrounds provide dump station infrastructure that is 

proportionate to their self-contained vehicle accommodation. We recommend that 

there be grants through funding mechanisms, such as the Tourism Infrastructure 

Fund, to increase the number of dump stations to prevent illegal dumping of human 

waste. 
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Transitional arrangements for Bylaws 
We recommend changes to the bylaw proposals to ensure a smooth transition to the 

new regime. We support the intent of the proposals but we recommend some 

clarifications in transitioning to the new legislation. For example, many local 

authorities have a current definition of self-contained that will be inconsistent with 

the proposed legislation.  Also, some local authorities will already include provisions 

for restrictions on non-self-contained vehicles that will be superseded by the relevant 

proposed provisions, and which will need removing.  

 

The legislation should provide adequate tools for local authorities to amend their 

bylaws to reflect the new provisions as they come into force without the requirement 

to make a new bylaw and re-consult with their communities.  We recommend that 

there be a clause to grandparent the bylaws over to the new regime and a very good 

example of this is in the Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017. 

 

Finally, we have interpretative questions about the enforcement of NZTA land, the 

creation of new bylaws without additional and unnecessary consultation, and 

transitioning bylaws seamlessly to the new legislation. The technical details are in the 

recommendation section of our submission.  

 

 

Nationally consistent signage 
A national self-contained vehicle regime would benefit from nationally consistent 

signage at self-contained sites. Local authorities will be regulating increased numbers 

of self-contained vehicles, and each council will have its own signage. Freedom 

campers travel across council boundaries and encounter a variety of signs. We 

recommend having nationally consistent signage across the motu for the reason that 

it will decrease confusion and increase compliance. 

 

 

Support for scale of fines and a national register 
The proposed scale of fines and national register of self-certified vehicles are 

important improvements for regulators. We support the introduction of a scale of 

fines for different offences and having a national register of self-contained vehicles 

for enforcement officer to access and add information to. A scale of fines will provide 

the public with an understanding that there is a scale of offending and some are 

worse than others. We further support the proposals that: 

• notices be emailed 

• car hirers to be liable for the renters’ fines 

• there be a national register of self-contained motor vehicles administered by 

the Plumbers and Gasfitters and Drainlayers Board 
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We anticipate that fines from NZTA land will be payable to local authorities, however, 

it is not clear in the Bill who they should be paid to. We recommend that there be 

clarity in the legislation about who the fine is payable to. 

 

Finally, we have concerns about how fines will be collected from international tourists 

who may leave the country before paying the fine. We recommend there be further 

investigation into ways that fines can be collected from short-stay international 

tourists.  
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Part Two:  Recommendations  
 

  

 

Recommendations 

1. We support the local decision-making aspect of the Bill. Councils need 

flexibility to be able to make their own local decisions about the degree of 

freedom camping regulation required. 

2. We recommend ongoing funding of the Responsible Camping Fund to 

ensure the sustainability of freedom camping. 

3. We recommend that the interpretation of freedom camping state that 

freedom camping is for recreational purposes for temporary periods, and 

that this be clearly stated in the meaning of freedom camping (section 5 of 

the Freedom Camping Act). 

4. We recommend that there be grants through funding mechanisms, such as 

the Tourism Infrastructure Fund, to increase the number of dump stations to 

prevent illegal dumping of human waste. 

5. We recommend that tenting and temporary structures be excluded from 

clause 6, the “Meaning of Freedom Camping”, and clause 10, “Where 

Freedom Camping is Permitted”. 

6. We recommend that a definition of “tent” be added to the legislation. 

7. We recommend there be a definition of “preparing to freedom camp” in the 

interpretation which will assist councils to regulate this activity. 

8. We consider that the different rules for different land holders will not provide 

consistent regulation or achieve the intent of the legislation. We support the 

LGNZ submission and recommendation on this issue. 

9. We recommend that the Bill provide for local authorities to recover costs of 

regulation on Crown land, (for such things as consultation, signage and 

enforcement), from NZTA and LINZ. 

10. We recommend having nationally consistent signage across the motu for the 

reason that it will decrease confusion and increase compliance. 

11. We recommend changes to the bylaw and fines proposals to ensure a 

smooth transition to the new regime. We support the intent of the proposals 
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but we recommend some clarifications in transitioning to the new legislation 

as follows: 

a. Councils will inevitably be challenged on how they received authority 

from NZTA to enforce its land. For clarity and consistency across the 

motu, we recommend there be a nationally consistent format (or form) 

for NZTA to follow when it provides “written consent” to councils. 

Councils will be able to attach the consent to the bylaw to provide 

transparency to the process. 

b. That where the council has already consulted with the community on 

its freedom camping bylaws, no additional consultation under s83 

LGA2002 be required for the inclusion of NZTA land to the bylaw. We 

recommend instead that where the amendment is only declaring 

NZTA land to be a ‘local authority area’ with any associated 

restrictions, permissions or prohibitions, that the bylaw be amended 

by a resolution publicly notified, without a requirement to consult with 

the community. 

c. Councils will undertake a bylaw transition from their existing bylaws to 

the new legislation. The transition will create drafting inconsistencies 

when held up against the new legislation. Councils do not want to 

have to go through a consultation process to amend their existing 

bylaws to be consistent with the drafting in the new legislation. 

Therefore, we recommend that a clause be inserted which allows 

amendments to be made to existing bylaws so they can be 

grandparented over. A good example of bylaw grandparenting is in 

the Fire and Emergency New Zealand Act 2017, section 199 which 

assisted the sector in transitioning to a new regime. 

d.  Councils will create one Freedom Camping Bylaw which incorporates 

all restrictions and prohibitions under proposed sections 10A to11A. 

They will not create three bylaws which correlate to the separate 

sections, 10A, 11 or 11A. The current drafting in clause 12 implies 

there will be a bylaw under each of 10A, 11 or 11A. We recommend 

rewording so that it is clear that a local authority can make one bylaw 

under sections 10A to 11A.  

e. We recommend there be clarity about whether existing bylaws will 

cease after the two-year transition period. The transitional provisions 

in Schedule 1AA of the Bill is silent on this matter. 

12. We support the introduction of a scale of fines for different offences. 

13. We support having a national register of self-contained vehicles for 

regulators and enforcement officers to access and add information to. 

https://legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2017/0017/latest/DLM7073050.html?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_fire_resel_25_a&p=1
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14. We anticipate that NZTA fines will be payable to local authorities, however, 

this is not clear in the Bill who they should be paid to. We recommend it be 

made explicit in clauses 27 to 32 of the Bill. 

15. We recommend there be further investigation into ways that fines can be 

collected from short-stay international tourists. 
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6 October 2022 

 

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment 
15 Stout Street 
PO Box 1473 
Wellington 6140 
 
Submitted via: www.mbie.govt.nz/have-your-say 
 
Attn: Responsible Camping Submissions 

Tēnā koe, 

Submission from the Manawatū District Council on the Freedom Camping Regulations 

The Manawatū District Council (MDC) thanks the Ministry for the opportunity to provide feedback on 
the Freedom Camping Regulations.  

This submission includes responses to the questions contained in the discussion document, as well as 
providing more general feedback and recommendations. 

MDC is concerned about the complexity of the proposed regulatory system and the costs associated 
with becoming a certified vehicle inspector, particularly as an individual. The regulations include fees 
to become a certification authority, but not to become a vehicle inspector. The fee paid by an 
organisation such as the NZMCA to become a certification authority is therefore the same as would be 
paid by an individual seeking to become a vehicle inspector. 

MDC questions the need for certification authorities. This adds another layer of complexity to the 
regulatory system (three tier system with Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers Board (PGDB), 
Certification Authorities and Vehicle inspectors).  

MDC suggests a cheaper and more efficient regulatory system as follows: 

- The PGDB oversees the regulatory system, including administration of the national 
register;  

- MBIE and the PGDB work together to develop a course/workshop that outlines the new 
requirements; 

- Individuals seeking certification pay a nominal fee to the PGDB to attend this 
course/workshop (which could be online) and those who pass the associated test are 
issued with a certificate as a vehicle inspector.    

While MDC recognises that there may some benefit in having national associations or collectives such 
as the NZMCA providing general oversight for a network of vehicle inspectors, we consider that the 
current proposal financially penalises sole traders who are subject to the same fees as certification 
authorities. If groups such as the NZMCA are concerned about imposing costs on their volunteer 
inspectors, they could pay the PGDB to run the training courses themselves, at their own cost.   

The certification of individuals by the PGDB would remove the need for vehicle inspectors to satisfy 
certification authorities of their competence. The training course and testing requirements would 
ensure that this is the case.  
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Technical requirements for self-contained vehicles 

Question 1: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: ‘light-touch’ performance-based requirements? 

MDC prefers Option 1 (performance-based) over option 2 (prescribed in regulations). This preference 
is because option 1 provides greater flexibility for self-contained motor vehicle owners. In addition, 
MDC recognises that if the technical requirements were described in the regulations this would mean 
more frequent amendments to the regulations to ensure that they remain current. 

However, if a performance-based approach is to be taken, the objectives will need to be very well 
defined to provide sufficient certainty for motor vehicle owners and vehicle inspectors as to what 
complies with the requirements. MDC is concerned that a lack of specificity in the formal guidance 
could mean less consistency in how the technical requirements are applied nationwide.  

Question 2: To what extent do you agree with Option 2: prescriptive approach to setting technical 
requirements? 

MDC does not support this option as it forces vehicle owners into a single way of achieving compliance, 
which, depending on the design of the vehicle, may be costly or difficult to achieve. It would also be 
more difficult for the requirements to remain current and responsive to improvements in vehicle 
design, given the time it would take to amend the regulations. 

Decision sought:  

• That MBIE clarify whether any formal guidance developed to support performance-based 
requirements will include “acceptable solutions” like in the New Zealand Building Code. 

Self-containment certification authorities and vehicle inspectors 

Approval of certification authorities 

Question 3: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: a robust approach to approvals with multiple 
pathways? 

MDC generally supports this option. This support stems from a concern that if the certification process 
is too prescribed and bureaucratic this may discourage prospective vehicle inspectors from applying 
to the certification authority. If there is a shortage of certified vehicle inspectors this could cause 
significant delays in the certification of self-contained vehicles, impacting on the effective 
implementation of the new requirements.  

Question 4: To what extent do you agree with option 2: a more rigorous and prescriptive certification 
approval criteria? 

MDC does not support the proposal to require prospective vehicle inspectors to demonstrate they 
have a relevant trade qualification. Providing the vehicle inspector can demonstrate their competency 
and understanding of the technical requirements, MDC considers the holding of a trade qualification 
to be unnecessary. 

Question 5: To what extent do you agree with Option 3: requiring a third-party review of certification 
authority systems? 

We consider this option would add unnecessary expense to the certification process and therefore do 
not support it.  

Competency requirements for vehicle inspectors 

Question 6: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: requiring vehicle inspectors to be 
knowledgeable? 

MDC agrees with MBIE’s preferred option, being a requirement that vehicle inspectors be 
knowledgeable, but not requiring that they have a trade qualification or to undergo further 
background checks. This is because MDC shares MBIE’s concern that these additional requirements 
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would add to the cost of becoming a vehicle inspector, particularly for volunteers, and may damage 
the current network of volunteers. 

Question 7: To what extend do you agree with Option 2: requiring vehicle inspectors to have a relevant 
trade qualification? 

As outlined above, we consider the requirement for vehicle inspectors to hold a trade qualification 
unnecessary, providing they are knowledgeable of the requirements. 

Question 8: To what extent do you agree with Option 3: requiring vehicle inspectors to be assessed as 
“fit and proper”? 

MDC is not aware of any issues with vehicle inspectors behaving inappropriately or with criminal 
intent. The requirement for background checks would add to the cost and administrative burden of 
certifying vehicle inspectors and may discourage some existing volunteers from applying. This option 
is therefore not supported by MDC. 

Deeming plumbers as certification authorities and vehicle inspectors 

Question 9: To what extent do you agree that certifying plumbers should be deemed as certification 
authorities and vehicle inspectors under regulations? 

MDC generally supports the proposal for certifying plumbers to be automatically deemed certification 
authorities and vehicle inspectors. However, MDC agrees with MBIE that it will be important to ensure 
that certified plumbers are educated in the new requirements.  

Recommendations from MDC on self-containment certification authorities and vehicle inspectors 

Rather than prospective vehicle inspectors having to satisfy certification authorities of their 
competence, MDC recommends that MBIE develop an online course/workshop (with test) that 
certification authorities could deliver to educate prospective vehicle inspectors of the new 
requirements. Prospective inspectors could demonstrate their competency by completing a test at the 
end of the workshop/course. This would enable certification authorities to quickly and cheaply educate 
their existing workforce of volunteers without placing the onus on individuals to apply and 
demonstrate their competence. 

An online version of this training course could also be made available to certifying plumbers as a way 
of ensuring they are aware of the new requirements.  

Self-containment documentation 

Question 10: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: continue to record the details of a vehicle’s 
self-containment facilities on the self-containment certificate? 

This option is preferred by MDC as it provides a higher level of certainty for prospective purchasers 
that the vehicles self-containment facilities meet the regulatory requirements.  

Question 11: To what extent do you agree with Option 2: a simplified self-containment certificate? 

MDC would be generally comfortable with a simplified self-containment certificate. However, this 
option is less preferred to the more detailed self-containment certificate as it makes it harder for 
purchasers of self-contained vehicles to compare vehicles. 

Self-containment warrant 

Question 12: To what extent do you agree with the option for the self-containment warrant? 

MDC supports the proposed format of the warrant card and the information it is to contain. MDC 
considers the inclusion of the licence plate details critical to link the warrant to the vehicle it is issued 
for. The maximum number of people for which a vehicle has been certified as self-contained is also 
critical and should be retained.  
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The inclusion of a QR code or barcode that links to the national register would be useful for 
enforcement officers wanting to verify that the warrant is not fraudulent.  

MDC also supports the proposal to make the new warrant cards green to help distinguish them from 
the blue cards issued under the voluntary standard. 

Question 13: Is there any additional information that should be collected? 

No. 

Question 14: Is there any information proposed to be collected that does not need to be? 

While the date the warrant expires is critical to display, we question whether the date of issue is 
relevant.  

The inclusion of a unique number or identifier for the vehicle may be unnecessary, assuming that the 
national register can be searched using the licence plate details of the vehicle. However, the removal 
of the unique number may be contingent on the regulations requiring the owner of a certified self-
contained vehicle to notify the certification authority if they change their licence plate number (such 
as when purchasing a personalised plate).  

Generic Identifiers 

Question 15: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: not having a generic identifier? Please explain 
your reasons. 

MDC agrees that the retention of a generic identifier, such as a sticker, is not strictly necessary due to 
the requirement to display the self-containment warrant.    

Question 16: To what extent do you agree with Option 2: having another generic identifier? 

MDC would not be opposed to having another generic identifier, however, this is not strictly necessary 
as outlined above. 

Infringement fees and fines 

General feedback 

MDC supports the proposal to have a tiered structure for infringement fees in the regulations. This 
enables enforcement officers to issue infringement fees that are reflective of the severity of the 
offence.  

MDC also supports the proposal to give enforcement officers the option of issuing infringement notices 
by email. MDC considers that this may help to reduce the number of unpaid fines, particularly given 
the large proportion of international tourists who freedom camp in New Zealand. 

Question 17: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: a tiered approach to the level of infringement 
fees to a maximum of $800? 

MDC generally supports option 1: a maximum fee of $800. We consider that this to be a reasonable 
deterrent. 

Question 18: To what extent do you agree with Option 2: a tiered approach to the level of infringement 
fees at a maximum of $1,000? 

MDC supports option 2 (preferred option) and considers that a maximum infringement fee of $1,000 
to be reasonable in instances where a freedom camper has caused interference or damage to an area, 
its flora or fauna, or any structures. The cost to local authorities to repair damage to freedom camping 
sites, structures or the natural area will likely exceed $1,000 in most cases. However, local authorities 
are unlikely to pursue actual and reasonable costs through the courts, given that the cost of doing so 
usually exceeds the amount received in reparations.  

Exclusions from regulatory requirements 
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Question 19: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: no exclusions from new regulatory 
requirements? 

MDC supports this option.  

Question 20: To what extent do you agree with Option 2: excluding smaller freedom camping vehicles 
from the requirement to have a fixed toilet? 

MDC does not agree with the option of excluding smaller freedom camping vehicles from the 
requirement to have a fixed toilet. MDC does not support this option as the discussion document states 
that research indicates that portable toilets are less likely to be used, increasing the risk of 
inappropriate disposal of human waste. In addition, MDC recognises that the use of exclusions 
introduces more uncertainty and discretion into the certification process, and will make it harder for 
enforcement officers to identify offences.   

These vehicles will still be able to stay at campgrounds and local authority areas that provide for non-
self-contained motor vehicles. 

Question 21: To what extent do you agree with Option 3: excluding vintage vehicles from the 
requirement to be certified as self-contained? 

No, MDC does not support any exclusions for the reasons outlined above. 

Question 22: Are there other types of vehicles that should be excluded? 

No, MDC does not support any exclusions for the reasons outlined above. 

Levies and fees 

General feedback 

MDC is concerned that the proposal to have vehicle inspection fees set by the individual that is 
inspecting the vehicle will lead to considerable variation in the fees charged by different certification 
authorities and inspectors. This creates uncertainty as to what the actual cost to vehicle owners will 
be for the new requirements. MDC would support the Plumbers, Gasfitters and Drainlayers Board 
(PGDB) setting a fixed fee for vehicle inspections that is based on actual and reasonable costs.  

MDC understands that as a warrant is only issued for a period of four years, a self-contained vehicle is 
likely to be re-inspected a number of times over the life of the vehicle. Given that the self-containment 
facilities are recorded on the national register, re-certification of vehicles should be more straight 
forward and in MDC’s opinion, should be subject to a lower fee than vehicles being certified as self-
contained for the first time in New Zealand. 

Decisions sought:  

• That the PGDB set the fee for vehicle inspections that all vehicle inspectors must charge. 

• That the fee for re-inspection of vehicles previously certified be set at a lower fee than for the 
initial inspection.   

Self-containment monitoring levy 

Question 23: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: a levy of $91.40? 

MDC generally supports this option, recognising that the PGDB will need to be resourced to effectively 
oversee the new regulations. However, MDC is concerned that, according to MBIE’s analysis, this 
option does not resource the PGDB to undertake implementation activities such as public education 
or IT support for the register. MDC does not want to see local authority enforcement officers becoming 
the defacto educators of the new requirements.  

Question 24: To what extent do you agree with Option 2: a levy of $101? 
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This option is slightly preferred to option 1 for reasons of more resources being available to the PGDB 
for effective implementation. 

Question 25: To what extent do you agree with Option 3: a levy of $120? 

This is MDC’s preferred option. Based on the information contained in the discussion document, this 
fee is necessary to ensure that the PGDB are adequately resourced to implement the regulations and 
to maintain the register effectively. 

Certification Authority application fee 

Question 26: To what extent do you agree with Option 1: a set application fee of $431.25? 

This fee does not seem unreasonable based on the information contained in the discussion document 
and is generally supported by MDC. The use of a fixed fee is preferred as it reduces uncertainty. 
However, to ensure quality application, the PGDB should be authorised to reject applications that are 
incomplete.  

Question 27: To what extent do you agree with Option 2: a scalable application fee? 

MDC prefers a fixed fee, but we do recognise that a scalable fee benefits those that prepare quality 
applications.  

Waivers and refunds 

Question 28: To what extend do you support the proposal for granting waivers and refunds? 

MDC agrees with MBIE’s proposal to authorise the registrar of the self-contained vehicles register to 
grant a waiver or refund of the proposed levy or application fee in those circumstances outlined in the 
discussion document. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 
Helen Worboys 
Mayor, JP 
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