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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Responsibilities 

Matters requiring a hearing or a related decision under the following Acts: 

• Resource Management Act 1991

• Local Government Act 1974 & 2002

• Dog Control Act 1996

Except as otherwise specified in a Council bylaw or relevant legislation, deciding appeals from Council’s bylaws.

Other matters of a regulatory nature considered appropriate. 

A hearing panel relevant to the hearing required will be made up of members assigned from the committee, as 
decided by the Chairperson of the Hearings Panel and General Manager – Corporate and Regulatory. 

For an RMA hearing a commissioner external to the Hearings Committee may be appointed as outlined in section 
42 of Council’s Delegations Manual. 

Delegated authority  

Health Act 1956: Hear and decide revocation of registration (S.120 (3)). 

Manawatu District Bylaws: Except as otherwise specified in a Council bylaw or relevant legislation, deciding 
appeals from Council’s bylaws. 

Planning functions: Powers and responsibilities under the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Local Government Act 1974: Powers to stop any road or part thereof in the District pursuant to Section 342(1)(a) 
of the Act. 

Dog Control Act 1996: To hear and determine objections in accordance with the provisions of the Dog Control 
Act 1996. 

Local Government Act 2002: In addition to the above, the Committee also has delegated authority under the 
Council’s Development Contributions Policy to: 

• Consider and decide on applications for leave to apply for further review of remission decisions made
by officers under delegated authority; and

• Consider and hear applications for further review of remission decisions where leave has been granted
for the application to be considered and heard by the Committee.

Limits to delegations Matters that must be processed by way of recommendations to the Council (under the First 
Schedule, RMA) including: 

• Final consideration of, and making operative District Plans; and

• Final consideration of, and making operative amendments to the District Plan.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 
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1. HEARING OPENING

2. HEARING OF SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED BYLAWS

Report of the General Manager – Community Services dated 4 September 2019
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3. HEARING CLOSURE
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Hearings Committee 

Meeting of 16 September 2019 

Business Unit:  Community and Strategy 
Date Created:  04 September 2019 

Hearing of Submissions on the Bylaws and Policy Review 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to provide the Hearings Committee with a copy of the submissions 
received in relation to the review of the following Manawatū District Council bylaws and policy: 

- Animal Bylaw 2019

- Cemeteries Bylaw 2019

- Dog Control Bylaw 2019

- Dog Control Policy 2019

- Solid Waste Bylaw 2019

- Water Supply Bylaw 2019

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

Significance of Decision 

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

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

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

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

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

• the proposal or decision will affect a large portion of the community;

• community interest is high;
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• there is potential for consequences of the review, particularly in relation to dog control areas, 
to be controversial; and 

• the form of engagement used in the past for similar proposals and decisions.  

Given the significance of the decisions, Council has publically notified the draft bylaws and Dog Control 
Policy in accordance with the special consultative procedure in section 83 of the Local Government Act 
2002. 
 
Section 10(1) of the Dog Control Act 1996 requires every Council to adopt, in accordance with the 
special consultative procedure, a policy in respect of dogs in the District. Section 10(8) of the Dog 
Control Act requires Council to use the special consultative procedure when amending any policy made 
under section 10 of the Dog Control Act 1996.  
 
Section 83(1)(d) of the Local Government Act 2002 requires that Council “provide an opportunity for 
persons to present their views to the local authority in a manner that enables spoken (or New Zealand 
sign language) interaction between the person and the local authority, or any representatives to whom 
an appropriate delegation has been made in accordance with Schedule 7.” 
 
The Hearing today is therefore to fulfil Council’s obligations under Section 83(1)(d) of the Local 
Government Act 2002 and section 10(8) of the Dog Control Act 1996. 

Recommendations 

That the Hearings Committee receives the report on the Hearing of Submissions on the Bylaws and 
Policy Review and hears from the six submitters who have indicated that they wish to be heard.  

 
Report prepared by: 
Lisa Thomas 
Policy Adviser 

 
Approved for submission by: 
Michael Hawker 
Acting General Manager - Community and Strategy 

 
 

1 Executive Summary 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide the Hearings Committee with a copy of the 25 
submissions received in relation to the bylaws and policy review. Of these 25 submissions, six 
submitters have requested to present their views at this Hearing. 

1.2 Deliberations on submissions will be held at the Hearings Committee meeting on 27 
September 2019. The final decision on the bylaws and policy will be made at the Council 
meeting on 10 October 2019.  
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2 Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes 

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

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

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

Manawatū 
District attracts 
and retains 
residents and 
businesses. 

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

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

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

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

      

3 Background 

3.1 The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee evaluated each of the 13 current bylaws at their 
6 December 2018 meeting against s155 of the Local Government Act 2002. At this meeting it 
was resolved (SPP 18/243) that the following bylaws are the most appropriate way of 
addressing the perceived problems and that the most appropriate form for these bylaws is as 
stand-alone bylaws:  

• Explanatory Bylaw  
• Animal Bylaw  
• Cemeteries Bylaw 
• Dog Control Bylaw  
• Freedom Camping Bylaw 
• Solid Waste Bylaw  
• Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw  
• Water Supply Bylaw 2015  

3.2 Resolutions 1 and 3 of SPP 18/243 were amended by SPP 19/254 to refer to the names of the 
current bylaws in full.  

3.3 At a workshop on 23 May 2019 it was agreed that the best approach was to split the bylaw 
review into two waves. The first wave of bylaws are to be publicly notified in 2019, and the 
remainder of the bylaws will be publicly notified at a later date. Those bylaws that are being 
reviewed in 2019 and are being considered by this report are as follows: 

• Manawatū District Council Draft Animals Bylaw 2019 
• Manawatū District Council Draft Cemeteries Bylaw 2019  
• Manawatū District Council Draft Dog Control Bylaw 2019 and Dog Control Policy 2019 
• Manawatū District Council Draft Solid Waste Bylaw 2019 
• Manawatū District Council Draft Water Supply Bylaw 2019 

3.4 The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee made the following resolutions at the 1 August 
2019 meeting (SPP 19/339): 

1 That the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee determines, pursuant to s155(2) of 
the Local Government Act 2002, that the proposed Bylaws are unlikely to give rise to 
any implications under the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. 
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2 That the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approves the Statement of Proposal 
and the following draft bylaws and policy for public consultation in accordance with 
sections 83 and 86 of the Local Government Act 2002: 

• Manawatū District Council Animal Bylaw 2019 (Annex B1) (with a change to 
clause 15.4 to reword the screening clause to refer to the urban area only). 

• Manawatū District Council Cemeteries Bylaw 2019 (Annex B2) 

• Manawatū District Council Dog Control Bylaw 2019 (Annex B3) 

• Manawatū District Council Dog Control Policy 2019 (Annex B4) 

• Manawatū District Council Solid Waste Bylaw 2019 (Annex B5) (with a change 
to insert the words “or relevant document” to accompany references to Horizons 
One Plan). 

• Manawatū District Council Water Supply Bylaw 2019 (Annex B6) 

3.5 The draft bylaws and policy were publicly notified on the Manawatū District Council’s website 
on Monday 5 August 2019. A copy of the public notice was published in the Feilding-Rangitīkei 
Herald on Thursday 8 August 2019.  

3.6 The closing date for submissions was 5pm, Thursday 5 September 2019. 

4 Discussion and Options considered 

4.1 This Hearing is an opportunity for those who submitted to Council on the draft bylaws and Dog 
Control Policy to present their views to the Hearings Committee in person, as required by 
section 83(1)(d) of the Local Government Act 2002 and section 10(8) of the Dog Control Act 
1996. 

4.2 Deliberations on submissions and spoken feedback received will be held at the Hearings 
Committee meeting on 27 September 2019. The recommendations made at the Deliberations 
will inform the final drafting of the bylaws and Dog Control Policy.  

4.3 The final decision on the bylaws and Dog Control Policy will be made at the Council meeting 
on 10 October 2019. At that Council meeting the elected members will have the following 
options: 

1. To adopt the draft bylaws and Dog Control Policy as amended, based on 
recommendations from the Deliberations. 

2. To not adopt the draft bylaws and Dog Control Policy.  

4.4 Table 1 summarises the main submission points raised by submitters and their decisions 
sought: 
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Table 1 

Submission # Name Wishes to be 
heard? 

Summary of submission Decision sought by submitter 

001 Louise Diack Not stated • Would love to be able to walk into 
town with dogs on a leash and to sit 
outside a café and enjoy a coffee. 

1. That dogs be allowed in town on a 
leash. 

002 Lucy Waldron Not stated • Council should approach dog control 
from a practical point of view and not 
penalise responsible dog owners that 
register their animals.  

• Dog regulations do not address 
unregistered animals or those owned 
by unsuitable people. Financial 
penalties can be the best deterrent. 

• Some greater powers regarding the 
ownership of dogs could be 
considered to ensure dog welfare. 

• Money should be put aside for 
marketing dogs for rehoming that are 
healthy but have just failed to find a 
home.  

1. Consider greater powers regarding 
the ownership of dogs. 

2. Set aside money for marketing 
healthy dogs that have failed to find 
a home. 

3. Consider automatic neutering for 
problem dogs that are repeat 
offenders, and recover costs from 
the owner. 

4. Include rules for dogs regarding the 
five freedoms exacted on farm 
animals. 
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• Indiscriminate and uncontrolled 
breeding is an issue with problem 
dogs.  

• Problem dogs that are ‘repeat 
offenders’ should be automatically 
neutered at the owners cost.  

Communication with the submitter prior to the Hearing 

There were several questions raised in this submission. An email was sent on 22 August 
2019 to clarify what information was requested. 

A further email was sent on 26/8/19 that included detail on the number of dangerous or 
menacing dogs registered in the District; neutering requirements for dangerous or 
menacing dogs; Council expenditure on animal control, pound costs and euthanasia costs; 
and Council’s approach for rehoming dogs. 

A copy of this email correspondence is included as Annex C for your information. 

003 Kate Ferguson Not stated • There are not enough facilities for 
doggy doo, including in the town of 
Feilding.  

1. That the lack of doggy doo 
dumpsters be addressed at a 
Council meeting soon. 

004 Debbie Edwards Not stated • Wants the requirement to apply for a 
new multi-dog permit for a change in 
the breed of a dog explained.  

1. Greater explanation around the 
requirements to apply for a new 
multi-dog permit. 
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• Questions whether you have to 
reapply for a multi-dog permit if a dog 
dies and you adopt a new dog.  

Communication with the submitter prior to the Hearing 

The submitter sought clarification as to why a change of dog breed requires a new multi-
dog permit.  

A response to these questions was sent on 23/8/2019. A copy of this correspondence is 
attached as Annex C. 

005 Aimee Hamlin Yes • Agrees with the removal of the 
Feilding CBD as a prohibited area. 

• The submitter wants whether they 
will have to reapply for a multi-dog 
permit every time they want to keep a 
puppy or register a rescue/rehome 
dog or if can they apply for a multi-
dog permit above the number of dogs 
they currently have? 

1. That the Feilding CBD be a dog on 
leash area.  

2. Clarification on the requirements 
for multi-dog permits in sections 
11.9 and 23.6. 

Communication with the submitter prior to the Hearing 

The submitter sought clarification about the multi-dog permit requirements in the draft 
bylaw.  
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Emails were sent to Aimee on 23/08/2019, 30/08/2019, 2/09/2019 and 5/09/2019. A copy 
of this email correspondence trail is attached as Annex C.  

006 Tom Kay, Forest 
and Bird 

Yes • Policies in the Animal Bylaw should 
reflect the impact and risks posed by 
domestic and feral cats on indigenous 
biodiversity, public nuisance, and 
public health and safety, and may 
regulate the keeping of cats to control 
these effects.  

• All cats (domestic and feral) pose a 
significant risk to native and endemic 
birds, lizards, and insects throughout 
NZ. Cats have a direct detrimental 
effect on native species and an 
additional indirect risk to human and 
wildlife health through the transfer of 
diseases such as toxoplasmosis.  

• Forest & Bird support Part Seven of 
the bylaw regarding the supporting of 
stray animals.  

• Forest and Bird have suggested 
alternative wording in Part Three of 
the Bylaw (refer to decisions sought). 

• The bylaw should include a 
requirement for individuals to 
microchip their cats. This delineation 

5 Alternative wording for Section 10 
and 11 of the Animal Bylaw as 
follows: 

10  Number of Cats on Premises  

 10.1  Any person Keeping cats must 
not Keep, on any one Rateable 
Property in the District, more 
than three cats over the age of 
three months without a permit 
issued under this Bylaw.  

10.2  If the Council issues a permit to a 
person to keep more than three 
cats under clause 10.1 then the 
permit holder must comply with 
the conditions of that permit.  

11  Keeping of Cats  

11.1  Every person who keeps cats 
must ensure:  
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between ‘domestic’ and ‘feral’ cats is 
needed for Council and community 
groups to intervene with cat control 
programmes.  

• Requiring cats to be desexed is vital to 
reducing the risk of increases in feral 
cat populations and the follow on 
effects for native wildlife. 

• A policy or note within the bylaw 
could be included stating Council’s 
opposition to feral cat populations or 
promoting their eradication.  

a. Cats are microchipped and 
registered with a recognised 
microchip registry.  

 b. Cats over six (6) months are de-
sexed (unless kept for breeding 
purposes and are registered 
with a nationally recognised cat 
breeders’ body)  

12  Cats becoming a Nuisance or 
Injurious to Health  

12.1  If, in the opinion of any 
Enforcement Officer, the Keeping 
of any cats on a Premises is, or is 
likely to become a Nuisance, do 
all or any of the following:  

a. reduce the number of cats kept 
on the Premises;  

b. take other such precautions as 
may be considered necessary 
by the Council Officer to 
reduce the Nuisance effects.  

12.2  Compliance with a notice under 
clause 11.1 must take place 
within the time specified in such 
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notice, not being less than 14 
days.   

007 Michael Duindam Yes • Supports the proposal to delete the 
Feilding CBD from the prohibited area 
schedule (excluding organised events). 

• Supports the proposal to make the 
Feilding CBD a an on-leash location 
(except when organised events are 
on). 

• Kowhai Park should be an on-leash 
location (excluding the duck pond and 
aviary area).  

• Kowhai park is part of a common loop 
walk, linking to Rata Street and 
Kitchener Park.  

1. Support for changing the Feilding 
CBD to a dog on leash area (except 
when organised events are on). 

2. Make Kowhai Park a dog on leash 
location (excluding the duck pond 
and aviary area). 

008 Natalya Duindam Not stated • Support dogs being on a leash in the 
CBD 

• Kowhai Park should be a dog on leash 
area so you can walk through as part of 
the Kitchener Park Loop. 

1. Support dogs being on a leash in the 
CBD. 

2. Kowhai Park should be a dog on 
leash area. 

009 Carol Bennett No • Disagrees with  

Part Two – Keeping of Dogs 

1. That existing ratepayer residents on 
properties over 2,000m2 be exempt 
from the new dog limits. Residents 
should be able to keep their existing 
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9. Number of Dogs on property 

• The submitter purchased her property 
based on advice from Council at the 
time that there was no limit on dog 
numbers on properties greater than 
2,000m2.  

• Her options are now to apply for a 
multi-dog permit or to sell the 
property. 

dogs, with numbers reducing over 
time through natural attrition.     

010 Christine Ironside No • Disagrees with Kowhai Park being a 
dog prohibited area. 

• If dogs are allowed on a leash in the 
CBD they should be allowed on a leash 
in Kowhai Park.   

1. That dogs be allowed on a leash in 
Kowhai Park. 

011 Mrs Margaret L. 
Stern 

No • The submitter wishes to reinforce the 
comments made in her submission 
dated 14 March 2019 (Bylaws pre-
consultation). The following is a copy 
of these pre-consultation comments 
for your information: 

I can confirm that wandering cats, 
more domestic than feral, are a 
continuing problem in my 
neighbourhood. Considerable ill-will 
has developed because cat owners 
allow their pets to roam freely while 

1. That cats are prevented from 
roaming through use of cat cages 
and runs.  

2. The bylaw does not need to 
distinguish between domestic, stray 
and feral cats. 

3. That clause 10.1 be amended to 
reduce the number  of cats per 
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ignoring or denying the nuisance 
caused to their neighbours. Does not 
want be required to remove cat faeces 
from gardens, paths and ornamental 
plants as they are offensive and a 
potential source of disease e.g. 
toxoplasmosis. During darkness 
wandering cats disturb her sleep due to 
security lights. Physical damage from 
cats (broken plants and a PVC cover 
torn), loss of bird life and lizards. Cats 
should be confined to indoors from 
sunset to sunrise. Wandering cats 
should be banned from urban areas. 
Also, bylaws need to be enforced. If 
laws are not adequately enforced, they 
are worse than useless. 

• Clause 6.2 allows cats to roam freely, 
perpetuating problems outlined 
previously. 

• Cats should not be allowed to roam 
due to the risk of toxoplasmosis.  

• Cats should be confined in purpose-
built cat cages and runs.  

• There is no need to distinguish 
between domestic, stray and feral cats 
– they call cause the same problem. 

household in urban areas from four 
to two. 
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• The number of cats per household in 
Clause 10.1 should be reduced from 
four to two.  

012 Tony Anderson, 
Anderson 
Memorials 

No • The ‘Typical Burial and Cremation Plot 
Headstone and Monument Standard 
(May 1997) needs to be updated. 

• The overall height for burial 
monuments should be at least 
1,000mm, the width should be 900mm 
and the thickness a maximum of 
200mm. 

• This would simplify the permit process. 

1. That the  Typical Burial and 
Cremation Plot Headstone and 
Monument Standard (May 1997) be 
amended as follows: 

• Overall height 1000mm 

• Width 900mm 

• Maximum thickness 200mm.  

013 Evan Lloyd Yes • Disagrees with Council’s approach to 
urban beekeeping.  

• The requirement to obtain a permit for  
a fee adds would be an additional 
financial burden on beekeepers who 
already pay fees to register hives and 
apiaries. 

• The requirement to obtain consent of 
anyone other than adjoining 
neighbours is unnecessary and 
unreasonable. This may lead to bees 
being kept without a permit. 

1. That the wording of the Animal 
Bylaw 2019, Part 2 – Bee Keeping be 
replaced with the following: 

The Council recognises that bees 
occupy a unique niche in the urban 
ecosystem and responsible bee-
keeping can bring many benefits to 
the local environment. 

No person may keep bees in such a 
way as to cause (or be likely to cause) 
nuisance, offence or be injurious to 
health.” 
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• Council should be encouraging 
sustainability and urban bee keeping 
rather than discouraging it through a 
strict regulatory framework.  

014 Brenda Nettle Yes • The number of barking and aggressive 
dogs is increasing in the Pohangina 
Nodal Area. This creates stress and fear 
of attacks and intimidation by dogs for 
locals walking in the area. 

• Increasing numbers of dog owners are 
taking their unrestrained dogs for a 
walk around the Nodal Area, with 
pedestrians and members of the public 
being approached by unrestrained 
dogs. 

• Quite a few people drive to the 
Pohangina Nodal Area specifically to 
walk their dogs. This means that the 
number of dogs is disproportionate to 
the number of dogs living there. 

• The Pohangina Nodal Area doesn’t 
need any more dogs than it currently 
has. 

1. Changes requested relate to Plan 
Change 64 to the District Plan. 

015 Shaun Ruddle Not stated • Disagrees with all of the keeping of 
bees proposed changes. 

Refer to submission 017 
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• Supports the submission that the 
Manawatu beekeepers have proposed. 

016 Sarah McMillan No stated • Supports the changes to the bylaw 
presented by the Manawatu 
Beekeepers Club. 

Refer to submission 017 

017 Manawatu 
Beekeepers 
Club Inc. 

Yes • The requirement for consent from 
affected parties is vague when talking 
about bees. One neighbour acting out 
of fear can negatively affect the 
chances of getting a permit. 

• Beekeeping is already a regulated 
activity, with all hives required to be 
registered with the AFB Management 
Agency and attracting an annual fee. 

• The Manawatu Beekeepers Club has 
experienced beekeepers available to 
assist with any issues that may arise 
from urban hives if compliance officers 
do not have sufficient knowledge, or to 
collect any swarms that may happen. 

•  AsureQuality is not the body that hives 
are registered with. 

• Apiculture NZ is not a governing body 
but one of a number of industry 
groups. Any legal requirement will be 
imposed by the Management Agency, 

1. That the Animal Bylaw be 
amended to remove the 
requirement for beekeepers in 
urban areas to have permits and 
consent from neighbours. 

2. That 9.5(a)(i) [clause 11.5(a)(i) in 
the tracked changes version of 
the draft Animal Bylaw]  be 
amended as follows: 

(a) Approve the permit 
application and impose any 
terms and conditions deemed 
necessary when having regard to 
the purpose and terms of this 
Bylaw, including having regard 
to: 

(i) Any advice received from 
Apiculture the Management 
Agency, National American 
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National Americal Foulbrood Pest 
Management Plan. 

Foulbrood Pest Management 
Plan New Zealand;  

018 Nick Moses Not stated • Disagrees with the new restriction and 
need for permits for keeping bees in 
urban areas. 

• This is a further hurdle to keep bees 
and will likely discourage a lot of 
people.  

• The old bylaw was simple. We should 
be encouraging people to keep bees.  

 

019 Nathlie Ruddle Not stated • Disagrees with the bee bylaw proposal 
and permits mentioned within the 
clause.  

• Supports the Manawatu Beekeepers 
Club submission 

Refer to submission 017 

020 Sarah Wilkin Not stated • Supports the submission of the 
Manawatu Beekeepers Club 

• Wants it to be easy to keep urban bees 

Refer to submission 017 

021 Bryce Morgan, 
Southern Skies 
Honey 

Not stated • Supports the changes to the bylaw 
presented by the Manawatu 
Beekeepers Club 

Refer to submission 017 
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022 Melissa Tran-
Trung 

Not stated • Agrees that there should be so many 
hives per square meter. The rules 
about where hives should be placed 
are fair. 

• You should not have to hold a permit 
for bees. This will discourage the 
farming of bees which are much 
needed. 

1. A permit should not be required 
to keep bees. 

023 Gareth Bellamy Not stated • Does not support the requirement for 
a permit for bee hives in urban areas 

1. Use what PNCC has in its bylaw 
for hives in urban areas, which is 
based on lot size/hive numbers. 

024 Maree Docherty 
and Sabine 
Schneider 

Yes (Maree 
Docherty) 

• The control of beekeeping in the 
previous MDC bylaw was sufficient. 

• All beekeepers apiaries are already 
registered and monitored under the 
Biosecurity Act 1993 and the 
Biosecurity (National American 
Foulbrood Pest Management Plan) 
order 1998. 

• The perceived problems do not apply 
to beekeeping in small rural 
communities. They do not produce 
odour or noise. Most amateur 
beekeepers rarely, if ever, cause 

1. Revise the Animal Bylaw to 
remove the proposed 
requirements pertaining to bees. 
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nuisance or adversely affect the 
amenity of residential areas. 

• The guidelines for the current PNCC 
bylaw are more realistic. 

• Amateur beekeeping does not pose a 
problem for smaller rural 
towns/villages as they are surrounded 
by farmland and not densely 
populated. 

• Bees and beekeeping strengthens 
community contact. 

• Apiculture New Zealand only 
represents a minority of NZ 
beekeepers and should not have been 
named the only “key stakeholder” in 
the drafting of this bylaw. 

• The proposed changes should be 
backed by evidence. 

025 Feilding and 
District 
Promotion Inc. 

No • Support MDC’s position on included 
leashed dogs in the CBD, with the focus 
being on owner responsibility to 
comply with the obligations outlined in 
Part 4. 

• FDP surveyed Farmers Market 
Stallholders and the FM Management 
Committee with regards to the bylaw 

1. That dogs be allowed on leash in 
the Feilding CBD, including 
during the Feilding Farmers 
Market.  
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 and received no concerns. They believe 
that dogs on leashes will be welcomed 
in that space also. 
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6 Common Themes from Submissions 

6.1 The following are common themes that were raised in more than one submission:  

Animal Bylaw 2019 

6.2 A permit should not be required to keep bees in urban areas (noted by 10 submitters). 

6.3 Approval should not be required from neighbours to keep bees in urban areas (noted by seven 
submitters). 

6.4 The Animal Bylaw requirements for the keeping of bees in urban areas should be amended to 
match that of the Palmerston North City Council’s Animal Bylaw (suggested by two submitters).  

6.5 Council should be encouraging beekeeping (stated by two submitters). 

6.6 Apiculture New Zealand is only an industry group and does not represent the majority of 
beekeepers in New Zealand (noted by two submitters including submission 017, which was 
supported by five other submitters)  

6.7 All cats (domestic and feral) pose a risk to wildlife, cause public nuisance and are a potential 
source of disease such as toxoplasmosis (noted by two submitters). 

6.8 The number of cats over the age of three months that may be kept on a rateable property in 
clause 10.1 should be reduced (one submitter requested a reduction from four to three and 
another from four to two per rateable property). 

Dog Control Policy and Bylaw 2019 

6.9 Support for changing the dog control status of the Feilding CBD from “prohibited” to an “on 
leash” area (supported by 4 submitters). 

6.10 Changing the dog control status of Kowhai Park from Prohibited to on leash (requested by 3 
submitters). 

6.11 Clarification on the multi-dog permit requirements, particularly in relation to whether you 
have to reapply each time a dog dies or you adopt a new dog (requested by 2 submitters).  

7 Operational Implications 

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

8 Financial implications 

8.1 Resourcing required for implementation and enforcement of these bylaws and policy is 
existing. 

9 Statutory Requirements 

9.1 The statutory obligations are as stated within the relevant sections of this report.  
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10 Delegations 

10.1 Council has delegated all powers to the Hearings Committee in relation to policy making and 
governance under the Dog Control Act 1996, Local Government Act 2002 and Manawatu 
District Council Bylaws 2014 and 2015. After public consultation and consideration of matters 
raised by submitters, the final bylaws and policy will be presented to the Council for adoption. 

11 Consultation 

11.1 The bylaws and Dog Control Policy must be consulted on using the special consultative 
procedure as described in section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

11.2 Council consulted informally about specific topics within the Animal and Dog Control Bylaws 
from 20 February to 20 March 2019. Feedback from this pre-consultation informed the drafting 
of these bylaws. 

11.3 A email was sent to key stakeholders regarding Council’s proposal to include controls around 
stray animals in the Animal Bylaw in April 2019. Communication with Apiculture New Zealand 
also helped to inform clauses relating to the keeping of bees within the proposed Animal Bylaw 
2019. 

11.4 A meeting was held at Council on 3 May 2019 for Memorialists and stone masons in the 
Manawatū District to discuss the proposed changes to the Cemeteries Bylaw.  

11.5 An introductory presentation was made to Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District Council on 12 
February 2019. Copies of the draft Water Supply Bylaw 2019 and Cemeteries Bylaw 2019 were 
presented to Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District Council at their meeting on 9 April 2019. No 
suggested changes to the draft bylaws were received from this Committee. 

11.6 The draft bylaws and policy were publicly notified on 5 August 2019 via a notice published on 
Council’s website. A copy of the public notice was also published in the Feilding-Rangitīkei 
Herald on Thursday the 8th of August 2019. These notices directed those interested in the 
proposal to Council’s “Have Your Say” page. 

11.7 Council’s “Have Your Say” page includes links to the public notice, links to the statement of 
proposal, tracked changes versions of the draft bylaws and policy, information on how to make 
a submission, downloadable copies of the submission forms and details of key dates, including 
the date of the Hearing. Hard copies of the statement of proposal, draft documents and 
submission forms were made available at Council’s front of house reception, and at the 
Feilding Public Library for the duration of the consultation period.  

11.8 Staff were available at the Feilding Farmers Market on the 9th and 23rd of August to discuss 
the bylaws and policy review.  

11.9 Notice of the review of the Water Supply Bylaw (2019) was sent to the Ministry of Health, as 
required by section 67(2) of the Health Act 1956. 

11.10 To satisfy the requirements of section 10(2) of the Dog Control Act 1996, Council sent notice 
of the draft Dog Control Policy to every person who is, according to Council’s register, the 
owner of a dog. This notice was emailed to everyone that had registered their email address 
as part of their dog registration on 5 August 2019. Those that Council did not hold an email 
contact for were sent a letter by mail. A record was kept of every email address that failed and 
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those contacts were also sent a copy of the letter to ensure the statutory requirements were 
satisfied.  

11.11 On the 7th of August an email was also sent to key stakeholders and every person who 
registered their interest, through the bylaws pre-consultation period, in one or more of the 
draft bylaws that are the subject of this report. This email contained information on where to 
obtain information on the review, how to make a submission and the closing date for 
submissions.  

11.12 A one page summary of the bylaw and policy review was prepared and circulated to elected 
members and relevant staff on the 7th of August 2019. Recipients of the summary were invited 
to pass it onto community committees and any other contacts that may be interested in the 
review.  

11.13 Notice of the bylaw review was emailed to Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District on 22 August 
2019. 

12 Cultural Considerations 

12.1 Based on feedback from the 12 February 2019 Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District meeting, 
the Cemeteries and Water Supply Bylaws are considered to be of particular interest to Māori. 
Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District will be kept updated on progress with the bylaw review. 

12.2 The Freedom Camping and Drainage and Trade Waste Bylaws have also been identified as 
being of particular interest to Māori. Engagement with iwi will be considered at the time these 
bylaws are reviewed. 

13 Conclusion 

13.1 This Hearing is to consider the submissions received on the following draft Manawatū District 
Council bylaws and policy: 

• Animal Bylaw 2019 

• Cemeteries Bylaw 2019 

• Dog Control Bylaw 2019 

• Dog Control Policy 2019 

• Solid Waste Bylaw 2019 

• Water Supply Bylaw 2019 

13.2 A total of 25 submissions have been received. Of these submitters, six requested to speak at 
the Hearing.  All submitters were advised of the Hearing date and were invited to attend.  

13.3 The purpose of the Hearing is to enable those submitters that wish to be heard to present their 
views and to verbally interact with members of the Hearings Committee, as required by Section 
83(1)(d) of the Local Government Act 2002. 
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13.4 Deliberations on the submissions received will be held at the Hearings Committee meeting on 
27 September 2019. The final decision on the amended bylaws and policy will be made at a 
Council meeting on 10 October 2019.  

14 Attachments 

• Annex A – Statement of Proposal (as notified) 

• Annex B - Copies of Submissions Received: 

Submission 001 – Louise Diack 

Submission 002 – Lucy Waldron 

Submission 003 – Kate Ferguson 

Submission 004 – Debbie Edwards 

Submission 005 – Aimee Hamlin 

Submission 006 – Tom Kay, Forest and Bird 

Submission 007 – Michael Duindam 

Submission 008 – Natalya Duindam 

Submission 009 – Carol Bennett 

Submission 010 – Christine Ironside 

Submission 011 – Margaret Stern  

Submission 012 – Anderson Memorials 

Submission 013 – Evan Lloyd 

Submission 014 – Brenda Nettle 

Submission 015 – Shaun Ruddle 

Submission 016 – Sarah McMillan 

Submission 017 – Manawatu Beekeepers Club Inc 

Submission 018 – Nick Moses 

Submission 019 – Nathlie Ruddle 

Submission 020 – Sarah Wilkin 

Submission 021 – Bryce Morgan 

Submission 022 – Melissa Tran-Trung 
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Submission 023 – Gareth Bellamy 

Submission 024 – Maree Docherty and Sabine Schneider 

Submission 025 – Feilding and District Promotion Inc. 

• Annex C – Pre-Hearing Correspondence with Submitters 

Copy of correspondence with Lucy Waldron (Submission 002) 

Copy of correspondence with Debbie Edwards (Submission 004) 

Copy of correspondence with Aimee Hamlin (Submission 005) 
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Introduction 

This Statement of Proposal relates to the following Manawatū District Council draft bylaws 
and policies: 

 Animal Bylaw 2019 

 Cemeteries Bylaw 2019  

 Dog Control Bylaw 2019  

 Dog Control Policy 2019 

 Solid Waste Bylaw 2019  

 Water Supply Bylaw 2019 

 

Reasons for the Proposal 

Bylaws 

The Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) enables Councils to adopt bylaws for the following 
reasons: 

 To protect the public from nuisance; 

 Protect, promote, and maintain public health and safety; and 

 Minimise the potential for offensive behaviour in public places. 

Bylaws are also made to regulate activities such as trade wastes, solid wastes, keeping of 
animals and trading in public places. Council is also able to make bylaws to manage, regulate 
and protect its infrastructure, including reticulated wastewater, stormwater and water supply 
networks, cemeteries and parks and reserves from damage, misuse or loss. The Act also has 
special powers relating to the making of bylaws for alcohol control purposes. 

Most bylaws are made under the Local Government Act 2002. Some other Acts, such as the 
Dog Control Act 1996 also empower the Council to make bylaws on specific topics. Bylaws 
may be supported by accompanying policies. For example, our Dog Control Bylaw is 
supported by and gives effect to the Dog Control Policy 2014 and the Pitbull Classification 
Policy 2017. 

The Act requires that a new bylaw is reviewed within 5 years of it being made.  

 The Animal, Cemeteries and Dog Control Bylaws and the Dog Control Policy came into 
force on 1 November 2014. They will expire on 1 November 2019. 

 The Solid Waste and Water Supply Bylaws came into force on 21 December 2015. They 
will expire on 21 December 2020. 

The Act sets out the required process for bylaw reviews. Manawatū District Council has 
complied with this process in the review of the bylaws addressed in this Statement of 
Proposal. For further detail about the bylaw review process see 
www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay.   
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Policy Review 

Dog Control Policy 2019 

Section 10(1) of the Dog Control Act 1996 requires every territorial authority (council) to 
adopt a policy in respect of dogs in their District.  

The Dog Control Act 1996 requires councils to review their Dog Control Policy if the bylaw 
that implements the policy requires review.  

 

Background to the Bylaw Review 

Section 155 Assessment 

According to section 155 of the Local Government Act, Council must,  before commencing the 
process for making a bylaw, determine whether a bylaw is the most appropriate way of 
addressing the perceived problem.  It must then determine whether the proposed bylaw gives 
rise to any implications under the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. 

Pre-consultation 

Council consulted informally about specific topics within the Animal and Dog Control Bylaws 
from 20 February to 20 March 2019. The results of this pre-consultation informed the drafting 
of the Animal Bylaw 2019 and the Dog Control Bylaw 2019. For data from this pre-consultation 
process, see www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay. 

Stakeholder Engagement 

As well as pre-consultation with the wider community, Council consulted with key 
stakeholders for specific bylaws. Their feedback informed the drafting of the relevant bylaws: 

Bylaw Key Stakeholders 

Draft Cemeteries Bylaw and Administration 
Manual 

Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District Council 

Draft Combined Drainage and Trade Wastes 
Bylaw 

Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District Council 

Draft Water Supply Bylaw Ngā Manu Tāiko Manawatū District Council 

Draft Animal Bylaw Apiculture New Zealand (in relation to the 
keeping of bees) 

Agencies and businesses such as PAWs 
Animal Shelter, SPCA, Forest and Bird 
Manawatu, vet clinics, dog training clubs, 
kennels and catteries in relation to the 
keeping of stray animals. 

Draft Cemeteries Bylaw Memorialists and stone masons in the 
Manawatū District. 
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Notice of the review of the Water Supply Bylaw will be sent to the Ministry of Health at the 
time of notification, as required by section 67(2) of the Health Act 1956. 

At the commencement of public consultation, notice of the review of the Dog Control Policy 
will be sent to every person who is, according to Council’s register, the owner of a dog. This 
notification is required by section 10(2) of the Dog Control Act 1996. 

 

Consultation Process 

Anyone can make a submission about the proposals described in this proposal document. This 
document is intended to be a summary of the key changes proposed to be made to each of 
the current bylaws through this review. Council’s “Have Your Say” website 
(www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay) includes additional information, including a tracked 
changes version of each of the draft bylaws and policy and a table for each of the draft 
documents that list all proposed changes and the reasons for those changes.   

Hard copies of the Statement of Proposal, tracked changes versions of the bylaw and copies 
of the submission forms will be available, for the duration of the consultation period, from: 

 Manawatū District Council Administration Office, 135 Manchester Street, Feilding 

 Feilding Public Library, Corner Stafford & Bowen Streets, Feilding 

 Council’s website (www.mdc.govt.nz) 

Copies of the documents may also be obtained by contacting the Council on (06) 323 0000. 

Submissions close at 5pm on the 5th of September 2019. 

Any written form of submission will be received and considered.  

Submissions can be made electronically by clicking on the link on Council’s “Have Your Say” 
website (www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay). Copies of the submission form can also be 
downloaded from this website. Hard copies of submission forms will be available for 
collection from customer services at Council and from the Feilding Public Library. 

Submissions can be emailed to submissions@mdc.govt.nz subject heading “Bylaw Review 
2019.” 

Written submissions should be posted to the following address: 
 
Manawatū District Council 
Private Bag 10 001 
Feilding 4743 
 
or hand delivered to the Council’s Front of House reception at 135 Manchester Street, 
Feilding.   
 
Submitters should note that their submission will be copied and made available to the public 
after the submission period closes. 
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Please state in your submission whether or not you wish to present your submission in 
person at a hearing.  
 

Hearing 

A hearing will be held for those who wish to share their views with the Hearings Committee. 
The hearing is scheduled for the 16th of September 2019. Council will contact submitters 
following the close of the submission period to confirm the time, date and venue for the 
Hearing.  

Next Steps 

An analysis of all submissions will be presented to the Hearings Committee for deliberations 
on the 27th of September. A final report, including the recommendations of the Hearings 
Committee will then be presented to the Council for consideration and adoption on the 10th 
of October 2019. 

 

Proposal 

The following sections provide a summary of: 

 The purpose of each bylaw  

 The perceived problems they manage 

 The key changes proposed to the bylaw through this review 

 Whether the proposed bylaw would likely give rise to concerns under the Bill of Rights 
Act 1990. 

Also included in this section is the purpose of the Dog Control Policy and a table that 
summarises the key changes to the Dog Control Policy and the reasons for those changes. 
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Animal Bylaw 2019 

 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Animal Bylaw is: 

a) To protect the public from nuisance associated with the keeping of animals within the Manawatū District; 

b) To protect, promote and maintain public health and safety;  

c) To regulate the keeping of animals, bees and poultry; 

d) To manage animals in public places; and 

e) To regulate the slaughtering of stock and poultry.   

 

Perceived Problems 

The Animal Bylaw manages the following perceived problems in the Manawatū District: 

1. Odour and noise from the keeping of animals causing nuisance and adversely affecting the amenity of residential areas 

2. Poor management and conditions from the keeping of animals, including animal housing and the disposal of animal waste leading to an 
increase in pests such as rodents. 

3. Offence from the slaughtering of animals in view of residential properties or other public areas. 

4. Public health risk from incorrectly disposing or delaying disposal of carcasses or animal body parts. 
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Key Changes to the Animal Bylaw 

Table 1 summarises the key changes proposed through this review of the Manawatu District Animal Bylaw 2014 and the reasons for the changes. 
Any section or clause references in the table relate to the tracked changes version of the Animal Bylaw 2019 that is available on Council’s “Have 
Your Say” website (click on the Animal Bylaw icon – www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay). Also available on the “Have Your Say” website is a table 
that shows all of the proposed changes to this bylaw, including section and clause references, and reasons for the changes (refer to “Proposed 
Changes to the Animal Bylaw”).  

 

Table 1: Key Changes to the Animal Bylaw 

Key Change Reason for the Change 

A new definition of “Affected Party” has been added to the 
bylaw.  

This term replaces “adjoining occupiers” or “neighbours” in the 
application information requirements for permits under the 
bylaw. An “Affected Party” is any person who is potentially 
affected by a permit application.  

Animals such as bees often roam further than immediately adjoining 
properties. Therefore, those affected by a permit application may extend 
beyond adjoining occupiers. The change enables Council to require 
applicants to consult more broadly than just neighbours or adjoining 
occupiers. 

Greater reliance on general clause 6.1 as a ‘catch-all’ clause 
relating to the keeping and managing animals.  

The scope of clause 6.1 has also been broadened to include 
consider health and safety, damage to property and roaming 
from the premises or rateable property. 

The changes are to better align this clause with the purpose of the bylaw in 
clause 2.1. The changes to clause 6.1 mean that the bylaw can be streamlined 
by removing clauses that would otherwise double-up with this general 
requirement. 

Greater clarity of when a permit is required for the keeping of 
animals and more consistent use of terms.  

These changes are to assist bylaw users in understanding what is required. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

For example, the requirement for “consent of Council” in 
relation to keeping more than 12 poultry has been replaced 
with “obtaining a permit from Council.” 

Changes to the permit application process, as follows: 

i. Standardisation of clauses and terms relating to permit 
applications across the different sections of the bylaw.  

ii. New clauses have been added to allow council officers to 
request further information from the applicant before 
making a decision on a permit application.  

iii. Inclusion of a clause in each section that requires that any 
permit application be accompanied by the fee prescribed 
in Council’s Schedule of Fees and Charges.  

iv. Council officers have the discretion to approve or refuse 
a permit application.  

v. New clauses which state that a permit is personal to the 
applicant and is not transferable. 

vi. Clauses that give Council the power, by notice in writing 
delivered to the permit holder, to revoke or amend a 
permit if, in the opinion of an enforcement officer, the 
animals are being kept in a way that breaches one or 
more of the conditions of the permit. 

 

The standardisation of clauses and terms is to make the bylaw more user-
friendly. Consideration was given to combining all permit application clauses 
together into a separate section of the bylaw to reduce duplication. However, 
as each section of the bylaw applies to a different type of animal, the 
preference was to keep all clauses relating to that animal together to 
minimise the chance of the other requirements being overlooked. 

The ability to request further information is particularly beneficial given the 
changes from “consent from adjoining occupiers” or “consents from 
neighbours” to “completed affected party approval forms.” The intention is 
that the council officer processing the permit application works closely with 
the applicant to ensure good decision-making.   

The inclusion of clauses requiring applicants to pay an application fee at the 
time of lodging a permit enables Council to enforce this requirement. There 
was no fee requirement mentioned in the 2014 Bylaw in relation to permit 
applications to keep pigs. 

The inclusion of clauses relating to the approval or refusal of a permit is 
necessary as there may be some instances where the granting of a permit 
application is not appropriate. The equivalent clauses in the Animal Bylaw 
2014 implied that every permit application would be granted. The 
amendments give council officers the power to refuse a permit application 
and to provide applicants with reasons for that refusal. 

The clauses about the transfer of permits is to aid permit holders 
understanding.   
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

The Animal Bylaw 2014 included requirements that permit holders comply 
with the terms and conditions of their permits but no guidance on what 
action would be taken in the event of non-compliance. These new clauses 
give enforcement officers the powers to take action to ensure compliance or 
to mitigate effects of any non-compliance with the terms and conditions of 
any permit.  

A standard setback requirement for poultry houses and 
poultry runs of 3 metres from all property boundaries.  

The Animal Bylaw 2014 had a 5 metre setback requirement in 
rural areas and a 3 metre setback requirement in the urban 
area.  

It was not clear why the 2014 Bylaw set a stricter setback requirement for 
poultry houses and runs in Rural Areas. The extra two metre setback required 
in the rural area is unlikely to significantly reduce noise effects or the 
likelihood that the keeping of poultry will result in damage to property. 

Simplification of the poultry house requirements  

The revised requirements only require poultry houses to be 
waterproof, with a raised floor, adequately graded and drained 
and kept in a clean condition free from any offensive smell, 
overflow and vermin. The changes include removal of reference 
to the Building Act 2004, specificity around the material that the 
house must be constructed from, the requirement that the floor 
be raised 150mm above, that it be enclosed with wire mesh or 
other material and that it be maintained in good repair. 

The deletion of reference to the Building Act 2004 is because the bylaw 
should not refer to a separate legislative process. This will be addressed by a 
building consent, if required.  

The requirement for a raised floor is to ensure the poultry house is not 
inundated by stormwater. The reference to the material it is to be 
constructed from and the height it must be raised are considered too 
restrictive and may not be fit for purpose. 

The requirement for the house to be enclosed may unintentionally restrict 
people from allowing poultry to roam freely within the boundaries of their 
Premises.  

The requirement that the poultry house be maintained in good repair is a 
subjective requirement and the requirement to provide adequate housing 
for animals is already regulated by the Animal Welfare Act 1999, so does not 
need to be repeated in the bylaw.   
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

The limits to the number of cats are proposed to exclude 
kittens under the age of three months, rather than six months. 

 

Kittens are fully weaned between eight and ten weeks of age and generally 
reach sexual maturity around five to six months of age. By setting the 
exclusion at three months of age this gives sufficient time for kittens to be 
weaned and to find new homes, while not allowing enough time for the 
kittens to reach sexual maturity. It is also much easier for a council officer to 
judge whether a cat is less than three months old, compared to a cat that is 
six months old. 

Change in reference from “Council Officer” to “Enforcement 
Officer” in all clauses that relate to enforcement activities.  

 

Enforcement officer is the more appropriate term to use for any activity 
that involves the use of powers in relation to offences against or 
infringement offences under the Local Government Act 2002 or the bylaw. 
The definition of “Council Officer” in the Explanatory Bylaw 2014 only refers 
to officers acting under authority duly delegated by the Manawatū District 
Council. 

Any clauses that refer to compliance with other bylaws, 
resource consent requirements (such as Regional Council 
consents) or other legislation have been moved to explanatory 
notes  

This is because they are not enforceable under the bylaw.  

Addition of advice relating to stock fencing adjacent to roads. 

 

The requirements for stock fences are contained in the Fencing Act 1978. 
Where stock fences are adjacent to a road and are not stock proof and 
therefore a threat to public safety as the stock may roam onto the adjacent 
road, Council may issue a notice requiring the fences to be upgraded or 
repaired. These advice notes are to inform those keeping stock of these 
requirements.   

Relocation of clauses relating to the slaughtering of poultry 
and stock into a separate section and amendments to those 
clauses, including the clarification of screening requirements 
around slaughtering and processing sites.  

The reference to “persons nearby” in the screening requirements for 
slaughtering and processing sites creates uncertainty.  

The processing of animals is not provided for as a permitted activity in the 
Residential or Village Zones. The bylaw therefore essentially prohibited this 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

The Animal Bylaw 2014 required that any slaughtering activities 
be permitted by the District Plan and that  “public views are 
restricted.” The draft bylaw requires screening of slaughtering 
and processing sites that are located within an urban area. The 
draft bylaw requires that the screening is sufficient in height and 
size to cut out the line of sight by any such persons so as to 
prevent the slaughtering or processing operation to be seen. 

type of activity in the Residential or Village Zones. This may be considered 
unreasonable given the number of large sections and ‘lifestyle blocks’ within 
the Residential and Village Zones of the Manawatū District.  

The bylaw also was silent on whether the slaughtering of any poultry was 
acceptable in urban areas as there was no equivalent clause in section 9 of 
the 2014 Bylaw (Slaughter of Poultry).  

The changes to the requirements around the screening of slaughtering and 
processing areas are considered to be reasonable due to the potential for 
visibility of such activities to cause offence. 

Insertion of a new section of the bylaw that relates to the 
keeping of stray animals, including: 

i. A expectation that people will not feed, house or 
otherwise take care of stray animals; 

ii. Making those providing care for stray animals the 
“keeper” of that animal, and therefore responsible for it; 

iii. Requiring any person keeping a stray animal responsible 
for complying with all other aspcts of the bylaw; 

iv. Powers to Enforcement Officers to issue a notice to 
someone keeping a stray animal that requires them to 
mitigate or abate any non-compliance; and 

v. Timeframes for compliance with any notice issued by an 
enforcement officer. 

Community and stakeholder feedback obtained during the bylaws pre-
consultation period confirmed that there is a problem with stray cats in the 
District. The current bylaw does not enable enforcement officers to require 
action to be taken to mitigate nuisance effects of stray animals, including 
cats, as the bylaw does not currently make anyone responsible for these 
animals.  

While the Code of Welfare: Companion Cats says that a person who feeds 
cats is not the “person in charge” under the Animal Welfare Act, the bylaw 
is concerned about nuisance effects from stray cats, not the care of the 
animals themselves. It is therefore reasonable for the bylaw to treat stray 
cats differently than the Code of Welfare: Companion cats. 

The proposed clauses make any person who is providing sustenance, 
harbourage or comfort to any stray animals the “keeper” of that animal for 
the purpose of the bylaw, including in relation to the limits on the numbers 
of cats per premises. If a stray animal creates a nuisance, the revised bylaw 
gives enforcement officers the ability to issue a notice to the keeper of that 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 stray animal requiring them to take action to mitigate or abate that nuisance 
within a specified timeframe.   

 

Assessment against the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990 

Consideration has been given to the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. The proposed Manawatū District Animal Bylaw 2019  will not give rise 
to any implications under the NZBORA and the limits imposed by this proposed bylaw is appropriate to the purpose of the bylaw. In particular, 
those clauses that relate to entry to property and the seizure of animals are consistent with those powers given to Officers under the Impounding 
Act 1955 and the Local Government Act 2002.  
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Cemeteries Bylaw 2019 

 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Cemeteries Bylaw 2019 is to provide for the efficient management and maintenance of cemeteries under the Council’s 
control. It covers matters such as the requirements for interment, disinterment, purchasing an exclusive right of burial, work in cemeteries, 
tributes, maintenance of cemeteries, operating hours, conduct and misconduct in cemeteries.  The bylaw enables Council to meet its obligations 
under the Burial and Cremation Act 1964. The bylaw does not regulate activities in private cemeteries or urupa.  

 

Perceived Problems 

The Cemeteries Bylaw manages the following perceived problems in the Manawatū District: 

1. The need for a consistent approach to maintenance and development of cemeteries across the District. 

2. The need to control plot sizes, headstone dimensions and tributes to ensure that cemeteries are kept attractive and peaceful memorial 
spaces with consistent style and aesthetics. 

3. Offensive graffiti and wilful damage at cemeteries, making some assets inoperable. 

4. The public and funeral directors need clear guidelines on the requirements and restrictions. 

5. The need to keep up with changing burial dynamics and trends such as burials, cremations, ashes walls and natural burials. 

6. Unconnected cemetery management systems and unreliable cemetery data can result in burial and reserved plot errors. 
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7. Accessibility to cemetery areas for those with limited mobility. 

8. Affordability of cemetery fees, particularly for fixed income families or elderly single parents. 

 

Key Changes to the Cemeteries Bylaw 

Table 2 summarises the key changes proposed through this review of the Manawatu District Cemeteries Bylaw 2014 and the reasons for the 
changes. Any section or clause references in the table relate to the tracked changes version of the Cemeteries Bylaw 2019 that is available on 
Council’s “Have Your Say” website (click on the Cemeteries Bylaw icon – www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay). Also available on the “Have Your Say” 
website is a table that shows all of the proposed changes to this bylaw, including section and clause references, and reasons for the changes 
(refer to “Proposed Changes to the Cemeteries Bylaw”).    

Table 2: Key Changes to the Cemeteries Bylaw 

Key Change Reason for the Change 

Delete all references to Council’s Cemeteries Policy.  

 

The Cemeteries Policy is surplus to requirement and is proposed to be 
revoked upon adoption of the revised bylaw. 

Inclusion of a new explanatory note about private cemeteries 
and urupa.  

This explanatory note helps to clarify the scope of the bylaw and to direct 
those interested in seeking funding assistance for private cemeteries or 
urupa to Council’s Private Cemetery/Urupa Policy.  

Inclusion of new definitions for terms such as “Disinterment or 
Disinter”, “Disinterment Instruction and Warrant,” “Exclusive 
Right of Burial,” “Interment or Interred,” Interment Instruction 
and Warrant,” “Monument,” “Permit” and “Plot Holder.”  

These terms are used throughout the bylaw and the inclusion of definitions 
for these terms assists bylaw users and ensures consistent understanding of 
these terms. 

Insertion of a new section in the bylaw titled “Council’s 
Management of Cemeteries.”  

 

This section enables Council to set aside specific areas within cemeteries for 
certain uses, such as lawn cemeteries and memorial ashes gardens, and to 
set monument standards and other controls that are specific to these areas. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Separation of the sections that apply to applications for 
“Interment Instructions and Warrants” from those that relate 
to purchase of an “Exclusive Right of Burial.”  

The interment instruction and warrant is Council’s written approval for the 
interment. Whereas, applications for the exclusive right of burial is not an 
approval for interment, but an agreement for the right of interment. This 
covers the period up until interment, when the interment instruction and 
warrant must be applied for. The separation of these matters into different 
sections of the bylaw helps to reinforce this distinction.  

Insertion of new clauses that require requests for two body 
interments to be made at the time of application for the 
interment instruction and warrant.  

These clauses are needed as there are different depth requirements for an 
interment, depending on whether it is for one or two bodies. The 
requirement to communicate wishes at the time of application for an 
interment instruction and warrant will mean a reduce need for the 
disinterment of a body or ashes due to insufficient depth for a second loved 
one to be interred in a plot.  

Relocation of the section of the bylaw on disinterment closer to 
the front of the bylaw to follow on from interment.  

This is because both an interment and disinterment are subject to application 
processes and the issuing of an instruction and warrant by Council. 

Separation of disinterment clauses into those relating to the 
disinterment of a body or remains of a body from those that 
relate to the disinterment of ashes.  

This is because the requirements for the disinterment of human remains 
under the Burial and Cremation Act 1964 are different from those of 
disinterment of ashes. The new structure of this section of the bylaw makes 
it more user friendly and helps to avoid potential confusion.  

Insertion of a new section that relates to exclusive rights of 
burial, including the purchase of an exclusive right of burial and 
the lapsing of that right.  

 

These new clauses better align the bylaw with the process set out in section 
10 of the Burial and Cremation Act 1964. The clauses provide bylaw users 
with a step by step outline of the application process and the responsibilities 
of plot holders. 

Insertion of a clause that specifies a 60 year term for the 
exclusive right of burial, unless otherwise specified by Council.  

 

This clause is needed so that Council has the power and discretion to extend 
the period of an exclusive right of burial from the 60 years specified in the 
Burial and Cremation Act 1964. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Making those holding an exclusive right of burial responsible for 
notifying Council of any change in address. 

This clause is needed to minimise the risk of plots being inadvertently re-sold. 

Amendments within the “Work in Cemeteries” section of the 
bylaw to more clearly separate those activities that require 
written approval from Council for those that require a permit 
issued by Council.  

This is done through clear and consistent terminology, such as 
replacing the term “consent” with “permit” or “written 
approval.” 

 

These changes are to assist bylaw users in understanding what is required. 

Insertion of a new clause that requires installers of new 
monuments (installed after the bylaw is made operative) to 
display their identification mark in a visible location on the 
monument.  

This is to assist Council and installers when a monument is found to be 
defective or is damaged. It enables Council to quickly identify the installer 
and to arrange replacement or repair of the monument.  

Insertion of a new section that sets out cemetery operating 
hours.  

As there are different fees specified in Council’s Schedule of Fees and Charges 
depending on the day and time of the Interment, the inclusion of these 
clauses is necessary and assists those planning funeral activities. 

Combining the “Vehicles in Cemeteries” and “No Soliciting” 
sections of the bylaw together under the new heading of 
“Conduct in Cemeteries.”  

This change simplifies the bylaw and brings together all the clauses that 
relate to how Council expects people to behave in a cemetery. The use of the 
term “conduct” helps to understand the link between this section and the 
“misconduct” section of the bylaw.  

Amendments to the considerations in the “Misconduct” section 
of the bylaw to also include: 

(d) dig any ground or disturb any vegetation without 
Council’s prior approval; or 

New sub-clause (d) is needed as such activities require Council’s prior 
approval under clause 9.1. Doing such things without this approval would 
constitute an offence under clause 14.1. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

(e) fly an unmanned aerial vehicle in or over a Cemetery 
without Council’s prior approval. 

And to delete the following: 

(f) consume any alcohol in a Cemetery;  

(g) enter any Cemetery during Hours of Darkness; or 

(h) do anything that is a breach of the Council’s Cemetery 
Policy.  

New sub-clause (e) is needed as approval is required from Council prior to 
the flying of unmanned aerial vehicles in and over cemeteries. Approval is 
required from Council as the owner of the land, to maintain public safety and  
to respect the privacy of anyone in the cemetery at the time. 

Sub-clause (f) is to be deleted as cemeteries are not subject to a liquor ban. 
This is therefore not something that Council can enforce through the bylaw. 

Sub-clause (g) is proposed to be deleted as Council does not wish to limit the 
time of the day or night that mourners can visit their loved ones. 

Sub-clause (h) is to be deleted as Council’s Cemetery Policy is proposed to be 
revoked. 

Insertion of a new clause within Schedule 1 (Headstone and 
Monument Regulations) that specifies Council’s dimension 
standards for plaques as 360mm by 160mm.  

Council’s standards for plaques are currently not included in the bylaw or 
schedule 1. The insertion of this clause is to assist bylaw users. 

 

Assessment against the Bill of Rights Act 1990 

Consideration has been given to the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. The proposed Manawatū District Cemeteries Bylaw 2019  will not give 
rise to any implications under the NZBORA and the limits imposed by this proposed bylaw is appropriate to the purpose of the bylaw. Council is 
operating within this powers and authority under the Burial and Cremation Act 1964. 
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Dog Control Bylaw 2019 

 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Dog Control Bylaw 2019 is to give effect to the Dog Control Policy 2019 by prescribing minimum standards for the Keeping 
and control of dogs in order to: 

a) minimise danger, distress, and nuisance to the community, including animals and wildlife; and 

b) provide for the exercise and recreational needs of dogs and their owners. 

In addition to compliance with this bylaw, any person must also comply with any relevant provisions in the Act, Impounding Act 1955,  any other 
relevant enactment, any other relevant bylaws, the Manawatū District Plan and the Manawatū-Whanganui Regional Council’s (trading as 
“Horizons”) One Plan.  

 

Perceived Problems 

The Dog Control Bylaw manages the following perceived problems in the Manawatū District: 

1. The keeping of dogs can affect amenity through nuisance effects such as barking. 

2. The need to control dogs in public places to protect the safety of communities by reducing the potential for harm and nuisance from 
dogs.  

3. The need to be able to control those areas where dogs are permitted to be exercised, areas where dogs may be allowed on a leash and 
areas where dogs should be prohibited from entering, unless they are working dogs. 
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4. Dogs being carried in or on cars can cause a nuisance by barking or acting aggressively. 

5. Dog faeces can pose a public health risk and nuisance if owners of dogs do not promptly pick them up and dispose of them appropriately.  

6. Dog owners need to be educated on how to properly care for and train their dogs so that they are under control and do not pose a risk 
to health and safety. 

7. Council needs tools to be able to seize dogs that are a nuisance, injurious or hazardous to health, property or safety of any person and to 
recover costs for any enforcement action.  

 

Key Changes to the Dog Control Bylaw 

Table 3 summarises the key changes proposed through this review of the Manawatu District Dog Control Bylaw 2014 and the reasons for the 
changes. Any section or clause references in the table relate to the tracked changes version of the Dog Control Bylaw 2019 that is available on 
Council’s “Have Your Say” website (click on the Dog Control Bylaw icon – www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay). Also available on the “Have Your Say” 
website is a table that shows all of the proposed changes to this bylaw, including section and clause references, and reasons for the changes 
(refer to “Proposed Changes to the Dog Control Bylaw”).    

Table 3: Key Changes to the Dog Control Bylaw 

Key Change Reason for the Change 

Insertion of a new clause within the purpose of the bylaw that 
requires any person to also comply with any relevant provisions 
in the Dog Control Act 1996, the Impounding Act 1955,  any 
other relevant enactment, any other relevant Bylaws, the 
Manawatū District Plan and Horizons One Plan. 

This clause is to inform bylaw users of all other Acts and regulations that they 
must also comply with. This is particularly important as, in the interest of 
keeping the bylaw streamlined, the Dog Control Bylaw does not duplicate the 
provisions of these Acts. 

Insertion of a new term “Authorised Officer” that replaces 
“Council Officer.” 

The Dog Control Bylaw 2014 uses the term “council officer” in relation to 
functions and powers under the bylaw. Dog Control Officers are explicitly 
warranted under the Dog Control Act 1996. It is therefore appropriate that a 
new term and definition be included in the Dog Control Bylaw that is specific 
to that Act. The term “authorised officer” has been added to the bylaw for 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

this purpose. Reference is also made to a person warranted under Section 17 
of the Dog Control Act 1996 as that section accounts for the exercise of 
powers by officers warranted under other legislation. 

Amendments to the definition of “Under Control” to also 
include: 

 a dog on a leash that is being held by someone that is 
physically capable of restraining the dog; 

 under direct control, such as being held; and 

 being within sight.  

To be effectively controlled while on a leash, it must be held by someone that 
is physically capable of restraining the dog. Otherwise the dog may break 
free. Amendments have been made to the definition to reinforce this point. 
A dog that is off leash is still able to be controlled if it is being held by the 
owner. As there are many ways to hold a dog, such as holding it by its collar 
or picking it up if the dog is small, the definition just refers to the dog “being 
held.” 
 
If a dog is not within sight of its owner it  may attack a person, dog or other 
animal without the owners knowledge. It is therefore necessary for the 
definition to include the requirement that the dog is “within  sight.” 

Insertion of a general control that every owner of a dog must 
keep their dog under control in all public places and at all times.  

This is a general obligation on all dog owners and is a useful clause for 
authorised officers to use when carrying out enforcement activities. 

Change in the way that dog numbers are controlled in the urban 
area by reference to District Plan zones rather than rateable 
property size. 

The current bylaw provisions use property size as a way of differentiating 
between urban and rural land use. The proposed changes are to make this 
differentiation more clear. 
 
Currently a multi-dog permit is required under the bylaw to keep three or 
more dogs and a resource consent is required under the Manawatū District 
Plan. The District Plan provisions that relate to the keeping of dogs are 
currently under review through Plan Change 64 (PC64).   
 
PC64 sets limits for the number of dogs that can be kept in boarding, breeding 
and training kennels without a resource consent. Permitted activity limits 
proposed for each zone in the District Plan.  
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 
Changing the bylaw to also set a limit on the number of dogs that may be 
kept on a rateable property (excluding working dogs and puppies) that is 
specific to the District Plan zone of the property  is recommended for 
consistency. 

Insertion of a one dog per dwelling limit on rateable properties 
in the urban area that contain more than one dwellinghouse. 

The 2014 bylaw includes a limit on dogs that applies per rateable property. 
This can disadvantage residents living on a property that contains more than 
one dwellinghouse as the limit on dog numbers would be spread across all 
units. This new clause means that at least one dog can be kept per dwelling 
in the urban area. 

Insertion of a five dog per rateable property limit in the rural 
area (except in accordance with a multi-dog permit). 

Through clause 9.2, the 2014 Bylaw did not set a limit on the number of dogs 
that could be kept on a  rateable property greater than 2,000m2. However, 
dog owners keeping more than two dogs were required by the Manawatū 
District Plan to get a resource consent.  

The requirement to get a resource consent to keep pet dogs is proposed to 
be removed from the District Plan through Proposed Plan Change 64 (PC64 – 
the ‘Kennels Plan Change’). 

The environmental effects of keeping dogs in rural areas has already been 
considered in the drafting of the Kennels Plan Change (PC64). As mentioned 
above, proposed changes to the District Plan through PC64 include limits for 
the number of dogs that can be kept in boarding, breeding and training 
kennels without a resource consent. The PC64 permitted activity limits for 
properties in the Rural 1 and 2 and Flood Channel 1 and 2 zones are 
considered to be a useful proxy for limits above which the keeping of  dogs 
may lead to more than minor environmental effects, including amenity 
effects for neighbours. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Insertion of a two dog per dwelling limit on rural rateable 
properties that contain more than one dwellinghouse. 

The proposed inclusion of this clause is to ensure that the bylaw is fair for 
those rural properties that contain more than one dwellinghouse. Without 
this clause, properties in rural areas that contain more than one dwelling 
would be restricted to five pet dogs across all dwellings that are on that 
rateable property. This clause acknowledges that rural properties are larger 
than residential properties, and therefore a two dog limit per dwelling 
instead of a one dog per dwelling limit (as per urban properties) is 
reasonable. 

Exclusion of dogs kept in boarding, breeding and training 
kennels from compliance with the limits on the number of dogs 
per rateable property.  

The bylaw does not need to consider dogs kept in boarding, breeding or 
training kennels as, following adoption of PC64, such activities will be 
managed by the Manawatū District Plan.  

Separating the clauses that relate to obtaining an exemption 
from compliance with the minimum distance from boundary 
requirements for the housing, confining or restraining of dogs 
from the application requirements for multi-dog permits. 

In the 2014 Bylaw, the clauses relating to applications to keep more dogs 
than was allowed by the bylaw and exemptions from the boundary setback 
requirements were covered by the same clauses. However, the matters that 
Council considered in granting an exemption were specific to boundary 
setback non-compliances, not multi-dog permits. As the matters that Council 
considers when assessing an application for a boundary setback exemption 
and a multi-dog permit are different, the separation of these applications into 
separate sections within the bylaw is preferable.  

New clauses relating to applications for multi-dog permits, 
including: 

 matters that Council will consider when making a 
decision on multi-dog permit applications 

The 2014 Bylaw included limits on the number of dogs that are allowed on a 
property, but very little information on the application process if an owner 
wished to apply to breach this limit.  

The proposed clauses give applicants the information they need to apply for 
the multi-dog permit, set clear expectations on the applicant and the 
authorised officer processing the application, and give authorised officers the 
powers they need to revoke a permit under specific circumstances.  
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 application on the application form accompanied by 
payment of the prescribed fee 

 a requirement to allow an authorised officer to inspect 
the Premises  

 the time limit that authorised officers have to make a 
decision on the permit application 

 a requirement to comply with any terms and conditions 
of the permit 

 a requirement to apply for a new permit if there is a 
change in address or any change to the number or types 
of dogs being Kept 

 

New clauses that set out the conditions under which Council 
may revoke a multi-dog permit.  

The matters listed in this clause are all matters that Council considers 
sufficient grounds to revoke a multi-dog permit. Listing these matters is for 
the benefit of those holding a multi-dog permit so they are reminded of their 
responsibilities.  

Deletion of sections that duplicate the requirements of the Dog 
Control Act, including: 

 the requirement to provide exercise; 

 adequate accommodation; 

 clean water; 

It is not necessary to repeat requirements contained in the Dog Control Act 
1996. Removal of these sections helps to streamline the bylaw.  
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 adequate food; 

 dogs roaming on private land or premises; and  

 the requirement to neuter dogs classified as menacing 
or dangerous. 

Insertion of a new section on selected owners including: 

 the application process; 

 matters that Council will consider when making a 
decision on an application for selected owner status; 

 responsibilities on selected owners; and 

 conditions under which Council may revoke that status.  

Selected owners are not mentioned in the 2014 Bylaw or Dog Control Policy. 
However, there is information and application forms for selected owner 
status on the Council website. Selected owners also qualify for a discounted 
dog registration fee in MDC’s Fees and Charges Schedule 1 July 2018 – 30 
June 2019. 

The inclusion of this section within the draft bylaw is necessary to ensure that 
sufficient information is available for dog owners who may wish to apply for 
selected owner status, including their responsibilities. 

Clause 23.7 gives Council the power to revoke selected owner status in 
certain circumstances. 

Insertion of a new section on working dogs including: 

 the application process; 

 inspections to determine working dog status; and 

 when the payment of an inspection fee is applicable. 

Working dogs are cheaper to register than pet dogs under Council’s Schedule 
of Fees and Charges. However, the 2014 Bylaw and the current Dog Control 
Policy do not contain any information on the application process for 
classifying a dog as a “Working Dog.” The inclusion of this section within the 
bylaw provides dog owners with necessary information and ensures the 
application process is fair and reasonable. 

Simplification of the fees and charges section of the bylaw, 
including deletion of the list of applicable fees. 

The bullet points were a list of activities that Council sets fees and charges 
for. As the dog control activities for which Council sets fees and charges for 
may change before the next bylaw review, the preference is to delete the list 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Insertion of reference to the various Acts this bylaw is 
administered under.  

of activities and instead to refer users to the current fees and charges 
document. 

The insertion of reference to the various Acts that this bylaw is administered 
under is necessary as the powers to impose fees and charges sit within these 
different pieces of legislation. 

Changes to Schedule 1 (Prohibited Public Places) including: 

 Deletion of the Feilding CBD prohibited area, except 
when organised events are on (including the map) 

 Deletion of the Rimu Park playing fields 

 Reference to the “mouth of” the Kaikokopu Stream in 
the Himatangi Beach prohibited area 

 Deletion of the Vinegar Hill Reserve 

The Manawatū District Council consulted with the community of the 
proposal to uplift the Feilding Central Business District (CBD) dog ban through 
pre-consultation in February and March 2019. There was general support for 
uplifting the CBD dog ban, except when organised events (such as the 
Christmas Parade and Feilding Farmers Market) are on. 

Following workshop discussion with elected members after the close of 
bylaws pre-consultation, a decision was made to alter the status of the 
Feilding CBD from a prohibited dog control area to an on-leash dog control 
area, except that the prohibited status will apply during organised events. 

There are no longer any playing fields on Rimu Park so this reference is no 
longer valid. Council is proposing to make Rimu Park a dog exercise area 
through this review. 

The addition of reference to the mouth of Kaikokopu Stream is 
recommended to provide greater clarity around the boundaries of the 
prohibited area. Previously it was not clear as to which part of the stream the 
400m setback applied from. 

Council is considering changing the dog control status of Vinegar Hill Reserve 
from “prohibited” during the period from Labour Weekend to Easter to “on-
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

leash.” This change is considered reasonable given the current use of the 
reserve and the fact that it is an exercise area outside of this period.   

Changes to Schedule 2 (Dog Exercise Areas) including the 
insertion of new dog exercise areas at: 

 James Palmer Park;  

 Rimu Park; 

 Waughs Road (between the Railway Bridge and Awa 
Street); 

 the Pohangina Domain (except that when stock are 
grazing the domain it becomes a dog on leash area) 

Deletion of the Manfeild Park skateboard area 

Deletion of reference to “except when stock are grazing the 
reserve dogs must be on a leash” from the Bartletts Ford 
Reserve, Menzies Ford Reserve, Londons Ford Reserve and the 
Rangiwahia Reserve. 

Amendments to the Vinegar Hill Reserve exercise area as 
follows: 

entire area except during the period Easter to Labour 
Weekend 

James Palmer Park is not mentioned in the Dog Control Bylaw 2014 but is 
considered by council officers to be suitable for use as a dog exercise area. 

There are no playing fields on Rimu Park anymore and it is considered 
suitable as a dog exercise area. 

The proposed Waughs Road dog exercise area was identified by Council’s 
Parks and Property Team Leader as suitable for use as a dog exercise area.  

The Pohangina Domain is considered separately from the old school site so 
the addition to the policy is necessary. This domain is occasionally grazed by 
stock, so the exception for stock is necessary in this case. 

Stock traditionally grazed the listed rural reserves, but this is no longer the 
case. The exclusion is therefore no longer justified and should be removed. 

The proposed deletion of the word “except” in the Vinegar Hill Reserve dog 
exercise area is to correct an error in the Dog Control Bylaw 2014. Schedule 
1 and 2 as currently drafted contradict each other. The intention is that the 
Vinegar Hill Reserve is a dog exercise area over autumn and winter and a 
prohibited (now proposed on-leash) control area over summer and spring 
(from Labour Weekend to Easter). 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Changes to Schedule 3 (Dog on Leash Areas) including the 
insertion of new areas as follows: 

 Johnston Park – except the playing fields; 

 The Feilding CBD (including the described area and map) 
except when organised events are on; 

 Vinegar Hill Reserve during the period Labour Weekend 
to Easter; and 

 Pohangina Domain when stock are grazing. 

The playing fields at Johnson Park is a prohibited area but it is not clear what 
restrictions apply over the remainder of Johnson Park. This proposed change 
is to reduce confusion and improve clarity. 

As noted in the commentary on Schedule 1 above, Council is proposing to 
change the dog control status of the Feilding CBD from prohibited to on-
leash, except when organised events are on. The proposed changes to 
Schedule 3 of the bylaw are needed to implement the proposed change in 
dog control status. These changes are supported by feedback received during 
the bylaws pre-consultation. 

The map is to be included in this schedule for clarity. 

As noted above, Council is proposing to change Vinegar Hill Reserve from a 
prohibited to on-leash area over summer and spring. This is to better align 
with current use of the reserve. 

The insertion of the Pohangina Domain is for clarity. When stock are being 
grazed this Domain is an exercise area. 

 

Assessment against the Bill of Rights Act 1990 

Consideration has been given to the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. The proposed Manawatū District Dog Control Bylaw 2019  will not give 
rise to any implications under the NZBORA and the limits imposed by this proposed bylaw is appropriate to the purpose of the bylaw. Authorised 
Officers operating under this bylaw do so within this powers and authority given to them under the Dog Control Act 1996, the Impounding Act 
1955, the Local Government Act 2002 and the Health Act 1956. 
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Dog Control Policy 2019 

 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Dog Control Policy 2019 is to outline how Council will administer the requirements of the Act, and to facilitate good dog 
behaviour and good dog ownership, including annual registration.  

The Dog Control Act 1996 requires this policy to be made having regard to: 

a) The need to minimise danger, distress, or nuisance to the community; 

b) The need to avoid the inherent danger in allowing dogs to have uncontrolled access to public places that are frequented by 
children, whether or not the children are accompanied by adults; 

c) The importance of enabling, as far as practicable, the public (including families) to use streets and public amenities without fear 
of attack or intimidation by dogs; and 

d) The exercise and recreational needs of dogs and their Owners. 

 

Key Changes to the Dog Control Policy 

Table 4 summarises the key changes proposed through this review of the Manawatu District Dog Control Policy 2014 and the reasons for the 
changes. Any section or clause references in the table relate to the tracked changes version of the Dog Control Policy 2019 that is available on 
Council’s “Have Your Say” website (click on the Dog Control Policy icon – www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay). Also available on the “Have Your Say” 

57

http://www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay


31 
 

website is a table that shows all of the proposed changes to this policy, including section and clause references, and reasons for the changes 
(refer to “Proposed Changes to the Dog Control Policy”).    

 

Table 4: Proposed Changes to the Dog Control Policy 

Proposed Change Reason for the Change 

Replacement of all references to “council officers” with 
“authorised officers” 

Dog Control Officers are explicitly warranted under the Dog Control Act 1996. 
It is therefore appropriate that all references to “council officers” be replaced 
by “authorised officers.” It will then be clear which legislation these officers 
are operating under.   

Insertion of a clause within the background section of the policy 
that refers to the policy being read in conjunction with the 
Manawatū District Council’s Pitbull Classification Policy 2017, 
the Bylaw, the Act, the Animal Welfare (Care and Procedures) 
Regulations 2018 and any other relevant enactment. 

The Pitbull Classification Policy is not currently referenced in any other 
document. Reference to this other dog-related policy within the Dog Control 
Policy aids understanding.  

Reference to the Bylaw, the Act, the Animal Welfare (Care and Procedures) 
Regulations 2018 and any other relevant Enactment ensures that bylaw users 
are aware of their responsibilities under these other Acts and regulations. 

Simplification of the purpose of the Policy in clause 1.4 as 
follows: 

The purpose of this Policy is to outline how Council will 
administer the requirements of the Act, and to facilitate good 
dog behaviour and good dog ownership, including annual 
registration. 

The text has been simplified and streamlined but the intent is unchanged. 
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Proposed Change Reason for the Change 

Insertion of an “Interpretation and Definitions” section to the 
Policy that includes definitions of key terms within the Policy, 
consistent with those contained in the Draft Dog Control Bylaw 
2019. 

The Dog Control Policy 2014 does not include any definitions. The inclusion 
of common definitions within the policy is recommended to assist users of 
the Policy and to promote common understanding of key terms. 

Relocation of the fees section of the policy to sit under the 
section on implementation and new clauses that acknowledge 
the discounted registration fees applicable to  selected dog 
owners, owners of neutered dogs, owners of working dogs and 
owners that hold a gold card. 

This is a more logical location for this section of the bylaw as the use of fees 
is one of the tools that Council uses to implement the policy. 

Clause 6.1 of the policy refers to the relative cost of registration of dogs in 
the various categories described in section 37 of the Act. Clauses 6.3 to 6.6 
outline how Council is fulfilling this requirement. 

Addition of “organised events are taking place” to the list of 
reasons why dogs are not permitted in prohibited public places. 

The list of prohibited public places in schedule 1 of this policy and the bylaw 
includes a number of references to “when organised events are taking place.” 
This is because during organised events, such as festivals, parades, sports 
events and so on, large groups of people may gather. This increases the risk 
of dogs posing a danger, distress or nuisance to the community and the fear 
of attack or intimidation by dogs. 

For this reason a site that may otherwise be suitable as a dog exercise area 
or dog on leash area may become a prohibited public place for the duration 
of an organised event.    

Deletion of reference to “their owners” in the clauses within 
section 10 (dog exercise areas) which relate to the need for dogs 
to be under control. 

The definition of “Under Control” makes it clear that the person with the dog 
is responsible for ensuring it is controlled. In some instances the person 
controlling the dog may not be its “owner” (as defined in the Act), but may 
be a dog walker for example. 
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Proposed Change Reason for the Change 

Insertion of a new section within the policy that relates to areas 
classified under other legislation, such as the Conservation Act 
1987, the National Parks Act 1980 or the Te Urewera Act 2014. 

Section 10(5) of the Dog Control Act states that:  

“Every statement or publication of a policy adopted under this section –  

(a) shall identify any land within the district that is included in –  

(i) a controlled dog area or open dog area under section 26ZS of the 
Conservation Act 1987; or 

(ii) a national park constituted under the National Parks Act 1980; 
or 

(iii) Te Urewera, as defined in section 7 of the Te Urewera Act 
2014…” 

Council is not aware of any controlled or open dog areas within the 
Manawatū District that have been declared by the Department of 
Conservation or that have access controls under these other acts.  However, 
as such controls are administered by the Department of Conservation and 
not the Manawatū District Council, the inclusion of an explanatory note 
within the policy that refers dog owners to the Department of Conservation 
for more information is appropriate. 

Replacement of the clauses relating to the management of 
barking dog complaints with new clauses that describe what 
constitutes “nuisance barking” and what constitutes 
“reasonable grounds” for authorised officers to investigate a 
barking dog complaint.   

The new clauses come from the Manawatu District Council and Rangitīkei 
District Council’s Standard Operating Procedure for barking dog complaints 
(as at 9/04/2018). The changes are to ensure consistency between the Dog 
Control Policy 2019 and the Council’s agreed procedures for managing 
barking dog complaints. 

Deletion of the section of the policy that relates to “dangerous 
and menacing dogs”  

This section of the policy is not necessary to retain as it just repeats the 
process set in the Dog Control Act 1996. 
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Proposed Change Reason for the Change 

Amendments to the clauses within the section of the policy that 
relates to neutering of dogs. Changes include: 

 Insertion of reference to those dogs classified by 
any other territorial authority as menacing under 
section 33A or 33C of the Dog Control Act that 
are required to be neutered under section 
33EB(2) of the Act. 

 Deletion of those sub-clauses that relate to 
matters that Council may take into account in 
exempting particular dogs from being neutered  

 Insertion of clauses that relate to the process and 
documentation required if the neutering of a dog 
is to be delayed due to the health of the dog 
concerned.  

The proposed changes are to ensure that the policy accurately reflects 
Councils approach to the neutering of dangerous and menacing dogs. 

The inclusion of references to section 33C, section 33E(1)(b) and section 
33EB(2) of the Dog Control Act are to ensure the policy meets the 
requirements of section 10 of the Dog Control Act. 

The new clauses about the process Council will follow in the event that a dog 
is not able to be neutered due to being in an unfit condition reflect what 
Council currently does in practice. 

Amendments to clause 18.1 which relates to hearings of 
objections to also include the classification of dangerous dogs. 

The hearing of objections is also applicable to the classification of dangerous 
dogs. The insertion is for completeness. 

Removal of clause 19.3 which lists those matters that council 
officers may take into account in exercising discretion over 
whether to issue an infringement notice for the failure to 
register a dog.  

In practice, Council will always issue an infringement notice if an owner fails 
to register a dog. According to Dog Control Officers, the matters listed in a) 
to e) are not really considered when issuing infringement notices. In addition, 
Clause 19.5 already gives Council the discretion to withdraw an infringement 
notice where exceptional circumstances exist. 

Amendments to Schedules 1 to 3 (Prohibited Public Places, Dog 
Exercise Areas and Dog on Leash Areas). 

The amendments are to ensure that the locations listed in Schedules 1 to 3 
are the same as those listed in Schedules 1 to 3 of the Dog Control Bylaw. The 
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Proposed Change Reason for the Change 

reasons for the changes to these schedules are detailed in the table of key 
changes to the dog control bylaw above (refer to Table 3). 
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Solid Waste Bylaw 2019 

 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of this bylaw is to:  

 Promote and deliver effective and efficient waste management and minimisation in the District, as required under the Waste 
Minimisation Act 2008; 

 Assist in implementing the Council’s Waste Management and Minimisation Plan; 

 Promote the purpose of the Act and the goals of the New Zealand Waste Strategy; 

 Regulate the collection, storage, management, transportation and depositing of waste (including recyclable material) from public 
places or by persons licensed by the Council; 

 Protect the health and safety of commercial waste operators, resource recovery centre (RRC) operators and the public; and 

 Manage nuisance and litter in public places. 

 

Perceived Problems: 

The Solid Waste Bylaw manages the following perceived problems in the Manawatū District: 

1. Flytipping, including at donated goods container locations and onto private property without the owner’s consent. 
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2. Accumulation or storage of waste, recyclable material or diverted material on private property in a way that causes the site to become 
unsightly, offensive, a nuisance or likely to be injurious to health. 

3. The removal of litter (such as recyclables) from public receptacles by members of the public. This is considered to be a public health risk 
for those removing the litter and viewed as offensive to other members of the public.  

4. Limited compliance with Council signage in rural rubbish collection sites. 

5. Non-compliance with Council’s list of permitted recyclables and advertised guidelines. 

6. No agreed minimum standards for kerbside collection by non-Council funded Waste Collectors. 

7. Limited opportunities and promotion for event organisers to recycle. 

8. Overlapping rules and responsibilities between the District Council and Horizons, including in relation to the dumping of cleanfill and the 
management of farm dumps. 

 

Key Changes to the Solid Waste Bylaw 

Table 5 summarises the key changes proposed through this review of the Manawatu District Solid Waste Bylaw 2015 and the reasons for the 
changes. Any section or clause references in the table relate to the tracked changes version of the Solid Waste Bylaw 2019 that is available on 
Council’s “Have Your Say” website (click on the Solid Waste Bylaw icon – www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay). Also available on the “Have Your Say” 
website is a table that shows all of the proposed changes to this bylaw, including section and clause references, and reasons for the changes 
(refer to “Proposed Changes to the Solid Waste Bylaw”).    

  

Table 5: Proposed Changes to the Solid Waste Bylaw 

Key Change Reason for the Change 

Replacement of references to the “disposal” of waste with the 
“depositing” of waste. 

The scope of the bylaw is proposed to be changed to remove controls over 
the disposal of waste and recyclable materials. This is because waste is 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

deposited at the Resource Recovery Centre (RRC) but is not disposed of 
there. 

Insertion of a new clause as follows: 

“To avoid doubt, compliance with this bylaw does not remove 
the need to comply with all other applicable acts, regulations, 
bylaws and rules of law.” 

This change is to ensure the bylaw is legally robust. 

Replacement of “Waste Collectors” with “Commercial Waste 
Operators” and “Waste Operators” with “Resource Recovery 
Centre (RRC) Operators.” 

The term “Waste Collector” has been replaced with “Commercial Waste 
Operator” as this is the term used in Council’s Schedule of Fees and Charges 
(2019/2020) for the licence fees in the solid waste activity. 

Removal of the exclusion of “Diverted Material” from the 
definition of “Recyclable Material.” 

The exclusion of diverted material is not appropriate as the Waste 
Minimisation Act definition of “Recycling” includes the reprocessing of 
diverted materials. Also, the bylaw definition of “Waste” includes reference 
to diverted material. 

Broadening the scope of Resource Recovery Centres (RRCs) to 
also include receiving, collecting, sorting, storing and processing 
of recyclable materials, including at a mobile recycling centre.  

The definition of RRC in the 2014 Bylaw included reference to a 
recycling depot, but only referred to the receiving, collecting, 
sorting, storing and processing of waste. 

These changes are needed to ensure that the definition reflects what is done 
in practice. 

Amendments to the list of terms and conditions which all 
persons must comply with, including: 

Hardfill and cleanfill are managed by Horizons. It is therefore inappropriate 
for this bylaw to include controls over such materials. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 Deletion of reference to materials for use as fill at a 
cleanfill site; 

 Addition of the correct treatment of recyclable material, 
including cleaning and the removal of lids from 
containers; 

 Addition of the right for Council to retrieve a Council-
owned approved container from a premises; and 

 Replacement of “any other matters Council considers 
appropriate” with “terms or conditions which may be 
required for the safe storage, collection and depositing 
of waste and recyclable materials.” 

The correct treatment of recyclable material is a new matter that the Council 
wishes to control in relation to recyclable materials. 

The power given to Council to retrieve an approved container (if needed) 
from a premises is reasonable given that Council owns these containers.  

The proposed change from “any other matters Council considers 
appropriate” is to make this sub-clause less ambiguous, to link it to the 
purpose of the bylaw, and to reduce the risk for legal challenge. 

 

New clauses relating to the use of approved containers, 
including the process that Council will follow for non-
compliances in the separation and deposition of waste and 
recyclables into the correct approved containers.  

The proposed changes are to ensure that the bylaw accurately reflects what 
is done in practice. These clauses give a council officer or authorised agent 
(upon direction by the manager) the power to retrieve approved containers 
from a premises if there is repeated non-compliance around the sorting of 
waste and recyclable materials. 

Insertion of new sub-clause (a) within clause 7.5 that makes all 
people responsible for depositing waste or recyclable material 
into the correct approved container. 

The addition of sub-clause (a) is necessary to ensure that people are made 
responsible for depositing their waste or recycling into the correct 
containers. This enables better enforcement of the bylaw.  

A new section that enables Council to prohibit certain material 
from being deposited into an approved container, RRC or litter 
receptacle in a public place, including household or commercial 
waste. 

This section was added following legal review. Clause 8.1 enables Council to 
prohibit certain material. Clause 8.2 is more specific in that it prohibits people 
from disposing of household or commercial waste in litter receptacles 
provided in public places. This is to ensure that the bins are being used 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

correctly and do not become overfilled with waste that should be deposited 
into approved containers allocated to a premises. 

Addition of “owners” to section 9 which relates to 
responsibilities on the occupiers and managers of any premises; 

And 

Insertion of “by 7:30am on the day of collection” to clause 9.2(a) 

The proposed changes increase the scope of this clause to also make owners 
of premises responsible for the collection and storage of waste and 
recyclable materials. 

The addition of a time that bins must be on the roadside by on the day of 
collection is recommended. This helps avoid the situation where an owner, 
occupier or manager of a premises puts their bin out after the collection time 
and then claims to Council that their rubbish or recycling was missed. 

Changes to the licensing provisions within the bylaw to require 
the owners of donated goods containers to obtain a licence 
from Council prior to operating within the District.  

The addition of reference to the owners of a donated goods container(s) 
means that they are now captured by this clause and must obtain a licence 
before operating within the District. Previously, clause 22.1 of the bylaw 
stated that a licence must be obtained from Council, but the reference was 
to the wrong clause of the bylaw. Inclusion of reference to donated goods 
containers within clause 13.1 reinforces the requirements of clause 22.1 and 
reduces potential confusion.  

Deletion of the section of the bylaw that requires waste 
operators operating a landfill site, cleanfill site or managed fill 
site to obtain a licence from Council to operate. 

There is therefore no need for the bylaw to require commercial waste 
operators to obtain a licence for the disposal of waste or recyclable materials 
as landfills are regulated by Horizons. 

Amendments to the licence application provisions including: 

 A new requirement that the holder of an existing licence 
apply for a renewal of that licence at least two months 
before it expires; and 

The change is to set an applicable timeframe for the renewal of a licence. This 
gives council officers enough time to consider the renewal application before 
the existing license expires, preventing any disruption to the operation.  

The power given to the manager (appointed by the Chief Executive) to 
suspend a licence for non-compliance with any of the terms and conditions 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 The ability for the manager at Council to suspend a 
licence if the holder fails to comply with any of the terms 
and conditions of that licence. 

is reasonable given the potential risks and environmental effects from non-
compliance.  

Relocation of references to the Public Places Bylaw 2015 from 
the clause that requires the event organiser to submit a litter 
and recycling plan to be included as an explanatory note. 

The deletion of reference to the Public Places Bylaw within this clause is 
recommended as it is preferable that the bylaw does not reference another 
consenting regime.  

The explanatory note is to ensure that event organisers are still aware of their 
requirements under the Public Places Bylaw. 

Insertion of new matters that must be included in the litter and 
recycling plan, including: 

 An estimate of the types and amounts of waste to be 
generated by the event; 

 How waste generated at the event will be minimised; 

 How the collection and use of recyclable materials and 
reusable material will be maximised; and 

 The requirement to provide details or commercial waste 
operators responsible for the transportation and 
depositing of waste and recyclable materials as well as 
the collection of them. 

And 

New sub-clauses (a) to (c) are recommended for inclusion to better align the 
requirements for the litter and recycling plan with the requirements in the 
Waste Minimisation Act. 

The requirement to provide a report after the event showing how the litter 
and recycling plan was implement gives Council better assurance that the 
plan will be implemented and not just prepared and ignored by the event 
organiser. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

A requirement that a report be submitted to Council within 20 
working days following the event that details how the approved 
litter and recycling plan was implemented, including a waste 
summary.  

Insertion of explanatory notes within the nuisances section of 
the bylaw that detail how responsibilities for managing 
nuisance effects from the storage or burning of waste and the 
burying of waste or recyclable material on land are divided.  

An explanatory note is also included that states that “the 
disposal of waste or recyclable material at a landfill, cleanfill site 
or managed fill site is administered under the Horizons’ One 
Plan.” 

The explanatory notes are to aid users by directing them to the relevant rules 
in the One Plan that relate to the burning of waste and recyclable material or 
the disposal of waste or recyclable material on production land. The 
explanatory notes clarify how the responsibilities for managing the burning 
of waste and recyclables are shared between the Manawatū District Council, 
Horizons and Fire and Emergency New Zealand.  

The bylaw does not generally provide for the burial of waste or recyclable 
material. However, such activities may be allowed by Horizons, subject to 
conditions. It is not the intention that the bylaw restrict something that is 
otherwise provided for by the One Plan.   

Horizons One Plan contains rules controlling composting activities and offal 
holes and farm dumps. Those using the bylaw therefore need to be aware 
that a resource consent may be required from Horizons, even if their activity 
is consistent with the Manawatū District Council’s Solid Waste Bylaw.   

The One Plan rules about offal holes and farm dumps are specific to 
production land. The retention of controls over the burying of animals in the 
bylaw is needed to manage nuisance effects of such activities that could 
occur outside of the rural area.  
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Inclusion of additional matters in relation to the depositing of 
waste and recyclable materials in litter receptacles including: 

 Depositing prohibited or special waste; 

 Interference of waste or recyclable material in a litter 
receptacle; and 

 Fixing or attaching any flag, banner, bunting, balloon, 
sign, poster, leaflet or similar thing to any litter 
receptacle in a public place. 

Reference to prohibited or special waste is to make it clear that such waste 
is not allowed to be placed in a litter receptacle in a public place. Making this 
prohibition clear makes enforcement by Council easier. 

Reference to “interfere with” broadens the scope of this clause to also 
consider someone who is digging around in a bin but is not necessarily 
removing rubbish from it. 

There was nothing in the bylaw previously that prevented someone from 
attaching something to the outside of a litter receptacle in a public place. 
Council would generally not want someone to do this as it may detract from 
the amenity of the streetscape. However, there may be times when the 
decoration of litter receptacles may be approved by Council, such as if the 
decoration is related to a public event. This sub-clause is so that Council has 
this discretion to control what is placed on the outside of a public litter 
receptacle. 

Inclusion of reference to “fines” as well as “penalties” specified 
in another act within the offences and breaches section of the 
bylaw.  

This change is to ensure that Council is not limited in its ability to issue 
infringement fees under the Litter Act, Health Act or any other applicable Act. 

 

Assessment against the Bill of Rights Act 1990 

Consideration has been given to the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. The proposed Manawatū District Solid Waste Bylaw 2019  will not give 
rise to any implications under the NZBORA and the limits imposed by this proposed bylaw is appropriate to the purpose of the bylaw. In particular, 
any changes to the classification, collection, transportation and depositing of waste must be made by Council resolution, thereby ensuring that 
Council does not reserve itself a level of discretion that may be unreasonable in terms of s13(2) of the Bylaws Act 1910 or would impinge on any 
freedoms under the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. 
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Water Supply Bylaw 

 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Water Supply Bylaw is to: 

a) Ensure a safe and efficient public water supply; 

b) To manage and regulate the Council’s water supply; and 

c) To protect public water supply infrastructure from damage, misuse and interference and the health and safety of people using the water 
supply network. 

 

Perceived Problems 

The Water Supply Bylaw manages the following perceived problems in the Manawatū District: 

1. Contamination of drinking water supplies (e.g. from poorly constructed connections to mains, backflow of contaminants into mains from 
private networks, damage to mains and connections) potentially resulting in sickness or deaths within the communities served. 

2. Loss of water or service pressures to other customers (damage to mains and connections by other service suppliers, uncontrolled removal 
of bulk water from hydrants, removal of restrictors where fitted on unmetered supplies). 

3. Uncontrolled high water usage such that Council exceeds permitted water take resulting in fines for consent breaches from Horizons or 
damage to aquifers. 
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4. Customers on limited or restricted supplies running out of water. 

5. Damage to reticulated services from contractors excavating or drilling in close proximity to services. 

Key Changes to the Water Supply Bylaw 

Table 6 summarises the key changes proposed through this review of the Manawatu District Water Supply Bylaw 2015 and the reasons for the 
changes. Any section or clause references in the table relate to the tracked changes version of the Water Supply Bylaw 2019 that is available on 
Council’s “Have Your Say” website (click on the Water Supply Bylaw icon – www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay). Also available on the “Have Your 
Say” website is a table that shows all of the proposed changes to this bylaw, including section and clause references, and reasons for the changes 
(refer to “Proposed Changes to the Water Supply Bylaw”).    

 

Table 6: Key Changes to the Water Supply Bylaw 

Key Change Reason for the Change 

Updates to references, including: 

 Replacement of “Fire Service Act 1975” with “Fire and 
Emergency New Zealand Act 2017” 

 Updating the reference for the Fire Fighting Water 
Supplies Code of Practice from the 2003 version to the 
2008 version 

 Replacing the “Manawatu District Council’s standard 
specifications for laying of watermains and service 
pipes” with the “Manawatu District Council’s 
Engineering Standards for Land Development” 

The Fire Service Act 1975 was repealed in 2017 by the Fire and Emergency 
New Zealand Act 2017. 

The change to the Code of Practice reference is to ensure that the bylaw 
references the most up-to-date version of the standard. 

The Engineering Standards for Land Development were adopted in 2017 and 
replace Council’s standard specifications for the laying of watermains and 
service pipes. 

Amendments to the purpose of the bylaw to also include 
“damage, misuse and interference and the health and safety of 
people using the water supply network.” 

These amendments are to ensure that the bylaw considers the full breadth 
of considerations under the Local Government Act 2002 for water supply. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Insertion of a definition of “Approved Licenced Contractor” and 
changes to clauses in the bylaw to require any work on the 
water supply bylaw to be done by an approved licenced 
contractor.  

The insertion of this definition is to aid understanding as it is a new term that 
is being introduced to the bylaw through this review. Through this bylaw 
Council wants to ensure that only approved licenced contractors undertake 
works on the water supply network. This is to minimise the risk of damage to 
the network. 

Deletion of all references to “Levels of Service” from the bylaw The reference to “levels of service” could create enforcement issues for 
Council. Levels of service are set out in the measures and targets in the Long 
Term Plan and reported against in the Annual Report. 

 

Amendments to the definition of “Ordinary Supply” to include 
reference to a non-restricted rural supply and to delete 
reference to NZSU17. 

The inclusion of reference to non-restricted rural supplies is needed as 
without it an ordinary supply could be misinterpreted as being an “urban 
supply.” 

Replacement of the terms “Restricted Supply or Rural Scheme” 
with “Rural Supply” 

Not all rural schemes have a restricted flow supply, so the grouping of these 
terms together in a definition could create confusion. 

Removal of all references to “Water Supply Areas” The section of the Local Government Act 1974 that provided for water supply 
areas is now repealed. Given the changes to the Local Government Act, all 
references to water supply areas have been removed from the bylaw.  

Insertion of new definitions of “Water Supply” and “Water 
Supply Network”  

These terms are used throughout the bylaw. The inclusion of definitions for 
these terms ensures consistent understanding. 

Amendments to the “Entitlement to Supply” section of the 
bylaw, including reference to the need for Council approval of 
any connection to the water supply network (clause 7.1(a)).  

New sub-clause (a) makes it clear that while every premises is entitled to an 
ordinary supply of water, an application must be made to Council for any new 
connection to the network. 

Amendments to the application requirements for a connection 
to the water supply network, including: 

The changes to the heading and introductory text are to better align these 
with defined terms. “Water supply network” is defined, but the “supply of 
water” is not. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 Changes to the heading and introductory text from 
applications for a “supply” to applications for a 
“connection to the water supply Network”; and 

 Replacing references to “owner” with “customer.” 

The reference to “customer” as opposed to “owner” is recommended for 
consistency with the rest of the bylaw and because customer is a defined 
term. 

 

Change in the lapse period, that applies to approvals for a water 
supply connection that have not been actioned, from 3 months 
of the date of approval to six months.  

And 

Insertion of an explanatory note  that states that “For 
subdivisions, Council may grant an extension to the lapse date if 
the new Certificate of Title has not yet been granted.” 

The change in the lapse period from three months to six months is because 
six months is considered to be more reasonable given the delays that 
sometimes occur during the subdivision and development process. 

The explanatory note is to inform bylaw users of a particular circumstance in 
which Council will grant an extension to the lapse date under clause 13.4. 
This helps to clarify what is meant by “unless otherwise authorised by 
Council” in this clause. 

Insertion of a new clause within the “Water Supply 
Infrastructure” section of the bylaw that states that “A person 
must not do anything to the Water Supply Network that puts at 
risk the health and safety of those that use the Water Supply.” 

 

This is a new general clause which recognises the importance of protecting 
the water supply network for the health and safety of those that access this 
water. This clause links to the purpose of the bylaw (clause 2.1(c)) and the 
offences and breaches in clause 39.5. 

Insertion of a new clause within the section titled 
“Responsibility for Maintenance” which states that “The 
customer is responsible for repairing any pipe or fitting on the 
Customer’s side of the Point of Supply.” 

This clause is to make it clear that any issues arising beyond the point of 
supply are the responsibility of the customer. This will help in avoiding 
confusion over responsibilities in the event of an issue. 

Deletion of those sections of the bylaw that relate to backflow 
prevention, except for a new clause that requires the owner or 
manager of a premises to notify Council in writing of any change 

Section 69ZZZ of the Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Act 2007 gives 
Council the authority to install or require the owner of a property to install a 
back-flow prevention system where there is a need to protect the network 
system from risks of pollution cause by water or other substances on 
properties connected to the networked system. Those clauses that duplicate 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

in the use of commercial or industrial premises that may have 
an effect on any backflow prevention device required.  

A council officer or authorised agent will assess the suitability of 
the backflow prevention device(s) on site, even if notification of 
the change in use of the premises is not required under the 
Building Act 2004. 

 

the Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Act 2007 are proposed to be 
deleted from the bylaw. 

The new clause about notification of a change in use is needed as Council 
currently relies on a building consent as a trigger for assessing the suitability 
of backflow prevention devices. Those changes in use that do not trigger a 
building consent are therefore going unchecked, which places a potential risk 
on the water supply network.   

Changes to those clauses that specify the notice periods that 
Council must give customers before entering a premises. The 
changes include:  

 A new clause requiring that when Council or an 
authorised agent is undertaking work outside of 
standard operating hours they must give written notice 
to the customer 48 hours prior to entry; and 

  A clause that specifies that Council will make every 
reasonable effort to notify potentially affected 
customers prior to a scheduled maintenance shutdown 
(except when not practical). 

The new clauses replace similar clauses in the 2015 Bylaw, but are worded 
more clearly. The clauses provide greater detail to customers on what to 
expect in the event of shutdowns of the network for maintenance.  

Relocation of all clauses that relate to fees and charges to a new 
“Fees and Charges” section of the bylaw.  

The intent of this section is to streamline by the bylaw and reduce repetition 
by grouping together all clauses that relate to the payment of fees and 
charges. 

Insertion of a new clauses that states that “Council may fit a 
meter to any connection at any time for the purpose of 
determining water consumption.” 

While Council has always had this right, as the owners of the network, the 
inclusion of this clause is useful for raising awareness of this right. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

Replacement of those clauses that describe the testing 
methodology for meters and flow restrictors with reference to 
the Water New Zealand Good Practice Guide “Water Metering 
of Customers on Reticulated Supplies.” 

By referring to the best practice guide rather than specifying the standards 
within the bylaw, the bylaw will not become out of date if the good practice 
guide is updated.  

 

Changes to the “Adjustments and Estimations” section of the 
bylaw including: 

 Deletion of clause 29.2 (clause 29.1 in the 2015 Bylaw) 
that is concerned with adjustments to water meter 
payments.  

 Insertion of a new clause 29.1 within the that refers to 
Council’s Rates Remission and Postponement Policy. 

Clause 29.1 of the 2015 Bylaw allowed for an adjustment in the payment of 
water meter charges, which are part of rates.  Council is only able to adjust 
rates in accordance with the Rates Remission and Postponement Policy. The 
replacement of clause 29.1 with the new clause is necessary to ensure that 
the bylaw accurately reflects what is done in practice and accordance with 
Council Policy.  

Amendments to the “Supply of Water – Fire Fighting” section of 
the bylaw including: 

 Insertion of a new clause that requires written approval 
from Council prior to installing any new fire protection 
connections; 

 Requiring that any fire protection connection be 
installed by an approved licenced contractor; and 

 Changes to clause 31.5 to allow Council to install a meter 
on any fire protection connection, regardless of when it 
was installed. 

New clause 31.2 makes it clear that written approval from Council is required 
for any new fire protection connection. 

Installation by an “approved licenced contractor” is necessary to minimise 
the risk of the new connection causing damage or interference to the water 
supply network. 

There is no need for a distinction to be made in clause 31.5 between fire 
protection connections that were installed prior to 2015 and those installed 
more recently or even after the revised bylaw is adopted. 

Re-structuring and re-ordering of clauses relating to entry to 
catchment areas.  

The structure of part six of the bylaw has been improved. Previously the 
sections within this part were divided by  catchment type. This meant a lot of 
repetition within each section, particularly around restrictions for entry to 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

the catchment, permit requirements and powers of council officers within 
the catchment areas. 

Section 32 includes those clauses that relate to entry to catchments; section 
33 includes those clauses that relate to approvals or permits required to 
enter controlled and restricted catchment areas; and section 34 relates to 
enforcement of permits.  

Amendments to new clause 32.6 (clause 35.2 in the 2015 Bylaw) 
to require a person to advise Council immediately of any 
chemical or hazardous substance spilled on land or in the water 
in any catchment area.  

The amendments to the first part of the clause is to make it clear that any 
person within a catchment area is responsible for immediately reporting any 
spill of a chemical or hazardous substance to Council. As a spill may occur 
within any catchment area and as any spill has the potential to impact on the 
water supply, it is reasonable for the scope of this clause to be broadened to 
consider all catchment areas.  

Amendments to clause 33.2 (clause 33.3 in the 2015 Bylaw) to 
require any person in a controlled or restricted catchment area 
or land held by the Council as a water reserve to produce, on 
demand by a council officer or authorised agent, a copy of their 
permit.  

The scope of the clause has been broadened to also include any person in a 
restricted catchment area. As there are entry permit requirements for both 
controlled and restricted catchment areas, the expansion in scope of this 
clause is reasonable. 

Amendments to the clause that relates to provision of a medical 
certificate before a permit for entry to a controlled or restricted 
catchment area can be issued.  

The amendments to this clause are to clarify what is meant by a “medical 
clearance.” This is not a defined term so may not be well understood. The 
amendments to this clause also help to provide some context as to why 
Council may require someone to provide a medical certificate prior to 
granting entry to a controlled or restricted catchment. 

Insertion of a clause that requires compliance with any terms or 
conditions imposed on a permit to enter a controlled or 
restricted catchment area.  

Clause 37.2 authorises Council to attach terms and conditions to any 
approval or permit approved under this bylaw. However, without this clause 
there is no ability for Council to require compliance with any terms or 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

conditions that may be imposed. This clause is therefore needed for 
enforcement purposes. 

Relocation of clause 17.2 from the 2015 Bylaw to the “Offences 
and Breaches” section and amendments to this section as 
follows: 

 Replacement of “disconnected (or have the flow 
restricted in some way)” with “restricted”  

 Deletion of sub-clause (d)  

 Deletion of clause references from sub-clauses (e) and 
(f) 

 Insertion of new sub-clause (g) 

 Amendments to sub-clause (i) to remove “or the water 
supply system is left in a detrimental state” 

This clause relates to non-compliances with the bylaw, so is a better fit within 
the offences and breaches section of the bylaw.  

Under the Health Act 1956 Council has the power to restrict the supply of 
water but not to disconnect  the supply (Council  has a duty to provide an 
adequate supply of drinking water). The amendments to the introductory 
part of this clause are therefore to better align the bylaw with the Act. 

Sub-clause (d) has been deleted as this would be a matter for prosecution, 
which is covered by clause 39.1 above. 

Sub-clauses (e) and (f) relate to matters that are regulated under Section 
69ZZZ of the Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Act 2007. While those 
clauses relating to the prevention of waste and backflow prevention have 
been removed from the bylaw, non-compliance with these requirements are 
still grounds for Council to restrict the supply of water to that customer. 

Sub-clause (g) relates to non-compliance with a notice issued under clause 
17.5, which relates to pipes or fittings on the customers side of the point of 
supply which causes water to be wasted.  

The amendments to clause (i) are to remove potential confusion as it is not 
clear what is meant by a “detrimental state.” Generally, this means an 
abandoned water supply, which is already covered by the first part of this 
sub-clause. 

Amendments to clause 39.4 (clause 37.3 in the 2015 Bylaw) to: The amendments to this clause are to ensure consistency with clause 39.2 
which relates to the restriction of the water supply to a premises. As the 
supply is to be restricted and not disconnected there is no need to refer to 
reconnection or the payment of a reconnection fee. 
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Key Change Reason for the Change 

 replace reference to disconnection of the supply to 
restriction of the water supply;  

 Replace “the supply will be reconnected” with “the flow 
restrictor will be removed…”; and 

 Removal of reference to payment of a reconnection fee. 

 

Assessment against the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990 

Consideration has been given to the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. The proposed Manawatū District Water Supply Bylaw 2019  will not 
give rise to any implications under the NZBORA and the limits imposed by this proposed bylaw is appropriate to the purpose of the bylaw. 

 

79



53 
 

 

  

80



54 
 

 

81



1

Lisa Thomas

From: Lisa Thomas
Sent: Monday, 26 August 2019 1:35 PM
To: 'lucy@animalnutrition.co.nz'
Subject: Answers to your questions on Council's draft Dog Control Policy

Categories: [SharePoint] You saved this message in 'Council Policies > Draft Policies > P128 - 
Dog Control Policy 2019'

Hi Lucy 

My colleagues have assisted me in collating some dog control data and statistics that will hopefully assist in 
answering the questions you raised in your submission on the draft Dog Control Bylaw. 

There are currently 7470 dogs registered in the Manawatū District. Of those 7470 dogs, 74 are registered as 
menacing or dangerous dogs. However, as noted in your submission, there may be additional menacing or 
dangerous dogs in the District that are unregistered. 

“Responsible” owners that have obtained selected owner status pay $34.00 for a dog registered before the 31st of 
July and $49.00 if registered after the 1st of August. 
Owners of dogs that are classified as dangerous or menacing pay $160.00 if paid before the 31st of July and $238.00 
if paid after the 1st of August. Therefore, the fact that some breeds or dogs are more of a “problem” than other 
dogs/breeds if factored into the price of registration. 

In your submission you have suggested that problem dogs, especially those from fighting breeds, when picked up, 
should be automatically neutered if they are ‘repeat offenders.’ 

Section 32(1)(c) requires dogs that are classified as dangerous to be neutered, as follows: 

Section 33E of the Dog Control Act 1996 requires dogs that are classified as menacing to be neutered: 
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Costs spent by Council are as follows: 
Animal Control expenditure for the 2018/19 financial year - $627,000 
Pound costs budgeted for the 2019/2020 financial year - $6,500 
Euthanasia costs for the 2018/19 financial year – approximately $1,000. 
 
Council reporting does not currently enable us to identify costs that are specifically related to dangerous or 
menacing dogs. 
 
Council does not currently market unwanted dogs. Any dogs that are picked up by Council that are unable to be 
rehomed will generally go to PAWS for rehoming. Any that are deemed to be unsuitable for rehoming will get put 
down. 
 
If you would like to add anything further to your submission in light of this information (prior to the close of 
submissions on 5 September) please feel free to do so. Additional comments can be emailed to 
submissions@mdc.govt.nz, made on the online submission form (www.mdc.govt.nz/HaveYourSay) or by post. 
 
Please also feel free to contact me if you have any further questions. 
 
Kind regards, 

 
l LISA THOMAS l Policy Adviser l 
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."  
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Lisa Thomas

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Lisa Thomas
Friday, 23 August 2019 3:26 PM
''
Response to questions raised in your submission on the Dog Control Bylaw

[SharePoint] You saved this message in 'Policy and Planning > Bylaws > Dog 
Control Bylaw 2019', [SharePoint] You saved this message in 'MP1046 - Bylaw 
Review > Project Documents'

Hi Debbie 

Thank you for your submission on the draft Dog Control Bylaw. In your submission you ask for clarification 
as to why a change of dog breed requires a new multi-dog permit. 

The rationale behind this is that when the Authorised Officer is assessing an application for a multi-dog 
permit then number and breed of the dogs is one of the matters they consider. Different breeds of dogs 
have different temperaments and  requirements, including in relation to the amount of space required for 
exercising, kennels and fencing. The requirement to obtain a new permit for a change in the breed of dog 
enables our Authorised Officers to reassess the suitability of the premises and the conditions of the permit 
for the new dog(s). 

You have also asked if you would have to reapply for a multi-dog permit if a dog dies and you adopt a new 
dog. In such circumstances the best approach would be to contact Council’s Animal Control Officers to 
inform them of the change. If the new adopted dog is the same breed as the dog that passed away, then 
they may be satisfied that a new permit is not required.  

I hope this response answers your questions. If you would like to add to your original submission prior to 
the close of submissions on the 5th of September you are welcome to do so. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions. 

Kind regards, 

l LISA THOMAS l Policy Adviser l 
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." 
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Lisa Thomas

From: Lisa Thomas on behalf of /O=MDC/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=
4E6B525BDB1541518045CCAE69CAFE19-LISA THOMAS

Sent: Thursday, 5 September 2019 2:23 PM
To: 'Hamlin, Aimee'
Subject: Further information for your submission on the Dog Control Bylaw

Hi Aimee 

I have now spoken with Council’s Principal Planner (Rachelle Johnston) and the consultant planner who was 
responsible for Proposed Plan Change 64 (the kennel’s plan change).  

Their advice is as follows: 
Based on the activities you have described, a resource consent would be required under the District Plan (once PC64 
is made operative) for a “boarding, breeding and training kennel.” The District Plan is made under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 and is concerned with managing environmental effects from kennel-type activities, including 
noise and amenity effects. 

The types of matters that would be considered when assessing a consent application for a boarding, breeding and 
training kennel include: 

- Compliance with noise standards
- Yards and separation distances, including separation distances to residential dwellings
- How waste will be managed and disposed of (including washdown water from kennels)
- The design of buildings and the layout of the site
- Operation and management of the proposed kennels, including any features to reduce potential nuisance

problems such as noise and odour on the amenity values of the surrounding area
- Dog numbers and management approach
- Traffic generation, parking, access and on-site manoeuvring
- Hours of operation
- Signage (if required)
- Screening, and fencing (for noise, visual amenity and keeping the dogs confined to the property)

As part of the consent application process, you would need to provide council with a noise management plan. There 
is no need to engage a consultant to prepare this plan, you can do it yourself. The types of matters that should be 
included in the noise management plan include things like how the dogs will be managed to minimise noise from the 
site, how any complaints will be dealt with and how communication with neighbours is to be maintained.  

The assessment criteria in Rule 3H.4.8 in the draft plan change (link below) may be a useful in understanding the 
types of things that Council would likely impose conditions to control: 
https://www.mdc.govt.nz/files/content/public/contact-us/have-your-say/previous-consultation/plan-change-
consultation/draft-plan-change-64-boarding-breeding-and-training-kennels/draft_plan_change_64_-
_boarding_breeding_and_training_kennels.pdf 

If you have any further questions about the consent application process I recommend you contact Council’s Principal 
Planner, Rachelle Johnston (phone 323 0000). 

Kind regards, 
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l LISA THOMAS l Policy Adviser l 
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: Hamlin, Aimee
Sent: Monday, 2 September 2019 9:19 AM 
To: Lisa Thomas <Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Response to questions raised in your submission on the Dog Control Bylaw 
 
Hi Lisa, 
 
As I am drafting what I would like to say is it possible to get an indication of what kind of ‘conditions’ people are 
likely to face when applying for a resource consent similar to mine? Both urban and rural would be nice so I can 
address both in my speech.  
Same with regards to a multi-dog permit. What are the odds of having it declined when upping numbers of the same 
breed (most of us are unlikely to change breed) by one or two at a time? If you already have 10 dogs with no issues 
for example how much difference is 2 more going to make and what reasons would council have for declining it? 
Would you retain your permission for the original 10?  
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Aimee Hamlin 
 

From: Lisa Thomas <Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Friday, 30 August 2019 4:10 PM 
To: Hamlin, Aimee 
Subject: RE: Response to questions raised in your submission on the Dog Control Bylaw 
 
Hi Aimee 
 
As discussed over the phone, my recommendation to you is that you speak at the Hearing about how you interpret 
the rules for multi-dog permits in the draft Dog Control Bylaw and what effect they will have on you. You can 
suggest changes to the draft rules that will help to address your concerns. 
 
As the decision has not yet been released on the kennels plan change (PC64) there is still potential for the rules to 
change. Based on the draft rules, a consent would be required, and would likely include conditions. Council will be 
providing more guidance on the new rules once they have been finalised.  
 
If you were to apply for a multi-dog permit under the draft Dog Control Bylaw you would need to re-apply for your 
permit if there is a change in the number or breed of the dogs you keep as pets. 
 
We will be able to advise you further on the most appropriate application for you once the rules on the plan change 
and bylaw have been finalised. 
 
Kind regards, 
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l LISA THOMAS l Policy Adviser l 
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: Hamlin, Aimee 
Sent: Friday, 30 August 2019 8:28 AM 
To: Lisa Thomas <Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Response to questions raised in your submission on the Dog Control Bylaw 
 
Hi Lisa, 
 
Apologies for missing your call, I was in Rotorua of all places! I am available to talk today at your convenience if you 
would like-0276141066.  
I’m not a business, I don’t know if that makes a difference. I do dog sports as a hobby and occasionally have a litter 
when I’d like to continue to show/do agility (I’m NZKC registered). My breed is pretty rare in NZ, we have no ‘breed 
rescue’, club or official body, I’m it. If I see one on Trademe or FB that’s unwanted I’ll try and get the dog, get it 
whatever it requires and rehome it. This is always at my own expense. I’ve done 5 rescue/rehomes so far. Often 
they’re not registered so I always pay for this too. As a responsible breeder I have in my contract that any dog I have 
bred is to be returned to me if it cannot be cared for, I’ve had 3 back since 2012, one was not registered. I try really 
hard to do things right and obey all laws. I know there are a lot of people like me in the Manawatu and I’m 
concerned we’re falling through the cracks or getting swept up in changes that sort of apply to us and sort of don’t? 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Aimee Hamlin DVN 

 

From: Lisa Thomas <Lisa.Thomas@mdc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Friday, 23 August 2019 3:54 PM 
To: Hamlin, Aimee 
Subject: Response to questions raised in your submission on the Dog Control Bylaw 
 
Hi Aimee 
 
Thank you for your submission on the Dog Control Bylaw. 
 
In reading your submission I see that you have some questions regarding the multi-dog permit application 
requirements. You have asked if you would have to re-apply to Council every time you want to keep a puppy or 
register a rescue/rehome dog, or if you would be to apply for a blanket permit above the number of dogs you 
currently have.  
 
In general, the Dog Control Bylaw and Policy control dogs that are kept as pets or as working dogs. Dogs that are 
kept for breeding or rehoming are controlled through the Manawatu District Plan. Based on the information 
provided in your submission, it is likely that rather than apply for a multi-dog permit under the bylaw, you would be 
best to apply for a resource consent under the Manawatū District Plan.  
 
The District Plan rules relating to boarding, breeding and training kennels are currently being reviewed (Draft Plan 
Change 64). The Hearing for the draft plan change was held this morning. Once the decision on the plan change has 
been released by the Commissioner, the District Plan will be updated and the new rules will have legal effect. The 
draft plan change defines “Boarding, Breeding and Training Kennels” as follows: “means the use of any land and/or 
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buildings for boarding, breeding or training of dogs for a fee, and also includes rehoming kennels where shelter is 
provided for stray or unwanted dogs. The keeping of dogs for farming or domestic purposes is excluded.” If your 
activities fit within this definition, then you may require a resource consent, depending on the number of dogs you 
are keeping and the District Plan Zone of your property. Council’s Senior Policy Planner, Matthew Mackay, can 
provide you with more information on the specific requirements that would apply to your property and whether a 
resource consent would be required. You can also find information on the kennels plan change on our website 
(https://www.mdc.govt.nz/Contact-Us/Have-Your-Say/Previous-Consultation/Plan-Change-Consultation/Draft-Plan-
Change-64-Boarding-Breeding-and-Training-Kennels). 
 
If you were to apply for a resource consent it could include all of the different types of dog-related activities you 
carry out on your property (breeding, breed rescue etc) and could be for more dogs than you currently have (to 
avoid the need to reapply or vary your consent).  
 
If you would like to submit any additional information for the dog control bylaw and policy review before the 
submission closing date of 5 September please feel free to do so. I can add it to the information you have already 
submitted. Otherwise, you may find this information useful for the Hearing. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 

 
l LISA THOMAS l Policy Adviser l 
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. 
 
 
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. 

88


	Agenda Hearings Committee 16 September 2019
	Chief Executive

	Hearing Report for Bylaws and Policy Review
	Hearing of Submissions on the Bylaws and Policy Review
	Purpose
	Significance of Decision
	Recommendations


	ATT1 Statement of Proposal - Draft Bylaws and Policy Review 2019 Final
	ATT2 Correspondence sent to Lucy Waldron
	ATT3 Copy of correspondence with Debbie Edwards
	ATT4 Copy of correspondence with Aimee Hamlin



