Proposed Kaikōura Responsible Freedom Camping Bylaw 2019

What this document does:
-

Structures and groups submissions to assist the decision makers

-

Sorts submissions into themes as they appear in the bylaw

-

The Draft bylaw as proposed is outside of tables

-

Allows parties to see what Council staff’s thoughts so informed responses can be given at hearings

-

Contains recommendations and not decisions

-

Decision makers will form their own decisions

-

Contains submissions raised in tables as follows:
Reference point

1.

Submitter number (See attachment
3 at bottom of document)

Relief Sought

Staff response

Suggested amendment

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

The Council encourages travelers and campers to use camping grounds and other accommodation facilities as much as possible.

1.2.

The Kaikoura District Council makes this Bylaw under Sections 11 - 14 of the Freedom Camping Act 2011. This Bylaw should therefore be read alongside the
Freedom Camping Act 2011.

1.3.

The purpose of this Freedom Camping bylaw is to encourage responsible freedom camping in the Kaikoura District, whilst recognising that freedom
camping is part of our traditional Kiwi culture and is a valued tourist experience.
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2.

TITLE
2.1.

3.

4.

This Bylaw is the Kaikoura District Responsible Freedom Camping Bylaw 2019

PROCEDURE, COMMENCEMENT, AND REVIEW
3.1.

This Bylaw comes into force on [Date] and shall apply to the whole of the Kaikoura District.

3.2.

This Bylaw is required by section 13(1) and 13(2) of the Freedom Camping Act 2011 to be reviewed no later than 5 years after the Bylaw was made and
thereafter no later than 10 years after the Bylaw was last reviewed.

DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS

1.4.2.4

4.1.

The Interpretation Act 1999 shall apply to this Bylaw.

4.2.

In this Bylaw, unless the context requires otherwise:
4.2.1.

Act: means the Freedom Camping Act 2011.

4.2.2.

Camping ground means:
4.2.2.1.

a camping ground that is the subject of a current certificate of registration under the Camping Regulations 1985; or

4.2.2.2.

any site at which a fee is payable for camping at the site

4.2.3.

Council: means Kaikoura District Council or any Committee of the Council or officer delegated to exercise the authority of Council.

4.2.4.

Designated site: means a parking area or marked parking space identified within the areas in Schedules of this Bylaw and indicated by signs erected
in the area where camping is permitted subject to any restrictions and conditions.

37

4.2.5.

Bylaw is confusing

Designated site not used throughout the bylaw.
The meaning applies to restricted areas in
Schedule 2 of the bylaw. Use this definition for
restricted areas in Schedule 2

Delete 4.2.4. Insert definition; Restricted area:
means a parking area or marked parking space
identified within the areas in Schedules of this
Bylaw and indicated by signs erected in the area
where camping is permitted subject to any
restrictions and conditions.

Enforcement Officer: means a person appointed by the Kaikoura District Council as an enforcement officer under the Act
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4.2.6.

Freedom camp: has the meaning in section 5(1) and (2) of the Act:
4.2.6.1.

4.2.6.1.1.

a tent or other temporary structure:

4.2.6.1.2.

a caravan:

4.2.6.1.3.

a car, campervan, housetruck, or other motor vehicle.

4.2.6.2.

4.2.7.

to camp (other than at a camping ground) within 200 m of a motor vehicle accessible area or the mean low-water springs line of any sea or
harbour, or on or within 200 m of a formed road or a Great Walks Track, using 1 or more of the following:

In this bylaw freedom camping does not include the following activities:

4.2.6.2.1.

Temporary or short term parking of a motor vehicle;

4.2.6.2.2.

Recreational activities commonly known as day-trip excursions;

4.2.6.2.3.

Resting or sleeping at the roadside in a caravan or motor vehicle to avoid driver fatigue.

Local Authority Area: has the meaning in section 6 of the Act and means an area of land within the Kaikoura District—
4.2.7.1.

that is controlled or managed by the Kaikoura District under any enactment; but

4.2.7.2.

does not include an area of land that is permanently covered by water.

4.2.8.

Night: means the time period between 8pm and 7am or any part thereof.

4.2.9.

Self-contained Camping: means camping in a Self-contained Vehicle or by alternative means providing that the individual camper(s) have the
capability of meeting the ablutionary and sanitary needs of occupants of the camp for a minimum of three days without requiring external services,
relying on public facilities or discharging or depositing any waste onto the environment.
For the avoidance of doubt camping of any kind where ablution facilities involve the use of portable toilets not located and used in a fully private
facility, or undertaking ablution activities in the natural environment, are excluded from being considered self-contained camping.

1.4.2.9

184

Remove the requirement for the ability to retain waste for 3
days as it's at odds with the 2 night maximum and not
necessary for people staying 1 night

Agree it is probably hard to meet for someone
just wanting to stay one night. This definition
of self-contained camping will be difficult to
enforce regardless of the number of night the
camper is required to retain waste for, as the
officer has no authority to inspect inside
somebody's setup. Anyone can say that have
the ability to meet this standard and there will
be no proof the camper even has access to a

Delete 4.2.9 and replace the
words self-contained camping
with self-contained vehicle in
Clause 9.1.2
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toilet. Therefore, all camping in Kaikoura
should be in a CSC vehicle given past
problems. Of-course unless allowing non-selfcontained vehicles or tents at sites (ideally
with toilets). Providing some spaces for NSC it
might avoid challenging enforcement e.g.
Pushing those who are NSC to areas that are
challenging to enforce (and result in harms to
the environment), or just a steady stream on
non-compliance and dishing out warnings.
4.2.10.

1.4.10

5.

4.2.10.1.

complies with New Zealand Standard 5465:2001, as evidenced by the display of a current self-containment warrant issued under New
Zealand Standard Self Containment of Motor Caravans and Caravans, NZS 5465:2001.and the availability on request of the associated selfcontainment certificate; and

4.2.10.2.

The toilet facility must be readily usable within the vehicle including sufficient head and elbow room at all times, even with the bed made
up.

This is an abbreviated version of what the standard reads.
The standard allows the use of toilet tents when camping.
No change recommended.

184

4.3.

Self-contained Vehicle: means a vehicle designed and built for the purpose of camping which has the capability of meeting the ablutionary and
sanitary needs of the occupants of that vehicle for a minimum of three days without requiring any external services or discharging any waste and

Support submission

4.2.11.

Waste: means any kind of waste, including human waste.

4.2.12.

Waste Receptacle: means a receptacle or facility that is provided by the Council for the purposes of disposing of waste (for example, a rubbish bin,
public toilet, or bulk waste disposal unit).

Every Schedule to this Bylaw shall be deemed to form part of the Bylaw.

PURPOSE
Page 4 of 90
02/10/2019

V2

5.1.

6.

The purpose of this Bylaw is to regulate and manage freedom camping in Local Authority Areas and its effects on the Kaikoura District community and
environment, in order to:
5.1.1.

protect Local Authority Areas; or

5.1.2.

protect the health and safety of people who may visit local authority areas; or

5.1.3.

protect access to Local Authority Areas.

LOCAL AUTHORITY AREAS WHERE FREEDOM CAMPING IS PERMITTED
6.1.

Freedom camping is permitted in any Local Authority Areas unless it is restricted or prohibited in an area—
6.1.1.

in accordance with this bylaw; or

6.1.2.

under any other enactment.

6.2.
1.6.2

7.

1.7.2

Nothing in this Bylaw allows freedom campers to take up permanent or semi-permanent residence on any Local Authority Area unless allowed for in clause
10.1 of this Bylaw
37

Bylaw could be clearer

It would be clearer to list the general
restrictions from section 9 at this stage in the
bylaw. This is considered to be a minor
amendment

Insert whole section 9
(excluding heading) to begin at
6.2. Move 6.2 to be the last
clause in Section 6.

PROHIBITED AREAS AS OUTLINED IN SCHEDULE 1
7.1.

No person may Freedom Camp in any prohibited area identified in Schedule 1 of this Bylaw

7.2.

No person may Freedom Camp on any reserve vested in, owned or controlled by the Council under the Reserves Act 1977 unless the reserve is identified in
Schedule 2 of this Bylaw
191

Section 7.2 of the bylaw prohibits freedom camping on all
reserve land unless the site is identified as a restricted area.
We firmly believe this approach is unlawful and will not
withstand scrutiny in court. The bylaw adopts the default
camping-related provisions under the Reserves Act 1977.

Submission supported

Delete 7.2 & correct maps

It’s unlawful to impose restrictions on other
legislation (that may be subject to change in the
future). It’s also unnecessary seeing that
camping on Reserves is default prohibited. The
Page 5 of 90

02/10/2019

V2

While this may be convenient for Council, the FCA does not
empower local authorities to create bylaws that enforce the
provisions under other enactments. Furthermore, the map on
the council website has a shaded green area that has areas
likely prohibited under the Reserves Act.

8.

RESTRICTED AREAS AS OUTLINED IN SCHEDULE 2

1.8

37

8.1.

9.

mapping in this bylaw will be corrected to show
all reserve land as prohibited (under the
Reserves Act). This could be overturned by
creating a reserve management plan.

Change schedule 2 to say: AREAS WITH ADDITIONAL
RESTRICTIONS FOR FREEDOM CAMPING and change CLAUSE 8
to reflect this change

Submission supported

Amend: 8. AREAS WITH
ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS
FOR FREEDOM CAMPING AS
OUTLINED IN SCHEDULE 2

A person may freedom camp in any restricted Local Authority area identified in Schedule 2, but must comply with the restrictions listed for that area.

GENERAL RESTRICTIONS

1.9

12 13 17
38 39 58
64 145
148 150
102 25 30

agree with general restrictions

Submission supported

2.9

117

Although these appear to be very time consuming to police, in
an ideal world such restrictions would be helpful.

Submission supported

3.9

37

Bylaw could be clearer

This whole section will be better placed within
section 6

9.1.

Move this section to Section
6.2 as per recommendation in
1.6.2

These General Restrictions must be followed in all Local Authority Area where not otherwise prohibited in Schedule 1.
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1.9.1

The bylaw could be clearer. Confusing example: A restriction
of 2 days duration applies on all council owned land that is not
designated as restricted

37

Submission supported. I have amended some
wording aspects of the bylaw as minor
amendments. The words “where not otherwise
prohibited in Schedule 1” are already covered
by definition in 6.1.

2.9.1

6 63

We request the permitted areas be identified to us to reveal
their proximity to the tribal property camping grounds, and if
necessary, to have these sites classified as restricted sites.

Reject. Not KDC responsibility to do this. Trade
competition is not a reason to prohibit/restrict
camping under Section 11(2) of the Act. We can
only do restrictions where reported issues from
campers are known

3.9.1

6 63

The Bylaw maps require refinement as the key identifies that
any land not prohibited or restricted is permitted. This
incorrectly gives the impression that the tribal properties (and
other private properties) are permitted areas for freedom
camping. It should be noted Section 44 of the Reserves Act
1977 does not permit camping on reserves. Tribal properties
should be marked as prohibited as they sit under the Reserves
Act or under Private Protected Land Agreements.

This format of map is what is used in the
majority of other Districts bylaws use. This is
because it is all that is required by the Act: 11(3)
A bylaw made under subsection (1) must define
a restricted or prohibited area in either or both
of the following ways: (a) by a map: (b) by a
description of its locality (other than just its
legal description). Land ownership information
can be readily viewed on the Governments
walking access maps website.

1.9.1.2

9.1.1.

All offenses listed in Section 20 of the Act (Attachment 1).

9.1.2.

All Freedom Camping is restricted to Self-Contained Camping

76

The bylaw discriminates on people not owning CSC as even
those certified do not use on-board facilities.

Delete words above; where
not otherwise prohibited in
Schedule 1.
This recommendation also
refers to minor wording and
structuring amendments at:
1.4.2.4, 1.6.2, 3.9

Reject. Setting of standards does not resolve to
discrimination.
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2.9.1.2

88

The submission forms’ questions give no account for CSC
camping.

Reject, The submission form are prompts.
Specific comments could have been provided
on any aspect of Bylaw.

3.9.1.2

95

Supports introducing restriction for those with fixed toilets
only

Reject. This could be a possibility for an area
but there would need to be some justification
for why it is necessary in which case no
justification has been provided. Legal advice
would need to be obtained if such a clause
would be effective.

4.9.1.2

37

Self-contained camping eliminates many campers who are still
responsible

Accept, the standards applied to this Bylaw for
self-contained camping requires are set to
ensure campers do have access to a toilet. No
change recommended.

5.9.1.2

62

NSC Ok because we know that CSC can pollute also

Accept, the standards applied to this Bylaw for
self-contained camping requires are set to
ensure campers do have access to a toilet. No
change recommended.

6.9.1.2

37

Cycle tourists would be unfairly impacted by self-contained
requirements- also there's no campgrounds up to 80km north
of Kaikoura

Accept, the standards applied to this Bylaw for
self-contained camping requires are set to
ensure campers do have access to a toilet. No
change recommended.

7.9.1.2

114 143 73 Should only be for CSC
68 179

Accept. Anyone can say that have the ability to
meet the standard in 4.2.9 and there will be no
proof the camper even has access to a toilet.
Therefore, all camping in Kaikoura should be in
a CSC vehicle given past problems. Of-course
unless allowing non-self-contained vehicles or
tents at sites (ideally with toilets). Providing
some spaces for NSC it might avoid challenging

Delete 4.2.9 and replace the
words self-contained
camping with self-contained
vehicle in Clause 9.1.2
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enforcement e.g. Pushing those who are NSC
to areas that are challenging to enforce (and
result in harms to the environment), or just a
steady stream on non-compliance and dishing
out warnings.
8.9.1.2

STAFF
For comments on; the definition of self-contained camping,
COMMENT see 1.4.2.9; on self-contained requirements for restricted
areas, see 18.20.2.

9.1.3.

No change required

Except where this Bylaw provides for a lesser period, no person may freedom camp for more than 2 nights in any four-week consecutive period in
any one area or within 500 metres of that area.

1.9.1.3

25

No maximum night stay

Reject, this would allow someone to live

2.9.1.3

44

2 nights too restrictive and would hurt economy

Addressed in 6.9.1.3

3.9.1.3

49

2 nights not enough to enjoy area

Addressed in 6.9.1.3

4.9.1.3

51

2 nights will disproportionately affect surfers

Addressed in 6.9.1.3

5.9.1.3

32

2 nights in any 2 week period

Addressed in 6.9.1.3

6.9.1.3

52 66 71
86 89 96
140 24 3
99 36 108
126

increase max nights

Accept. By increasing length of stay for
permitted areas, pressure will be reduced on
restricted areas as campers would not be
required to move for long weekends.

7.9.1.3

156

The CDHB requests Council give careful consideration to the
possible effects the proposed bylaw may have on homeless
people

Reject. Can be addressed through training
however, without proper facilities
environmental harm is likely to result. This
bylaw addressees S11 of The FCA matters

Increase to 3 nights, amend
9.1.3
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regardless of the parties’ individual
circumstances.

9.1.4.

On-board storage tanks must be emptied on a regular basis and in the prescribed, hygienic fashion at a Council approved dump point. See Schedule
3 of this bylaw for dump point and public toilet locations.

9.1.5.

Vehicles must park within defined spaces or within identified parking areas, whichever is present. One vehicle per space. Freedom Camping must
not encroach on another defined parking space and if there are no defined spaces a minimum spacing of 3 metres must be maintained between
freedom camping vehicles.

1.9.1.5

191

While we acknowledge the purpose of this rule it will be very
difficult to enforce, particularly when motorhomes are not
being used for freedom camping.

Addressed in 2.9.1.5

2.9.1.5

184

Clause made for NZMCA rallies so emergency services can go
between cars. Difficult to enforce and causes conflict. Also
means less parking spaces per area. Recommends removing.

Accept. This was introduced with reducing risk
of potential campervan fires spreading,
However may be superfluous and may add
complexity for enforcement officers and a detail
that doesn't serve much of a purpose.

9.1.6.
1.9.1.6

37

Delete the words “and if
there are no defined spaces a
minimum spacing of 3 metres
must be maintained between
freedom camping vehicles.”
From 9.1.5

No washing of dishes; or washing and drying of clothes; or bathing in public facilities except for those facilities designated for that purpose.
Unclear the meaning; Does it apply to washing dishes in view of
the public. Does it apply to washing dishes in the open? Or
does it only apply if you are washing dishes in public facilities??
Washing and drying clothes are to be an offence. But the way
the by law is written suggests that either Washing clothes or
Drying clothes alone is OK. It is just when you wash AND dry
clothes that it is an offence. Again is drying clothes in public the

Accept. The clause could be improved. The
intention is that you may wash your dishes in
public view but not using public facilities to do
so e.g. washing dishes at a water receptacle is
not appropriate. Although if it has been set up
for that purpose it will have a sign at that
location. You can clean and dry clothes using

Rewrite Clause: No use of
public facilities to; wash
dishes; wash clothes; dry
clothes; bathe; except for
facilities designated for that
purpose. Advisory note:
Public facilities include; public
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offence or is it drying clothes in a public facility to do so that is
the offence? What about drying clothes outside a public
facility? If I were to hang clothes from my awning am I breaking
your bylaw? If I string up a washing line from the public facility
but on the outside, am I breaking your bylaw? If I leave my togs
to dry on the roof of the car to dry am I breaking the bylaw?

your own facilities. It may be improved with
an explanatory note to clarify.

2.9.1.6

94

How will campers enjoy the experience with no washing line, no
alcohol etc.

Addressed 1.9.1.6

3.9.1.6

108 24
140 170
151 165

drying washing should not be an offence

Addressed 1.9.1.6

4.9.1.6

140

I agree that public facilities should not be used to wash dishes

Addressed 1.9.1.6

5.9.1.6

165

Object to fines for washing dishes

Addressed 1.9.1.6

6.9.1.6

166

If washing dishes and hanging laundry is a problem, provide a
space for these non-offensive tasks to take place

Addressed 1.9.1.6

7.9.1.6

183

Campers will not be able to enjoy the experience of camping
e.g. no washing line, no alcohol consumption

Addressed 1.9.1.6

10.

toilet facilities, water taps
(except for collecting water),
flora and structures e.g. gate,
fence, sign, bollard.

PRIOR CONSENT FROM COUNCIL
10.1.

Council may grant consent to waive Freedom Camping restrictions in Section 9 or any areas identified in Schedule 1 and Schedule 2 of this Bylaw.
10.1.1.

Consent must be applied for in writing to the Council. Council must decide to grant or decline the waiver within 20 working days of receiving the
application.

10.1.2.

Council must notify Te Runanga O Kaikōura and Nga Uri O Mangāmāunu of applications recieved.

1.10.1.2 163

Supportive of the consultation with Papatipu Runanga for
all applications made to the Council for a waiver

Accept
Page 11 of 90

02/10/2019

V2

10.1.3.

Council must notify all affected parties of any application.

10.1.4.

A person Freedom Camping in accordance with a consent granted under clause 10.1 must comply with any conditions of consent.

10.1.5.

Fees may be prescribed for processing these permissions at Council’s discretion

10.2.

1.10.1

A Council Officer may revoke a consent under 10.1 by giving a direction for the person to leave the camping area where that person has:
10.2.1.

Acted in a manner likely to endanger the health and safety of other people; or

10.2.2.

Damaged or likely to cause damage to the site; or

10.2.3.

Breached any of the conditions included in any consent

25

Unclear why this is needed

It provides for exceptional circumstances. For
example, it may be acceptable for someone to
provide appropriate facilities in an area for a shortterm occupation. Caution should be had when
exercising this clause as to not undermine trust in
managing the issue. The reasons for accepting such
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an application may want to be given some thought
before the bylaw comes into force. In an emergency
situation it's not likely non-compliance would be
bothered about nor would Council have the time to
process applications or formalise things.
2.10.1

140 174

Waiver undermines process. Changing use of an area
should be through bylaw amendment

Reject. See 1.10.1

3.10.1

175

Laws should be effective for 5 years before waiving
restrictions to determine the effects

Reject. See 1.10.1.

4.10.1

185

Unaware why the waiving of restrictions should be
included

See 1.10.1

5.10.1

25

Potentially agree, subject to satisfactory consultation on
what criteria of assessment goes into the waiver

Reject. Large events would trigger the need for
resource consent, for smaller events the effects will
be minor.

6.10.1

25

Should be a free process as salaries are covered and should
just be part of staffs role.

Reject. The user should pay.

7.10.1

140

Will be a waste of money.

Reject. Council is yet to decide what if any fee would
be charged to process the application.

8.10.1

166

Agree as camping during events when there is no other
options available

Accept

9.10.1

187

Like the flexibility of the clauses

Accept

11.

COUNCIL MAY TEMPORARILY CLOSE AN AREA TO FREEDOM CAMPING
11.1.

The Council may temporarily close or restrict freedom camping in any area or part of any area where the closure or restriction is considered necessary to:
11.1.1.

prevent damage to the local authority area or facilities in the area; or

11.1.2.

allow maintenance to the local authority area or facilities; or

11.1.3.

protect the health and safety of persons or property; or
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11.1.4.

provide for better public access, including in circumstances where events are planned for that area.

11.2.

Notice will be given of any temporary closure or restriction, and the removal of any closure or restriction, in any manner the Council considers is
appropriate to the reason for the closure or restriction.

11.3.

The temporary closure shall not exceed 90 days without review from Council

1.11

159

90 days is too long as limited capacity for peak season

Reject, would be a case on case basis.

2.11

160

90 days is too long should be 30 with ability to extend

Reject, too short a timeframe to have input from
experts.

3.11

161 162

90 days is too long

Adressed 1.11.3

4.11

191

Council must understand its limitations and avoids
circumventing the requirements of the FCA when
exercising this authority.

Accept, theclause is quite broad and if used
incorrectly it may be deemed unlawful. It would be
useful for carrying out scheduled maintenance. No
change required.
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12.

OFFENCES
12.1.

12.2.

Every person commits an offence who;
12.1.1.

freedom camps in a local authority area in breach of offences listed in Section 20 of the Act—(attachment 1); or

12.1.2.

freedom camps in a Local Authority Area in breach of any prohibition or restriction in this bylaw.

Strict liability offences
12.2.1.

13.

14.

In prosecuting an offence under Section 20 of the Act, the prosecution does not need to prove that the defendant—

12.2.1.1.

intentionally or recklessly committed the offence; or

12.2.1.2.

knew that the offence occurred in, or in relation to, a local authority area or conservation land.

PENALTIES
13.1.

In accordance with section 27 of the Freedom Camping Act, an enforcement officer may issue an infringement notice to anyone who the enforcement
officer believes on reasonable grounds has committed or is committing an infringement offence as set out in Section 20 of the Act, which includes, but is
not limited to;

13.2.

As specified by section 23(1) of the Act (attachment 2), every person who commits an offence pursuant to Section 20(1)(a) and (c) of the Act or any
restriction in this Bylaw is liable to the amount prescribed by regulations made under section 43 of the Act or if none $200 or to any other fine prescribed in
any other legislation.

13.3.

Each offence is separable and individually subject to separate fines. A person who commits an infringement offence is liable to a $200 infringement fee for
each offence.

13.4.

A person who is convicted of an offence against section 20(2) of the Act (Attachment 1) is liable to a fine not exceeding $10,000.

13.5.

A person who is convicted of an offence against section 20(3) of the Act (Attachment 1) is liable to a fine not exceeding $5,000.

13.6.

Subject to Section 24 of the Act a person who commits an offence may, in addition to, or instead of the penalty for the offence, be ordered to pay the costs
incurred by the local authority in repairing any damage done to the local authority area as a result of the offence.

CLAMPING AND IMPOUNDING OF OFFENDING VEHICLES
14.1.

This bylaw gives authority to enforcement officers to clamp or impound vehicles that are in breach of this bylaw.
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14.2.

Council may recover cost for removal and/or storage in addition to fines incurred.

1.14.2

191

Remove section as Sections 37 and 38 of the FCA set out
the remedies available to Council where vehicle seizure
may be necessary. In our view, the FCA does not provide
for clamping as an additional punitive measure, particularly
when section 37 requires enforcement officers to issue
warnings in the first instance. Issuing a $200 infringement
notice along with a $200 clamp release fee is clearly in
breach of what the Act considers a fair process and
reasonable fine for minor offences.

There is no certainty that this clause is lawful so
recommend removing it

2.14.2

37

Has legal advice been obtained on clamping? S37 of
freedom camping act has provisions for seizing equipment
etc. but no provision for wheel clamping.

Accept, no advice has been obtained

3.14.2

52 136
73 104
110 126

agree with vehicle clamping

Reject, see 1.14.2

4.14.2

149

Clamping is a waste of time and money

No evidence

5.14.2

32

Clamping at last recourse.

Reject See 1.14.2

6.14.2

95

If a clamp was to be used in the first instance, it would be
seen as little more than a money making scheme. Would
this be council controlled or contracted out to a company
who might be able to charge high fees?

Reject See 1.14.2

7.14.2

95

If a car / van was to be clamped - and this was done when
the occupants were not near the vehicle and the person
was far from Kaikoura (Kiwa Road for example) - are they
to walk back in to Kaikoura to get assistance?

Reject See 1.14.2

8.14.2

120

Probably unable to seize as belong for the most part to
rental companies.

Reject See 1.14.2

Delete Section 14
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15.

STATUS OF THE BYLAW:
15.1.

16.

Where any provision in a Council Bylaw, Policy or practice document conflicts with any provision contained herein or otherwise creates any confusion, the
provisions of the Bylaw will take precedence.

REGARDLESS OF SECTION 15, RELATIONSHIP OF BYLAW WITH NGAI TAHU CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT 1998 AND OTHER IWI SETTLEMENTS.
16.1.

This bylaw does not limit or affect the rights in relation to nohoanga entitlements under the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998.

16.2.

This Bylaw does not limit or affect the rights of iwi entitlements under any legislation passed in order to give effect to settlements under the Treaty of
Waitangi.

17.

AMENDMENTS TO RESTRICTED OR PROHIBITED AREAS
17.1.

1.17.1

18.

191

Remove Section 17 of the bylaw because major
amendments must follow the special consultative
procedure.

Accept. The FCA sets out processes for amending
areas in bylaws, therefore it would be superfluous to
include it this clause. It would be unlawful to amend
bylaw without using special consultative procedure
to include additional areas as restricted or
prohibited, or to exclude any such areas. As
evidenced by case law.

Delete Section 17

SEVERABILITY OF ANY AND ALL PROVISIONS
18.1.

19.

The Council may by resolution, publicly notified, add to, amend or alter attached Schedules to include additional areas as restricted or prohibited for
freedom camping, or to exclude any such areas where it is satisfied the additions, amendments or alterations meet the requirements of Section 11 of the
Act.

In the case that any provision in this bylaw shall be found to be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, the validity, legality, and enforceability of the remaining
provisions shall not in any way be affected or impaired thereby.

SCHEDULE 1: PROHIBITED AREAS FOR FREEDOM CAMPING
19.1.

Freedom Camping is prohibited in these Local Authority Areas without prior written consent of the Council as in Clause 10.1:
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19.1.1.

1.19.1.1

191

Within the entire Kaikoura Township as mapped (Figure 1)

Evidence of problems here is speculative therefore do not
meet the criteria in the act. Believes the Act is not there to
protect townships from campers (e.g. amenity values) but
the environment from the adverse effects of improper
human interference, waste and rubbish. Concerns about
campers blocking road access and significantly diminishing
amenity values are overstated. There is no evidence to
suggest motorhomes parking overnight on the roadside or
in a car park will create any more adverse effects on the
township than the significantly higher volume of cars,
buses and trucks travelling through and parking in Kaikoura
every day. Kaikoura is a modified township rather than a
pristine environment, which makes protecting the area
hardly necessary or a proportionate response. Many

Between the prohibited areas and the limited
restricted areas (34 spaces in summer), this is
expected to cause campers to inundate the
township area and effectively shift the overcrowding
and noise here. The suite of prohibitions and
restrictions may cause new hotspots to occur in the
permitted areas, yet to be experienced.
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NZMCA members enjoy camping near urban amenities and
close to families and friends (quotes provided)

19.1.2.

South Bay Corner with SH1 (Figure 1)

1.19.1.2

8

5 spaces OK

Reject. There we some concerns for this site, such as
health and safety risk from the trees falling and from
people using the walking track.

2.19.1.2

58 121
162

Move to restricted areas

See 1.19.1.2

19.1.3.

Kaikoura Lawn Cemetery (Figure 1)
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Kaikōura Lawn Cemetery
Neutral

Disagree that camping should be prohibited

Agree that camping should be prohibited

0

19.1.4.

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Point Kean (Figure 1)
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1.19.1.4

58

Move to restricted areas

Reject. Area received a high score for
significance to the community and for tourists.

2.19.1.4

69 158
96

5 spaces by toilets OK

See 1.19.1.4

3.19.1.4

96

Allow camping as out of public "eye". May need more bins.

See 1.19.1.4

4.19.1.4

121

Suitable because not used at night

Reject, May be used by seals causing health
and safety concern

5.19.1.4

123 122
96

Suitable due to infrastructure in place

See 1.19.1.4

6.19.1.4

160

Move to restricted sites as would not affect views or access See 1.19.1.4
to beach

19.1.5.

Esplanade Lawn (Figure 1)
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1.19.1.5

107

19.1.6.

should also include the road

Reject. They were assessed as different areas
because one is hard stand and one isn't, also
the lawn is used as footpath.

South Bay Parade (Figure 1)

South Bay Parade
Neutral

Disagree that camping should be prohibited

Agree that camping should be prohibited

0

20

40

60

80

100

1.19.1.6

61

Agree to protect visual amenity

Does not raise justification under s11(2)(a)(b)
of The Act to prohibit or restrict an area

2.19.1.6

121

Add to restricted areas

See 3.19.1.6

3.19.1.6

160

Move to restricted sites as would not affect views or access Reject, there were concerns in this area due to
to beach
vehicles damaging the grass, Dotterels and
Blue Penguins, and has the potential to flood
occasionally.

4.19.1.6

162

Add to restricted areas; at least 5 spaces outside the
racecourse.

See 3.19.1.6
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19.1.7.

1.19.1.7

121

19.1.8.

Moa St. Car parks at Boat Harbour (Figure 1)

Add to restricted areas

Reject, high use area with significance to
boating community and tourists

Wakatu Quay (Figure 1)
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1.19.1.8

121 162

19.1.9.

Add to restricted areas

Reject, significant due to the significance it
resembles for Kaikoura as a fishing town.
There is also use by boats at early hours which
could cause health and safety concerns.

Kiwa Road, Mangāmāunu (Figure 3)
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1.19.1.9

6 70

Significant to Runanga history for both mahinga kai
reasons and wahi tapu. Lived here for hundreds of years
and many of our tipuna have Kiwa Rd and its surrounding
areas as final resting places.

Accept in part. It is difficult to determine if
camping here could have an impact on
mahinga kai, if properly managed (access to
toilets) then there would should be no impact.
The area may be considered wahi tapu, but
KDC have not been provided any conclusive
evidence that the area in discussion is wahi
tapu, KDC has done investigations into the
significance of the area based on historical
records (around the time of installing the
toilet). As summarised; The land in question
was taken for road under the Public Works Act
in 1916. The cemetery is mapped in a spatial
plan by LINZ, which delineates the present day
Urupa. Outside of the mapped cemetery there
is no recorded evidence of archaeological
areas or Wahi Tapu. Conversations with

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing
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Heritage New Zealand show that the general
area is certainly an area of dense occupation.
Brailsford (1981) notes that there are three pa
and two extensive garden areas in the 2km of
coastline at Mangamaunu and 4,800 acres
were made Maori Reserve. Council has no
information to support why a limited number
of responsible camping sites located well away
from the urupa would not be appropriate.
2..19.1.9

70 6

We expect to assist in a project which ensures it is
returned to its original, natural state e.g. Remove pests
(both animal and plant) and the enhancement of native
plantings along the entire coastal strip from the Hapuku
river mouth to the end of the northward dirt road past our
urupa. At present Pohowera, Torea and Titi have returned
in abundance with the Pohowera nesting and laying eggs
on the beach, the Kekeno are also resting again in the grass
above the sand.

Outside of scope. KDC is currently in
discussion with TRoK about how to best
proceed with a limited amount of Tourism
Infrastructure Funding.

3.19.1.9

7

This area is of high cultural significance to, first and
foremost, iwi and tangata whenua, but also Surf Culture.

Accept Cultural importance of the area
recognised for both tangata whenua and
surfing.

4.19.1.9

140 36

If culturally sensitive, why was a house allowed to be built
in the last few years along with all the outbuildings and
landscaping? Yes there is an urupa in the location, but how
is it different to Scarborough Street?

Reject, The house did not require consent
because it is not in a mapped archaeological
area.

5.19.1.9

191

If cultural significance is that significant, then residents,
day trippers and other recreational visitors should also be
prohibited from accessing the area

Reject. Not aware of reason to prevent access
and wouldn’t be in accordance with the NZCPS
2010

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing
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6.19.1.9

8 187

Camping should be negotiated in a way that's culturally
sensitive

Accept. All area users would find it culturally
insensitive to have inappropriate toileting, but
many still want to use the area for camping.
Access is needed at many key locations here
for different cultures.

7.19.1.9

69

Only prohibit until a compromise can be worked out with
local iwi and other stakeholders amended at that time.

Accept in part. Efforts have been made to
engage with iwi to discuss ways to futureproof
the area and ongoing discussion is required.
Some limited camping areas would assist to
address surfing cultural issues which have
been raised. These areas may require revising
overtime.

8.19.1.9

9 15 7 4
18 24 26
31 41 54
60 61 73
78 82 84
87 89 99
101 103
132 140
142 192
25 49 56
3

Historical significance to camp here

Accept. This significance should be a strong
consideration to determine if prohibition is
most appropriate and proportionate way of
addressing the perceived problem. Limiting
camping to certain users/areas should be
allowed.

70

Area has become overpopulated and disrespected
including unattended fires causing safety issues to the
entire area

Accept and Reject. A ban may not be the most
appropriate tool given significance to many
users in 8.19.1.9, 18.19.1.9 and 40.19.1.9.
FENZ administer fire regulations.

Campers known to deposit waste at Kiwa Road so should
be prohibited.

Reject, 14.19.1.9 directs to some of the
reasons why which is now mitigated. Some
issues were because of campers not having

9.19.1.9

10.19.1.9 70

o

Many people obviously have a strong connection
to this area, have always stayed there, for cultural
reasons for surfing, to be in the outdoors etc.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing
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access to a toilet which can be mitigated
through the bylaw, requiring only selfcontained vehicles
11.19.1.9 57 54 59
61 44
170 4

The bad behaviour is only a minority

Accept. However the minority still led to the
area being closed as the action of few affect
many.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

12.19.1.9 73

There will always be a minority misbehaving but the area
does need some controls

Accept

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

13.19.1.9 48 49
101 29

No restrictions as there is no reason to do so

Reject, There have been issues here and a
response is needed

14.19.1.9 26 170
49 3 192

Only became a problem by putting it on camping apps.
Now addressed by removing it. Prohibition not compliant
with Section 11(2)b of the Act

Accept, that the problems were partly created
by this, compounded by 15.19.1.9. Therefore
the prohibition may not be the most
appropriate or proportionate way to address
the perceived problems.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

15.19.1.9 173 61

only a problem after the earthquakes with other sites
closed

Accept, this inflated pressure.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

16.19.1.9 8 26

safe stopping areas will reduce pressure

Accept

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

17.19.1.9 54

alternatives should be sought and trialled before
prohibition

Accept because there’s strong support

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

18.19.1.9 24 171 8
42 84
121 140
142 159

Move to restricted areas

Accept, restrictions and conditions in the
bylaw such as self-containment will help to
mitigate past issues.

Move to restricted areas, or
remove from prohibited areas

o

One submitter said no camping opposite
residential dwellings
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170 5 44
56 82
192 87
73 3 58
73 61

o

o
o

Some submitters simply said “some rules” or
“enforcement presence” or “management”
needed
near toilets
fines will deter bad behaviour

19.19.1.9 47 55 15
82 142
160 187
3 66 4
18

Provide some more toilets

20.19.1.9 82 89
191 3 32

(allowing it to be covered by
general restrictions)

Accept, there is funding available for loos this
summer and would benefit day users.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

CSC only

Accept

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

21.19.1.9 88

Make it CSC with a small area for NSC near toilets

Accept

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

22.19.1.9 160

Move to restricted site for CSC and some Non Self
Contained near ablutions

Accept

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

23.19.1.9 187 46
48 25

Yes to CSC and NSC

Accept (NSC near toilets)

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

24.19.1.9 46

Would be detrimental to domestic tourists in making it
CSC. The CSC doesn't ensure they will use on-board
facilities.

Reject campers need access to toilet

25.19.1.9 15

Should be able to accommodate seasonal workers

Reject Out of scope

26.19.1.9 68 48 29
31 32 53

Low fee campground.

Out of scope. This would require resource
consent. Also would have to comply with

o

o

Some said this in the context of allowing NSC also

One submitter said with Rūnanga support
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78 103
158 3

Camping Regulations so would require
additional funding.

27.19.1.9 31 29 32
42 48 57
60 61
120 127
22 160
191

Provide some more amenities/facilities

28.19.1.9 47

Put in some decent size bins with small holes so no large
rubbish can be dumped.

Out of scope

29.19.1.9 22 158
44

With some minimal, thoughtful planting, fencing and
landscaping all can use and enjoy. Could be an option for
campers to pay by doing conservation

Out of scope

30.19.1.9 59

Surfers have contributed to the infrastructure of Kaikoura
for decades. Before whale watching, before cyclists, and I
ask, how many on Council surf? Why the bias?

Accept, out of scope for camping

31.19.1.9 8

Should not be prohibited as potential of it not able to be
reversed.

Accept, sufficient evidence needed to show
it’s the best response

32.19.1.9 42

Leave it out of bylaw until further research done.

Reject, preferable to bring in some controls

33.19.1.9 5 59

Special rules should apply for this area

Accept, it’s of large significance

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

34.19.1.9 44 18

education through signage will help – in long grassy area
where toileting occurs

Accept

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

34.19.1.9 53

Visitors will drive up and back in one day, spending less
money in the town, and perhaps driving tired.

Reject, unquantifiable

o
o
o

“would also be well used by day visitors”
Council received funding for Tourism Infrastructure
investigation here
There is more Tourism Infrastructure Funding
available

Accept, but operational issue as opposed to
bylaw issue, addressing day trippers as
camper are to be CSC. Some budget for loos
this summer and should be looking towards
TIF fund and consulting with Rūnanga on this.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing
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35.19.1.9 73

The damage to the local economy will be greater than the
damage being suffered to the ecology which can be
managed in a cost neutral or cost positive way with fees
and fines.

Reject, out of scope as unquantifiable

36.19.1.9 57 58 51
4

Will result in less visitors to Kaikoura

Reject , unquantifiable

37.19.1.9 61

There is issues for the environment here but is generally
like this in most places where you camp

Reject

38.19.1.9 191

Not proportionate to the perceived problems as it ignores
the value of the site for camping.

Accept

39.19.1.9 192

Issues with the process, did not follow LGNZ Good Practice
Guide for Freedom Camping. (Council minutes September
2018) R Hogan mentioned a “Responsible Camping Report”
which I have not seen. He raised concerns around the
Criteria and felt it had been predetermined. He felt
different groups could be treated differently. He also
raised concerns around no minutes being kept and noncompliance with Local Government Act.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

Reject. It would appear the criteria mentioned
were used for finding sites to promote last
summer, and not for creating this Bylaw. The
same for assessing Kiwa Road. But your point
is noted i.e. why the difference with how the
group thought an area should be used vs the
result through the bylaw making process. I
agree that the assessment tool used was hard
to accept for many members in the RCWG.
Each member was asked to give an opinion on whether
camping should be allowed at Kiwa Road under the bylaw. However it was the best we could do in a
short space of time and the RCWG agreed to
13 out of the members of 14 attendees were in favour of
camping at Kiwa Road but some wanted conditions. Debbie use it, given deadlines for implementing a
bylaw.
Walford stated it would be a no but she could not speak
for the Rūnanga without consultation. This vote shows
something was wrong with the assessment tool. The RCWG
appeared to have trouble working through the assessment
criteria and was surprised that it did not come up as a site
that should be used for Freedom Camping. Looking at the
other site assessments there are definitely inconsistent
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application of the Cultural scoring. Kiwa Road was given a
7/7 which surprised a lot of the working group – so it was
parked up as it was and I quote “too hard basket”.
40.19.1.9 81 88 26
25 18 8
29 31 51
53 54 57
59 66 78
101 160
47 9 101

Camping is needed for access to recreational area

41.19.1.9 15

Council has received photos and statements from people
showing residents on Kiwa Road dumping rubbish and
generally disrespecting the kiwa road area.

Out of Scope – the focus is on the camping
bylaw as opposed to rubbish

42.19.1.9 89 36
102 103
101 159
170 41
61 60 4
15

Believes residents in area are pushing the ban for their
own private commercial interests. This brings in issues of
reverse sensitivity i.e. why would you complain when you
knew it existed before moving there?

Accept in part, The Environment Court[3] has
provided the following interpretation of
reverse sensitivity:

o

o

Some submitters thought the prohibition would
hurt the local economy as it’s a good draw to the
District. Many think surfers will go to more camper
friendly districts

Submitters think such a huge public loss (camping
next to the surf break) would be a real shame

Accept. The best surf is often in the morning
before wind picks up. Except from the general
restriction areas (Section 9) which would be
difficult to actually find a site to camp, the
nearest campsite is in Kaikoura town. This
severely limits peoples access to surf as it
becomes expensive to pay for the extra
driving trips and/or campsites. Not to mention
the increased railway crossings, road
congestion, greenhouse gas emissions. There
could be a significant loss to community
health and well-being if camping is prohibited.

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

Recommend that restricted
camping areas be allocated at
hearing

Some lawfully existing activities may produce
adverse effects on their surrounding
environments, or at least they are perceived
to do so. Reactions to those effects, or
perceived effects, by way of complaints or
actions in nuisance can stifle their growth or,
in extreme cases, drive them elsewhere. That
stifling, or that loss, may be locally, regionally
or even nationally significant. If an activity
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likely to emit adverse effects seeks to come
into a sensitive environment, the problem
should be manageable by designing
appropriate standards and conditions, or by
refusing consent altogether. It is when
sensitive activities (usually, but not always,
residential activities) seek to establish within
range of a lawfully established but effectemitting activity that management may
become difficult. This is the concept of reverse
sensitivity https://www.qualityplanning.org.nz/node/715
In this situation, freedom camping at Kiwa
road is lawfully established so long as it is not
commercial. It is lawful because it has grown
naturally and it complies with the District Plan.
43.19.1.9 25

Mangāmāunu and Meatworks are surf breaks of national
significance (as defined under Schedule 1 - New Zealand
Coastal Policy Statement 2010). This policy statement
states that; Policy 16:
Protect the surf breaks of national significance for surfing
listed in Schedule 1, by:
(a) ensuring that activities in the coastal environment do
not adversely affect the surf breaks; and
(b) avoiding adverse effects of other activities on access to,
and use and enjoyment of the surf breaks

Reject, The New Zealand Coastal Policy
Statement (NZCPS) is a national policy
statement under the Resource Management
Act 1991 (‘the Act’). The purpose of the NZCPS
is to state policies in order to achieve the
purpose of the Act in relation to the coastal
environment of New Zealand. It is a high up
policy statement that must be given effect to
in making resource management decisions
and its guidance should be implemented
through RM plans. Although this policy
statement is a useful guide, in that it shows
the significance of the area as only 16 surf
breaks in the country hold the same
protection, there is nothing in it that directly
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relates/ would need to be given effect to
when creating a Freedom Camping Bylaw
under the FCA 2011. However, the loss of
camping that provides access to the area
would need due consideration when
determining if prohibition it is the most
appropriate and proportionate method of
protecting the area.
44.19.1.9 140 147

What happens to the Cold Water Classic - is this going to
be another event that Kaikoura loses?

Reject, Consent could be given in Section 10

45.19.1.9 170

Site is especially important for youth

Accept, no change required

46.19.1.9 60 142

Most suitable area for camping. Kids don’t swim here.

Accept, disperses users of recreational areas

47.19.1.9 28

Predicts "uproar" if it's prohibited

Reject

48.19.1.9 26 66

Prohibition will be challenging to enforce with the strong
desire to stay

Accept, there is obviously a strong desire to
camp here.

19.1.10.

South Bay Reserve - start of peninsula walkway (Figure 1)
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1.19.1.10

123 96
140

Suitable due to infrastructure in place

Reject, health and safety concerns exist from
high use and is a significant area for the
community and has quantifiable cultural
significance

2.19.1.10

151 162
171 58
121 69

Move to restricted areas

Addressed 1.19.1.10

3.19.1.10

160 104
96

Move to restricted sites as would not affect views

Addressed 1.19.1.10

4.19.1.10

160

Move to restricted sites as would not affect access to
beach

Addressed 1.19.1.10

5.19.1.10

8 140

5 spaces OK

Addressed 1.19.1.10

6.19.1.10

96

10 marked spaces OK

Addressed 1.19.1.10

7.19.1.10

69

Camping has been allowed historically.

Addressed 1.19.1.10
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8.19.1.10

96

Traditionally a campsite. May need more bins

Addressed 1.19.1.10

9.19.1.10

122

The dump station in the South Bay Reserve really needs
improved signage e.g. one from SH1 turnoff and one at the
entrance to the South Bay Reserve.

Out of scope of this bylaw

19.1.11.

Coastal Strip from South Bay Parade until the Kowhai River (Figure 2)

1.19.1.11

121 171

Add to restricted areas

2.19.1.11

160

Move to restricted sites as would not affect views or access Addressed 1.19.1.11
to beach

19.1.12.

Reject, not suitable due to poor access from
SH1

All areas as mapped (Figure 1)

Do you have any feedback, comments or suggestions for the proposed prohibited areas?
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1.19.1.12

4 86

These prohibitions will hurt local economy as alternative
accommodations are not reasonably priced

Reject, unquantifiable

2.19.1.12

190

These prohibitions will hurt local economy. It's campers
that returned quickly after the earthquakes

Reject, unquantifiable

3.19.1.12

6 70 19
172 33
64

no camping at all

Not possible per s12 FCA

5.19.1.12

10

Agree

6.19.1.12

12

Agree with protecting for cultural reasons

Unspecific of what constitutes cultural reasons

7.19.1.12

148

Acknowledge culturally significant areas and give respect
to the Tangata Whenua past and present

Accept, provisions given where evidenced

8.19.1.12

121 165
30 5 86

camping is a valued experience that needs protecting

Accept

9.19.1.12

103

Need a way to deal with those who misbehave without
taking away rights

Reject, some sites are significant to many
users and need restrictions

10.19.1.12 72

Protections needed as not everyone is responsible

Accept

11.19.1.12 15

Too restrictive because New Zealand markets for campers

Accept, non-compliance will be a problem

12.19.1.12 166

People should not be chastised for not being able to afford
an overpriced campsite.

Reject, campers should have access to a toilet

13.19.1.12 73 108
82

Such large prohibited area will negatively impact local
tourism.

Reject, no evidence supplies

14.19.1.12 74

against all restrictions as it makes visitors feel unwelcome

Reject, some control needed

15.19.1.12 39 166
51

Too restrictive seeing it is a minority who misbehaves.

Accept, some restrictions could be safely
lessened

16.19.1.12 123 78
71 49 47
51

Restrictions will concentrate campers and exacerbate
problems e.g. congestion

Agree

17.19.1.12 123

Too restrictive and doesn't comply with allowing nature of
the Act (about protecting impacts on environment)

Reject, Act is open for interpretation and we
have completed site assessments
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18.19.1.12 48

There is always be some people who don't respect the
place so prohibiting areas won't work and will just detract
from what is a valued experience

Reject, it will work with enforcement. No
evidence it will detract from experience

19.19.1.12 50

Find ways to better manage it while not restricting it.
Restrictions will only serve to lead to its disappearance.

Reject, controls needed

20.19.1.12 59 123
59 49

Consider options like investing in infrastructure before
implementing prohibitions

Accept, we have received central government
funding and could form part of the solution

21.19.1.12 47

Campers can follow some simple rules if managed

Accept, no change required

22.19.1.12 78

Will severely impact people's opportunity for experiencing
the outdoors away from the digital world

Reject, day trips are still suitable

23.19.1.12 78

Too restrictive and will predominantly impact youth and
the retired

Reject, controls are needed

24.19.1.12 86

Too restrictive. A cascading effect across the country will
take place as councils “pass the buck”, until everyone bans
large areas

Reject, controls come from community
pressures and seen impacts from campers.

25.19.1.12 49

Do not advertise areas where allowed to camp will solve
problems

Reject, this will lead to non-compliance

26.19.1.12 19 135
138 33
104 120

It is all about protecting the precious environment and
wildlife

Reject, No evidence that campers are causing
any form of destruction of habitats for
ecosystems. The FCA applies to areas that are
vehicle accessible or within 200m of that.
Therefore these areas already get significant
pressure from vehicles, and will likely to
continue by day visitors even if areas are
banned from camping.

27.19.1.12 130

Prohibit freedom camping during Dotterel breeding season
and restrict the amount of vehicles in areas with dotterel
populations.

Reject, not proportionate response to the
problems (or lack of) that exist.

28.19.1.12 167 23

Foreshore should be prohibited

Reject, Area not managed by KDC

29.19.1.12 61

No camping in areas with high visual amenity

Reject, Does not raise justification under
s11(2)(a)(b) of The Act to prohibit or restrict
an area
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30.19.1.12 20

No SH1 Camping

Reject, We do not have control over NZTA
land, so have no control of people camping on
the SH1

31.19.1.12 106

SH1 stopping areas will be used for camping so this should
be considered with how many areas are allowed for
camping

Reject, Does not raise justification under
s11(2)(a)(b) of The Act to prohibit or restrict
an area

32.19.1.12 21

campers are leaving rubbish

Accept, but so are many others. No change

33.19.1.12 47 26

rubbish does also come from day trippers, locals, it is not
just campers

Accept, no changes,

34.19.1.12 107

campers will litter and there is insufficient bins in town

Reject , No evidence

35.19.1.12 21

We are losing our coast to Transit NZ, Kiwi Rail, developers
and thoughtless Government policies. Camping needs to
be balanced in light of this for access

Reject, significant site assessments have been
undertaken against the real impacts of
camping

36.19.1.12 21

campers are blocking public spaces

Reject, To which areas? No evidence

37.19.1.12 35 149

Some of these areas would be OK with time limits (6.30pm- Reject, this is seen as discriminatory as during
8.30am)
the daytime they should have the same right
to occupy a space as anyone else

38.19.1.12 37

Diesel belching certified self-contained vehicles are
considered acceptable and protect the health and safety
of people who may visit local authority areas; BUT cyclist
producing no emissions need to be banned to protect the
health and safety of people who may visit local authority
areas;

Reject, public health effects appear to be
worse from uncontained camping than
inhaling noxious gases from burning fossil
fuels at an area.

39.19.1.12 97 94
183

There is nothing in the Act to say how many sites are
required so why is there the need to provide Free Camping
which is not really free as either the Government is paying
and or the Rate Payer

Reject, FCA S11 (2) (a) (b) requires criteria to
restrict camping, nothing in this suggests you
can prohibit areas due to trade competition.
The Act is pro camping

40.19.1.12 98 19 20
23 34 85
86 94 97
7 105
106 109

No urban camping

Reject, This is not appropriate or
proportionate to the problems received s (12)
(2) (b). The reasons provided were not seen as
significant issues in the scoring criteria created

o

There were a range of view presented as to why
but typically about detracting from the ‘look’ of
the town or that there is campgrounds available
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124 125
129 173
142 147
150 177
181 186
43 131
115 61
179 43

for site assessments in compliance with s (12)
(2) (a) of the Act.
Workable situation here is to attract campers
to less busy areas but is not a reason to
prohibit camping

41.19.1.12 23

Urban area is busy is summer so needs protecting.

Reject, Not at night time.

42.19.1.12 107 72

No camping in central business area as will harm amenity.

Reject, The reasons provided were not seen as
significant issues in the scoring criteria created
for site assessments in compliance with s (12)
(2) (a) of the Act.

43.19.1.12 61

Urban area is too small for camping

Reject, No evidence, plenty of areas can
accommodate large vans.

44.19.1.12 110 120
118 67
85 116
106 43
19 109
163 179
72 114

concerned impact on commercial campgrounds/businesses

Reject, Location of campgrounds does not
raise justification under s11(2)(a)(b) of The Act
to prohibit or restrict an area

45.19.1.12 121 167
175 33
104 120
70 118
127 62
116

No camping next to dwellings due to loss in amenity

46.19.1.12 60

No camping near child friendly areas as campers occupy
large space

Reject, Not an issue at night time

47.19.1.12 21

Our coast and ocean is under increasing visitor pressureneeds protecting from campers.

Reject, site assessments have been
undertaken, no detail provided by submitter.

o

o

o

Some referenced there’s already capacity available
OR concerned about proximity of restricted sites to
commercial OR “send them there”
Some mentioned other accommodation providers

Two submitters said unless consultation occurs

Reject, Does not raise justification under
s11(2)(a)(b) of The Act to prohibit or restrict
an area
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48.19.1.12 133 125
99

Provide only one area as that’s all the legislation requires

Reject. Not factual. This is referring to only
one aspect of the Act; 12). Bylaws must not
absolutely prohibit freedom camping. (1) A
local authority may not make bylaws under
section 11 that have the effect of prohibiting
freedom camping in all the local authority
areas in its district. Submitter disregards the
rest of the Act.

49.19.1.12 131

There are currently adequate freedom sites at Scarborough Reject. One of the goals of the bylaw is to
Street and Pohowera
disperse the impacts of camping across the
district. Further, the requirements of
s(11)(2)(a)(b) must be satisfied and this is not
a justifiable reason

50.19.1.12 74

Last summer worked well as it kept campers in one place.
Do it without a bylaw.

Reject, unfair for community to pay for
infrastructure for those who are not selfcontained

51.19.1.12 173 72

South Bay Race Course could be negotiated

Reject , Land is leased

52.19.1.12 176

more no camping signage is need in hotspots

Reject, No camping signs are not required by
legislation. Better off monitoring this summer
before determining if required.

53.19.1.12 178

Adopt a map that clearly indicates the prohibited areas and Accept, Agree that listing of sites can be
remove the listing of sites in 19.1.1 - 19.1.11
removed. Map has been amended below.
Note: If feedback shows this to be ineffective
in communicating areas the listing of sites
could be re-inserted as a minor amendment

54.19.1.12 186 12

last year sites St South Bay and Scarborough St sites were
no good

Delete 19.1.1 - 19.1.11 and amend
map (completed)

Reject. No reason given why. There was no
bylaw last so with no enforcement powers
(camping is permitted unless restricted with a
bylaw) that's why management was
challenging however the trial mitigated
previous harms on the environment (as seen
with clean ups compared to prior year) by
containing campers to near toilets.
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55.19.1.12 164

Campers were washing dishes onto the ground last
summer.

Reject, There was no self-contained
requirement last summer thus would expect
this to reduce with the bylaw. Regardless, it is
not seen as a significant problem and also be
remedied with infrastructure at restricted
areas.

56.19.1.12

148

Everyone deserves to use our beaches, special places and
recreational areas.

Reject, no change required

57.19.1.12 148

Camping can bring some terrible behaviour and its
important campers are using areas that do not affect our
environment negatively.

Reject, a sect of society will behave badly it’s
not just campers.

58.19.1.12 49

Campers are getting too much blame when day trippers
bring problems also

Reject, unquantifiable.

59.19.1.12 191

Based on the statement of proposal, Kaikoura appears to
be suffering from capacity constraints and the Council’s
research concludes the district needs more places for
people to freedom camp in order to mitigate overcrowding
and illegal camping. The bylaw is too prohibitive, and it
effectively confines visitors to a handful of designated
freedom camping sites in desirable areas. This prohibitive
approach is not only contrary to the ‘pro-camping’ premise
of the FCA, we know from previous experience it will only
exacerbate the problems that have triggered the need for
a bylaw.

Accept, there is mild capacity constraints
however the research we completed had
many assumptions about what the community
wants to see for camping. For example, the
research had requirements about camping
being setback a distance from residential
dwellings and campgrounds. In hindsight
there are many reserves that Council controls
(although some of these are presently tied up
in leases) that are potentially underutilised.
There is also a reasonable amount of space in
residential areas where campers could stay.
However, we do assume that because we
receive such high visitor numbers per
population that our constraints are higher
than other parts of the NZ.

Add more sites to restricted areas
(potentially Kiwa Road,
Scarborough Street, West End, and
Pohowera) to avoid new hotspots
appearing and making
enforcement challenging. This
would also ensure The Act is
complied with.

Agree that the bylaw would likely confine
campers to the 34 restricted spaces as areas
covered by the general restrictions are largely
rural roads that are unsuitable for camping
due to minimal road verges or very limited
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pockets of Council owned land. For a camper
to find an appropriate space there would take
some research. This may exacerbate
problems, as someone who finds all the sites
to be full will no doubt find areas to camp
illegally, or legally, resulting in hotspots to a
new location (covered by general restrictions).
These new problems would not be easily
addressed and therefore may be worse than
the problems that currently exist in the
District from freedom camping. An alternative
approach would be to designate far larger
areas.
60.19.1.12 160

Kaikoura has capacity constraints in peak season for
unpowered sites in peak season. Proposed Kiwi Camp and
approved NZMCA Camp at Beach Road will go a long way
to solving issues that have arisen in the past

Reject, Does not raise justification under
s11(2)(a)(b) of The Act to prohibit or restrict
an area

61.19.1.12 95

There is not enough alternative accommodation to supply
demand. Tourists will simply just not come to Kaikoura,
leaving the town with less money from an industry it so
heavily relies upon.

Reject

62.19.1.12 191

Support that KDC used a Significant Site Assessments (SSA)
scoring methodology to help determine whether
restrictions or prohibitions are necessary (as this should
result in objective and evidence-based outcomes).
However, a score of zero (0) should be available for those
areas in Kaikōura where no problems exist.

Disagree, the scoring system is fair and was
recommended in LGNZ 'Freedom Camping
good practice guide'. We only altered it to
allow a site that was fully protected for one of
the reasons in s(11)(2)(a) to become
prohibited even if the other criteria got the
lowest score
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Figure 2: Coastal Strip from South Bay Parade until the Kowhai River
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Figure 1: Kaikoura Township
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Figure 3: Kiwa Road, Mangāmāunu

20.

SCHEDULE 2: RESTRICTED AREAS FOR FREEDOM CAMPING

1.20

37

20.1.

Change schedule 2 to say: AREAS WITH ADDITIONAL
RESTRICTIONS FOR FREEDOM CAMPING and change
CLAUSE 8 to reflect this change

Accept, clearer

schedule 2: AREAS WITH
ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS FOR
FREEDOM CAMPING

Freedom Camping is restricted at the areas listed below to the number of vehicles specified and restrictions as to the size of vehicle (if any), and to the
following:
20.1.1.
The areas can be used for overnight stays in vehicles only. Conventional camping or other activities outside vehicles are excluded; and
Page 46 of 90

02/10/2019

V2

1.20.1

37

1.20.1.2

Bylaw could be clearer

20.1.2.
Only self-contained vehicles are permitted; and
STAFF
See Comments starting at 1.20.2 for feedback on this
COMMENT clause

20.1.3 covers activities outside of vehicle,
20.1.2 covers who can stay , therefore clause
superfluous

Delete 20.1.1.

No change recommended

20.1.3.
20.1.4.

All personal effects must be kept within the vehicles; and
Vehicles may stay for a maximum of 1 night in any four-week consecutive period at any of the listed areas.

1.20.1.4

48 7 36
52 99
108 151
153 157
162 39
40 73 89
143 126

Increase max length stay

Reject, needs a high turnover of sites to give
fair use to all users.

2.20.1.4

123

Max stay 1 night only for high use areas.

Reject, high use areas not defined

3.20.1.4

71

1 night restriction will mean people will be getting up early
to find a new location, that is not workable or enjoyable

Accept, probably not enjoyable but these sites
are not designed for conventional camping.

4.20.1.4

7

Longer stay will result in better visitor experience

Reject, not a core consideration of the bylaw

5.20.1.4

7

Increased length of stay gives the enforcement officer time
to familiarise who is in what areas resulting in a friendlier
working environment

Reject, Ambassador App will be used to record
camper information

6.20.1.4

123

Increase max stay outside of peak season.

Reject, not easy to administer

7.20.1.4

8

The one night maximum should only be enforced when
space is at a premium or if campers’ behaviour is of
concern.

Accept, the level of non-compliance shall be
assessed by the officer.

8.20.1.4

52

Could safely increase number of spaces at some of
restricted sites.

Accept, this could be done safely. Addressed
in 1.20.1.4
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20.2.

Areas, and vehicle number and size restrictions:
20.2.1.

West End car park – Maximum of 5 vehicles;
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1.20.2.1

10 14
161

More spaces

2.20.2.1

140

At least 20 vehicles OK as they have to be gone by 8.30am
when pricing starts

3.20.2.1

85

Why have freedom campers taking up valuable space, both
financial and environmental?

4.20.2.1

106

Very visible and heavily used area

5.20.2.1

117

6.20.2.1

118 117

7.20.2.1

161

Well used by community and like to be kept maintained in
a pristine condition.
As bars empty out I’m sure the Patrons may not be so
friendly.
Agree, it will adds security town

8.20.2.1

176

West End Carpark is gateway to business district and
should be reserved for those spending money

Reject, This areas appears do pose the least
threat to the environment to have campers
stay. The effects of the bylaw is not well
known until the bylaw is in place, at which
stage it will be reviewed.
Reject, because camping has been made so
restrictive near urban areas we would expect
some campers to pay for a full day of parking
to get a free site for the night resulting in loss
of turnover for the shops on the street.
Reject, This comment does not raise
justification under s11(2)(a) of The Act to
prohibit or restrict an area. Only limited
spaces are provided.
This comment does not raise justification
under s11(2)(a) of The Act to prohibit or
restrict an area. There are little health and
safety concerns.
Reject, Campers have not cause trouble here
in the past. Easily monitored by KDC.
Reject, Speculative. Also spaces are over 100
metres from a bars.
Accept, some extra watchful eyes could deter
bad behaviour. This is a principle of CPTED
(Crime Prevention Through Environmental
Design)
Accept, there is no accurate data on how
much campers spend. Anyone can park for
free overnight and then has to pay during the
day. This comment does not raise justification
under s11(2)(a) to prohibit or restrict an area.
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9.20.2.1

185

Main shopping centre is inappropriate for camping

Reject, no reasoning why it is not compatible.
There is nearly always parking available for
patrons in the evening.
Anyone can park here overnight so is not a
case of being unfair as the only difference is
one person is staying the night. Council could
change its fees and charges for the area.

10.20.2.1

187 128

Not fair that people pay during the day then visitors stay
free at night

20.2.2.

Jimmy Armers Beach - Maximum of 6 vehicles, with a maximum length of 7.5 meters
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1.20.2.2

168 189

More spaces

2.20.2.2

10

Less sites

Reject, Recommend retaining the current
number for good turnover as fairness to all
users.
Reject, no justification provided.

3.20.2.2

153

Longer length of stay

Reject, addressed 1.20.2.2

4.20.2.2

14

Neutral as this is a family beach and busy area.

Noted

5.20.2.2

106

Very visible and heavily used areas

6.20.2.2

142

7.20.2.2

148

Lately tables and carparks are full with campers. 6 Vehicles
a night would have a huge impact on how this area is able
to be used.
Should be prohibited its Wahi Tapu and Wahi Taonga and a
known archaeological site.

8.20.2.2

173

Reject, Visibility not a serious consideration. It
is not heavily used overnight and the limited
spaces will allow fair use of the area.
Reject, no evidence provided, are they day
trippers or campers? Monitoring will be
undertaken
Reject, No reason why someone staying
overnight poses any greater risk than a day
visitor at a significant area as campers will
have access to on board toilet.
Reject, The risk of encountering seals is
expected to be low here. They are more
commonly found further towards Point Kean.
No evidence of loud music here (minor risk

Prohibit as sensitive due to wildlife (seals) and previous
disturbances from loud music and alcohol consumption.
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0and would have to comply with District Plan
levels) and alcohol consumption is allowed by
anyone here.
20.2.3.

Esplanade (Lion’s Pool) Maximum 5 vehicles Maximum vehicle length 7.5 metres
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1.20.2.3

159 161

Parks opposite side of road to Old KDC offices and fire
brigade OK.

2.20.2.3

8

3.20.2.3

69

Council will be overwhelmed with ongoing complaints and
animosity towards freedom campers.
Closest site to dwellings therefore does not get the same
relief as rest of urban area.

4.20.2.3

69

Spaces too short for CSC campers before entering bike
lane.

5.20.2.3

91 104

6.20.2.3

91 92

Campers will create safety concerns with people forced to
cross the road.
Will damage the adjacent accommodation providers with
loss of amenity

7.20.2.3
8.20.2.3

92 106
117
92

9.20.2.3

92

10.20.2.3

104

11.20.2.3

107

Have witnessed campers hanging washing from trees

12.20.2.3

110

Concerned about impact on grass.

Reject, no evidence provided. This comment
does not raise justification under s11(2)(a) of
The Act to prohibit or restrict an area.
Accept, bylaw addresses this through clause
9.1.6
Reject , Not a concern at area

13.20.2.3

117

Not a good mix with young people socialising

Reject, No evidence

There are other areas could be used that don't face so
many pressures or have less amenity
The minority of campers have broken glass, defecated, and
made the area unsafe.
Why prohibit coastal strip from South Bay to the Kowhai
and the South Bay corner with SH1 and not here
Prohibit to stop children having to see campers getting
changed on the side of the road

Reject, site is significant to many users, it’s a
popular site for the community. Used as
parking for the community hall.
Reject, Speculative.
Reject, being close to a dwelling does not
mean problems are known to exist. Does not
raise justification under s11(2)(a) of The Act to
prohibit or restrict an area.
Agree. This would cause a health and safety
risk that wasn’t addressed during the site
assessments.
Accept, raises health and safety concerns

Remove site

Remove site

Reject, Not a major justification under
s11(2)(a) of The Act to prohibit or restrict an
area. There is a focusing effect of having such
a restricted area. Because prohibited areas are
so widespread it will obviously concentrate
campers
Accept, matter considered elsewhere in
submissions
Reject, No evidence.
Reject, site assessments were completed.
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14.20.2.3

127 104
92

We have to pick rubbish up our drive way of all kinds,
noises into the late night.

15.20.2.3

Campers will abuse the bathroom facilities here

16.20.2.3

127 147
173
107

17.20.2.3

140

18.20.2.3

173 147

19.20.2.3

186 179

20.20.2.3

185 176

21.20.2.3

187 85

This is going to limit access to facilities and make it unsafe
for little children
Will affect parking for visitors attending the beach and the
playground.

Prohibit as significant for recreational users e.g. picnics
into the evening
Happy with daytime use of esplanade but should not be
used by freedom campers. Paid parking at West End is
putting pressure on area for parking.
Esplanade showcases our environment and needs to be
free of campers so it can be enjoyed by all

People pay good money to stay here for the view

Reject, No proof this is from campers. People
can play music as long as they are within the
District Plan rules, even day trippers.
Reject, Speculative
Reject, Speculative
Reject, Congestion isn't a problem at night
time and is therefore not a reason to prohibit
(especially with a 1 night maximum
restriction).
Reject, limited spaces and can occur without
camping
Reject, Not an impact overnight with a 1 night
stay maximum and only 6 spaces
Reject, Having views protected is not a serious
consideration for prohibiting or restricting an
area, furthermore the area is heavily used
during the day, so surely at night time when
people are technically freedom camping that
there is no impact.
Reject, having views protected because of
accommodation is being provided is not a
serious consideration for prohibiting or
restricting an area, furthermore the area is
heavily used during the day, so surely at night
time when people are technically freedom
camping that there is no impact.
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20.2.4.

Kaikoura Lookout - Maximum of 3 vehicles
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1.20.2.4

69

Is an iconic sites and should be protected.

2.20.2.4

69

The area designated was originally for bus turnaround.

3.20.2.4

123

More spaces

Accept, known to have significance for
community and tourism.
Accept, The area is small and already popular.
If the bylaw goes in as it is than with the very
limited restricted area than this site would
likely create health and safety concerns if it
gets full at sunset time when it’s most
popular. The site has a steep access. The
ownership of the site sits partially with other
agencies and should not be promoted.
Reject Addressed 2.20.2.4

4.20.2.4

140

Protect for high amenity it provides for many at sunset.

Accept, it’s well used and has limited space.

5.20.2.4

140

Keeping them to the back will not work as people will stay
at the sites with best view

Reject, speculative

20.2.5.

Scarborough Street Reserve - Maximum of 10 vehicles

Delete from restricted areas, add
to prohibited areas.
Delete from restricted areas, add
to prohibited areas.
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1.20.2.5

43 96

No camping as across the road from cemetery

2.20.2.5

69

Agree with no camping on the roadside

Reject, proposed site is not against the street
and the risk from campers damaging the
tombstones is very low. Campers are to be selfcontained.
Accept , no action required

3.20.2.5

screen the area

Reject, operational matter

4.20.2.5

105 118
45 69
133

This should be the only site if the Government is saying
we need to provide 'somewhere'.

5.20.2.5

133

No portaloo they should all be self-contained.

6.20.2.5

168 181
183 189
69 118
105
69

More spaces

Reject, This disregards s(11)(2)(a)(b) of The Act.
Not an appropriate response to the issues being
faced and would likely not solve anything
Reject, operational matter, portaloos not
proposed as part of bylaw
Reject, There is cultural significance for the area
being next to the cemetery

7.20.2.5

Open southern fence at west side of area to allow 5 to 10
additional vehicles into south part of reserve along
western shelterbelt.

Accept, but would be an operational issue as
costs money. Alternatively, part of the new
swimming pool complex in the adjacent reserve
could be a restricted area when developed
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which could be allowed in the reserve
management plan.
20.2.6.

South End Railway Station Carpark - Maximum of 5 vehicles
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1.20.2.6

7

Make the site the only restricted site in urban area

2.20.2.6

8

Spaces are needed for employees in the area.

Reject, This comment does not raise
justification under s11(2)(a) of The Act to
prohibit or restrict an area.
Reject, Recommend keeping to 5 spaces.

3.20.2.6

8

Move them into the middle or north end of the car park?

Reject, This carpark is owned by Whale Watch.

4.20.2.6

106

Very visible and heavily used areas

5.20.2.6

121

Agree - bins already in place

Reject, Minimal impact on how the site is used
already. This comment does not raise
justification under s11(2)(a) of The Act to
prohibit or restrict an area.
Accept

6.20.2.6

121

Agree - sealed surface

Accept

7.20.2.6

More spaces

Accept

8.20.2.6

123 159
161
159

Agree- for morning tourist trips

Accept

9.20.2.6

161

Agree- Adds security to town

Accept, Some extra watchful eyes could deter
bad behaviour. This is a principle of CPTED
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10.20.2.6 185

Disagree- Major destination for visitors and near holiday
parks

11.20.2.6 187

Should be more parks here because it's walking distance
to business area and away from residents view

20.2.7.

(Crime Prevention Through Environmental
Design).
Reject, 5 spaces for 1 night allows fair use of
area. Location of holiday parks does not raise
justification under s11(2)(a) of The Act to
prohibit or restrict an area
Reject, it's a great site and capacity could be
increased but conflicts may arise with other
users.

Pohowera - maximum of 20 vehicles with NO FREEDOM CAMPING between 15 August and the last day in February of the following year.
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1.20.2.7

20 60 172
106

Loss in visual amenity

2.20.2.7

106 72

Once untouched and wild

3.20.2.7

60

No because over capacity last summer

4.20.2.7

182

Why was trial not successful?

Reject, This comment does not raise
justification under s11(2)(a)(b) of The Act to
prohibit or restrict an area.
Reject, It is a highly modified environment
already, the site has been used for extraction of
gravel and for placement of excess limestone.
It contains a number of weed species and is
next to state highway.
Reject, Not a reason to prohibit. Last summer
we only designated two areas and could not
enforce. A bylaw with enforcement should
drastically improve behaviour and provides
ability to enforce.
It was seen as being “overcrowded”. However,
the trial reduced the number of inappropriate
discharge of human waste to the environment.
Number of complaints for Kiwa Road reduced.
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5.20.2.7

6.20.2.7

138 139
126 13
188 111
126

7.20.2.7

33 43

8.20.2.7

72 43 106
137
9.20.2.7 157 159
151161
162 189
28 26 140
10.20.2.7 102

11.20.2.7 140

12.20.2.7 140

13.20.2.7 126

support protecting dotterels
o These submitters agreed with closure over
nesting season
Close over nesting season, Reduce to 10, and give it a
season or two and then assess.
Last summer how little respect campers have for the
endangered dotterels and surroundings.

Dotterel habitats need to be protected all year.
open all year

No matter what lengths are taken, the dotterel nests
cannot be guaranteed to be safe. You cannot bar people
from going on our beaches.
No evidence that campers interfere with the dotterels,
more like the locals on 4x4 motorcycles that travel up
and down the beach.
If the dotterels are so endangered, why is DOC not
looking after the area?

If the bylaw is not in place until the end of the year how
are the birds wildlife protected until then?

Accept, no change required, however no
evidence given that campers have any impact.
Reject, will be no impact outside of nesting
season
Reject, The site was overrun because we
couldn’t control numbers. We also don’t own
the beach so can’t control camping there. The
bylaw will allow for enforcement
Reject, this is not achievable with the high use
of the area by humans already.
Accept. Refer to 12.20.7. However the Council
may wish to take a precautionary approach
here.
Accept, this is likely true, although campers may
add some additional pressure
Accept, we are not aware of any evidence that
campers have interfered.
DOC have said that the biggest impact on these
birds at this location are predators. The already
has high use by humans which may be
contributing to decline. They did not believe
much could be done about this and by adding a
few campers will not drastically change the
prospects of the Dotterel.
Accept, they won’t be. Not KDC responsibility
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14.20.2.7 171

Reject, none provided

16.20.2.7 151

Request more information about Dotterel nesting
situation e.g. from South Bay to Kowhai River
Dotterels can have better marked nesting areas which
would help with locals on 4 wheelers also.
Signage should be installed about the dotterels

17.20.7

Install barriers to prevent camping near to the beach

Reject, It is not vehicle accessible (except 4x4)
so not required. KDC does not control camping
on the beach.
Reject, No reason provided

15.20.2.7 28

189

18.20.2.7 163

Less spaces

19.20.2.7 107 172

Needs a safe entry/exit lane established.

20.20.2.7 110

There should be a speed restriction.

Reject, operational and not a core KDC
responsibility
Reject, Already some in place

Accept, NZTA have indicated this will be
required but will depend on the number of
vehicles. This should be able to be done within
current budgets.
Reject Out of scope as Council does not control
SH1.

Do you have other feedback, comments or suggestions on the proposed restricted areas
1.20.2

14

Supports the "zoned approach" to bylaw and the fact
there isn’t lots of restricted sites

Accept

2.20.2

131

People driving into town will not know where these
designated sites are and will end up parking were they
feel like.

Reject, They will be available on maps

3.20.2

8

Is there scope for an overflow overnight parking area to
be opened up during peak times outside of the restricted
area?

Accept, Yes, an area could be opened
up/designated in the area covered by general
restrictions but not from the prohibited area.
Note clause 17 of the bylaw allows for only
minor changes or amendments. This means the
special consultative procedure must be used in
most cases however this would largely be fact
dependent. RECOMMENDATION: remove the
wording "inclusion of additional area as
restricted or prohibited" from Clause 17
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4.20.2

15

Where are the provisions for our seasonal workers?

Accept, Refer to Clause 9.1.3. Someone may
move around site to site

5.20.2

153

Charge seasonal workers for longer stay

Accept, Could use Clause 10

6.20.2

30 36 37

The total number of spaces appears small when Council
research showed Freedom campers did not have enough
spaces.

Accept, there are some capacity constraints in
the District, also general restrictions areas can
be used. No change

7.20.2

8

Open another site when Pohowera is closed e.g. Kowhai
River or Coastal Strip

Reject, limited access points on Coastal strip
suitable from SH1. Kowhai river is accessed
through Ngai Tahu land but is allowed under
general restrictions

8.20.2

69

Total number of restricted spaces should be maintained,
either across the sites, or new ones near the urban area.

Accept, capacity could be increased at some
sites safely if some areas are removed

9.20.2

42 49

Disagree with packing campers into these small areas

Reject, allowed in general restricted areas

10.20.2

30

Districts that limit spaces seem to get the most problems

Reject, no evidence given

11.20.2

86

Provide some nice areas and think about campers needs

Accept, sites have high amenity

12.20.2

88

Some grassed options rather than sealed areas

Accept, Scarborough Street is grassed

13.20.2

183

Sites are too restrictive for the campers e.g. no washing
lines, alcohol bans.

Reject, washing lines are allowed. Alcohol out of
scope of bylaw

14.20.2

159 3

Supports allowing camping in amenity locations with
some services

Accept, some restricted sites provide both

15.20.2

108 149

These areas are suitable for small vans but not so much
large ones

Reject, Scarborough, Pohowera, West End can
all have large ones.

16.20.2

143

If spaces are too short then this will receive only small
vans that are unlikely to use on board facilities

This is a significant flaw with the restricted
areas at present.

17.20.2

141

The allowing of freedom camping in the listed public
areas will result in a continuation of the problems we
have seen; the use of toilet facilities for washing, washing
dishes and clothing, setting up of tables and cooking
equipment and the resulting crowding in these areas.

Reject, Setting up of tables and cooking is not
allowed as stated in 20.1.3. I would agree there
is a risk to people washing in public facilities
because of the length of vehicle that some of
these sites restrict to e.g. Jimmy Armers. Our
officers won’t be present a lot of the time. To
mitigate this risk I recommend putting up some

Maintain the total number of
restricted spaces at a minimum
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signs in bathrooms against this behaviour and
monitoring. Addressed operationally.
18.20.2

142

Consideration has been given to where toilets have been
placed, but not why the toilet were placed there in first
place. Because they are recreational areas.

Reject, We assessed sites using a scoring
method to try and assess sites fairly. 1 night
stay should have limited impact. The bylaw has
to be reviewed after 5 years. The RCWG has
recommended that in 2 years after coming into
effect that Council decide to do a review then.

19.20.2

184

Certainly Certified Self Containment (CSC) does not make
a camper with a CSC vehicle any more responsible than
the next person, as it is the person NOT the mode that
determines a responsible camper. Further it
discriminates on disabled people who may wish to camp
in tents. recommends Council places in a clause, that
allows the removal of anything to do with NZS;5465 or
"certified" self-containment from their final bylaw in the
event the Standard is found to be inconsistent with
Disability Rights etc. in the near future.

Reject. The NZS: 5465 is not perfect but is the
best tool available for encouraging responsible
camping.

20.20.2

28

NSC campers are the problem here and by prohibiting
them you will push them to areas where there are no
toilet facilities.

Reject, will monitor effectiveness of bylaw over
time

21.20.2

63

Cantabrians could apply for a waiver for self-contained
vans for those that are staying in a site near a public
toilet.

Accept, Could apply undersection 10 but would
cost in administration.

22.20.2

76 4 37
123 161
63 160

NSC near toilets OK

Reject, Not fair on ratepayers, sites are for day
visitors. The harm on the environment would be
OK but we are trying to encourage responsible
camping and people should be self-contained
and using their own facilities. See 22.20.

23.20.2

47

Kiwis have a right to be able to camp NSC

Reject, rules are needed avoid impacts on
residents

24.20.2

52

Agree with CSC only as NSC vehicle should not restrict
CSC options.

Accept
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25.20.2

123

Provide some nice areas with facilities that community
can accept

Accept, some provided

26.20.2

166

Campers are more likely to behave responsibly if basic
services to do so are provided

Accept, provided in many cases

27.20.2

166

Designated areas need to meet simple needs such as
washing dishes, hanging laundry and toilets.

Accept self-contained campers can do all of this

28.20.2

151

Toilets and rubbish bins don't need to be supplied if it's
for CSC vehicles.

Accept, however we have received funding to
mitigate harms

29.20.2

156

The CDHB is concerned about the availability of safe
drinking water at designated freedom camping sites.
Recommends clear signage directing campers, in certified
self-contained vehicles, to the nearest site for the refilling
of potable water. Council should also ensure that other
water sources which are not suitable for drinking, e.g.
from non-potable water taps in public toilet facilities, are
clearly signed to warn campers that the water is not of
drinking quality and should be boiled before use.

Accept, Operational issue

31.20.2

164

Does not support areas without water

Reject, should be self-contained

32.20.2

156

The CDHB recommends that all signage at freedom
camping areas be legible, well-lit and in multiple
languages. It is important that all information, especially
relating to sewage disposal and drinking water, is relayed
to campers in a manner that is easily seen and
understood.

Accept, operational.

33.20.2

156

The CDHB recommends that Council provides enough onsite rubbish bins in areas where freedom camping is
allowed as per responsibilities under Section 9(5) of the
Litter Act 1979.

Accept, operational

34.20.2

131

Freedom campers do leave rubbish. It is unlikely the
council will provide a daily clean up service over such a
large number of sites

Accept, There are bins available at many of
these sites. Day trippers also leave rubbish.
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35.20.2

107

Sufficient toilet and rubbish facilities must be provided at
all approved sites to avoid soiling and littering.

Accept, operational.

36.20.2

15

Put in some toilet blocks for areas

Accept. Only have funding designated for
approx. 5-6 portaloos to be hired and serviced
for this summer. Operational

37.20.2

190

Knowing how much tourists contribute to the economy,
Council needs to provide more toilets in hotspot areas
which may or may not (day use) be used by campers.

Accept, operational

38.20.2

173

No camping near toilets as they should all be selfcontained

Reject, It’s widely understood the legislation is
flawed. The self-containment standard doesn't
work as well as it could (although it’s
recommended to be reviewed again soon), and
it's hard to prohibit areas under the act,
therefore providing toilets can mitigate harm on
the environment, which from our research,
worked well last summer. One option would be
to designate an attractive site and trial no
toilets and monitor closely e.g. Pohowera.

39.20.2

124

No areas near facilities as they will abuse them

Reject, Speculative

40.20.2

127

If Kiwa road didn't work than why would these sites

Reject, The context here is very different;
uncontrolled camping (that was promoted on
camping apps) with no bylaw (No self-contained
standard or legal grounds to move campers on)
versus a bylaw with dedicated officers and
more toilets available per head.

41.20.2

163

Support the number restrictions put in place for the
restricted sites.

Accept , no change required

42.20.2

19 147

Restricting numbers will not be adhered to.

Reject. Sites are close to town so can be
enforced

43.20.2

167 114

Who is to say who was first or last?

All restricted areas will have marked spaces
with signage to delineate the areas allowed.

44.20.2

123

Limit numbers through tree separation etc.

Accept, operational
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45.20.2

160 52
104 140

Agree with marking spaces

Accept, operational

46.20.2

96

install a ticket machine that only prints tickets to the
maximum number allowed for each 24 hour period for
that site to control numbers

Accept, operational

47.20.2

174 175
160 166
35

Introduce a time limit on camping e.g. 8pm to 8am

Could have Bill of Rights implications

48.20.2

177 178
91

Only one site within urban area

Reject, Unclear what the perceived problem is
that would require this.

49.20.2

69

Restricted areas are not required because nothing in the
Act that disallows a ban across an entire township or city
but they may help to avoid litigation

Accept, Not ‘required’ but need to apply fair
assessment of sites across the District that
complies with 11(2)(a)(b) of The Act. Any
significant amendments to areas could require
re-notification of the bylaw

50.20.2

20 128
158 120
141 21
131

Some prime real estate available for free camping- Ruin
the image of Kaikoura/not fair

Reject. Hard to justify under complies with
11(2)(a)(b) of The Act. The Act is pro camping.
Such a consideration could form part of a
strategy e.g. designating sites away from prime
real estate.

51.20.2

69

Urban area zoned for residential and business, not
camping.

Reject, Zoning is done under the resource
management act whereas freedom camping
under the FCA. The FCA states: FC is permitted
an any local authority area unless It is restricted
or prohibited in an area. The activity of freedom
camping is not controlled by zoning in the
District Plan. Freedom Camping is a permitted
activity in the District Plan (DP) but it must
comply with some DP regulations such as noise.

52.20.2

178 118
133 125
131

Less sites are easier to enforce

Reject, No evidence

53.20.2

104

Areas should be screened from public view

Reject, operational
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54.20.2

7 191

Supports urban sites so campers can eat out etc.

55.20.2

166

Needs to provide a positive space where people can
enjoy the freedom and natural surroundings without
stretching across the whole township

Accept, bylaw provides this some

56.20.2

60 20 141
125

Investigate non-urban areas to provide camping

Accept, out of scope. Rural areas are allowed in
general restriction areas

57.20.2

142

Urban area is already busy so people should be directed
to remote areas

Accept, operational

58.20.2

135

Provide a few options for campers away from wildlife
areas

Reject, Not specific.

59.20.2

106

RCWG should consider more rural areas which to date
has not been done in any depth. With the lack of a map
outlining the areas that are controlled by council that
could be considered, it is difficult to suggest any areas,
but the Kowhai River would be one area that needs more
exploration.

Accept, Council could decide to put off
implementation of the bylaw, or add other
areas to restricted areas, or just promote an
area covered by general restrictions through
apps (Which could come after the bylaw is
implemented. The key point with urban sites
being available is the Freedom Camping Act
Section 11(2) of the Act; the purpose of the
bylaw is predominately to assess what sites
need protection, rather than a strategy. No
change recommended.

60.20.2

173

SH1 sites up the coast could be used

Accept. Camping is allowed at these sites as
KDC does not control NZTA land

61.20.2

37

There is at the moment a proposal to build a cycle trail
from Picton to Kaikoura, and I would like to see an
overnight camping area for the users of this trail. Future
proofing the trail. A separate clause in the bylaw allowing
cycle tourists and others producing no climate change
emissions should be added to the bylaw even if no
useable areas exist at the moment. Other users such as
surfers could also benefit from a less restrictive coastal
camping area

Reject, KDC doesn’t have land north of
Mangāmāunu except for small settlements.
DOC are looking at getting Okiwi Bay up and
running. Private operations would open over
time. Bylaw to be reviewed at later date.
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62.20.2

4

Needs a vision for some suitable locations with possibility
for joint venture

Out of scope but highly supported

63.20.2

168

Encourage dialogue with other government agencies with
land that could be used for freedom camping

Out of scope but highly supported

64.20.2

187 147
105

Saw dust area at old beach should be a site for tents and
with toilets.

The site is allowed for camping under the
general restrictions.

65.20.2

186 118

Kowhai river mouth should be a site.

This site is allowed for camping in the draft
bylaw under the general restrictions.

66.20.2

158 105

Inland Road at Edge of the Kowhai could be used and
reduce impact at popular town sites.

Reject, KDC engineers have said likely
contaminated with asbestos.

67.20.2

120

Perhaps further south than pine plantations, or north
than hapuku, or kowhai river bed west.

Reject, KDC has very little land in these areas.
But if we do its covered by general restrictions
so permitted.

Do you have any other feedback, comments or suggestions?
1.20.3

180 167
166 128
153 92 78
108 28 43
3 26 159
142

charge campers

Reject, would require resource consent and the
camping ground regulations 1985 make this
expensive unless exemptions are given from
them. Exemptions are common for remote
campsites e.g. DOC. KDC may wish to look into
providing low cost campgrounds but this is for
the most part out of the scope of this bylaw.

2.20.3

97 83

The Council need to decide if it's in the Accommodation
industry. It requires significant financial investment which
the Council does not have at present.

Reject, As the bylaw stand there some
investment required to set up sites because
spaces are to be marked, however this is
funded by central government. This cost could
be reduced by not marking spaces. Important to
consider the alternative of having no bylaw. The
bylaw is intended to result in less campers
abusing public facilities and/or the
environment.

3.20.3

160

The topic is emotional and largely driven by social media

Out of scope
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4.20.3

23

If people pay for things they are more likely to respect it

Reject, respect can also be garnered by
providing areas that look wellpresented/maintained and through education.

5.20.3

157 160

Council should encourage private limited facilities
campgrounds to be established before bylaw is
introduced

Reject, Not possible without due delay as it
would require changing the District Plan.

6.20.3

126

Paid campsites should be adequately promoted

Accept, As read in the bylaw: Clause 1.1. The
Council encourages travelers and campers to
use camping grounds and other accommodation
facilities as much as possible. Ends. KDC
Communications can work on this for example a
camping brochure stating paid campgrounds
(operational).

7.20.3

35

Instead of implementing a costly bylaw, Wait until the
campsites up the coast re open and monitor what
happens then

Reject, We have issues with campers damaging
the environment so want to ensure we have
some protections, making sure campers have
access to a toilet is important. National trends
show the number of campers is increasing so
there's reason to believe pressure will not
decrease even with the coastal sites (such as
DOC's Okiwi Bay) reopening.

8.20.3

13 17

I fully support this bylaw

Accept

9.20.3

43

Campers disregard the environment and precious taonga
so we need rules in place

Accept, rules in bylaw should help

10.20.3

163

Concerns regarding the impact that freedom camping
may have on taonga species such as dotterels, which are
listed in the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act as one of
the listed taonga species.

Accept, however this shouldn’t be a cord
Council function. Direction given from national
direction and visitors are going to keep coming.

11.20.3

163

Concerns on impact freedom camping may have on
access and protection for mahinga kai.

Reject, unspecific.

12.20.3

54

Reflect on the beautiful freedom that Kaikoura is
associated with before putting any bylaws into place.

Reject, unspecific.
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Mahinga kai and surfing allocations should be allowed for
freedom campers in all areas.
12.20.3

26

As well as being a tradition, freedom camping should be a
right to every New Zealander, most of whom respect and
love the environment in which we live

Accept, noted.

13.20.3

30

Value of domestic tourism seems to be ignored, and now
it seems it will become increasingly too expensive to
travel our own country; international tourism produced
$16.2 billion last year (2018) whereas local tourism was
valued at $23 billion

Accept, any rules would have a significant
impact on with our own backyard. It would be a
shame to inflate prices to enjoy a holiday
unnecessarily, but controls are seen as
necessary.

14.20.3

71 49

Apps like campermate, etc. have overexposed these
beautiful sites that once where kept quiet by the locals.
Just use signage where camping is prohibited and let
people spread out to find their own locations.

Reject, Recommend a pro-active approach here.
NZ has marketing campaigns to draw campers
here. Secondly campers talk and there is always
going to be information out there on where you
can camp. The best way to manage it is to work
with these information providers as a way to
focus campers towards areas that are more
suitable. By doing so you hardly need to have
signage on the ground about no camping areas.
We want to make sure visitors are having a
good experience here, not making it difficult.
Tourism is the largest industry in New Zealand
and we must respond.

15.20.3

185

Conditions in bylaw to be available via the various Apps,
websites, social media and I-Sites

Accept, operational matter

16.20.3

163

We seek clarification as to the communication tools that
will be used to communicate the Bylaw restrictions to
freedom campers.

Have not discussed in large detail. Likely;
Interactive map on Canterbury Maps,
Campermate and other camping information
providers, brochures (that will also show paid
campgrounds), flyers to residents (TBC), signs at
restricted areas. Operational matter.

17.20.3

116

If council can't stop camping under legislation as least
don't encourage it

Reject, Unspecific.

Page 72 of 90
02/10/2019

V2

18.20.3

42 63 62
38 153

NZ citizens/residents should be treated differently

Reject, Raises concerns with the Bill of Rights
Act 1990 when talking about freedom camping.
I assume it’s different if you are charging (like
DOC does on Great Walks).

19.20.3

58

Adopt this bylaw in time for this summer.

Accept, noted.

20.20.3

69

Section 11 (2) of Act is not necessarily defined, so it is up
to this Council to define the legislatively undefined
content. However, Some things like Cultural or historical
protection can be found in other legislation. In s12(2)(b)
the bylaw is the most appropriate and proportionate way
of addressing the perceived problem in relation to that
area; “perceived” is not defined by whom.

Accept, However there needs to be a fair and
measurable approach to assessing sites
(significant site assessment) and some sort of
justification and evidence-based approach to
showing that the issues do exist and the issues
unequivocally come from people that freedom
camp (rather than by day trippers).

21.20.3

78 121 28
74

As a tourist town the campers are needed in high volume

Reject, no reason given why.

22.20.3

116

No evidence campers spending large sums of money
locally

Reject, MBIE data actually shows that
International visitors to New Zealand who did
some freedom camping had a tendency to
spend more on average than those that did no
camping- due to a longer length of stay but less
spend per day. Visitors who did some freedom
camping tend to have dispersed more around
the country, visiting around double the amount
of regions that total international visitors to
New Zealand did. Is Kaikoura really a
destination or do we depend on these people?
Link to MBIE Data

23.20.3

183 92

There is no income from the campers, only costs and
unsubstantiated economic benefits to Kaikoura.

Reject, no evidence provided. We are doing a
study this summer to find out more. They have
to buy necessities at the very least. The Act is
pro camping regardless.

24.20.3

6

Unrestricted freedom camping had a significant effect on
local accommodation providers last summer

Accept, Noted.
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25.20.3

23

We should keep it for tourists who pay good money to be
here otherwise we will lose the high paying ones, to ones
who stay for free.

Reject, it is Unclear as to how one would make
this distinction. In any case this is not a fair
response nor one that is consistent with the
FCA.

26.20.3

47 59 60

Recognise that campers and surfers have supported and
contributed to the area

Out of scope but highly supportive

27.20.3

159

Campers clearly make contribution to economy but will
not do so without options for freedom camping as
campgrounds are too expensive.

Out of scope

28.20.3

166

Campers may be spending on other local activities rather
than services at a campground

Out of scope

29.20.3

192 176
164 150
94 109 42
172 117
109 164
177 172
120 127

Requires central government funding

Accept, but out of scope. Council has received
support for an enforceable bylaw at annual plan
submissions. The government are showing a
willingness to mitigate some of the effects that
campers bring by providing funds to Councils.
Although we can’t be certain it will continue.
Regardless of the fact, the enforcement
activities alone (after receiving fines) appear to
be costing other small Councils around $30,000$70,000 a year to enforce.

30.20.3

164 94
160 85
189 85

Bylaw not needed as it has too many compromises with a
poor piece of legislation and is therefore a waste of
money.

Reject, bylaw needed.

31.20.3

85 94 160
168

National ‘Responsible Camping Working Group’
recommended to minister to reform ‘Freedom Camping
Act 2011 and ‘Camping Ground Regulations 1985’, as well
as other regulations: Wait for this.

Reject, The changes aren't expected to
overhaul the FCA 2011 , however changing the
Camping Ground Regulations 1989 could
increase capacity at low coast campgrounds and
reduce pressure, however in the meantime the
number of campers are set to increase putting
more pressure on town. Also we require
campers to have access to toilets

o

Some submitters concerned that fines will not be
paid so will be an ongoing cost to enforce
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32.20.3

95

Lobby the central government to put pressure on rental
companies who encourage tourists to freedom camp in
unsuitable vehicles

Out of scope

33.20.3

250 106

Lobby the central government to put measures in place
to collect fines.

Out of scope

34.20.3

35

Pursue the recently introduced international visitor levy
funds

Out of scope

35.20.3

102

Education needs to come from operators who rent out
the vans

Out of scope

36.20.3

158

Extract money from rental companies to support impact
on communities.

Out of scope

37.20.3

174 175
62

Campervan rental companies should collect a $200
deposit for fines

Out of scope

38.20.3

150

Local bylaws will still not fix the issue

Out of scope

39.20.3

116

Ratepayers are having to pay to clean up after campers

Out of scope

40.20.3

189 176

Bylaw lacks sufficient consultation

The process has been expedited. However the
RCWG met 10 times and provided the
opportunity for membership from; Te Rūnanga
o Kaikōura , Department of Conservation, New
Zealand Police, New Zealand Transport Agency,
Kiwi Rail, Canterbury District Health Board,
Environment Canterbury, Kaikōura Youth
Council, Kaikōura Coastal Marine Guardians,
New Zealand Motor Caravan Association,
Kaikōura Board Riders, Kaikōura Camping
Ground Representatives, Nga Uri O
Mangāmāunu, CamperMate, Kaikōura Tramping
Club, Kaikōura Forest and Bird and Community
Representatives (3). The community
representatives were advertised in the Kaikoura
Star.
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41.20.3

74

Bylaw has been created to appease 1 or 2 vested
interests rather than represent communities’ views. E.g.
complaining about birds being impacted and campers on
their street after moving there.

Reject, community demanded better
management of the issue

42.20.3

117

subsidising campgrounds could be a cheaper option than
enforcing this bylaw

Unlikely to be cheaper than supplying some
extra toilets and would only work if freedom
camping was so severely restricted to be viable.
We don’t experience that big of an issue from
freedom campers to do so.

43.20.3

35

Why has the jobs been advertised already?

Even if no bylaw comes into force we will
monitor the situation and educate about
camping responsible. We got central
government funding for this

44.20.3

102

I think the camping grounds should look to accommodate
the self-contained vehicles at a more competitive prices

Out of scope

45.20.3

94

Complaints caused from bylaw will be place putting strain
on council

Reject, Speculative. We already receive many
complaints anyway and this is only a small
aspect of the bigger picture

46.20.3

35

There needs to be more dump stations installed. The
motor home association would help fund these at very
little cost to the ratepayer.

Out of scope but noted

Do you have any feedback, comments or suggestions on the proposed enforcement approach;
Council will investigate reports of someone camping in a way that they are not supposed to. In the first instance the council will educate and provide a warning to the
camper. If the warning is ignored, we will consider whether escalated enforcement action is needed. We will use the best enforcement tool to help prevent non‐
compliance in the future. This can include issuing a formal warning, issuing a $200 infringement fine, seizing any equipment used in the offence, seeking a court order or
prosecuting the offender. The proposed approach allows an enforcement response based on the individual circumstances of the case including the seriousness of the
harm and attitude to compliance.
1.20.4

3 10 16
29 17 23
21 34 49
58 64 69

Agree

Accept
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71 30 76
102 89 92
148 166
170 185
19 13 14
2.20.4

25

Opposed. Approach too vague; "reasonable grounds"
and that the influence is weighted/relied entirely upon
the Enforcement Officer(s). No mention of the training
undergone by the Enforcement Officer(s) in order to
conclude judgement as to what constitutes an offence,
and how to fairly approach that offence in real time.

Reject, dynamic approach needed. Also the FCA
has some clear direction on how enforcement
should operate

3.20.4

59

Enforcement is the totally wrong attitude. The Council is
asking to be Judge and Jury. Managing a problem
requires a deeper understanding of how, why and what
causes it. Has this analysis been undertaken? Are there
other options? Fining campers at the site, merely allows
for camping to continue, albeit as a gamble. Is this really
how things will be? Nothing more than nature carparking enforcement?

Reject, we will have much more officers on the
ground and are doing a survey this summer to
find out more about why campers do so.
Decision to review the bylaw will come in 2022

4.20.4

168 20

Aggressive behaviour received due to enforcement
approach more of an issue than the person actually
camping illegally- How is Council proposing to handle
these types of situations?

Reject, appropriate training will be given to
ambassadors.

5.20.4

6

How many full-time and part-time staff will be employed
to monitor freedom camping within the district?

4 dedicated staff total with 2 staff per shift in
the evening and in the morning. Present
enforcement staff can fill in when required and
give out information during the day.

6.20.4

110

How will it be policed as campers arriving at different
times of day

Adaptive approach used.

7.20.4

131

If a camper comes to the allocated parking area at night
and it is full they will just park up anyway.

Reject, Speculative

8.20.4

126

Officers to work weekends and public holidays

Agree
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9.20.4

66 118
126 32 31

how will you enforce the max night stay

We are using an ambassador app to record
vehicles at a location.

10.20.4

7

One warning then fined.

Accept- operational

11.20.4

105

Following a warning if the person remains illegally park
an infringement notice should issue first thing in morning

Accept

12.20.4

174

Concern with the warning always being the case but
rather discretion is with enforcement officer

Accept

13.20.4

34

Warning will only continue problems

Accept- operational

14.20.4

72

What is in place to ensure that any offending is not
continued at another freedom camping site once they
move on from the area?

Accept- operational

15.20.4

42

Discretion needed e.g. if technically in breach of Bylaws
but not bothering anyone and being respectful and CSC,
then leave them alone.

Accept- operational

16.20.4

150

Response will depend on severity of offence

Accept- operational

17.20.4

73

it is important for the enforcement officers to have a
range of tools at their disposal, to deal with each
situation on its own merits

Accept- operational

18.20.4

191

Those who deliberately flout rules need to be fined

Accept- operational

19.20.4

28

Prefer camping ambassadors to promote good camping
over enforcement.

Accept- operational

20.20.4

18 19 70
153

The signage is the warning then fined

Accept- operational

21.20.4

52 6 67
85 136
152 158
163 175
176 122

A reactive complaint driven approach is insufficient.
Actively monitor.

Accept- operational

22.20.4

124 125
96 38 145
176 126

Instant fine

Accept- operational

o

“Best way to get the message out”
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23.20.4

28

Could get away with occasional monitoring

Accept- operational

24.20.4

24 28
168 157
160 129
123 140
189 192

Education first and foremost

Accept- operational

25.20.4

24 160 8
15 159 85
183 94
147 74
160

Friendly and solution-orientated rather than fineorientated. For towns reputation.

Accept- operational

26.20.4

74

Disagree it is not welcoming do visitors

Accept- operational

27.20.4

6 153 151

Increase fine amount

Reject The fines are set by the FCA

28.20.4

166

Fines are too high.

Reject The fines are set by the FCA

29.20.4

72

The fine for defecating in public should carry a much
higher fine

Reject The fines are set by the FCA

30.20.4

143

Increase fine price for litter

Reject The fines are set by the FCA

31.20.4

87

Some offences, like defecating in public, or in
inappropriate places need to be fined more heavily.

Reject The fines are set by the FCA

32.20.4

69

May be necessary to tighten it up a bit as the general
public becomes more aware of our rules.

Accept- Operational

33.20.4

121 8 106
151 168
181 120 8
116

Suggest instant pay option

Accept operational

34.20.4

140

Seizing of equipment relating to the offence? Cups, plates
and spoons? A string line with washing on it?

Accept operational

35.20.4

153

Set up signs that state cameras check your number plate
and set up a fake cameras.

Accept operational

36.20.4

156

The CDHB requests Council give careful consideration to
the possible effects the proposed bylaw may have on

Accept Noted

o

Some submitters also suggested a prompt
payment incentive
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homeless people with respect to increased inequality
brought about by incurring financial penalties in respect
to those experiencing homelessness. Such clauses may
also force homeless people from the district causing
disconnection from their longstanding social connections
and support systems. Council may wish to take a sensitive
approach by linking homeless freedom campers with
local services that can offer assistance with housing
issues, and ensuring enforcement of the proposed bylaw
does not contribute to stigma and disconnection for local
people who experience homelessness.
37.20.4

158

Discretion should be encouraged for long-term 'resident'
campers at Kiwa Road who are part of the character of
the area, who contributes positively to the area as
something of a 'kaitiaki'.

Accept operational

38.20.4

55 140
117

Overseas visitors will have left the country before any
infringement is due to payment - do we want to spend
money on chasing these up?

We can only follow up. We know many tourists
are leaving without paying

39.20.4

22

Should be a police role

Reject, KDC responsibility to enforce bylaw

40.20.4

35

These tools are already available through the police
system. Unruly behaviour is a police concern not a
council responsibility

Reject, KDC responsibility to enforce bylaw

41.20.4

91

Been told it would be policed in the past so how can you
guarantee it will be policed?

Funding is in place

42.20.4

106

Relationships built with hire companies so they get
enforcement tickets for the rented van that can be
passed onto their customers, quickly.

Accept operational

43.20.4

171

Work with rental van companies to require swabs of DNA
and then can test for matches when found (Being
implemented in apartment complexes with dogs)

Reject, unlawful, police matter

44.20.4

175 174

make it easy for residents to make complaints

Our website allows residents to enter the
location when reporting.
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45.20.4

52

I suspect that only kiwis and residents pay infringement
fines.

Accept operational

SCHEDULE 3: Submitters
3

Adam Reid

4

Cliff wood

5

Pana Leontiadu

6

Te Rūnanga o Kaikoura

7

Sharon Rayner

8

Vanessa Chambers

9

Pip Boyd

10

Matt McCue

12

Allan MacDonald

13

Ginnaya McCue

14

Karen Blakeley

15

Wayne shanks

16

Warren Lyons

17

David Lyons

18

Benji Grant

19

Hamish Troon

20

Bernard King

21

Kevin Shaw

22

O Chambers

23

Tessa Murray

24

Matt McCrory

25

David Boone
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26

Carlin Chambers

27

Wil finch

28

Matt Chambers

29

Antony Edgar

30

Don Lovett

31

Dan &amp; Jacky Gray

32

Julien Gutknecht

33

Jane King

34

Ed Nolan

35

Mike Karl

36

anonomous

37

Donald Putan

38

Ashton Eaves

39

Adam Dewey

40

Janee Armstrong

41

Fabian Froehlich

42

seth piercey

43

Glenda King

44

Pete Hooper

46

joshua lee

47

Karl Soulos

48

Gary Stevenson

49

Fanny Vinterstad

50

McLain Parker

51

Lukas Pohl

52

Brian Andersen
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53

Marie Ockleford

54

Ben Tyas

55

Edward Finch

56

Bradlee Spanyol

57

Danny Moore

58

Ali Hogan

59

Troy Holiday

60

Kim Foy

61

Jonni chambers

62

Ralph Stoker

63

Romy Ridl

64

Peter Hamill

66

Sarah Ducray

67

Stephen Harris

68

Antony Day

69

Ralph S Hogan

70

KOREY GIBSON

71

Paul Smith

72

Tracy Gaudin-Brady

73

Leif Park

74

Joan Martin

75

Josh Scott

76

Ondrej Geryk

78

Sarah Armstrong park

79

Richard Campbell

80

John Ransley
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81

Jabin Lamble

82

Sam Bradley

83

cam haylock

84

Mark Browne

85

David McKee

86

Peter Williams

87

Alex Bec

88

Steve Bell

89

Amanda Bradley

90

Amanda Bradley

91

Jane Turner

92

Albert Frederick McCook

93

Albert Frederick McCook

94

Nicky McArthur

95

Lauren Soper

96

Simon Caley

97

Mary-Clare Hampton

98

Lynne Nolan

99

Susi Haberstock

100

Vijay

101

Roger Boyce

102

Bev Bradbury

103

Chris carter

104

Kylie Poharama

105

Gerald Nolan

106

Lee Boot
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107

Liz Thomson

108

Sarah Lockett

109

Mark Harnett

110

Diane Rossiter

111

Vicky Adams

114

Neroli Gold

115

Jan Service

116

Joe van Rooyen

117

Angela Van Rooyen

118

Bruce &amp; Roz Hills

119

Bruce &amp; Roz Hills

120

Rosemary and Michael Hargreaves

121

Sara van Reenen

122

Deborah Larson

123

Robert Johnston

124

David Palmer

125

Kandy Palmer

126

Heather Walls

127

luke poharama

128

Richard South

129

Lyn Meikle

130

Charlotte Roberts

131

Chris Wilson

132

Anna taylor

133

Marion McChesney

134

Penny Forde
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135

Gabby Mckenzie

136

Susanna Izard

137

Simonette Mallard

138

Scott Bowman

139

Ria kemp

140

Julie Gapper

141

Andrew Spencer

142

Michelle Fussell

143

Gwynna Whiteowl

147

Paul Meikle

148

Cezanne Lyons

149

Jennifer Cockayne

150

Dwayne Fussell

151

Norman Smith

152

Toni Batey

153

Ralph Doerner

156

Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB).

157

Ken Chambers

158

Heath Melville

159

Judy & Alan Hickey

160

Graeme & Bev Chambers

161

Lyn & Terry Meadows

162

Joy & Eric Koops

163

Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu

164

Russell John Arthur

165

No Name 3
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166

No Name 2

167

AJ & MM Shearman

168

Lynette Buurman

169

Ruth & Peter Dowlman

170

Rob Perry

171

John Simpson

172

Bryan & Dorothy Seddon

173

Lynette Schott

174

Richard Collison

175

Alessandra Scamardo

176

Janice Dreaver

177

Barbara Bartram

178

Brian Richards

179

Patrick Hamilton

180

NoName1

181

No Name

182

Jenny Lawrence

183

John McDonald

184

Responsible Campers Association Incorporated (RCAi). Lea Gates Chairperson
Bob Osborne - Secretary
Andrew Martin -Treasurer

185

Fergus Brown, Holiday Parks New Zealand

186

Mary-Clare Hampton

187

Stephanie lange

188

Ailsa Howard

189

Dennis Buurman
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190

Maz Thomas

191

New Zealand Motor Caravan Association Inc. (NZMCA)

192

Carl Comber

21.

SCHEDULE 4: DUMP STATIONS (DS) AND TOILETS (T).
21.1.

South Bay Reserve DS T

21.2.

BP Service Station DS

21.3.

South Bay Race track T

21.4.

West End car park T

21.5.

Jimmy Armers Beach T

21.6.

Mill St. and Beach Road T

21.7.

Goochs Beach T

ATTACHMENT 1

Reprinted as at 1 March 2017 Freedom Camping Act 2011 Part 3
Enforcement, miscellaneous, and transitional provisions
Subpart 1—Offences, defences, and penalties

20 Offences
(1) Every person commits an offence who—
(a) freedom camps in a local authority area in breach of any prohibition or restriction in a bylaw made under section 11 that applies to the area; or
(b) while freedom camping in a local authority area,—
(i) interferes with or damages the area, its flora or fauna, or any structure in the area; or
(ii) deposits waste in or on the area (other than into an appropriate waste receptacle); or
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(c) makes preparations to freedom camp in a local authority area in breach of any prohibition or restriction in a bylaw made under section 11 that applies to the
area; or
(d) deposits waste, generated while freedom camping, in or on a local authority area other than into an appropriate waste receptacle; or
(e) fails or refuses to leave a local authority area when required to do so by an enforcement officer acting under section 36; or
(f) [Repealed]
(g) freedom camps on conservation land in breach of any prohibition or restriction in a freedom camping notice that applies to the land; or
(h) while freedom camping on conservation land,—
(i) interferes with or damages the land, its flora or fauna, or any structure on the land; or
(ii) deposits waste in or on the land (other than into an appropriate waste receptacle); or
(i) [Repealed]
(j) makes preparations to freedom camp on conservation land in breach of any prohibition or restriction in a freedom camping notice that applies to the land; or
(k) deposits waste, generated while freedom camping, in or on conservation land other than into an appropriate waste receptacle; or
(l) refuses to give information when required to do so by an enforcement officer under section 35 or gives false or misleading information; or
(m) fails or refuses to leave conservation land when required to do so by an enforcement officer acting under section 36.
(2) Every person commits an offence who discharges a substance in or on a local
authority area or conservation land in circumstances where the discharge of the
substance is likely to be noxious, dangerous, offensive, or objectionable to such
an extent that it—
(a) has, or is likely to have, a significant adverse effect on the environment; or
(b) has caused, or is likely to cause, significant concern to the community or users of the area or land.
(3) Every person commits an offence—
(a) who, while an enforcement officer is carrying out his or her functions
and duties under this Act,—
(i) intentionally prevents the officer from carrying out those functions
and duties; or
(ii) obstructs or impedes the officer; or
(iii) assaults, threatens, or intimidates the officer; or
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(iv) uses language that is abusive or threatening to the officer; or
(v) behaves in a threatening manner towards the officer; or
(b) who incites any other person to do any act referred to in paragraph (a).
(4) In this section, waste receptacle means a receptacle or facility that is provided by a local authority or the Department for the purposes of disposing of waste (for
example, a rubbish bin, public toilet, or bulk waste disposal unit).
Section 20(1)(f): repealed, on 1 April 2012, by section 8.
Section 20(1)(i): repealed, on 1 April 2012, by section 8.

ATTACHMENT 2
Reprinted as at 1 March 2017 Freedom Camping Act 2011 Part 3
Enforcement, miscellaneous, and transitional provisions
Subpart 1—Offences, defences, and penalties
23 Penalties
(1) A person who commits an infringement offence is liable to the following fee:
(a) the amount prescribed by regulations made under section 43 as the infringement fee for the offence; or
(b) $200, if no fee is prescribed in accordance with paragraph (a).
(2) A person who is convicted of an offence against section 20(2) is liable to a fine
not exceeding $10,000.
(3) A person who is convicted of an offence against section 20(3) is liable to a fine
not exceeding $5,000.
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