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WHAT HAPPENS AT A SPECIAL CONSULTATIVE PROCEDURE PUBLIC
DELIBERATION

At the start of the meeting, the Chairperson will introduce the panel members and council
staff and will briefly outline the procedure.

The hearing panel have attended a series of Have Your Say events to hear from the public
and have read the officers report and written submissions.

The hearing panel will now deliberate on what they have heard and read and will make a
recommendation to the Governing Body.
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Deliberations on the proposed new Freedom Camping in
Vehicles Bylaw 2022

Te take mo te purongo

Purpose of the report

1. To assist Bylaw Panel deliberations on public feedback to the proposed new Te Kaunihera o
Tamaki Makaurau Te Ture a-Rohe Noho Puni Watea a-Waka 2022 / Auckland Council
Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2022.

Whakarapopototanga matua

Executive summary

2.  To assist Bylaw Panel deliberations on public feedback to the proposal, staff have
summarised the feedback and provided a structure for the deliberations (Attachment A).

3.  The proposal makes a new bylaw about freedom camping in vehicles under the Freedom
Camping Act 2011. This bylaw would replace the current legacy bylaw, which expires in
October 2022 and contains provisions developed before the 2011 Act was passed.

4.  The proposal seeks to protect sensitive areas, public health and safety and access from
freedom camping impacts, including by prohibiting and restricting freedom camping in
vehicles from 45 and 22 areas respectively, and applying general rules in all other areas
(self-contained vehicle, two-night stay, 9am departure and two week no return period).

5. Feedback on the proposal was received from:

e 1,571 people and 46 organisations through ‘Have Your Say’ consultation, including four
late feedback received after the close of public consultation on 5 December 2021.

¢ 1,914 people in an external research survey of a representative sample of Aucklanders.
6. All feedback has been summarised into the key topics.

Key topics
e Proposal 1 Include general rules in Bylaw | «  Proposal 4 Restricted areas
e Proposal 2 General rules o Suggestions for additional prohibited or restricted areas
o Proposal 3 Prohibited areas e Other matters

7. Staff recommend that the Panel accept the late feedback, consider all feedback and local
board views and make the necessary recommendations to the Governing Body.

8.  This approach will help complete the statutory process the council must follow. This includes
considering with an open mind the views of people and organisations interested in the
proposal before making a final decision.

9.  There is a reputational risk that some people or organisations who provided feedback may
not feel that their views are addressed. This risk can be mitigated by the Panel considering
all public feedback contained in this report and in its decision report to the Governing Body.

10. The final step in the statutory process is for the Governing Body to approve the Bylaw Panel
recommendations. If approved, staff will publicly notify the decision and publish the Bylaw.

Nga tatohunga
Recommendation/s
That the Bylaw Panel:

a) mihi/thank those people and organisations who gave feedback on the proposed new Te
Kaunihera o Tamaki Makaurau Te Ture a-Rohe Noho Puni Watea a-Waka 2022 / Auckland
Council Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2022.



b)  whakaae / accept and consider the late feedback from three individuals and the Responsible
Campers Association Incorporated alongside all other public feedback received.

c) tono/request that staff as delegated by the Chief Executive prepare a decision report to the
Governing Body for approval of the Panel.

Horopaki
Context

Freedom camping can have both positive and negative impacts

11. For the purposes of this Bylaw, freedom camping is when someone stays overnight on
council-managed land, including roadsides, in a vehicle or caravan.

12. Freedom camping specifically refers to people staying in vehicles overnight as part of leisure
travel, or because they are choosing to live in a vehicle for lifestyle reasons.

13. Freedom camping provides a flexible and affordable way for Aucklanders and for domestic
and international visitors to experience and enjoy the region. Many freedom campers will
visit friends and family, attend events, and support local businesses during their stay.

14. Freedom camping can however have negative impacts on the local environment and host
communities if it is not well-managed. These impacts can be caused by:

15. Freedom camping has become popularly associated with harmful and antisocial behaviours,
but our research shows that most freedom campers visiting Auckland do camp responsibly.

16. However, the presence of large numbers of campers — even responsible campers — is more
likely to cause community concern in Auckland due to pressure on limited public space.

17. Freedom camper numbers have been growing in Auckland and throughout the country over
the last two decades. Once the current border restrictions are lifted overseas visitors are
likely to return, and domestic freedom camping may continue to increase in the meantime.

18. Auckland does not currently have enough places for freedom campers to go. This means
there is often overcrowding in the places where it is allowed, or illegal camping in unsuitable
areas once legal sites are full. Having more areas would reduce these supply-related issues.

19. The council can regulate freedom camping to help prevent irresponsible camping and
manage responsible freedom camping in a way that minimises its negative impacts.

Council must align its freedom camping regulation with the Freedom Camping Act 2011

20. The Freedom Camping Act 2011 allows freedom camping on all public land unless it is
prohibited under a bylaw or another enactment, such as the Reserves Act 1977.

21. Auckland’s current Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2015 is a consolidation of pre-2010
legacy bylaw provisions developed before the Freedom Camping Act 2011 was passed. A
new bylaw must be made that aligns with the national legislation before the current bylaw
expires in October 2022.

22. The Freedom Camping Act 2011 is permissive by default but does allow council to make a
bylaw to prohibit or restrict freedom camping in areas where certain statutory criteria are
met. In particular, council must be satisfied that:

e each area’s location can be clearly shown on a map and/or described



e the prohibitions and restrictions in each area are necessary to:

o protect the area (for example because it is environmentally or culturally
insensitive)

o protect the health and safety of the people who may visit the area
o protect access to the area (for other users)

e the cumulative impact of all prohibitions and restrictions (under the bylaw and other
enactments) do not constitute an effective ban on freedom camping on council land.

A 2018 proposal to regulate freedom camping was set aside in August 2019

23.

24.

25.

Work to develop a freedom camping bylaw began in 2016. Staff assessed more than 1,000
areas for their suitability for freedom camping and need for protection under the Freedom
Camping Act 2011. This process included extensive engagement with local boards.

In late 2018 and early 2019 public feedback and formal local board views were sought on a
proposal for a draft Freedom Camping in Vehicles bylaw. A Bylaw Panel deliberated on all
feedback and made recommendations to the Governing Body. The Panel recommended
scheduling 322 prohibited areas and 103 restricted areas, including a number of reserves.

In August 2019 the Governing Body set aside the recommendations of the Bylaw Panel and
instead requested advice on a new direction for the bylaw.

The proposal makes a new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2022

26.

27.

28.

290.

S WO N R

On 23 September 2021, the Governing Body adopted for public consultation a proposal to
make a new Te Kaunihera o Tamaki Makaurau Te Ture a-Rohe Noho Puni Watea a-Waka
2022 / Auckland Council Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2022.*

The proposal arose from a Governing Body decision in August 2019 to set aside the 2018
proposal, and two further key decisions:

e in March 2021, to exclude land held under the Reserves Act 1977 from the scope of
the Bylaw, but otherwise to base the new proposal on previous assessments?

e in May 2021, to develop general rules to manage freedom camping in all areas not
otherwise prohibited or restricted, and to consult the public on settings for each rule.®

The proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2022:
¢ aligns with the Freedom Camping Act 2011

¢ helps council to prevent freedom camping impacts in sensitive areas, and to protect
public health and safety and manage access in all areas of land held under the Local
Government Act 2002 (including roads controlled by Auckland Transport)

o forms part of a wider regulatory framework of Acts, regulations and other bylaws*.
The table below summarises the main proposals:

Proposal Reasons for proposal

To schedule 67 specific areas as follows:

Prohibit freedom camping in 45 specific To protect areas that have been identified as being

areas in Schedule 1 of the proposed Bylaw | environmentally or culturally sensitive, or where freedom
(places where freedom camping is not camping would impact public health and safety and access in
allowed). ways that cannot be adequately managed through restrictions.

GB/2021/112 23 September 2021, ltem 13.

GB/2021/19 25 March 2021, Item 9.

GB/2021/49 27 May 2021, Item 10.

Freedom Camping Act; Litter Act; Resource Management Act; Fire and Emergency NZ Act; Public Safety and Nuisance Bylaw; Auckland
Council Traffic Bylaw; Auckland Transport Traffic Bylaw; Alcohol Control Bylaw; Dog Management Bylaw
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Proposal Reasons for proposal

These are the prohibited areas recommended by the Bylaw
Panel in 2019, with all reserves removed.

Restrict freedom camping in 22 specific
areas in Schedule 2 of the proposed Bylaw
(places where freedom camping is allowed
subject to site-specific restrictions).

To better manage areas that have been identified as needing
additional regulation due to factors such as popularity, current
use by others, demand for parking and the size of the parking
areas.

These are the restricted areas recommended by the Bylaw
Panel in 2019, with all reserves removed.

To include general rules for all other areas as follows:

Require freedom campers to use certified
self-contained vehicles.

To prevent impacts from the depositing of toilet waste and
wastewater into the environment, and the use of unsuitable
areas for cooking.

Allow freedom campers to stay a maximum
of two nights in the same road or off-road
parking area.

To prevent impacts from the depositing of toilet waste and
wastewater into the environment and ensure fair access to
limited shared parking and amenities.

Require freedom campers to vacate their
parking space by 9am on the day of
departure.

To ensure fair access for shared parking and amenities for
other campers and users of public space.

Require freedom campers to not return to
stay in the same road or off-road parking
area within a two-week period.

To ensure fair access to limited shared parking and amenities
for other campers and users of public space.

Bylaw Panel appointed to deliberate on public feedback to the proposal

30.

31.

On 23 September 2021 the Governing Body appointed members to a Bylaw Panel to attend
public consultation events, deliberate and make recommendations to the Governing Body on

public feedback to the proposal.®
When deliberating, the Panel:®

e must receive public feedback with an open mind and give it due consideration

¢ must provide the decisions and reasons to submitters who gave feedback

e must ensure all meetings are open to the public

e may consider or request comment or advice from staff or any other person to assist

their decision-making.

Feedback from 1,618 individuals and organisations received through a ‘Have Your
Say’ consultation

32.

The proposal was publicly notified for feedback from 26 October until 5 December 2021.
During that period, council received feedback from 1572 individuals and 46 organisations
from across Auckland, including late feedback from three individuals and the Responsible

Campers Association Incorporated.

A further 1,914 individuals participated in an external research survey

33.

Additional feedback from 1,914 respondents was received from an external research survey
conducted by Nexus Research in November 2021. There was a reputational risk that Have
Your Say feedback was from a limited group of people and organisations, involved with or
emotionally connected to freedom camping, and did not reflect the views of the whole

GB/2021/112 23 September 2021, Item 13. Panel members include Councillor Linda Cooper, Councillor Angela Dalton and Independent Maori
Statutory Board member Glenn Wilcox.
Sections 82(1)(e), 82(1)(f) and 83(3) of the Local Government Act 2002 and sections 46 and 47 of the Local Government Official Information
and Meetings Act 1987.
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community, particularly as Auckland was under Covid-19 restrictions during consultation.
This risk is mitigated by the research survey of a representative sample of Aucklanders.

34. The survey explored respondents’ attitudes to, and experiences of, freedom camping in
Auckland. The survey also sought feedback on the general rules which is summarised in the
public feedback report.

Summary of public notification and feedback

Public consultation initiatives

e Public notice in all local suburban papers in October 2021.

¢  Email notification to all local board members, local area managers, advisory panels and the Chair of the
Independent Maori Statutory Board in October 2021.

e Email notification to mana whenua representative groups.

¢ Email notification to all stakeholders consulted on the 2018 Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw
proposal.

e Follow-up email / email reminder notification to camping industry key stakeholders.

Public feedback opportunities

e In writing online, by email or by post from Tuesday 26 October until Sunday 5 December 2021.

e Atabookable virtual ‘Have Your Say’ event on Monday 8 November, Monday 15 November, Thursday
18 November, Friday 19 November, Monday 22 November, Tuesday 23 November, Friday 26 November
or Wednesday 15 December.

¢ In-person at one-on-one sessions for mana whenua (by request).
e Verbally by phone.

External market research

¢ Individuals were invited to participate in a survey of an unknown topic online.

Consultation reach (number of responses)

e Feedback received from 1,614 people and organisations (1,572 individuals and 46 organisations) by
completing an online feedback form or submitting written feedback via email. This included late email
feedback from three individuals and the Responsible Campers Association Incorporated after the public
consultation period.”

o Feedback received from 1,914 individuals via an external research survey conducted by Nexus
Research.

e Eightindividuals and two organisations attended a ‘Have Your Say’ event. All but four subsequently
provided written feedback.

¢ No mana whenua opted to attend any one-on-one session.
e The ‘AK Have Your Say’ webpage received 8400 visits.®

35. Attachments A to G in this report contain a deliberations table, the proposal, a summary and
links to full copies of public feedback, a summary of the external market research findings, a
summary of the ‘Have Your Say’ events, a summary of operational and non-bylaw-related
feedback and local board views on the public feedback.

Tataritanga me nga tohutohu

Analysis and advice

36. To assist the Bylaw Panel in its deliberations, staff have summarised bylaw-related public
feedback, from both sources, into topics in Attachment A. This enables the Panel to
deliberate and record its recommendations on each topic to meet statutory requirements.

7 Feedback reference numbers 1620 to 1623 inclusive.
8  The proposed Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw ‘AK Have Your Say’ page had 8.4k site visits or ‘awareness’, 3.8k were
‘informed’ and 1.5k ‘engaged’ in the feedback survey or other feedback tools on the page.
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37. For Proposals 1 and 2, the majority of Have Your Say respondents supported Proposals 1
and 2.1. While there were different views on proposals 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 the suggested
settings for each general rule were still the most supported out of all the alternate options. A
majority of research survey respondents supported Proposals 1 and 2.

38. For Proposals 3 and 4 the majority of Have Your Say respondents opposed most of the
prohibited and restricted areas. Feedback was not sought from survey respondents.

Proposal Auckland-wide feedback
Have Your Say (HYS) Research Survey (RS)
1: Include general rules in areas we 55 per cent HYS support
manage where freedom camping is not 90 per cent RS support

otherwise prohibited or restricted

2: Set four general rules, which would require freedom campers staying in these areas to:

2.1: Use a certified self-contained vehicle 68 per cent HYS support

o 13 per cent preferred certified self-contained vehicles
‘unless staying in a serviced area’

76 per cent RS support

2.2: Stay a maximum of two nights in the 39 per cent support

same road or off-road parking area e 32 per cent preferred 1 night
70 per cent RS support

2.3: Depart by 9am on the third day 28 per cent support

o 24 per cent preferred 10am
o 23 per cent preferred 8am

52 per cent RS support
2.4: Not return to the same road or off-road | 40 per cent support
parking area within two weeks o 28 per cent preferred 4 weeks
55 per cent RS support
3: 45 proposed prohibited sites Majority of respondents only supported prohibitions at 11

areas and opposed prohibitions at the other 34 areas.

Most who opposed the proposed prohibitions wanted freedom
camping allowed in that area subject to general rules.

4: 22 proposed restricted sites Majority of respondents only supported one proposed
restricted area and opposed the other 21 areas.

Most respondents who opposed a restricted area wanted
freedom camping allowed there subject to general rules or
without restrictions. However, in proposed restricted areas in
Rodney (six) and Orakei (one), majority of respondents
wanted those sites prohibited rather than restricted.

Tauaki whakaaweawe ahuarangi
Climate impact statement

39. The proposal manages existing activities enabled by central government policy. It is not
causing these activities to occur or affecting the likelihood that they will occur. The decision
sought in this report therefore has no specific climate impact.

Nga whakaaweawe me nga tirohanga a te ropt Kaunihera
Council group impacts and views

40. The proposal impacts the operations of several council departments and council-controlled
organisations, including Licensing and Regulatory Compliance, Parks, Sport and Recreation
and Auckland Transport.
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41. The Licensing and Regulatory Compliance unit are aware of the impacts of the proposal and
their primary role in implementing and managing compliance with the Bylaw.

42. Council’s 86 park rangers help to manage compliance with council Bylaws, the Reserves Act
1977 and the Litter Act 1974 by carrying out education and monitoring on parks and
reserves. However, rangers are not currently being warranted or renewing warrants, and
Licensing and Regulatory Compliance will continue to carry out any enforcement required.

Nga whakaaweawe a-rohe me nga tirohanga a te poari a-rohe
Local impacts and local board views

43. The proposed Bylaw impacts on local boards’ governance role as it affects decision making
over local assets, particularly parks and other council-controlled public places. There is also
high community interest in freedom camping regulation in many local board areas.

44. Three local board representatives participated in a joint political working group on 21 May
2021 to provide views on options for including general rules in the Bylaw. The working group
unanimously supported the inclusion of general rules in the Bylaw, and five out of six
members supported the recommended settings included in the proposal. A summary of the
working group’s views was reported to the Governing Body on 27 May 2021.

45. In August 2021 staff sought local board views on a draft proposal for public consultation. The
draft proposal was supported by 11 local boards with eight noting concerns or requesting
changes, partly supported by six local boards noting concerns or requesting changes, and
not supported by three local boards. A summary of those local board views can be viewed in
the 23 September 2021 Governing Body agenda, page 257 (Attachment B to ltem 13).

46. In February 2022, all local boards had the opportunity to provide formal views by resolution
on how the Bylaw Panel should address matters raised in public feedback to the proposal. In
addition, local boards could also choose to present those views to the Bylaw Panel at the
hearing on 22 April 2022.

47. All 21 local boards provided their views by resolution (Attachment F) and in addition, 12 local
boards requested to present their views to the Bylaw Panel.® Local board views are
incorporated into Attachment A.

Tauaki whakaaweawe Maori
Maori impact statement

48. The Bylaw has relevance to Maori as kaitiaki of Papattianuku. The proposal supports the
Independent Maori Statutory Board’s Maori Plan for Tamaki Makaurau. In particular
wairuatanga (promoting distinctive identity) in relation to valuing and protecting Maori
heritage and Taonga Maori and kaitiakitanga (ensuring sustainable futures) in relation to
environmental protection.

49. The proposal also supports the Board’s Schedule of Issues of Significance by ensuring that
sites of significance to Maori are identified and protected from freedom camping harms.

50. Mana whenua and mataawaka were invited to provide feedback during the development of
the 2018 proposal via dedicated hui and again through the public consultation process.

51. Feedback received on specific prohibited and restricted areas identified in the 2018 proposal
was incorporated into the deliberations. This included the identification of sites of
significance to Maori, such as wahi tapu areas.

52. General matters raised by Maori during past engagement included the need to ensure:

o the ability to add further sites of significance to the bylaw as these are designated
e provision for temporary bans on freedom camping, including in areas under a rahui
e acompassionate approach to people experiencing homelessness

9 Local Boards, in order of presenting to the Bylaw Panel: Orakei, Puketapapa, Mangere-Otahuhu, Hibiscus and Bays, Waitakere
Ranges, Papakura, Devonport-Takapuna, Kaipatiki, Rodney, Franklin, Waiheke and Albert-Eden.

11


https://infocouncil.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/Open/2021/05/GB_20210527_AGN_10145_AT_WEB.htm
https://infocouncil.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/Open/2021/09/GB_20210923_AGN_10140_AT_WEB.htm

e provision of sufficient dump stations to avoid environmental pollution
e clear communication of the rules in the bylaw and at freedom camping sites.

53. The proposal addresses these matters by proposing to prohibit freedom camping at sites of
significance to Maori (such as Maraetai Foreshore and Onetangi Cemetery), provision in the
Bylaw for temporary bans, and confirming council’'s commitment to a compassionate
enforcement approach to people experiencing homelessness.

54. Mana whenua and mataawaka were notified of the proposal and given the opportunity to
provide any additional feedback through face-to-face meetings, in writing, online and in-
person. No additional feedback was received from iwi and mataawaka organisations.

55. Eight per cent of people who provided feedback via the Have Your Say consultation and
eight percent of research survey respondents identified as Maori.

56. The Have Your Say consultation identified that Maori had similar support for the use of
general rules in principle, have similar mixed support on the four specific general rules and
similar opposition to the specific restricted and prohibited sites compared to non-Maori.

57. The research survey identified that Maori had similar support for general rules and feel more
strongly about the benefits and problems of freedom camping compared to non-M&ori.

Nga ritenga a-putea
Financial implications

58. There are no financial implications arising from decisions sought in this report. The cost of
the Bylaw Panel deliberations and Bylaw implementation will be met within existing budgets.

Nga raru tipono me nga whakamaurutanga
Risks and mitigations
59. The following risks have been identified:

If... Then... Mitigation

Some people or There may be a negative The Bylaw Panel considers all public
organisations feel the perception about the feedback contained in this report and
feedback was not appropriateness of the records its recommendations (with reasons)
addressed. deliberations. in its decision report to the Governing Body.

Nga koringa a-muri
Next steps
60. Staff will prepare a report from the Bylaw Panel to the Governing Body to implement the

Panel directions on public feedback from its deliberations meeting. The report will be
circulated to the Panel for approval and if necessary, the Panel can reconvene.

61. The final step in the statutory process is for the Governing Body to approve
recommendations from the Panel. If approved, council staff will publicly notify the decision
and publish the new Bylaw.

Nga tapirihanga

Attachments
No. Title
A Deliberations table
B Statement of Proposal [click link and refer to ‘Key documents’]
C Summary of public feedback [click link]
D Online and written feedback [click link refer to ‘Key documents’]
E ‘Have Your Say’ Events summary
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No. Title
F Operational and non-bylaw-related public feedback
G Local Board views on public feedback

Nga kaihaina
Signatories

Authors

Rebekah Forman — Principal Policy Advisor, Regulatory Practice
Bayllee Vyle — Senior Policy Advisor, Regulatory Practice
Saralee King — Policy Advisor, Regulatory Practice

Authorisers

Paul Wilson — Senior Policy Manager, Regulatory Practice
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Attachment A — Deliberations Table

This attachment provides a structure for deliberations. It contains a summary of public feedback on the proposal and local board views.
The Bylaw Panel will have read all the feedback and views in Attachments C to G to ensure that all matters raised receive due consideration.
Note:

e The number of comments for key themes may not equal the total number of comments stated for the proposal, because they include general
comments or exclude operational and non-bylaw related matters.

¢ Where comments were made in response to one proposal but relate to another, they have been addressed under the most relevant proposal.

o Staff comments seek to assist deliberations. References to things the Panel could consider highlight key points for deliberation identified by
staff and do not limit the Panel’'s deliberation on any matters raised in public feedback or local board views.

¢ Public feedback relating to bylaw implementation and non-bylaw related matters is summarised in Attachment F and will be referred to the
relevant council departments and council-controlled organisations.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 1 Use of General Rules) (number of comments) Staff comments
Use general rules to manage freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted Current Bylaw
1,431 Have Your Say respondents: 789 support (55 per cent), 624 oppose (43 per cent), 24 didn’t know. 775 comments. e The current Bylaw is a compilation
1,933 research survey respondents: 1740 support (90 per cent), 193 oppose (10 per cent). of legacy bylaw provisions made

pre-2010.
e The only ‘general rules’ it contains
are prohibitive: banning freedom

Key themes in support from Have Your Say respondents:
¢ Freedom campers should be subject to some basic rules everywhere (546)

o General rules are a reasonable way to prevent and manage problems caused by freedom camping (520) camping everywhere except in
o Without general rules, problems could be displaced from regulated to unregulated areas nearby (357) designated areas, without prior
o Other reasons (65), including that general rules: are preferable to no rules; set clear expectations; reassure the public; will be approval.
easier to communicate and comply with as they are regionally consistent; will help freedom camping ‘coexist’ with other uses | Proposal in Clause 6(4)-(5)
of public space; enable responsible freedom campers to exercise their right to use public places (freedom campers often e Sets general rules to help manage
unfairly blamed for others’ bad behaviour); enable enforcement everywhere. freedom camping in all areas that
Key themes opposed from Have Your Say respondents: are not otherwise prohibited

o There are better ways than general rules to manage freedom camping impacts (200) or prevent problems being displaced (gcﬂegu:e ;) or restricted
(108), for example an outright ban (217) or stricter rules, and/or non-regulatory approaches such as providing more facilities (Schedule 2).

153), educating campers, using physical barriers (such as bollards) and increasing monitoring and enforcement. ¢ Protects these areas, public health
(153) g camp g phy ( ) 9 9 and safety, and public access from
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 1 Use of General Rules) (number of comments)

Staff comments

The rules will unfairly impact some people (187), either:

o people who have to live in a vehicle, and/or who cannot afford a certified self-contained vehicle, because they could be
unfairly penalised

o residents/other users of public space, because more freedom camping will be allowed (with a presumption associated
issues will also increase)

Basic rules for all freedom campers aren’t needed (106)

Other reasons for not supporting this proposal (110) included:

proposals are not restrictive enough (41), for example there should be more prohibited or restricted areas, and fewer areas
covered by the general rules

opposition on principle (all campers should use campgrounds) (74)

rules difficult to implement or cannot be effectively enforced (201); enforcement resource is inadequate (133); harsher
penalties for illegal behaviour (such as dumping waste, parking on yellow lines) would be more effective; educating tourists
would be more effective; inadequate infrastructure to support freedom camping (everywhere, or in specific places like
Waiheke or near the airport); other matters related to enforcement or implementation (108)

rules will not address the problems caused (18) and will increase costs for ratepayers (30)

rules are too restrictive (182): people should be allowed to relax and enjoy their holiday (87), rules unreasonably limit
campers’ rights and freedoms; most people camp responsibly so blanket rules are disproportionate; insufficient evidence of
harms to justify rules; freedom camping is positive for Auckland and should be encouraged

rules are too broad / should be tailored to local circumstances (refer Proposal 2.5)

respondents supported some of the proposed rules but not others

concerns about the wording of the proposals or the consultation questions.

Relevant views from research survey participants
If the proposed general rules were in place, respondents thought freedom camping:

would be less likely to affect them: 28 per cent agreed, 26 per cent disagreed

would cause them less concern: 39 per cent agreed, 25 per cent disagreed.

would have more benefits for Auckland: 49 per cent agreed, 17 per cent disagreed
would cause fewer problems for Auckland: 58 per cent agreed, 15 per cent disagreed.

Local board views (14)

14 boards generally supported the proposal (Albert-Eden, Devonport-Takapuna, Franklin, Howick, Kaipatiki, Mangere-
Otahuhu, Manurewa, Maungakiekie-Tamaki, Otara-Papatoetoe, Puketapapa, Rodney, Waitakere Ranges, Waitemata,
Whau).

freedom camping impacts, by
helping to:

o minimise harms that are not
preventable (‘primary’ harms,
such as blocked views, and
noise and smells from
campsites)

o prevent harms that can arise
from under-equipped or
irresponsible campers
(‘secondary’ harms, such as
toileting outdoors, and
monopolising parking).

Helps prevent problems being
displaced from regulated areas to
unregulated areas nearby, which
could occur without general rules.
Enables responsible freedom
campers to stay in more places, to
align with the legislative intent and
achieve better regional dispersal
of freedom camping.

Enables council to vary the
general rules in limited
circumstances to:

o temporarily prohibit or change
restrictions on freedom
camping (Clause 7)

o temporarily approve freedom
camping where it is otherwise
not allowed in special
circumstances (Clause 8).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 1 Use of General Panel
Staff comments .
Rules) (number of comments) recommendation
Key changes sought: No general rules (624) o Relates to Bylaw Clause 6 (4)-(5) That the proposal

Note: submitters seeking this relief included those
supportive of freedom camping and those opposed to it,
and a range of reasons were given for removing
general rules from the Bylaw.

Key reasons and preferences included:

e There are better ways than general rules to
manage freedom camping impacts (200) or
prevent problems being displaced (108) for
example an outright ban (217) or stricter rules
and/or reliance on non-regulatory approaches

e Basic rules for all freedom campers aren’t needed
to manage freedom camping impacts (106)

e General rules:

o are unimplementable / unenforceable (201)

o will unfairly impact some people (either
nearby residents, or people experiencing
homelessness) (187)

o are too restrictive (182)

o will not address problems caused (18)

About feedback seeking an outright ban or stricter rules

It can be inferred from the feedback that many submitters seeking:

¢ atotal ban believe a permissive-by-default approach is the council’s policy preference,
whereas it is in fact a legislative requirement

e  a stricter regime:

o believe the rules have the effect of allowing freedom camping where it would
otherwise not be allowed, whereas in fact they would restrict freedom camping
where it would otherwise be unregulated

o would prefer council to make stricter (or prohibitive) rules to prevent potential
demand, whereas the Act is interpreted as requiring evidence of previous or likely
camper demand in an area to justify restrictions

e Requests for an outright ban or prohibitive-by-default approach are further discussed in
the following row.

About feedback preferring non-regulatory approaches to manage impacts

o A preference for using non-regulatory approaches as an alternative to general rules is
discussed below.

e Non-regulatory approaches to support implementation of the Bylaw (including general
rules) are discussed in Attachment F.

About feedback that rules may unfairly impact some people, or will not address

problems caused by freedom camping

e This Bylaw is not intended to be used to manage homelessness. Council has committed
to a compassionate enforcement approach to people staying in a vehicle because they
do not have other safe accommodation options.

e General rules are intended to ensure that the presence of campers does not unfairly
impact others, including in residential areas, while complying with the Act. Problem
areas can be managed operationally or by amending the Bylaw.

e The Bylaw is part of a wider regulatory framework to manage behaviour in public places.

Some issues popularly associated with freedom camping are already dealt with by other
laws and bylaws which apply to everyone, for example:
o the Public Safety and Nuisance Bylaw 2018 manages a wide range of antisocial
behaviour, and more serious matters are dealt with by Police

about including
general rules in
the Bylaw to
manage areas
that are not
otherwise
prohibited or
restricted
Either [Panel to
decide]

be adopted as
publicly notified.
OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 1 Use of General
Rules) (number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

o the Auckland Council and Auckland Transport Traffic Bylaws require all vehicles to
abide by parking restrictions as indicated by signage
o the Litter Act 1979 controls littering.
About feedback that rules are too restrictive:
e Under the Freedom Camping Act 2011 Council may prohibit or restrict freedom camping
if it is satisfied that:
o itis necessary to protect the area, protect the health and safety of people who may
visit the area, or protect access to the area
o abylaw is the most appropriate and proportionate way of addressing the perceived
problem in relation to that area
o the bylaw is not inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990.
The proposed general rules in Clause 6(2)(c) are intended to:
e impose reasonable limits on freedom camping to prevent and manage harms, in line
with the above legislative criteria for protection
e only target general impacts which could reasonably be expected to occur to the same
extent in all areas covered by the rules
¢ align with typical camper behaviour (such as length of stay) suggesting that most
campers are unlikely to find the rules particularly restrictive
o ifimplemented, would still enable more freedom camping in more areas compared with
the status quo in Auckland
o will help ensure campers continue to be welcomed by Aucklanders
o align with rules set by other councils and by central government to support sustainable
freedom camping in New Zealand.

Key changes sought: Ban all freedom camping or
maintain a prohibitive-by-default approach

(49 comments specifically in response to Proposal 1,
but 217 comments in overall feedback)

o Total ban on freedom camping in Auckland (128)
e Require all campers to use campgrounds (74)

¢ Relates to Bylaw Clause 6(4)-(5)

About request for a total ban / requiring the use of campgrounds:

e The passage of the Freedom Camping Act 2011 means councils can no longer make a
bylaw that bans, or effectively bans, freedom camping in their area.

e An example of an 'effective ban’ would be to require people to use campgrounds instead
of freedom camping.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 1 Use of General
Rules) (number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

¢ Maintain the status quo approach (provide a small
number of designated freedom camping areas and
prohibit it elsewhere) (72)

Local board views (3)

o Kaipatiki and Waitakere Ranges are concerned by
a move to a permissive-by-default approach,
particularly in relation to the road corridor, and
suggest that ‘appropriate freedom camping
locations [be] specifically identified in the bylaw’.

o Waitemata suggest that ‘areas are managed by
scheduling them in a bylaw rather than leaving
them to default rules’.

About request to maintain the status quo:

The current (operative) Bylaw will reach its statutory expiry date in 2022 and cannot be
extended. If it is not replaced before it expires, there will be no regulation of freedom
camping in Auckland until a bylaw is adopted to replace it.

The Act does not provide for a status quo approach (prohibitive-by-default, with a small
number of areas where freedom camping is allowed). It requires council to adopt a
permissive-by-default approach, where freedom camping is only prohibited or restricted
in an area only if legislative criteria are met.

Staff assessed over 1,000 areas in Auckland for their suitability for freedom camping.
Schedule 1 and 2 of the Bylaw contains those areas that met the legislative criteria for
prohibition or restriction when they were assessed, and which are on land held under the
Local Government Act.

Camper numbers, preferences and behaviours, the use of public places by others, and
the nature of areas themselves, will change over time. If problems arise or change in
future that cannot be managed operationally, the Bylaw can be amended.

The Panel, in making recommendations, must be mindful that:
o the cumulative impact of all regulation prohibiting freedom camping on council land,
including the Reserves Act 1977, does not amount to a default ban'
o council would need to reconsult with Aucklanders before making a decision that
differs significantly from what was contained in the proposal2.

Key changes sought: Invest in non-regulatory
approaches that prevent and manage harm (as an
alternative to general rules)

There are better ways [than general rules] to manage
freedom camping impacts (200) or prevent problems
being displaced (108), including non-regulatory
approaches such as:

e Providing more camping areas and charging fees

Relates to Bylaw Clause 6 (4)-(5)

About request to provide more camping areas and charge fees:

If a fee is charged to stay (whether at commercial campgrounds, council campgrounds or
at carparks administered by community organisations), the activity no longer meets the
definition of ‘freedom camping’ for the purposes of this regulation. As above, requiring
people to use campgrounds effectively bans freedom camping.

Council already provides numerous areas where people can stay overnight for a fee,
including in many regional parks.

1 Section 44 of the Reserves Act 1977 prohibits personal accommodation (including freedom camping) on a reserve unless an exception applies under the Act.
2 The need to re-consult is supported by a recent High Court Judgement: New Zealand Motor Caravan Association v. Marlborough District Council [2021] NZHC 3157
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 1 Use of General
Rules) (number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

o Investing more in public facilities (69) and/or
dedicated camper facilities (54), such as toilets,
showers, bins and dump stations)

o Investing in preventative infrastructure (such as
bollards, gates and CCTV)

¢ Investing more in camper education, such as
better signage (20) and awareness campaigns (14)

o Promoting alternative accommodation options or
enabling others to offer camper facilities for a fee
(such as coin-operated toilets/showers) (19)

¢ Investing more in compliance monitoring and
enforcement (as only a minority of campers are
irresponsible, but general rules penalise everyone).

Local board views (6)

¢ Devonport-Takapuna suggests that council explore
options for charging freedom campers.

o Maungakiekie-Tamaki supports proactive planning
around the region for safe appropriate locations for
freedom camping.

o Papakura recommends that council invest more in
camping facilities.

o Rodney recommends that council provide more
dump stations at public toilet sites.

o Waitemata recommends that the certified self-
contained camping facility at Westhaven should be
utilised and promoted.

o Whau recommends that council prioritise work to
investigate provision of serviced areas for non-self-
contained freedom campers in the near future.

o Multiple local boards supported additional
resourcing for compliance and enforcement, but not
as an alternative to general rules (Attachment F).

About requests to invest more in public facilities and infrastructure / camper
education and promotion of alternatives:

e Non-regulatory approaches are proven to reduce harm and will form an important part of
council's management of freedom camping. Some actions suggested are standard
practice to support bylaw implementation, such as providing information and signage
about the new rules.

o |If preferred as an alternative to general rules however, significant regionwide investment
in non-regulatory approaches would likely be required to effectively prevent/manage
freedom camping impacts.

¢ Provision of new infrastructure and facilities (such as toilets, bollards, or CCTV) would
require capital expenditure and/or ongoing operational expenditure (such as
maintenance, monitoring or cleaning). There is currently no allocated budget for new
freedom camping assets and services.

e Local boards can decide to allocate Locally Driven Initiatives (LDI) funding to improve
their local facilities or service levels if this is a local priority.

e Based on feedback, additional investment by council to provide for freedom camping
would not be supported by all Aucklanders, even if a fee were charged. Some submitters
expressed concerns about existing costs, suggesting that:

o campers should stay in existing campgrounds because they are equipped to
support campers and need the business, especially in the current market

o providing campgrounds is not core business for council and/or providing more or
upgraded facilities for campers should not be a priority for council funds.

About requests to invest more in compliance monitoring and enforcement:

e Requests for additional resourcing for compliance and enforcement are discussed in
Attachment F.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.1 Self-containment rule)
(number of comments)

Staff comments

Require campers to use a certified self-contained vehicle in areas covered by general
rule

705 Have Your Say (HYS) respondents, 481 support (68 per cent), 224 (32 per cent)
opposed.

1,933 research survey (RS) respondents, 1469 support (76 per cent), 213 do not support
(11 per cent) and 248 were unsure (13 per cent).

Key themes in support

o Freedom campers in self-contained vehicles can camp responsibly, they do not require
public facilities to meet daily needs (954 RS).

¢ Non-self-contained vehicles pose a risk to the environment or public health and safety, and
should not be allowed anywhere (372 HYS; 529 RS) or should only be allowed in serviced
areas (215 HYS; 779 RS), noting the proposal does not contain any serviced areas.

o Council should not be providing serviced areas for freedom campers to use (338 RS).

o Makes sense to match self-containment requirements to the National Standard (226 HYS;

749 RS).

Too hard to enforce self-containment rule without referencing the National Standard (138

HYS; 308 RS).

Key themes opposed

o Preference for alternative rules (refer to ‘relief sought’) (223 HYS; 79 RS)

o Cost of buying, hiring or converting to a certified self-contained vehicle is too high (102

RS).

Type of vehicle used for freedom camping should be a personal choice (89 RS).

Campers in non-self-contained vehicles camp responsibly (79 RS).

Using a non-self-contained vehicle is not a health and safety risk (72 RS).

The National Standard is too restrictive (62 RS).

Too hard to enforce a requirement to be certified self-contained (53 RS).

Local board views (9)

* Nine boards suggest the proposal be adopted as notified (Devonport-Takapuna, Kaipatiki,
Mangere-Otahuhu, Manurewa, Orakei, Otara-Papatoetoe, Puketapapa, Rodney,
Waitakere).

Current Bylaw

Does not contain general rules, nor set rules for freedom camping
vehicle requirements.

Proposal in Bylaw clause 6(2)(c)(i)

Proposal requires vehicles to be certified-self-contained when staying
in any area covered by the general rules.

Vehicles must comply with the New Zealand Standard 5465:2001:
Self-containment of motor caravans and caravans (including any
amendments or any future equivalent standard), as evidenced by the
display of a current self-containment warrant issued under NZS
5465:2001 (or any future equivalent standard)

Seeks to avoid potential for environmental and health and safety risks
associated with freedom camping in non-self-contained vehicles and
non-serviced areas by ensuring all rubbish, toilet waste and
wastewater is kept within the vehicle.

About the National Standard

To meet the Standard certified-self-contained vehicles must have:
a toilet that can be used while the bed is made, a rubbish bin with a lid,
and minimum freshwater storage and wastewater storage capacity per
occupant.

These requirements are in place to enable campers to be responsible
for their own waste, travel and stay without reliance on public facilities,
and leave each area as they find it.

In November 2021 central government indicated the Freedom
Camping Act 2011 will be amended to strengthen the self-containment
requirements, which are based on the National Standard. These
changes are subject to parliamentary and Cabinet processes, but if
passed into law, will be phased in over a two-year period from 2022.
The changes include establishing a centrally regulated system for the
certification and registration of self-contained vehicles and requiring
vehicles to have a fixed toilet to be certified.

23




Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.1 Self-containment rule) Panel
Staff comments .
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 2) Require vehicles to be | o Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(a), 6(5)(a) That the proposal
self-contained but not certified (29) About request for council to define self-containment about requiring
Detailed relief sought: e Including a definition of self-containment that differs from the National that freedom
o Council should define what makes a vehicle ‘self-contained’ Standard, for example including the requirement to be an electric vehicle, campt?ffs deSt use
a certifie

instead of using the New Zealand Standard definition

¢ Definition of self-contained needs to be reviewed, as the
requirement is too easy to meet

o Definition for self-contained vehicles should include a permanent
plumbed toilet (with or without a privacy door)

¢ Definition should include requiring the vehicle be electric and no
older than 2 years.

o Definition should be two-tiered.

o Type A self-contained vehicles allow occupant to live inside
continuously (stand up, use toilet, cook, sleep)

o Type B self-contained vehicles adhere to the National
Standard, but would be expected to use the surrounding
grounds to cook, stand up right, socialise (for example a
converted station wagon or Toyota Estima)

o Specific sites would allow either Type A or B vehicles.

Thematic reasons for support of alternative rule 2:

e Cost of buying, hiring, or converting to a certified self-
contained vehicle is too high, creating financial barriers to
camp

o National standard is too easy to meet

e Vehicle owners should decide what makes a vehicle self-
contained so that it does not pose a risk to the environment
and/or public health and safety

¢ National standard is too restrictive, but non-self-contained
vehicles pose risks to the environment and/or public health and
safety

¢ Too hard to enforce a requirement to be certified self-contained

may:
o unfairly prevent people from participating in freedom camping in
Auckland, by creating significant financial barriers to meeting
containment standards
o mean that freedom campers travelling elsewhere in New Zealand
would need to meet a different vehicle standard to visit Auckland,
which could cause confusion and accidental non-compliance. If our
standards were stricter, this could disincentive tourists to visit the
region; if less strict, it could incentivise tourists to visit Auckland
who use vehicles banned elsewhere for health and safety reasons.
About request for a ‘two-tiered’ approach

o This approach relies on the inclusion of serviced areas for Type B
vehicles, but no such areas have been identified in this proposal.

o A‘two tiered’ approach does not align with the National Standard,
meaning if the Act changes guidance on self-contained vehicles, the
Bylaw would need amendment to align with the Act.

About feedback on converting to a certified self-contained vehicle

e A basic self-contained vehicle conversion costs between $500 - $800
according to MBIE data.

o If the proposal is adopted, non-self-contained vehicles can still stay at
campgrounds in the Auckland region, including low-cost options provided
by council and the Department of Conservation.

About feedback on the National Standard

e Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment have indicated
changes to the Freedom Camping Act 2011 and self-containment
certification will be made in 2022. Council must comply with the Act and
therefore any changes made.

self-contained
vehicle to stay in
any area covered
by the general
rules

Either [Panel to
decide]

be adopted as
publicly notified.
OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to [Panel
to insert].

AND

Reasons include to
[Panel to insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.1 Self-containment rule)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

[FRN 84, 349, 556, 674, 898, 1009, 1023, 1124, 1184, 1282, 1306,
1467]
Local board views (1)
¢ Rodney request that the definition of a certified self-contained
vehicle is clarified to mean a closeted toilet and self-contained
water supply, and not simply a porta-potty that has to be
brought out of a storage compartment to be used.

¢ The Panel could if it wishes, amend the definition of ‘certified self-
contained vehicle’ to aligns with any changes in legislation,
regulations or standards without the need for a Bylaw amendment.

Key changes sought: (Alternative rule 3) No requirement to be

self-contained (47)

Detailed relief sought:

o Reject the proposed requirement to be certified-self-contained or
self-contained.

o Council should provide serviced areas/designated sites where
freedom camping can occur without a self-contained vehicle.

e Council should explore opportunities for expansive provision
across Auckland.

Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 2:

¢ Using a vehicle that is not self-contained does not pose a risk to
the environment or public health and safety

o Cost of buying, hiring or converting to a self-contained vehicle
is too high, and that could mean some people cannot afford to
freedom camp in Auckland

o The kind of vehicle used for freedom camping in Auckland should
be a personal choice

¢ |t would be too hard to enforce a self-containment rule

[FRN 90, 199, 493, 494, 504, 860, 1079, 1120, 1127, 1214]

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(a), 6(5)(a)

About feedback on converting to a certified self-contained vehicle

e The main reason for this request appears to be the financial barrier.

e Abasic self-contained vehicle conversion costs between $500 - $800
according to MBIE data.

o |fthe proposal is adopted, non-self-contained vehicles can still stay at
campgrounds in the Auckland region, including low-cost options
provided by council and the Department of Conservation.

About feedback that council should provide areas for camping in non-
self-contained vehicles

e The Bylaw must align with the Freedom Camping Act’s intent to protect
the environment (area), the health and safety of people who visit the
area and access to the area.

¢ Auckland has very few areas with safe, 24-hour access to toilets for
campers without onboard facilities. Public toilets are also not suitable for
other activities campers need to do, such as cooking and washing.

¢ One organisation requests local boards explore opportunities for more
expansive provision of freedom camping opportunities across Auckland,
particularly looking at the use of Reserves.

o Refer staff comments on ‘Investing in more facilities’ above and in
Attachment F.

About request to allow non-self-contained freedom camping

e Inappropriate to allow non-self-contained freedom camping in Auckland

when not enough necessary infrastructure to support it.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.1 Self-containment rule)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

¢ |f council were to fund the provision of serviced areas in the future, the
Bylaw could be amended to allow the use of non-self-contained vehicles
in those areas.

e Local boards can decide to allocate Locally Driven Initiatives (LDI)
funding to improve local facilities or service levels if it is a local priority.

Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 1) Require vehicles to be

certified self-contained unless staying in a serviced area (92 HYS

I T9RS)
Detailed relief sought:

Council should provide serviced areas/designated sites where
freedom camping can occur without a certified-self-contained
vehicle. (79 RS)

Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 1:

The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the
environment or public health and safety in un-serviced areas
Although no serviced areas have been identified in this proposal,
providing sites suitable for non-self-contained vehicles should be
a priority for council

Although council has not identified any serviced areas in this
proposal, | am aware of serviced areas on public land which
should be included

[FRN: 127, 205, 641]
Local board views (5)

Albert-Eden suggest that ‘council develop a network of freedom
camping areas across the region with appropriate facilities and
infrastructure (including public toilets)’

Papakura suggest council needs to invest more in camping
facilities.

Maungakiekie-Tamaki supports proactive planning around the
region for safe appropriate locations for freedom camping.

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(b), 6(5)(b)
About the proposal

¢ The proposal does not contain any serviced areas.

About feedback that council should provide areas for camping in non-
self-contained vehicles

¢ Auckland has very few areas with safe, 24-hour access to toilets for
campers without onboard facilities. Public toilets are also not suitable for
other activities camper need to do, such as cooking and washing.

e |t would be inappropriate to allow non-self-contained freedom camping
in Auckland without the necessary infrastructure to support it.

¢ |f council were to fund the provision of serviced areas in the future, the
Bylaw could be amended to allow the use of non-self-contained vehicles
in those areas.

e Local boards can decide to allocate Locally Driven Initiatives (LDI)
funding to improve their local facilities or service levels if this is a local
priority.

o Refer to staff comments in Attachment F on feedback that council
should invest in provision of more camping areas/facilities.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.1 Self-containment rule)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

o Rodney suggest that council provide more dump stations at public
toilet sites.

o Whau recommends that council prioritise work to investigate
provision of serviced areas for non-self-contained freedom
campers in the near future.

Key changes sought: Alternative rule 4: Another self-

containment rule (55):

Detailed relief sought:

o Only allow freedom camping in designated camping sites

o Council run WOF system for certification of self-contained
vehicles

o Council compliance officers to manage freedom camping on a
case-by-case basis rather than blanket rules

Thematic reasons for support of alternative rule 4:

o The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping

[FRN 180, 191, 260, 494, 504, 1080, 1482]

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(b), 6(5)(b)

About request to only allow freedom camping in designated sites

¢ Allowing freedom camping only at a small number of designated camping
sites could be seen to create an effective ban on freedom camping,
contrary to the Act.

About request for a council run ‘warrant of fitness’-type system

¢ Abespoke council-managed ‘warrant of fitness’ system for certification of
self-contained vehicles would:

o constitute establishment of a new service, potentially based in new
facilities, neither of which are budgeted at present

o mean campers travelling elsewhere in New Zealand would need to
meet a different vehicle standard to visit Auckland, which could
cause confusion and accidental non-compliance.

e The Actis pending changes to self-containment requirements in 2022.
Moving away from the National Standard to implement a bespoke
approach may mean Auckland’s Bylaw would not align with future
changes to the Act.

About feedback compliance officers should manage self-containment

o Enforcement is not possible without rules to enforce. Rules also set
expectations for behaviour, providing clarity for campers, the general
public and enforcement staff,

o Most people voluntarily comply with regulation provided rules are clear
and have been communicated in advance. Significant compliance
resource would be required to manage freedom camping impacts
effectively without any rules to set expectations.

e The request for Council compliance officers to manage freedom camping
would therefore likely result in significant problems which this Bylaw
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.1 Self-containment rule)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel
recommendation

safety, and public access.

seeks to prevent. The proposed rules aim to protect sensitive areas,
public health and safety and access to public places. Removing the
maximum stay rule would fail to meet the Bylaw purpose and allow
freedom camping to pose risks to the environment, public health and

Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.2 Maximum stay rule)
(number of comments)

Staff comments

Require that freedom campers stay a maximum stay of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area
covered by the general rules

Of 642 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 251 support (39 per cent), 391 (61 per cent) opposed).

0f 1,929 research survey (RS) responses,1,350 support (70 per cent), 309 do not support (16 per cent) and
270 were unsure (14 per cent).

Key themes in support

o Two-night maximum stay will prevent campers staying in an area long-term, blocking access to parking or other
amenities (195 HYS / 904 RS)

o Two-night maximum stay will encourage responsible disposing of waste, as CSC vehicles can hold 3-days
waste (158 HYS / 702 RS)

e Two-night maximum stay gives campers an opportunity to enjoy the local area and support businesses (153
HYS) while still protecting the local area (918 RS)

e |f problems arise it is better to put extra restrictions on the specific area rather than a stricter general rule (70
HYS /499 RS).

Key themes opposed

o Preference for alternative maximum stay rule (refer to ‘relief sought’) (325 HYS / 173 RS)

¢ One-night maximum stay will prevent campers from blocking access to parking or other amenities and prevent
longer stays (156 HYS / 39 RS)

¢ One-night maximum stay strikes the right balance between giving campers time to enjoy the area and support
local business, while still protecting public access (132 HYS / 38 RS)

¢ One-night encourages responsible dumping of waste (84 HYS / 32 RS)

¢ No maximum stay gives campers the best opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses (21 HYS /
43 RS)

Current Bylaw

o Does not contain general rules, nor regulate the
maximum stay of freedom camping vehicles in
roads or off-road parking areas.

Proposal in Clause 6(4)(b), 6(5)(b)

¢ Avoids potential for environmental, health and
safety, and access risks associated with
freedom camping on roads or parking areas.

e Requires freedom campers in vehicles to stay a
maximum of two nights only in the same road or
parking area covered by the general rules.

About feedback on 3-days’ waste storage

e To meet the self-containment standard, vehicles
must be able to store at least three days’ waste
for the maximum number of occupants. The
proposed two-night maximum stay rule supports
responsible camping by requiring campers to
leave an area and dump their waste, before
finding a new camp site.

About feedback on area-specific restrictions

¢ Rather than set a stricter general rule that would
apply to most of Auckland, council can manage
problems that arise in specific areas by
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.2 Maximum stay rule)

(number of comments) Staff comments
¢ Vehicles should be allowed to come back and stay in an area after dumping their waste responsibly (19 HYS / strengthening restrictions in those places (for
39RS) example imposing a one-night maximum stay).
e Shorter stays are already the norm for freedom campers so maximum stay rule not necessary (21 HYS / 28 RS) Specific area restrictions can be made through
Local board views (12) gmendment Ito the Bylaw following
e Eight boards recommend the proposal be adopted as notified (Devonport-Takapuna, Franklin, Kaipatiki, implementation.
Mangere-Otahuhu, Manurewa, Otara-Papatoetoe, Puketapapa, Rodney).
e Four board recommend the proposal be adopted with amendments (Hibiscus and Bays, Howick, Orakei and
Waitakere).
Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.2) Staff ¢ Panel
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)] alt comments recommendation
Key changes sought: (Alternative rule 1) Maximum of one night | e Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(b), 6(5)(b) That the proposal
in the same road or off-road parking area (207 HYS / 77 RS): About request for a one-night maximum stay rule about requiring
Detailed relief sought: e A one-night maximum stay rule combined with the proposed departure time | that freedom
e Require campers to stay a maximum of one night only in the rule (9am) may restrict campers from exploring the local area and make it campers stay a
same road or off-road parking area less likely they will visit local businesses. maximum of two
Thematic reasons for support of alternative rule 1: o Restrictions in the Bylaw must be proportionate to the scale of the problem. | Nights only in
e One night will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to As above council can manage problems that arise in specific areas by the same road or
parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent longer- reducing the maximum stay just in those places. Specific area restrictions off-road parking
term stays (156 HYS / 39 RS) can be made through amendment to the Bylaw following implementation. area
e One night strikes the right balance between giving campers Either [Panel to
opportunity to enjoy the area / support local business and decide]
protecting public access (132 HYS / 38 RS) be adopted as
¢ One night encourages responsible dumping of waste (84 HYS / publicly notified.
32 RS) OR
[FRN 78, 1169, 1182, 1316, 1522] be amended to
Local board views (3) [Panel to insert].
e Hibiscus and Bays, Orakei and Waitakere support a one-night SR iected and
maximum stay in the same road or off-road parking area. € rejected an
the proposal
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.2) Staff comments Panel
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: (Alternative rule 2) No maximum stay in ¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(b), 6(5)(b) amended to

the same road or off-road parking area (31 HYS / 96 RS):
Detailed relief sought:
¢ No maximum requirement for freedom campers to stay in the
same road or off-road parking area
Thematic reasons for support of alternative rule 2:
o Shorter stays are already the norm for most freedom campers
(24 HYS / 28 RS)
o No maximum stay gives campers the best opportunity to enjoy
the area and support local business (21 HYS / 43 RS)
o Vehicles should be allowed to come back to stay in the same
area after dumping their waste responsibly (19 HYS / 39 RS)
o |f problems start occurring at a particular place, they are better
managed with restrictions specific to that area (12 HYS / 21 RS)
e |t would be too hard to enforce a maximum stay rule (28 RS)
[FRN 46]

About request for no maximum stay rule

¢ Not having a maximum stay would provide greater convenience for
campers, including Auckland residents who live in vehicles and may wish to
stay near to their work, schools or family.

e Removing the maximum stay rule would however not align with the purpose
of the Bylaw to protect access for other users of the space, road, carpark or
amenity. Not having a maximum stay rule:

o increases the likelihood some campers would stay in areas longer
term, increasing the risk of access conflicts with other users

o increases the likelihood some campers would not leave an area to
dump their stored waste, but instead discharge it irresponsibly, rely on
local facilities or toilet/dispose of wastewater outdoors once their
onboard storage reaches capacity

o may negatively impact social license for freedom camping.

About feedback that the rule will be too hard to enforce

o Although it is not operationally feasible to proactively monitor how long
campers stay everywhere in Auckland, compliance staff will increase
monitoring at hotspots during peak season, and residents can complain if
they think campers have exceeded the maximum stay in other places.

¢ Not having a maximum stay rule means enforcement staff cannot manage
problems that occur as a result of campers staying in an area long-term, as
there would be no legal requirement for them to leave.

Key changes sought: (Alternative rule 3) Another maximum

stay rule (87 HYS):

Detailed relief sought:

o Maximum of zero nights in the same road or off-road parking
area

o Campers should not be allowed to stay parked during the
day [regardless of maximum nights’ stay]

e Maximum of three nights in the same road or off-road parking
area

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(b), 6(5)(b)

About request for a ‘zero-night’ maximum stay rule

e A zero-night maximum stay would create an effective ban on freedom
camping. Refer staff comments under Proposal 1.

About request not to allow campers to stay parked during the day

o Parking restrictions during the day are managed under the Auckland Council
and Auckland Transport Traffic Bylaws and apply to all vehicles.

[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.2)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

Between four and six nights in the same road or off-road parking
area

One week or more in the same road or off-road parking area
Maximum-stay should be dependent on usage or purpose of
the area

Maximum-stay should be dependent on facilities in the area
Exemptions to the two-night maximum stay on Waiheke
Island for vehicles that have greater waste-water capacity (1).

Thematic reasons for support of alternative rule 2:

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (56 HYS)
Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping
(32 HYS)

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (25 HYS)
High-usage areas should have a shorter maximum stay rule,
than lower-usage areas

An area with facilities should not have a maximum stay as there
is no need to move on to dump waste.

[FRN 53, 127, 146, 202, 206, 233, 263, 267, 360, 641, 826, 1181]
Local board views (2)

Howick request the ability for campers to apply for an exemption
to the maximum stay rule for purposes such as attending a
tangi and other specific purposes which require a longer stay.
An exemption limit should extend the maximum stay to five
days.

Waiheke is concerned that insufficient staff resource to enforce
and monitor the proposed maximum two-day limit on the island
will impact on the environment and public health and safety.

About request for a three-night maximum stay rule
e Some respondents believe the maximum stay rule should align with the
National Standard, which requires certified self-contained vehicles to be able
to store three days’ waste. However, if campers arrive in an area in the
morning of the first day and stay until the evening of the third day, they may
reach capacity and need to dump their waste prior to staying a third night.
About requests for a maximum stay rule longer than two nights
o Allowing for stays longer than two nights would not align with the purpose of
the Bylaw to protect access for other users of the space, road, carpark or
amenity. Allowing longer stays would:
o increase the risk of access conflicts with other users
o increase the likelihood some campers would not leave an area to dump
their stored waste, but instead discharge it irresponsibly, rely on local
facilities or toilet/dispose of wastewater outdoors once their onboard
storage hits capacity.
About requests for a rule that varies between areas (dependent on usage)
e Some respondents suggest the maximum stay rule should vary depending
on the level of usage the area has. For example, a popular beach carpark
would have a shorter maximum stay rule, than a quiet rural road.
o Refer to staff comments on the topic ‘Varying general rules between areas’
under Proposal 2.5.

About feedback on the maximum night stay variation for Waiheke Island

(Clause 6(4)(d))

¢ One organisation believes the proposed maximum stay rule variation for
Waiheke Island (requiring departure on the third day without alternative
accommodation), is unnecessarily restrictive and will discourage
motorhomes and campervans from visiting the island. There is a high cost to
get large vehicles onto the island via ferry and the organisation believes the
cost would discourage campers from visiting for a maximum of two nights.

¢ Providing for an exemption for motorhomes with greater waste-water
storage capacity would however require enforcement staff to verify vehicle
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.2)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Panel

Staff comments .
recommendation

specifications while in the field, which may be challenging particularly if a
motorhome has had after-market modifications.

About request for exemption for tangi

e The proposal provides an approval process to allow freedom camping that
would not comply with general or restricted rules (Clause 8). Amending rules
for a tangi or funeral could be considered where it meets the criteria in
clause 8(5), in particular that it would benefit the community.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.3 Departure time rule)
(number of comments)

Staff comments

Require freedom campers to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day
of departure in any area covered by the general rules

535 Have Your Say (HYS) respondents, 157 support (29 per cent), 378 (71
per cent) opposed.

1,925 research survey (RS) respondents, 1,001 support (52 per cent), 500

do not support (26 per cent) and 423 were unsure (22 per cent).

Key themes in support
o A set departure time helps enforce the maximum stay rule (865 RS; 78
HYS).
e A 9am departure time:
o strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving
visitors a more enjoyable experience during their stay in Auckland (798
RS).
o protects access to shared parking or amenities during standard business
hours (784 RS).
o would be more convenient for campers than 8am, but still protects

access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard
business hours (129 HYS).

Current Bylaw
¢ Does not require freedom campers to vacate areas by a set time.
Proposal in Bylaw clause 6(4)c, 6(5)c

o Seeks to avoid potential access issues between freedom campers and other users
(for fair shared use).

o Requires freedom campers to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of
departure in any area covered by the general rules.

e ‘Vacate’ means freedom campers must remove their vehicle from the parking space
and not return to that road or off-road parking area within the no-return period (refer
Proposal 2.4).

¢ Freedom camping vehicles must still comply with all traffic and parking rules that
apply (for example, not parking on yellow lines, paying parking charges, or if the
parking space is within a clearway that takes effect at 7am, they must depart by
7am).

About feedback preferring area-specific restrictions

o The proposal seeks to use specific area restrictions to manage problems that arise in
specific areas (for example imposing an earlier departure time), instead of setting a
stricter general rule.

About feedback the rule will be too hard to enforce
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.3 Departure time rule)

(number of comments)

Staff comments

o [ffreedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better
managed with specific area restrictions, rather than a stricter general rule

(45 HYS).
Key themes opposed

o Preference for alternative rules (refer to ‘relief sought’) (378 HYS; 310RS) It | *
would be too hard to enforce a set departure time rule (14 HYS, 62 RS).

Local board views (5)

o Five local boards suggest the proposal be adopted as notified (Franklin,

Mangere-Otahuhu, Otara-Papatoetoe, Puketapapa, Rodney).

overstayed the departure time in other places.

requirement for them to leave.

to stay another night.

o Although it is not operationally feasible to proactively monitor what time campers
depart everywhere in Auckland, compliance staff will increase monitoring at hotspots
during peak season, and residents can complain if they think campers have

Not having a departure time rule means enforcement staff cannot manage problems
that occur as a result of campers overstaying in an area, as there would be no legal

o The departure time rule also assists with the enforcement of the maximum stay rule,
as if campers are still in a space after 9am, enforcement staff can assume they intend

Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.3 Departure time) Staff comments Panel

(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 1) Freedom campers must | ® Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(c), 6(5)(c) That the proposal
vacate their parking space by 8am on the day of departure (122 | About feedback that 9am is too late and other users should take priority | about requiring
HYS, 27 RS) e The proposed Bylaw in conjunction with other regulations manages the that freedom
Detailed relief sought: shared use of public places in a way that is fair and reasonable. campers vacate
* A9am departure time is too late in the day. e If problems arise in some areas (for example conflicts with other users), their parking

. . . o - space by 9am

¢ Require freedom campers to vacate their parking space by 8am specific area restrictions can be made through future amendments to the on the day of

on the day of departure instead.
Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 1:

¢ Requiring campers to leave at 8am, before standard business
hours begin, protects access to shared parking or other amenities
for other users — which is more of a priority than campers’
convenience (116), for example:

o 9am increases risk of competition between freedom campers
and other users, such as customers of local businesses,
members of sports clubs or parents dropping their children to
school

Bylaw.
About 8am departure time feedback
e An 8am departure time could increase congestion in built-up areas and
main travel routes during morning peak-time traffic.
¢ Inorder to vacate their parking space by 8am, freedom campers would
likely need to wake up early which could impact their level of rest before
driving, especially if travelling a long distance.

departure in any
area covered by
the general rules
Either [Panel to
decide]

be adopted as
publicly notified.
OR
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.3 Departure time)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel
recommendation

o freedom campers near schools is a safety risk for children and
9am increases this risk as it is close to the start of the school
day.

[FRN: 433, 537, 622, 973, 1402, 1431, 1492].
Local board views (2)

o Kaipatiki and Waitakere Ranges recommend the panel adopt
Alternative Rule 1 — 8am departure time.

Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 2) Freedom campers must
vacate their parking space by 10am on the day of departure (126
HYS, 155 RS)

Detailed relief sought:

o A 9am departure time is too early and would not be relaxing or
convenient for campers who are on holiday

o Require freedom campers to vacate their parking space by 10
am on the day of departure instead.

Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 2:

o 10amis a typical check-out time if you are paying for
accommodation such as motels and campgrounds, so it makes
sense to align with this (103)

o A later departure time will be more convenient for campers, and
make it more likely that they will visit local businesses (79) and be
rested for travel

o Will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule (49)

o |f freedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is
better managed by putting extra restrictions just in that area,
rather than having a stricter general rule (30)

o 10am strikes the right balance between protecting public access
and campers’ convenience (79 RS)

[FRN: 16, 125, 276, 300, 301, 322, 430, 471, 824, 1077, 1249, 1375,

1450, 1530].

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(c), 6(5)(c)
About feedback 9am is too early
e Requiring campers to leave by 9am may result in them not correctly
disposing of waste or packing up.
e Some respondents are also concerned a 9am departure time may result in

campers not getting sufficient rest before they travel, which poses a health
and safety risk.

About 10am departure time feedback:

¢ A 10am departure time may increase the potential for access conflicts, as
places such as businesses and facilities would likely open earlier and
expect adjacent carparks to be available for their users.

be amended to
[Panel to insert].

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.3 Departure time)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

Local board views (3)

e Manurewa, Upper Harbour and Waitemata recommend the panel
adopt Alternative Rule 2 — 10am departure time.

Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 3) Freedom campers
should not have to leave by a set time (56 HYS, 197 RS)

Detailed relief sought:

o Reject the proposal to require freedom campers to vacate their
parking space by a specified time, for reasons including:
o prioritising the access of some users over freedom campers
contradicts the idea that public spaces are for everyone
o freedom campers choose this form of travel specifically for its
laid-back and relaxing style
0 adeparture time rule will unfairly impact people living in
vehicles or experiencing homelessness.
o Freedom campers should be able to vacate their parking space
at any time they choose on the day of departure.
Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 3:
¢ Not setting a departure time will be more convenient for campers,
and make it much more likely that they will visit local businesses
e |tis not necessary to require campers to leave at a set time; they
don't block others’ access to shared parking or amenities
e |t would be too hard to enforce a set departure time rule.
[FRN: 44, 106, 126, 147, 270, 516, 595, 1097, 1158, 1179].

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(c), 6(5)(c)
About feedback campers should be able to vacate at any time
Including a set departure time rule in the Bylaw:
e provides freedom campers with certainty and clarity about:
o when they can arrive in an area with confidence that previous
occupants will have vacated
o how long they can stay in the area, in conjunction with the maximum
stay rule.
o provides other users of public spaces with certainty that their access is
protected, as freedom campers will be required to vacate by a set time
¢ enables enforcement where required.
About feedback relating to homelessness
o This Bylaw is not intended to be used to manage homelessness. Council
has committed to a compassionate enforcement approach to people
staying in a vehicle because they do not have other safe accommodation
options.
About feedback the rule will be too hard to enforce
o Refer previous staff comments relating to enforceability of this rule.

Key changes sought: Alternative Rule 4: another departure time

rule (54 HYS, 108 RS):

Detailed relief sought:

¢ Require freedom campers to vacate their parking space by 7am
or earlier of the day of departure (11 HYS)

o Require freedom campers to vacate their parking space by
11am on the day of departure (10 HYS, 16 RS)

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(2)(c)(iii).

About requests for 7am or an earlier departure time

e A7am departure time could help ensure busier roads and parking areas
are vacated before morning traffic begins to build at peak time and
commuters arrive to park.

o Restrictions must however be proportionate to the scale of the problem in
all the areas covered by the rules. Rather than set a stricter general rule
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.3 Departure time)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

o Require freedom campers to vacate their parking space by
midday (15 HYS, 51 RS) or later (2 HYS, 17 RS) on the day of
departure

o Another departure time rule including area-specific departure
times or no freedom camping (16 HYS)

Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 4:

o The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping
o The proposed Bylaw is too restrictive of freedom camping

¢ Respondents are fundamentally opposed to freedom camping.
[FRN: 1,19, 34, 51, 82, 89, 130, 148, 172, 199].

that would apply to most of Auckland, council can manage problems that
arise in specific areas by strengthening restrictions in those places (for
example imposing an earlier departure time).

Requiring campers to depart by 7am or earlier could impact their levels of

rest before travelling and may reduce the likelihood they will visit the area
and support local businesses.

About requests for 11am, midday and later departure times

A later departure time, such as 11am, 12 noon or later in the day would
be more convenient for campers who want to have breakfast or explore
the area before packing up and leaving.

A later departure time could increase the risk of access conflicts with
other users of areas, particularly in urban and retail areas during business
hours.

Later departure times could also impact freedom campers arriving in an
area looking for a space to park if previous freedom campers have not
vacated their space.

About area or season-specific departure times feedback:

A blanket departure time rule does not consider differences in areas and
respondents suggest varying departure times for different areas. For
example, a popular beach carpark would have an earlier departure time
than a quiet rural road. Refer to staff comments on the topic ‘Varying
general rules between areas’ under Proposal 1.

About no freedom camping feedback:

Some respondents selected that they support ‘another departure time
rule’ in order to express their fundamental opposition to freedom camping.
These respondents suggest that freedom camping should not be allowed
in Auckland outside of designated areas, therefore this general rule is not
necessary. Refer to staff comments on an ‘outright ban’ under Proposal 1.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.4 No-return period)
(number of comments)

Staff comments

Require freedom campers to not return to the same road or off-road parking area for two
weeks

543 Have Your Say (HYS) respondents, 214 support (40 per cent), 317 (60 per cent)
opposed.

1,922 research survey (RS) respondents, 1057 support (55 per cent), 442 do not support
(23 per cent) and 423 were unsure (22 per cent).

Key themes in support:

o  Atwo-week non-return period helps prevent people staying in one area long-term (750 RS),
which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users (181 HYS, 539 RS)

o Two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, and allowing
campers to return to a favourite spot (59 HYS, 550 RS)

o A no-return period will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule (60 HYS, 550 RS)

o [ffreedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by putting
extra restrictions just in that area, rather than having a stricter general rule (63 HYS).

Key themes opposed

o Preference for alternative rules (refer to ‘relief sought') (378 HYS; 310 RS), including:
o afour-week no-return period (153 HYS)
o no no-return period rule (61 HYS, 327 RS)
o another suggested alternative rule (46 HYS)

e Itwould be too hard to enforce a no-return rule (21 HYS, 128 RS)

Local board views (7)

» Seven boards suggest the proposal be adopted as notified (Franklin, Mangere-Otahuhu,
Manurewa, Otara-Papatoetoe, Puketapapa, Waitemata, Whau).

Current Bylaw:

o Does not set rules for freedom campers to vacate an area by a
specified time.
Proposal in Bylaw clause 6(2)(c)(iv)

e  Requires freedom campers to not return to the same road or off-
road parking space for two weeks in any area covered by the
general rules.

e  Seeks to avoid potential for access conflicts between freedom
campers and other users, by ensuring freedom campers cannot
continuously occupy the same parking space.

¢ ‘Not return’ means freedom campers must not stay overnight in an
area where they have already stayed overnight in the preceding
two weeks.

About ‘too hard to enforce’ feedback

o Although it is not operationally feasible to proactively monitor
whether campers return to places they have previously stayed,
compliance staff will increase monitoring at hotspots during peak
season, and residents can complain if they think campers have
breached this rule.

¢ Not having a no-return period rule would make it too difficult to
enforce the maximum stay rule, meaning enforcement staff cannot
manage problems that occur as a result of campers staying in an
area long-term. Without a no-return period, campers could simply
move a short distance (for example to the adjacent parking space)
to circumvent the maximum stay rule.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.4 No-return period) Staff comments Panel

(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 1) No return to the same |  Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(e), 6(5)(d) That the proposal
road or off-road parking area for four weeks (153 HYS) About two weeks is too short feedback about requiring
Detailed relief sought: that freedom

o Atwo-week no-return period is too short to ensure the same
campers do not continuously occupy an area

e Require freedom campers to not return to the same road or off-
road parking area for four weeks instead.

Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 1:

o A four-week non-return period helps prevent people staying in
one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and
amenities for other users

e Having a longer no-return period means most campers are
unlikely to visit an area more than once

[FRN: 356, 442, 506, 973, 1048, 1146, 1239, 1314, 1317, 1331, 1508,

1516, 1520].

Local board views (5)

e Five local boards recommend the panel adopt Alternative Rule 1
— four week no-return period (Devonport, Kaipatiki, Orakei,
Rodney, Waitakere Ranges).

Some respondents suggest a two-week no-return period would enable
campers to rotate between adjacent roads, effectively taking up permanent
residence in an area.

The purpose of the rule:

o is to manage ongoing impacts on residents or other users of an area by
preventing a vehicle from parking continuously outside, for example, a
single home, facility or park, which could effectively privatise that public
space and cause access conflicts

o is not to prevent people staying at multiple locations in a large area
(such as a neighbourhood or suburb), where any impacts of their
presence would be diluted.

If the proposed rules are adopted, a single vehicle could return to the same
parking space for a maximum of two out of every 14 nights.

Restrictions in the Bylaw must be proportionate to the scale of the
problem. Staff report isolated examples of sustained use of an area, and it
is not anticipated that this would be a widespread issue. If problems did
arise with specific vehicles or areas they can be managed operationally, or
additional restrictions could be investigated.

About four-week no-return period feedback

Four weeks may mean access conflicts are less likely to arise with other
users of an area, but may not be proportionate to the scale of the problem
(as vehicles continuously occupying one place is not a widespread issue,
and these rules would cover most of Auckland).

A four-week no return period may mean campers on shorter holidays,
including Aucklanders, cannot return to a favourite spot during their trip.

campers must
not return to the
same road or
off-road parking
are for two
weeks in any
area covered by
the general rule
Either [Panel to
decide]

be adopted as
publicly notified.

OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.4 No-return period)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 2) Freedom campers
should be able to return to same area any time (61 HYS, 327 RS)

Detailed relief sought:

o Reject proposal to require freedom campers not return to the
same road or off-road parking area within two weeks:
o campers should be able to return to a safe and reliable spot
o freedom campers are on holiday and having to find a new spot
that is safe and convenient impacts the quality of their trip
o ano-return period rule will unfairly impact people living in
vehicles or experiencing homelessness.
o Allow freedom campers to return to an area at any time.
Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 2:

o Campers should have the right to come back to favourite places
during their trip (40 HYS, 226 RS)

o A no-return period is not necessary: most campers don't return to
the same place (21 HYS, 111 RS)

e Too hard to enforce a no-return period rule (21 HYS, 128 RS)

[FRN: 44, 147, 214, 270, 617, 932, 1097, 1104, 1144, 1438, 1530].

¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(e), 6(5)(d)

About requests not to include a no-return period rule (campers can
return any time)

¢ Returning to the same road or off-road parking area at any time would

provide greater convenience for campers, including Auckland residents
who live in vehicles and may wish to stay near to their work, schools or
family.

e Notincluding a no-return period rule could however result in freedom

camping vehicles being able to circumvent the maximum stay rule by
moving short distances to stay more or less continuously in one area.

e Continuous occupation of an area, particularly if a vehicle remains in the

vicinity of, for example, a single home, business or facility:

o poses risks to health and safety (as campers are not encouraged to
leave an area to properly dispose of their onboard waste)

o could impact access to parking and amenities for residents and other
users of the area

o negatively impacts social license for freedom camping.

¢ Including a no-return period rule works alongside the maximum stay and

departure time rules to encourage campers to continually move around
Auckland, dispersing the impacts and benefits of freedom camping across
the region.

About feedback the rule will be too hard to enforce

o Although it is not operationally feasible to proactively monitor whether
campers return to an area within two weeks, compliance staff will increase
monitoring at hotspots during peak season, and residents can complain if
they think campers have breached this rule.

¢ A no-return period rule means enforcement staff can manage problems
with campers returning to an area, as this would be a legal requirement.

e A no-return period rule also assists with the enforcement of the maximum
stay rule, as campers cannot move a short distance to ‘restart the clock’.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.4 No-return period)
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

Key changes sought: (Alternative Rule 3) Another no return
period rule (46 HYS, X RS)

Detailed relief sought:

o Require freedom campers to not return to the same road or off-
road parking space for a period of less than one week (7 HYS)
including suggestions of:

o 48 hours o two days

o three days o five days.

o Require freedom campers to not return to the same road or off-
road parking space for a period of one week (18 HYS)

o Require freedom campers to not return to the same road or off-
road parking space for a period of more than four weeks (7
HYS)

e Require freedom campers to not return to the same road or off-
road parking space for a varying time period based on location
or season (8 HYS) for example:

o alonger no-return period in residential areas or during
summer
o a shorter no-return period in commercial or rural areas.

¢ Another period or rule including an increased no-return area (6

HYS) including suggestions for no return to:
o the same suburb
o atwo or three-kilometre radius of the previous parking space

Thematic reasons for support of Alternative Rule 3:

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping

o Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping

o Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping
[FRN: 15, 17,19, 20, 22, 32, 82, 88, 89, 100, 106, 110,125, 135,
142, 148, 164, 175, 191, 193, 197, 198, 212, 216, 226, 245, 248,251,
256, 265, 274, 287, 301, 322, 349, 352, 353, 358, 430, 433, 471,
474,525, 527, 543, 544, 548, 554, 566, 580, 610, 622, 629, 637,

Relates to Bylaw clause 6(4)(e), 6(5)(d)

About requests for a no-return period less than one week

May allow campers on short trips to spend more time in a specific area, for
example returning to a favourite spot on their return journey.

May increase competition for parking spaces with people returning to the
same area more frequently and impact access for other users.

Refer also staff comments above re: ‘no no-return period rule’.

About requests for a one week no-return period

A one week no-return period would allow freedom campers travelling for
less than two weeks the ability to return to a favourite spot.

A no-return period of one week may still increase competition for parking
spaces with people returning to the same area more frequently and impact
access for other users.

About requests for a no-return period more than four weeks

A no-return period of longer than four weeks would reduce the possibility of
the same freedom campers occupying an area long-term but would be
disproportionate to the problem (refer staff comments above under
Alternative rule 1: four weeks).

About location and seasonal variations feedback

Refer staff comments under Proposal 2.5: ‘Varying general rules’.

About increased no-return area feedback

Increasing area covered by this rule (for example referencing suburbs or
local board areas) could create confusion for campers and lead to
unintentional breaching of the Bylaw, as visitors may not be familiar with
the region, and these boundaries are not clearly defined/marked.

The purpose of the rule:

o is to manage ongoing impacts on residents or other users of an area by
preventing a vehicle from parking continuously outside, for example, a
single home, facility or park, which could effectively privatise that public
space and cause access conflicts
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.4 No-return period) Staff comments Panel
(number of comments) [Feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
639, 640, 647, 651, 665, 666, 817, ,818, 847, 848, 902, 910, 942, o is not to prevent people staying at multiple locations in a large area
1053, 1071, 1077, 1078, 1081, 1090, 1095, 1105, 1116, 1134, 1174, (such as a neighbourhood), where any impacts would be diluted
1179, 1189, 1214, 1224, 1245, 1252, 1261, 1266, 1271, 1278, 1280, o in most areas covered by the rule, parking, for example, 500m or one
1303, 1315, 1335, 1352, 1361, 1369, 1372, 1387, 1389, 1405, 1407, kilometre away from the previous parking space would not impact the
1423, 1437, 1487] same people or place as before.
Local board views About feedback preferring no freedom camping
* Hibiscus and Bays suggested a no-return period rule specifya e Some respondents selected that they support ‘another no-return period
greater area that campers must not return to, for example within a rule’ in order to express their fundamental opposition to freedom camping:
two-kilometre radius of their previous parking space. if freedom camping were banned or allowed in very few areas, this general
rule would not be necessary. Refer to staff comments on an ‘outright ban
or stricter rules’ under Proposal 1.
Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.5 Other general Staff comments Panel
rule-related requests) (number of comments) recommendation
Key changes sought: Vary general rules by area o Relates to Bylaw clause 6. That the request
e Vary general rule settings (such as length of e To comply with the legislation council must have a clear rationale for setting restrictions | to vary general

maximum stay) between areas or categories of
area (116) for example:

o rural vs. coastal vs. suburban vs. urban areas | e

o areas with generally low use vs. areas with
generally high use (by campers and/or .
others)

o individual local board areas vs. remainder |
of Auckland (for example based on available
infrastructure/facilities)

o other defined areas (for example Waitakere
Ranges Heritage Area, Auckland CBD) vs.
remainder of Auckland

e Enable local boards to set general rules
appropriate to their area / local circumstances /
community views

in an area. The proposed general rules are based on general impacts that could be

expected to occur to the same extent in any area they cover.

Any changes of the general nature requested would require a separate investigation and

public consultative process.

Note: prohibitions requested for specified large areas are discussed in Proposal 3.46,

including Waiheke Island, areas within the Waitakere Ranges and the CBD.

The Panel could if it wishes consider recommending an alternative approach be

investigated while adopting the proposal (with any amendments) as an interim

measure.

About request to vary general rules by categories of area (creating zones)

e Grouping areas into zones (or similar) would provide the ability to apply different general
rules to large areas or groups of similar areas across Auckland that share particular
characteristics (for example a ‘coastal zone’ or ‘urban zone’).

e  Zones could however be problematic to develop and create legal risk because:

rules by area
Either [Panel to
decide]

be accepted.
OR be accepted
in part to [Panel
to insert].

OR be rejected.
AND Reasons
include to [Panel
to insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.5 Other general
rule-related requests) (number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

Local board views (9)

o Eight local boards expressed views to the effect
that, while the general rules may be sufficient to
manage freedom camping impacts in some areas,
demand from campers could increase pressure in
popular areas that already experience high use
from local residents and visitors, such as at parks
and community facilities, in beachside
communities and in the CBD (Albert-Eden,
Hibiscus and Bays, Kaipatiki, Orakei, Rodney,
Waiheke, Waitakere Ranges, Waitemata).

o  Franklin suggests ‘a balanced approach that
considers all Aucklanders’ perspectives’, noting
the benefits of responsible freedom camping for
rural areas, and ensuring regulation is not
weighted towards ‘urban sensitivities’.

o Note: views from Waiheke and Waitakere Ranges
are addressed in Proposal 3.46.

o even areas with shared characteristics (such as ‘coastal’) would still contain
substantial variation, making targeted rules — for example a longer or shorter
maximum stay — difficult to justify across all areas within the zone

o criteria for inclusion in a zone (for example ‘rural’, or ‘high use’ for the purpose of
managing freedom camping impacts) would require extensive consultation given
Auckland’s geographical complexity and polarised views

o determining zone boundaries would require every area within each zone to be
individually assessed against the criteria, and property owners/residents located on
boundaries could reasonably contest their zoning

o a patchwork of rules would also be complex for campers to navigate, particularly if
the zones were based on low-use vs. high-use areas (which could create multiple
zones within a single suburb for example)

o signposting or mapping zones would be impractical, so a bespoke digital solution
may be required to implement the approach. This would be complicated and costly to
develop, rely on council data that is subject to change, and is unbudgeted.

About request to vary general rules by local board

Varying rules by local board area shares the same problems and risks as above.

While different local board areas vary in terms of camper infrastructure, campers are
mobile and can access infrastructure (such as dump stations) across boundaries,
excepting Waiheke Island and Aotea/Great Barrier Island.

Having regional rule variations (for example a general rule prohibiting camping outside
sports parks that only applied only in one local board area) could also cause confusion
for visitors given local board boundaries are generally unmarked

The proposal already contains a variation for Waiheke (Clause 6(4)(d)) requiring campers
to leave the local board area to dump their waste as there is no public dump station on
the island. Aotea-Great Barrier has a public dump station so a variation is not required.

About request that local boards should set their own general rules

The Governing Body has decision-making responsibility for regional Bylaws. Local
boards provide input at several stages of bylaw development in line with the agreed
process set out in ‘Local Board Involvement in Regional Policy, Plans and Bylaws —
Agreed Principles and Processes 2019'.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.5 Other general Staff comments Panel
rule-related requests) (number of comments) recommendation
Key changes sought: Vary general rules by season | e Relates to Bylaw clause 6. That the request to
or another factor e Any changes of the general nature requested would require a separate investigation vary general rules
e Set general rules (such as longer or shorter and public consultative process. by season or
maximum stays) that vary according to: o The proposal seeks to address impacts as part of a wider regulatory framework as another factor
o season, for example summer vs. winter opposed to promoting ‘low use’ areas or times Either [Panel to
o day of the week (weekends vs. weekdays), for | e«  Demand may not appreciably surge or drop off at the same times, or to the same decide]
example where parks are used for weekend extent, across all these areas. A single set of consistent rules is also easier to be accepted.
sport, or beach areas on weekends [e.g. FRN communicate, comply with and enforce. OR be accepted
627, 1406] o Seasonal ‘hot spots’ are likely to be individually scheduled in the Bylaw already, which | in part to [Panel to
. partto [
o whether the camper is a New Zealander/a allows for targeted rules to be set in those areas. insert].
local e.g. FRN 607] o Areas with higher weekend use, such as sports parks, are likely to be either on reserve | OR be rejected.
land (where camping is already prohibited) or scheduled to protect public access if AND Reasons
there is a likelihood of conflict. include to [Panel to
o  Further areas can be scheduled in future if required. insert].
Key changes sought: Prohibit freedom campingin | ¢ Relates to Bylaw clause 6. That the request to
areas with certain characteristics e Any changes of the general nature requested would require a separate investigation prohibit freedom

e Prohibit freedom camping in areas with particular
characteristics, such as in urban/suburban areas
(245):

o residential streets / outside homes (87)

o near schools/early childhood facilities (6)

o near existing camping grounds

o roadside laybys / ‘pull-off areas’, including
near entrances to walking tracks

urupa / cemeteries

o ecologically sensitive areas (such as
wetlands, bird-nesting areas and areas with
kauri dieback)

o parks held under the Local Government Act

o maunga

o

and public consultative process.

Note: prohibitions requested for specified large areas are discussed in Proposal 3.46,
including Waiheke Island, areas within the Waitakere Ranges and the CBD.

The Panel could if it wishes consider recommending an alternative approach be
investigated while adopting the proposal (with any amendments) as an interim
measure.

Need to comply with s11 of the Freedom Camping Act 2011

The Act allows freedom camping on all public land by default. Councils can use a
bylaw to prohibit or restrict it in an area only if legislative criteria are met. These include
being satisfied that the controls are the most appropriate and proportionate way of
addressing the perceived freedom camping problem in the area.

The requested categories for prohibition requested would cover hundreds if not
thousands of areas around the region. Although they would have a key characteristic in
common (such as ‘roads and carparks adjacent to the coast'), each group of areas

camping in areas
with certain
characteristics
Either [Panel to
decide]

be accepted.

OR be accepted
in part to [Panel to
insert].

OR be rejected.
AND Reasons
include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.5 Other general
rule-related requests) (number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

O

o

O
@)

roads and carparks adjacent to the coast,
including boat ramps and boat parking

areas with high summer visitor numbers

areas with high-density housing

urban areas / retaillcommercial areas / outside
businesses

high risk areas (examples were busy arterial
roads, areas with narrow/winding roads or
sloping ground, areas which are remote, flood-
prone, fire-prone or known for antisocial
behaviour)

carparks with limited parking or narrow
parking bays, or which are used by (for
example) sports clubs, shoppers or
commuters

areas with no public facilities

on grass berms

Ban freedom camping outside homes without the
resident’s permission

Only allow freedom camping in areas where local
ratepayers have agreed to it

Local board views (10)

Five boards suggest prohibitions at or near
urupa/cemeteries (Devonport-Takapuna, Mangere-
Otahuhu, Otara-Papatoetoe, Upper Harbour,
Waitemata)

Three suggest prohibitions at or near schools
and/or early childhood facilities (Kaipatiki,
Mangere-Otahuhu, Otara-Papatoetoe)

Two suggest prohibitions at or near churches and
culturally significant sites close to maunga
(Mangere-Otahuhu, Otara-Papatoetoe).

would still be diverse. The need for protection would not be the same in all areas,
making category prohibitions difficult to justify under s11.

o While freedom camping can cause harm, currently there is insufficient evidence to
suggest that the extensive prohibitions requested would be a proportionate response to
the scale or nature of the problem and therefore a reasonable limitation on people’s
rights and freedoms.

Defining categories would be problematic

¢ Although some of the requested categories are relatively clear-cut (such as roads
bordering forested areas with kauri dieback), others would need to be clearly defined
within the Bylaw. For example, what makes a road ‘too busy’ or ‘too narrow’ for
camping, or what constitutes ‘outside a business’ or ‘near a school'.

o The category definitions and their application would require extensive technical input
and consultation to refine and agree, given:

o the scale and complexity of the Auckland region

o the legislative requirement for council to have a sound factual basis for the
prohibition (evidence of the problem)

o status quo issues with incomplete land classification data

o the need for regulation to be communicable and workable

o polarised community views on freedom camping.

Daytime vs. night-time use conflicts

¢ Inmany cases (such as prohibiting camping on busy roads and near schools), the
conflict between campers and the public would primarily relate to daytime use of the
area, whereas freedom camping is, by definition, an overnight stay.

e Areas with high daytime use typically have parking controls, such as time-limited
parking and clearways, which apply to all vehicles. Additional restrictions to manage
parking demand would be a matter for Auckland Transport.

Some area categories already managed in other ways

e Roadside laybys / ‘pull-off areas’ and public roadsides are provided for vehicles to
safely and legally park. If they are not safe for vehicles, or for some types of vehicles or
at some times, this would be a matter for Auckland Transport.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.5 Other general

rule-related requests) (number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

Devonport-Takapuna suggest a prohibition within a
2km radius of a commercial camping ground.
Two suggest ‘a programme of work [to] identify
categories of sites on the road reserve that would
make freedom camping unacceptable to the public
of Auckland so they can be incorporated into the
bylaw in the future’ (Mangere-Otahuhu, Otara-
Papatoetoe).
Rodney suggest a prohibition outside residential or
business properties unless permission is granted
by the property owner, and express concern about
allowing freedom camping on roadsides, road
reserves and parking bays, especially in beach
settlements.
Waitakere Ranges suggest prohibitions in:
o slip roads servicing private driveways
o carparks servicing neighbourhood shops,
public transport, or parks and reserves (where
outside the reserve boundary)
o pocket parks and paper roads
o beachfront carparks and boat launching areas
on the Tasman and Manukau Harbour Coasts
o pull off areas, slow vehicle bays, lookouts,
entrances to regional and local park tracks
and other areas on non-curbed and
channelled rural and coastal roads.
Waitemata suggest prohibition at sports parks and
on grass.

Many urupa / cemeteries are on reserve land, where camping is already prohibited.
Two cemeteries on land held under the Local Government Act have been proposed for
prohibition in Schedule 1.

Maunga are not in scope for the Bylaw as they are not managed by council.

If the proposed self-containment rule is adopted freedom campers will not be reliant on
public facilities, meaning this prohibition could not be justified under s11.

Parking on grass berms is prohibited by the Auckland Council Traffic Bylaw 2015.

Onus would be put on campers to establish if they can lawfully stay in an area

Signposting or mapping areas according to their category would be impractical. This
would put the onus on campers to work out whether an area meets the criteria (for
example, measuring the width of a road).

Campers may also find it difficult to determine whether a section of road is an
acceptable distance from a prohibited place (such as a commercial premises or school)
if the facility can’t be readily seen or identified from the road.

Establishing whether a location had any features that made it prohibited would be
particularly difficult at night when some campers will arrive.

Other relevant matters to note

Over 1,000 areas in Auckland were assessed for their suitability for freedom camping,
and Schedule 1 and 2 contains those areas that met the legislative criteria for
prohibition or restriction when they were assessed.

Assessments considered several risk factors such as remoteness, susceptibility to
flooding and a history of antisocial behaviour. Further areas can be scheduled in future
if required. Areas where feedback has identified new or increased risks — such as
areas in Piha that have experienced multiple flooding events since the assessments
were completed — could be considered by the Panel under Proposal 3.46.

The Panel must be mindful of the cumulative impact of all regulation that prohibits
freedom camping, including the Reserves Act 1977.
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https://at.govt.nz/media/667523/auckland-transport-traffic-bylaw-2012.pdf

Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.5 Other general Staff comments Panel
rule-related requests) (number of comments) recommendation
Key changes sought: Other general rules requested | e«  Relates to Bylaw clause 6. That the request to

Council should require:

freedom camping vehicles to be under a certain
size, with the Bylaw to specify the size limits

freedom camping vehicles to be electric

freedom campers to be vaccinated against Covid-
19

freedom campers to camp in groups of no more
than 6 or 8 — no large family groups [FRN 1621]/
freedom campers to ‘travel singly’ [FRN 1317]

freedom campers to “keep dogs and cats on
leashes at all times, no roaming allowed and they
must be kept contained overnight”, particularly on
conservation land or in special ecological areas.
(Forest and Bird)

freedom campers to remove their rubbish [rather
than use public bins] [e.g. FRN 2, 512, 1317]

local residents/ratepayers/workers to take priority
for parking over campers [e.g. FRN 64, 592, 608]

no tents/awnings be erected alongside freedom
camping vehicles [FRN 512]

Local board views (1)

Waitakere Ranges express concern that self-
contained vehicles being large have the potential
to compromise access by emergency vehicles
such as fire engines if they are allowed to park in
the road corridor.

¢ Any changes of the general nature requested would require a separate investigation
and public consultative process.

About requests to set additional requirements for freedom camping vehicles

e Freedom camping vehicles must be legal to use on a public road. Changes to vehicle
regulations relating to size or fuel-type is a central government responsibility and
beyond the scope of this Bylaw.

o [fa particular road is not safe for large vehicles, this is a matter for Auckland Transport
(local roads) or NZTA (motorways and state highways). Signs from the relevant
authority will alert motorists if roads, or sections of road, are not suitable for vehicles
that are:

o high (for example due to low bridges, tunnels or overhanging trees)
o long or wide (for example due to narrow lanes or tight corners).

e Parking on the roadside or in public carparks / off-road parking areas is managed by
existing traffic regulations which apply to all vehicles (for example not causing an
obstruction or safety hazard, and parking within marked spaces). Enforcement is a
matter for the relevant authority.

o The location and layout of any designated parking for freedom camping vehicles at
restricted areas (Schedule 2) will be addressed as part of Bylaw implementation (see
Attachment F).

About the request to require freedom campers to be vaccinated

e Vaccine mandates are a central government responsibility and beyond the scope of
this Bylaw.

About the request to set rules for freedom campers travelling with dogs and cats

¢ Obligations on owners of cats and dogs are already regulated under other Bylaws,
specifically:

o the Auckland Council Dog Management Bylaw 2019 sets rules for where and
when dogs can be taken under control off-leash in Auckland

o Clause 7 of the Animal Management Bylaw 2015 sets out owners' responsibilities
for their animals in public places.

include other
general rules
Either [Panel to
decide]

be accepted.

OR be accepted
in part to [Panel to
insert].

OR be rejected.
AND Reasons

include to [Panel to
insert].
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https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/bylaws/Documents/dog-management-bylaw-2019.pdf
https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/bylaws/Documents/animal-management-bylaw-2015-december-2021.pdf

Public feedback topic (Proposal 2.5 Other general
rule-related requests) (number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel

recommendation

e Freedom camping on conservation land is managed by the Department of
Conservation and is out of scope for this Bylaw.

About requests to restrict camper numbers

o All people have a right to use public places under the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act
1990, including freedom campers whose rights are also reaffirmed in the Freedom
Camping Act 2011. Council cannot unreasonably discriminate.

e The proposed Bylaw in conjunction with other regulations aims to manage the shared
use of public places in a way that is fair and reasonable.

o Staff can intervene if large groups are blocking access or causing damage to their
environment. Restricted areas have limits on vehicle numbers to reflect the capacity of
the site, and these are enforceable.

About the request to prohibit the use of tents and awnings

e Erecting any structure (such as a tent or awning) on public space is already regulated
under the Public Safety and Nuisance Bylaw 2018 (Schedule 1(4)).

About the request to prohibit the use of public bins

e Public rubbish bins are not provided for disposing of household waste, and many bins in
popular areas are signposted to this effect. Self-containment regulations require
campers to travel with a bin with a lid and dispose of waste in an appropriate
receptable.
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https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/bylaws/Documents/public-safety-nuisance-bylaw-2013.pdf

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.1 Heron Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Heron Park (Albert-Eden)
Of 76 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 35 support (46 per °

cent), 41 (53 per cent) opposed. Proposal

Key themes in support (10) * I\P/Ifg iziéfgﬁdom camping in [Schedule 1,

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6) e Initial 2018 éite assessment found:

* Proposed rules are too loose (4). o complaints in nearby Oakley Creek

Key themes opposed (11) means potential displacement issue

e Proposed rules are too strict (6) o access: approximately 20 carparks

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (5). servicing walking tracks and gazebo,

Local board views (1) playground ?n(f dog :CCGSKS e}[retim )

: i o environment: planned works to the parl
o Albert-Eden suggest the proposal be adopted as notified. further increasing demand
o significant ecological area.

Current Bylaw
Prohibits freedom camping.

OV Heron Park
O 1625-1627 Great North Road,
Waterview

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.1 Heron Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping in Heron Park

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (11):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

[FRN 121]

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (16):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.

[FRN 87, 1171]

e Allow freedom camping subject to specific restrictions (11):
o no reasons or specific restrictions stated in feedback.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without
restrictions. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a
certified self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights,
vacate their parking space by 9am on the third day and do not
return within a two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about prohibiting
freedom camping at Heron Park

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].

AND
Reasons include to [Panel to insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.2 Queens Parade)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Devonport-Takapuna

Map: DT-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Queens Parade (Devonport-
Takapuna)

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 89 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 42 support (47 per
cent) support, 47 (58 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support (15)

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (10)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (5).

Key themes opposed (6)

e Proposed rules are too strict (4)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views (1)

e Devonport-Takapuna suggest the proposal be adopted as

notified.

Proposal
e  Prohibit freedom camping at [Schedule 1, Map
DT-P1]

e |nitial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: time limits apply for commuter ferry
parking. Very busy during the week with
reasonable weekend use.

Queens Parade
Queens Parade, Devonport

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.2 Queens Parade)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at
Queens Parade

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules
(21):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too
strict.
[FRN 231, 273, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific
restrictions (12):
o one-night maximum stay with an 8:00am
departure (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour
of right to freedom camp.
[FRN 1113]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer to
Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-contained
vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space by 9am on the third
day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘subject to area specific restrictions’ feedback:

o The area, typically used by commuters, may also be a key location for tourists wanting
to travel into the city.

e The area has typically high usage from 6:00am until 6:00pm by commuters given its
proximity to the Devonport Ferry. The last ferry sailing is at 11:45pm on weekdays and
12:30am Friday and Saturday, resulting in usage of Queens Parade late into the
evening.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Queens Parade
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.3 Becroft Park Reserve)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Local Board Area: Devonport-Takapuna

Map: DT-P2

Prohibit freedom camping at Becroft Park Reserve
Devonport-Takapuna)

Of 85 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 38 support (45 per
cent), 47 (55 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support (13)

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (10)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed (2)

e Proposed rules are too strict (2).

Local board views

o Devonport-Takapuna suggest the proposal be withdrawn
from Schedule 1 on the understanding and assurance
freedom camping will be prohibited at Becroft Park
under other provisions of the Bylaw.

Current Bylaw

e Prohibits freedom camping at Becroft Reserve
Park.

Proposal

e Prohibit freedom camping at Becroft Park
Reserve [Schedule 1, Map DT-P2]

e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking of 1,090m2 providing
parking for users of sports fields
(clubrooms on site). Additional on street
parking available for users of site.

Further investigation found that Becroft Park
Reserve is held under the Reserves Act 1977
and is therefore prohibited under this Bylaw.
Becroft Park Reserve will be withdrawn from
Schedule 1 accordingly.

mvrohlblted Area -
freedom ¢

wng
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.4 Maraetai Community Hall
Grounds)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board Area: Frankiin

Staff comment (information to assist

Map: FR-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Maraetai Community Hall Grounds
Franklin)

Of 50 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 20 support (40 per
cent), 30 (60 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support (6)

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland / Aucklanders (2).
Key themes opposed (4)

e Proposed rules are too strict (4).

Local board views

o  Franklin suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw
Prohibits freedom camping.

Proposal
e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1,
Map FR-P1]

e The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: parking area of 115m2 for
use of a bookable community hall
which hosts playgroup, dance
classes andbowls. Has evening
bookings and a craft market.

Maraetal Community Hall
Grounds
12 Rewa Road, Maraeta

Prohibited Area
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.4 Maraetai Community Hall
Grounds)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Maraetai
Community Hall Grounds

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (11):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 61, 87, 516]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (9):
o detailed relief sought: two-night maximum stay, every three — six
months (1).
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.

[FRN 110, 244]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without
restrictions. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a
two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘subject to area specific restrictions’ feedback:

e Two-night maximum stay aligns with the general rules, however the
hall grounds have high usage both during the day and night time on
weekdays and markets creating high usage on the weekends.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Maraetai Community Hall
Grounds

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.5 Maraetai Park and
Maraetai Foreshore)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Local Board Area: Frankhn Map: FR-P2

Prohibit freedom camping at Maraetai Park and
Maraetai Foreshore (Franklin)

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 51 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 18 support (35

per cent), 33 (65 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (4)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views

¢  Franklin suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Proposal
e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map FR-
P2]

e Initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking of 2,911m? with parking for
boat trailers on the park, plus additional
parking along foreshore. Popular beach and
provides access for playground, helipad and
boating club. Primary beach for those in the
central, south and east suburbs and area in
high use with day trippers.

o health and safety: dump station on site.

Maraetai Park and Maraetai
Foreshore
168 Maraetal Drive, Maraetal

Prohibited Area -
No Freedom Camping

Prohibited under
the Reserves Act -
No Freedom Camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.5 Maraetai
Park and Maraetai Foreshore)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at
Maraetai Park and Maraetai Foreshore °

o Allow freedom camping without any
restrictions (10).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general
rules (13):
o proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 61, 87, 516, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area
specific restrictions (10):
o two-night stay every three — six months (1)
o fundamentally in favour of right to freedom
camp and proposed rules are too strict.

[FRN 110, 121, 135, 172, 244, 474]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’
Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer to Proposal 1.
About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-contained vehicle,
stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space by 9am on the third day and do not

return within a two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions’ feedback:

Maraetai Park and Maraetai Foreshore are typically very high usage areas, particularly in
summer. Carpark is used for beach goers, people visiting local businesses and is often used
for boat parking due to the proximity to the wharf and typically calm waters.

Beach and surrounding areas have had recent dangerous incidents occurring at night-time
with large groups engaging in fighting and cars being vandalised.

Overnight stays may unnecessarily prohibit boat users from accessing the ramp and parking
their car and trailer, as boat users tend to arrive in the early morning.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Maraetai Park
and Maraetai Foreshore
Either [Panel to decide] be
adopted as publicly notified.
OR be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR be rejected and the
proposal amended to [insert].
AND Reasons include to
[insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.6 Orere Point Library
and Grounds)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Lozal Board Area: Frarklin

Staff comment (information to assist

Map: FR-P3

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Orere Point Library and
Grounds (Franklin)

Of 44 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 12 support (27 per

o There were no specific comments supporting or opposing

Orere Point to be classified a prohibited site. °

Local board views
e Franklin suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Proposal
cent), 32 (73 per cent) opposed. o

Prohibits freedom camping.

Prohibit freedom camping at [Schedule 1, Map

FR-P3]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking area of 258m2 providing
limited access for users of the library and
health clinic.

o health and safety: no rubbish bins on site.

= Orere Point Library and
A Grounds
Orere Point and Howard Road

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.6 Orere Point Library and
Grounds)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Orere Point
Library and Grounds

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (8).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (14).

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions

(9).

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e  Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.

Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their

parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about prohibiting
freedom camping at Orere Point
Library and Grounds

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].

AND

Reasons include to [Panel to insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.7 Orpheus Road
Boatramp)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Franklin

Map: FR-P4

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Orpheus Road Boatramp

Franklin) .
Of 48 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 15 support (31 per Proposal
cent), 33 (69 per cent) opposed. .
Key themes in support FR-P4]
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4) °
e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (4)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (3).
Local board views

e One suggest the proposal be adopted as notified
(Franklin).

Current Bylaw
Prohibits freedom camping.

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking area of 313m2 for users of
boat ramp and provides access to harbour.
Narrow one-way road with limited turning
ability.

Orpheus Road Boatramp
Orpheus Road, Franklin,
Manukau Mead

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.7 Orpheus Road Boatramp)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Orpheus Road
Boatramp

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (11).
[FRN 1081, 1389]

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (11):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 516]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (11):
o detailed relief sought: two-night stay every three — six months (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to freedom
camp and proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 110, 121, 135, 172, 197, 474, 595]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without
restrictions. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a
certified self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights,
vacate their parking space by 9am on the third day and do not
return within a two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to area specific
restrictions’ feedback:

¢ Anovernight stay may unnecessarily prohibit boat users from
accessing the ramp and parking their car and trailer, as boat users
tend to commence boating activities in the early morning.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Orpheus Road Boatramp
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.8 Blind Bay)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Aotea / Great Barrier

Map: GBI-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Blind Bay (Aotea-Great

Barrier)

Of 58 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 22 support (38 per

cent), 36 (62 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (3)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (3).

Local board views

o Aotea-Great Barrier suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified.

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping.

Proposal
e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
GBI-P1]

e The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: limited parking available for boat
ramp users.

Blind Bay (parking area
by wharf)

Opposite 670 Bind Bay
Road, Great Barrier [sland

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.8 Blind Bay)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Blind Bay

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (16):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 267, 516, 1127, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific
restrictions (8):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of
right to freedom camp.
[FRN 121, 135, 172, 189, 474]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer
to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space
by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to
Proposal 2.

About Blind Bay feedback:
e The area s in close proximity to Tryphena Wharf and the Great Barrier

airfield, both of which are the main points of access for tourists and locals to
the island.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Blind Bay

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).

95




Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.9 Gooseberry Flat)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Aotea / Great Barmer

Map: GBI-P2

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Gooseberry Flat (Aotea /
Great Barrier) o

Of 59 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 22 support (37 per
cent), 37 (63 per cent) opposed. o

Key themes in support

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (4)

e Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

o Aotea-Great Barrier suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified .

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping.

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

GBI-P2]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: limited parking available for
community users and users of the
playground. Also provides access to the
beach.

Gooseberry Flat
Opposite 418 Shoal Bay
Road, Great Bamer Island

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.9 Gooseberry Flat)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Gooseberry Flat

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (14).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (14):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 267, 516, 1127]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (9):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 121, 135, 172, 189, 474, 1171]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking

Refer to Proposal 2.

space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Gooseberry Flat
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.10 Medlands Carpark)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Actea / Great Barmer

Map: GBI-P3

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Medlands Carpark (Aotea /

Great Barrier) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 58 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 22 support (38 per Proposal

cent), 36 (62 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support GBI-P3]
e  Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (5) e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (3)

e Proposed rules are too strict (2).

Local board views

o Aotea-Great Barrier suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified.

Current Bylaw

o

o

access: small parking area providing
access for beach users.

health and safety: toilets available and
operate 24/7.

Medlands Carpark
Sandhulls Road, Great Bamer
Island

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.10 Medlands Carpark)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Medlands

Carpark

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (15):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 267, 516, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (9):

o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

[FRN 121, 135, 172, 189, 474]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

e A 247 toilet is available in this location.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Medlands Carpark

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.11 Old Service Centre)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Old Service Centre (Aotea /

Great Barrier) e Prohibits freedom camping.
Of 59 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 23 support (39 per Proposal
cent), 36 (61 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping Schedule 1, Map

Key themes in support
¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (10) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (5).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (4)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views

o Aotea-Great Barrier suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified.

Current Bylaw

GBI-P4]
The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: limited parking available for

Local Board Area: Actea / Great Bamer

Map: GBI-P4

community/library users and employees.

Old Service Centre, Great
Barrier

75-81 Hector Sanderson
Road, Great Barner Island

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.11 Old Service Centre)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Old Service
Centre

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (13).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (15):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict and
freedom camping benefits Auckland / Aucklanders.
[FRN 87, 267, 516, 1127, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (6):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 135, 172, 474]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their

parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Old Service Centre

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.12 Metro Park East)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Metro Park East (Hibiscus
and Bays)

Of 100 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 40 support (40 per

cent), 60 (60 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (8)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (6).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (4)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views

e Hibiscus and Bays suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Local Board Area: Hibuscus and Bays

Map: HB-P1

Prohibits freedom camping.

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

HB-P1]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: developing area with sports clubs
going in. Parking of 4,562m2 plus roadside
parking available.

o health and safety: toilets available and
operate 24/7.

Metro Park East
218 Millwater Parkway,
Sdverdaie

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.12 Metro Park East)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: allow freedom camping at Metro Park East

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (16).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (25):

o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict and

freedom camping benefits Auckland / Aucklanders.
[FRN 87, 231, 247, 267, 287, 450, 516, 1041, 1127, 1262]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions

(14):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1)

o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to

freedom camp.
[FRN 474, 824, 976, 1360, 1472]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking

Refer to Proposal 2.

About Metro Park East feedback:

e Some respondents believe this area would suit freedom camping as it is
set away from the residential area and would bring business to the local
community.

e Some respondents believe the area is large enough and appropriate to
accommodate freedom campers overnight.

o The area has toilets available that operate 24/7.

space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Metro Park East
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.13 Fred Taylor Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Ared: Menderson-Massey

Map: MM-PL

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Fred Taylor Park
Henderson-Massey)

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 56 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 19 support (34 per
cent), 37 (66 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

e No local board views.

Proposal
e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
HM-P1]

e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking area of 3,401m2 for
football fields and clubrooms with high use
on training nights/weekends.

o health and safety: no toilets.

Fred Taylor Park
184 Fred Taylor Drive,
Whenuapa

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.13 Fred Taylor Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Fred
Taylor Park

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (13).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules
(15):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too
strict.
[FRN 87, 267, 516, 1171, 1262]
¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific
restrictions (8):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour
of right to freedom camp.
[FRN 120, 135, 474, 1146]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer to
Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-contained

vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space by 9am on the
third day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’ feedback:
o This area is surrounded by industrial buildings, generally meaning the only users of
the site at night-time are clubroom users.

o The park frequently has football games during the season, starting early morning
both Saturday and Sunday.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Fred Taylor Park

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.14 McLeod Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at McLeod Park (Henderson-

Massey) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 56 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 20 support (36 per Proposal

cent), 46 (64 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support HM-P2]
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (7) e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

e Nolocal board views.

Current Bylaw

o access: parking area of 948m2 plus

additional on street parking. Site is
multiuse sports area for summer football,
baseball diamonds, football fields,
playground and clubrooms.

health and safety: dump station on site and

Local Board Area: Henderson-Massey Map: MM-P2
McLeod Park
200 McLeod Road, Te Atatu
South

Prohibited Area
no freedom camping

time restrictions on toilets.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.14 McLeod Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at McLeod Park

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (13).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (16):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 267, 516]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (6):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 474]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’ feedback:

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
McLeod Park

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.15 Waitakere Central
and Central One)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Henderscn-Massey

Map: HM-P3

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Waitakere Central and

Central One (Henderson-Massey) e  Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 56 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 22 support (39 per Proposal

cent), 34 (61 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support HM-P3]
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (7) e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (5).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

e No local board views.

o

Current Bylaw

access: parking area of 9,757m2 by
railway station. Commuter parking and
some pay and display parking and
reserved parking areas. Waitakere Central,
offices and retail area.

Waitdkere Central and
Central One

2-6 Henderson Valley Road,
] Henderson

Prohibited Area - no
freedom camping

-

Prohibited under
the Reserves Act -

no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.15 Waitakere Central and
Central One)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Waitakere
Central and Central One

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (11).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (15):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 516]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (7):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp and proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 135, 474, 1146]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About Waitakere Central and Central One feedback:

This area is within the Henderson Railway station, where commuters will
be parking from 5:00am on weekdays when the first train journeys
commence.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Waitakere Central and
Central One

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.16 Barry Curtis Park
(Flat Bush Road entrance and Ormiston Activity Centre)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Mowick

Map: HN-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park (Flat Bush

Road entrance and Ormiston Activity Centre) (Howick) e  Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 70 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 33 support (47 per Proposal

cent), 37 (53 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support HW-P1]

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (9) °
e  Proposed rules are too loose (7).
Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (6).
Local board views

e No local board views.

Current Bylaw

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking area of 3,170m2 for
Activity Centre which has day bookings,
court area and skatepark.

Barry Curtis Park

(Flat Bush Road entrance
and Ormiston Activity
Centre)

163 Chape! Road, Flat Bush

D Prohibited area - no
freadom camping

Restricted area

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.16 Barry Curtis Park (Flat Bush
Road entrance and Ormiston Activity Centre))

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park
(Flat Bush Road entrance and Ormiston Activity Centre)

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (13).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (16):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 267, 516, 1171, 1303]

¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (7):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1).
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 1314]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without
restrictions. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a
certified self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights,
vacate their parking space by 9am on the third day and do not
return within a two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’
feedback:

e One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay in the
area. The area is used for a variety of activities, with it's peak
times being 9:30am — 8:00pm Monday through Thursday, and
5:00am - 11:00pm Friday through Sunday.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Barry Curtis Park (Flat Bush
Road entrance and Ormiston
Activity Centre)

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Lecal Board Area: Mowick

Map: W2

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.17 Barry Curtis
Park (Stancombe Road entrance))

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

FRN]
Prohibit freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park Current Bylaw
Stancombe Road entrance)) (Howick) e  Prohibits freedom camping.
Of 69 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 31 support (45 | | Proposal
per cent), 38 (55 per cent) opposed. e  Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map HW-P2]
Key themes in support e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6)
e Proposed rules are too loose (4).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (4).

Local board views

e No local board views.

o access: angle parking along roadside for sports
fields plus some additional on street parking.
Multi use sports grounds. Recently

Barry Curtis Park
(Stancombe Road
entrance)

163 Chopel Roed, Fiat
Bush

D Prohibited area - no

freedom camping

Restricted arca

installed floodlights for evening training and
games. Development ongoing and with a
shortage of training fields in area. Limited
parking available for community users — fields
located far into the park and street parking not
appropriate for late training for children and
growth anticipated in community.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.17 Barry Curtis Park
(Stancombe Road entrance)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Barry
Curtis Park (Stancombe Road entrance)

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (13).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (18):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too
strict.
[FRN 87, 267, 516]

e Allow freedom camping subject to area specific
restrictions (5):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1).
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of
right to freedom camp.
[FRN 1314]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer
to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space
by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to
Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’ feedback:

e One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay in the area. The

area has high usage due to the lack of sports fields in the surrounding area,
in both summer and winter.

That the proposal about prohibiting
freedom camping at Barry Curtis
Park (Stancombe Road entrance)
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].

AND

Reasons include to [Panel to insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.18 Pakuranga
Community Hall)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board Area: Howick

Map: HW-P3

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Pakuranga Community Hall

Howick) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 68 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 35 support (51 per | | Proposal

cent), 33 (49 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support HW-P3]
e  Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (10) ¢ The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (5).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (6).

Local board views

e No local board views.

Current Bylaw

o access: parking area of 456m2 for the

community hall. Hall is available for hire
and booked throughout the week and
weekend until approximately 9:00 —
10:00pm.

¥ Pakuranga Community Hall
346 Pakuranga Road, Howick

m?mhibit.d Area -
freed. < i

ping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.18 Pakuranga Community
Hall)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Pakuranga
Community Hall

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (17):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 516, 1114]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (5):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 135, 1314]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’
feedback:

o  One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay in the area.
The community hall has high usage both during the week and weekend
until approximately 9:00pm/10:00pm.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Pakuranga Community Hall
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.19 Gloucester Park
North)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Maungakiedie-Tamaki

Map: MI-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Gloucester Park North

Key themes in support
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed
e  Proposed rules are too strict (4).
Local board views

¢ Maungakiekie-Tamaki suggest the proposal be adopted
as notified.

Current Bylaw

Maungakiekie-Tamaki) e Prohibits freedom camping.
Of 47 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 17 support (36 per Proposal
cent), 30 (64 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

MT-P1]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: sports field used for touch and
Australian Rules. Difficult to locate.

o health and safety: no toilets. Access may
be unsafe.

Gloucester Park North
62 Onehunga Mall,
Onehunga

Prohibited Arca -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.19 Gloucester Park North)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Gloucester Park
North

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (11).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (14):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 203, 231, 267, 516, 991, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (4):
o detailed relief sought: two-night maximum stay, every three —
six months (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 110]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’

feedback:

o  One respondent has suggested a two-night maximum stay in a three —
six-month period. The area has high usage of its sports fields in both
summer and winter.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Gloucester Park North
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.20 Weymouth
Community Hall)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Manurewa

Map: MR-P

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Weymouth Community Hall

Manurewa) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 44 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 17 support (39 per Proposal

cent), 27 (61 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support MR-P1]

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (2).

Local board views

e Manurewa suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: limited parking available for users

of community hall with on street parking
providing access for residents and nearby
jetty users. Hall available for hire and is
usually booked for evening events during
the week. Holds an indoor market.

Weymouth Community Hall
11 Bedhlers Road, Manurewa

[—]onh-bihd Area -
freed < i

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.20 Weymouth Community
Hall)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Weymouth
Community Hall

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (8).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (13):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 203, 516]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (5):

o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Weymouth Community Hall
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.21 Hayman Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Otara-Papatoetoe

Map: OP-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Hayman Park (Otara-

Papatoetoe) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 44 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 17 support (39 per Proposal

cent), 27 (61 per cent) opposed. e  Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support OP-P1]

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (7) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

o Otara-Papatoetoe suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified .

Current Bylaw

The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: parking area of 1,093m2 on site

with no roadside parking available off
Lambie Drive. Time limited parking and
gate at entrance. Frequently hosts events.

Hayman Park
51-55 Lambie Dr,
B Manukau

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.21 Hayman Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Hayman Park

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (9).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (15):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 203, 516, 1171]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (2):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Hayman Park

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.22 Otara Town Centre) Staff comment (information to assist o ”‘;‘Zf — Stare-Fapetostos ey ,O:‘j‘"(ﬁ’,:f =
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN] deliberations) SRR 7 and Bards Road
Prohibit freedom camping at Otara Town Centre (Otara- Current Bylaw S ¢ ram—
Papatoetoe) e Prohibits freedom camping. « [ Prohibaed Area
Of 44 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 18 support (41 per Proposal No Freedom Camping
cent), 26 (59 per cent) opposed. e  Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

Key themes in support
¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed
e Proposed rules are too strict (3).
Local board views

o Otara-Papatoetoe suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified .

OP-P2]
The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: parking available for town centre

o health and safety: alcohol ban 24/7.

area. Area used weekly for markets. MIT is :
adjacent to the area and there are parking R
demands by attendees. Bookable
community space including arts centre.

E Prohibited under
e Reserves Act
No Freedom Campng

Parking restrictions apply.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.22 Otara Town Centre)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Otara Town
Centre

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (12):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 203, 516]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (3):

o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Otara Town Centre

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.23 St Heliers
Community Library and Hall)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Ordked

Map:OR-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at St Heliers Community
Library and Hall (Orakei)

Of 120 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 79 support (66
per cent), 41 (34 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (29)

e  Proposed rules are too loose (17).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (7)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).
Local board views

o Orakei suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping.

Proposal
e  Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
OR-P1]

e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o Access: parking area of 500m2 behind
retail and near beach. Provides parking for
library users and hall users, with parking
restrictions. Very limited additional
roadside parking available for users of the
area with library opening at 9am, 6 days

9 St Heliers Community Library
and Hall
32 St Helers Bay Road, St
Hellers
Profubited area - no
freedom camgung

per week.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.23 St Heliers
Community Library and Hall)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at St
Heliers Community Library and Hall

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules
(19):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too
strict.
[FRN 10, 61, 87, 203, 231, 516]

¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific
restrictions (10):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour
of right to freedom camp.
[FRN 135, 291, 513, 1071]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer to
Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-contained
vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space by 9am on the
third day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About St Heliers Community Library and Hall feedback:

St Heliers Library is open Monday through Saturday 9:00am until 6:00pm, and
12:00pm until 4:00pm on Sundays. There is time restricted parking as the area
experiences high usage. There are also multiple “Wriggle and Rhyme” sessions
held at the library, where mothers currently experience a lack of carparking.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
St Heliers Community Library
and Hall

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.24 Helensville Civic
Centre Grounds)

Staff comment (information to assist

deliberations) Local Board Area: Rodney Map: RD-P1
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN] ” B \‘ & ’ a q '::;'(',(f,':;:j""“"f S—
Prohibit freedom camping at Helensville Civic Centre Current Bylaw o o
Grounds (Rodney) e  Prohibits freedom camping. s S T
Of 46 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 19 support (41 per | | Proposal 06 froicdon Cmpliin
cent), 27 (59 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support RD-P1]

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (3) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (2).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (2).

Local board views

¢ Rodney suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: carparking area of 1,428m2

servicing library, RSA, art centre and scout
hall. Limited parking available for
community users including hall which is
used for events, classes at night and

available for hire.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.24 Helensville Civic Centre
Grounds)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: allow freedom camping at Helensville Civic
Centre Grounds

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (13):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 267, 1127]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (4):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay, between the
hours of 6:00pm, vacating at 9:00am (1).
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 810]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’
feedback:

e One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay, arriving not
before 6:00pm and vacating the area by 9:00am. The centre frequently
has events at night-time, making parking difficult for attendees of events
and freedom campers.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Helensville Civic Centre
Grounds

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.25 Huapai Service
Centre)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Rodney

Map: RD-P2

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Huapai Service Centre

Key themes in support
¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4). °
Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict(2)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).
Local board views

e Rodney suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Rodney) e Prohibits freedom camping.
Of 42 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 17 support (40 per Proposal
cent), 25 (60 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

RD-P2]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking area of 3,501m2 with high
demand for parking on site. Busy area and
growing population.

N Huapal Service Centre/
Kumeu Library
24 Oraha Road, Huapal

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.25 Huapai Service Centre)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Huapai Service
Centre

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (12):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 267, 516]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (3):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay, between the
hours of 6:00pm, vacating at 9:00am (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 810]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’
feedback:

¢  One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay, arriving not
before 6:00pm and vacating the area by 9:00am. The service centre
parking is frequently in high demand.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Huapai Service Centre
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).

72




Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.26 Leigh Library and
Grounds)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Rodney

Map: RD-P3

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Leigh Library and Grounds

Rodney) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 78 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 44 support (56 per | | Proposal

cent), 34 (44 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support RD-P3]

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4) °
e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (2)

¢ Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).
Local board views

e Rodney suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: parking area of 60m2 allowing

approx. 3 vehicles. Limited parking
available for library users.

W Leigh Library and Grounds
15 Cumberiand Street, Leigh

Prohibited Area
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.26 Leigh Library and Grounds)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Leigh Library
and Grounds

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (20):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict
[FRN 87, 247, 267, 516, 1130, 1262]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (4):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay, between the
hours of 6:00pm, vacating at 9:00am (1).
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 810]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’

feedback:

¢  One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay, arriving not
before 6:00pm and vacating the area by 9:00am. The carpark is very
limited, with approximately 3 parking spaces. Freedom camping in this
area may unnecessarily restrict users of the library.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Leigh Library and Grounds
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.27 Pakiri Hall Grounds)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Pakiri Hall Grounds (Rodney

Of 61 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 27 support (44 per
cent), 34 (56 per cent) opposed.

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping.
Proposal

Local Board Area: Rodney Map: RD-P4

L Pakirt Hall Grounds
B 1026 Pakin Road, Pakin

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Key themes in support °

Key themes opposed

Local board views

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6).

Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Rodney suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map RD-

P4]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: parking area of 113m2 providing
limited parking available for community users
with hall available for hire.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.27 Pakiri Hall Grounds)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Pakiri Hall
Grounds

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (11).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (19):

o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 267, 516, 589]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (4):

o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay, between the
hours of 6:00pm, vacating at 9:00am (1)

o one-night maximum stay (1)

o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

[FRN 291, 810]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’
feedback:

Two respondents have suggested a one-night maximum stay, with one
respondent suggesting an arrival time of not before 6:00pm and vacating
the area by 9:00am. The gravel carpark has limited parking available.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Pakiri Hall Grounds

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.28 Ti Point Walkway)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board Area: Rodnev
Local Board Area: Rodney

Staff comment (information to assist

Map: RD-P6

Map: RD-PS ™

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Ti Point Walkway (Rodney)
Of 79 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 40 support (51 per | | @

cent), 39 (49 per cent) opposed. Proposal
Key themes in support e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (5) RD-P3]

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (2).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (4)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (4).
Local board views

e Rodney suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw
Prohibits freedom camping.

e The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: parking area of 377m2 providing

limited parking available for wharf and boat
ramp users. Limited alternative parking
available.

Ti Polnt Walkway
T Point Road, T Point

I'—'IWOhIhlted Area
freed 3 i

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.28 Ti Point Walkway)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Ti Point Walkway

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (21):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 267, 516, 1127, 1210, 1420, 1472]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (6):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay, vacating by
9:00am (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 528, 1496]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’

feedback:

¢ One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay, vacating

by 9:00am. The area is an isolated gravel carpark, servicing locals
who fish off the rocks and the scenic walkway.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Ti Point Walkway

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.29 Waimauku War
Memorial Hall)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Waimauku War Memorial Hall

Rodney) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 42 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 18 support (43 per Proposal

cent), 24 (57 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support RD-P6]

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4). °
Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (2).

Local board views

e Rodney suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: parking area of 299m2 for an area

used evening and nights and available to
be hired with proven night use. Limited
parking available for hall users.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.29 Waimauku War Memorial)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Waimauku War
Memorial Hall

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (12):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 516]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (2):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay, between the
hours of 6:00pm and 9:00am (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 810]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’

feedback:

¢  One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay, arriving not
before 6:00pm and vacating by 9:00am. There is very limited parking for
users of the hall, which is frequently used in the evening.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Waimauku War Memorial
Hall

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).

76




Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.30 Warkworth Town Hall
Grounds)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Rodney

Map: RD-P7

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Warkworth Town Hall

Grounds (Rodney) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 78 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 43 support (55 per | | Proposal

cent), 35 (45 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support RD-P7]

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4) °
e  Proposed rules are too loose (5).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (4).

Local board views

e Rodney suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: carparking area of 215m2 behind

town hall with some roadside (time
restricted parking) nearby. Limited parking
for community users with a hall that is
available for hire.

Warkworth Town Hall

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.30 Warkworth Town Hall
Grounds)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Warkworth
Town Hall Grounds

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (10).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (15):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 516]

¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions
(10):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1)
o two-night maximum stay, once every six months (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 287, 1081]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’

feedback:

o  One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay, with another
person suggesting a two-night stay, once every six months. The site has
a very small parking area, that is designated for users of the hall.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Warkworth Town Hall
Grounds

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.31 North Shore
Memorial Park)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board Area: Upper Harbowr

Staff comment (information to assist

Map: UH-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at North Shore Memorial Park

Upper Harbour) e Prohibits freedom camping.
Of 67 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 23 support (34 per Proposal
cent), 44 (66 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support UH-P1]
e  Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (10) ¢ The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (5).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (4)

¢ Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views

o  Upper Harbour suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified.

Current Bylaw

o access: area is bordering a cemetery
located near coastline.

North Shore Memorial Park
B 235 Schnapper Rock Road,
Schnapper Rock

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.31 North Shore Memorial Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at North Shore
Memorial Park

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (11).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (25):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 267, 287, 516, 1171]

¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (7):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (3)
o must vacate by 9:00am (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 110, 121, 133]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking
space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period.
Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’

feedback:

e Three respondents have suggested a one-night maximum stay, with a one
person suggesting campers vacate by 9:00am. The site borders a
cemetery, with some respondents making general comments on the
proposal that they would prefer freedom camping to be banned at
cemeteries and their parking facilities.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at North Shore
Memorial Park

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.32 Jack Hinton Drive)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board: Upper Marbour

Map: UH-P2

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Jack Hinton Drive (Upper

Harbour) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 67 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 23 support (34 per Proposal

cent), 44 (66 per cent) opposed. e  Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support UH-P2]
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (8) ¢ Noinitial site assessment as land surrounding

e Proposed rules are too loose (3).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (8)

¢ Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (3).
Local board views

o  Upper Harbour suggest the proposal be adopted as
notified.

Current Bylaw

is Reserves Act held land.

Jack Hinton Drive
Jack Hinton Drive, adjacent
10 Rosedale Park, Rosedale

I Profibied Area

no frecdom campng

Prohibited under the

Reserves At
no Feedom cavping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.32 Jack Hinton Drive)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Jack Hinton
Drive

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (25):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 287, 516, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (6):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 1398]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘Jack Hinton Drive’ feedback:
o The prohibited area borders a large reserve, home to many sports clubs

while locals enjoy the playground, fitness equipment and picnic tables.
The park and the connecting roads experience high usage year-round.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Jack Hinton Drive

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).

79




Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.33 Kennedy Point Wharf
Carpark)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Watheke

Map: WHK-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Kennedy Point Wharf
Carpark (Waiheke)

Of 95 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 44 support (46 per
cent), 51 (54 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (9)

e  Proposed rules are too loose (3).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (6)

e Freedom camping benefits Auckland / Aucklanders (2).
Local board views

e No local board views.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping.

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

WHK-P1]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: high demand for parking from ferry
users.

Kennedy Point Whart
Carpark

Donaid Bruce Road
Walheke Istand

Swurfdale

Prohibited Areca
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.33 Kennedy Point Wharf

Carpark)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Kennedy Point

Wharf Carpark

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (15).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (23):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 287, 516, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions
(11):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (3)
o mustvacate by 9:00am (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right
freedom camp.
[FRN 133, 1398]

to

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer
to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space
by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to
Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping with area specific restrictions’ feedback:

o Three respondents have suggested a one-night maximum stay, with a one
person suggesting campers vacate by 9:00am. The area provides
carparking for ferry users and is in high demand daily. The ferries operate
between 5:00am and 7:00pm daily, with a high frequency of sailings in
summer due to the island being a holiday destination for many.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Kennedy Point
Wharf Carpark

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the
proposal amended to
[Panel to insert].

AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Local Board Area: Waheke

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.34 Onetangi Cemetery)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Map: WHK-P2

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Onetangi Cemetery

Waiheke) e Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 94 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 48 support (51 per | | Proposal

cent), 46 (49 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support WHK-P2]
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (13) e Theinitial 2018 site assessment found:

e  Proposed rules are too loose (6).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (5)

o Freedom camping benefits Auckland / Aucklanders (2).
Local board views

e No local board views.

Current Bylaw

o access: cemetery, inappropriate to camp.

Onetangl Cemetery
191 Onetang: Road, Oneroa,
N Waiheke Island

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.34 Onetangi Cemetery)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Onetangi
Cemetery

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (14).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (22):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 232, 267, 431, 516, 1127]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (8):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 189]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking
space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period.
Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘Onetangi Cemetery’ feedback:

e Several respondents who agree with the proposed prohibited site, state no

freedom camping should occur in the vicinity of a cemetery out of
appropriateness and respect. See Proposal 2.5.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Onetangi
Cemetery

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.35 Onetangi Sports
Park)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Walheke

Map: WHK-P3

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Onetangi Sports Park

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (11) °

e  Proposed rules are too loose (9).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (12)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (6).

Local board views

o Waiheke (local board) would like the site to be an area
that can support vulnerable or homeless members of the
community when required.

Current Bylaw

Waiheke) e Prohibits freedom camping.
Of 94 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 35 support (37 per Proposal
cent), 59 (63 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

WHK-P3]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: 2,599m2 carpark services football,
cricket, rugby and tennis courts. Cycleway
and BBQ area. Gates open 5.30am and
close 10pm.

o health and safety: 24/7 toilets and

Onetangi Sports Park
(Rangihoua)

133-165 O'Bnen Road, Watheke
Island

Dpfohlb“cd Area - no
freedom camping

Prohibited under

lllc Reserves Act

no freedom camping

showers. Already being used but no
complaints in data.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.35 Onetangi Sports Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Onetangi Sports
Park
o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (16).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (28):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 341, 420, 431, 434, 487, 516, 1127, 1171]
¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions
(10):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 189, 227, 231, 496]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About Onetangi Sports Park feedback:

e The Onetangi Sports Park has existing 24/7 toilets and showers that
freedom campers and rough sleepers often use. Current data shows
that there have been no complaints made between 17 May 2021 and 01
March 2022 about the use of this site.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Onetangi Sports Park
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.36 Waiheke Island
Artworks)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board Area: Waheke

Staff comment (information to assist

Map: WHK-P4

deliberations)
T

Prohibit freedom camping at Waiheke Island Artworks
Waiheke)

Of 95 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 48 support (51 per | | Proposal

cent), 47 (49 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support WHK-P4]
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (19) e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e  Proposed rules are too loose (7).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (6)

e Freedom camping benefits Auckland / Aucklanders camp
(3).

Local board views

e No local board views.

Current Bylaw
Prohibits freedom camping.

o access: limited parking available for art

<

gallery, museum, cinema, theatre and
library.

el M
J =Nl
a
0%
‘:~'_.“." 2 "(’q

A Waiheke Island Artworks
¥ 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa,
] Waheke 1sland
) A
-y - Prohibited Area
A- no freedom camping

»
B

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.36 Waiheke Island Artworks)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Waiheke Island
Artworks

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (14).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (23):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict and
fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp.
[FRN 87, 267, 402, 516, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (7):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 231, 431]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘Waiheke Island Artworks’:
o The site provides parking for users of the many facilities surrounding.

Attendees of the facilities use the parking both day and night due to
event and exhibition times varying.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Waiheke Island Artworks

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.37 Entrance of Goldie
Bush Walkway)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board Area: Watdkere Ranges

Map: WTK-P1

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Entrance of Goldie Bush
Walkway) (Waitakere Ranges)

Of 121 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 69 support (57

per cent), 52 (43 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (8)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (5).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (2).

Local board views

e No local board views.

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping.

Proposal
e  Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
WTK-P1]

e The initial 2018 site assessment found:
o access: limited parking available for
visitors to the bush area, plus residential
driveways also gain access from parking

Entrance of Goldie Bush
Walkway
Horseman Road, Waitakere

Prohibited Area
no freedom camping

area where obstruction can occur. High
desirability due to tourist activity.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.37 Entrance of Goldie
Bush Walkway)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Entrance
of Goldie Bush Walkway

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (17).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (24):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too
strict.
[FRN 87, 231, 267, 273, 516]

e Allow freedom camping subject to area specific
restrictions (7):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of
right to freedom camp.
[FRN 61, 189, 1221]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer
to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space
by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to
Proposal 2.

About ‘Entrance of Goldie Bush Walkway’:
e One respondent has highlighted the fact that the site is on a gradient and
would be unattractive to campers.

e The site is a highly popular tourist destination with parking in the peak season
very limited.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Entrance of Goldie Bush
Walkway

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.38 Lopdell Hall and
House)

(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Watikere Ranges

Map: WTK-P2

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Lopdell Hall and House

Waitakere Ranges) e  Prohibits freedom camping.

Of 118 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 69 support (58 Proposal

per cent), 49 (42 per cent) opposed. e Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
Key themes in support WTK-P2]
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (7) e The initial 2018 site assessment found:

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (6).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (2)

¢ Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views

e No local board views.

Current Bylaw

o access: parking located on site is allocated

for the hall, art gallery and restaurant and
Lopdell Precinct. Parking restrictions in
area.

3 Lopdell Hall and House
418 Torang: Road, Ttirang:

&
4| Prohibited Area
\{ Dno freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.38 Lopdell Hall and House)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Lopdell Hall and
House
e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (15).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (21):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 516, 1171, 1221]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (7):

o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1)

o no vehicle access between 8:00am — 9:15am and 3:00 —
6:00pm (1)

o must vacate by 10:00am (1)

o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

[FRN 231, 240, 1361]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to area specific

restrictions’ feedback:

e One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay, while
another two respondents have suggested specific times freedom
camping vehicles could have access to the site. The site is used to
service retail, an art gallery and the hall, which have varying peak
hours.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Lopdell Hall and House
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.39 Sandys Parade)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Watdkere Ranges

Map: WTK-P3

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Sandys Parade (Waitakere
Ranges)

Of 119 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 63 support (53
per cent), 56 (47 per cent) opposed. o

Key themes in support

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (8) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (8).

Key themes opposed

e  Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (3)

e  Proposed rules are too strict (2).

Local board views

e Nolocal board views.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping.

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

WTK-P3]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: car park for beach, boat ramp,
picnic area and playground. Has an
ecological overlay. Boat ramp on site and
fishing club building. Park provides access
to beach. Limited availability for parking for

Sandys Parade
Sandys Parade, Langholm Bay

Prohibited Areas -
no freedom camping

visitors to the area.
o health and safety: toilets available.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.39 Sandys Parade)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Sandys

Parade

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (17).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (27):

O

thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.

[FRN 87, 267, 516, 1122, 1171, 1221]
¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions

(9):

O

O

detailed relief sought: allow 5 parking spaces for freedom
campers with restrictions (not specified) (1).

thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

[FRN 189, 1298, 1361]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions. Refer
to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking space
by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period. Refer to
Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions’
feedback:

¢ One respondent has suggested allowing 5 parking spaces for freedom
camping vehicles with restrictions the respondent has not specified. The
parking are services, the beach, park, boat ramp and fishing club.
Seasonally this site is very popular.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Sandys Parade
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.40 Highwic House)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Watematd

Map: WIM-P1

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Highwic House (Waitemata)

Of 72 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 36 support (50 per | | ®

cent), 36 (50 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support °

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (9)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

o Waitemata suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Prohibits freedom camping.

Proposal

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
WTM-P1]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: tourist attraction in central

Newmarket which can also be hired out for
private functions. Historical heritage,
difficult access.

Highwic House
40 Gillies Avenue, Epsom

Prohibited Area -
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.40 Highwic House)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Highwic House
e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (17):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 247, 516]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (5):

o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay (1).

o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp and investment in camper facilities.

[FRN 231]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.
About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking

space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period.

Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions’
feedback:

o  One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay. The site
services parking to a tourist attraction and historical house often used for
events.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Highwic House
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.41 Myers Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist
deliberations)

Local Board Area: Waitematd

Map: WTM-P2

Prohibit freedom camping at Myers Park (Waitemata)

Of 72 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 35 support (49 per o

cent), 37 (51 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support °

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

o Waitemata suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Prohibits freedom camping.

Proposal

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
WTM-P2]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: small 149m2 carpark behind the

kindergarten and next to playground.

Myers Park
72 Greys Avenue, Auckland
Central

Prohibited Area
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.41 Myers Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Myers Park

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (11).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (21):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 231, 247, 516]

¢ Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (4):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to

freedom camp.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their

parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Myers Park

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.42 Outhwaite Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Local Board Ared: Watermatd

Map: WTM-P3

Prohibit freedom camping at Outhwaite Park (Waitemata)

Of 73 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 31 support (42 per .

cent), 42 (58 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support °

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (9)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (3).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

o Waitemata suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping.

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map WTM-

P3]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: small carpark for playground and
bookable hall.

: ».:.; AR\

j Outhwalte Park
53 Cariton Gore Road,
Newmarket

Prohibited Area
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.42 Outhwaite Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Outhwaite Park

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).

e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (22):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 198, 231, 247, 516, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (7):
o detailed relief sought: three-night maximum stay (1).
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.
[FRN 189, 481]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

¢ Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking
space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period.
Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions’
feedback:

o  One respondent has suggested a three-night maximum stay. The site has
a very small carpark servicing the playground and bookable hall. The area
is very central with many surrounding businesses.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Outhwaite Park
Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.43 Pt Erin Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Prohibit freedom camping at Pt Erin Park (Waitemata)

Of 72 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 30 support (42 per .

cent), 42 (58 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support °

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (9)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (4).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (3)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views

o Waitemata suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Proposal

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: large 2,086m2 carpark for pools
(open 6am-8pm). Pools close in April for
winter. Night-time alcohol ban.

deliberations) Local Board Area: Waltematd Map: WTM-P4
Pt Erin Park
Current Bylaw W
Prohibits freedom camping. : 2
Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map B Cato Comoti
WTM-P4]

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.43 Pt Erin Park)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Pt Erin Park

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (12).
e Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (24):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 198, 231, 247, 267, 481, 516, 1171, 1262]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (4):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their
parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

The site services a local swimming pool which closes seasonally (April
— December). The area is very close to Auckland CBD and the harbour
bridge making this an ideal spot for tourists to stop.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping at
Pt Erin Park

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly notified.
OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.44 Seddon Fields)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist

Local Board Area: Waltemata

Map: WTM-PS

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Seddon Fields (Waitemata)

Of 71 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 29 support (41 per .

cent), 42 (59 per cent) opposed.

Key themes in support °

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (53).

Key themes opposed

e  Proposed rules are too strict (3).

Local board views

o Waitemata suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Prohibits freedom camping.

Proposal

Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map
WTM-P5]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: 3,194m2 parking across two

carparks. Busy sports fields used in both
summer and winter.

Seddon Flelds
180 Meola Road, Point Chevalier

Dvromtmed Area - no
freedom camping

Prohibited under

|he Reserves Act -
DN,

no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.44 Seddon Fields)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Seddon Fields

o Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (13).
o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (22):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 231, 247, 516, 1171]
o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (4):
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to
freedom camp.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified
self-contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their

parking space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-
week period. Refer to Proposal 2.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom camping
at Seddon Fields

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.45 Wynyard Tank Farm)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Local Board Area: Waltematd

Staff comment (information to assist

Map: WTM-PG

deliberations)

Prohibit freedom camping at Wynyard Tank Farm

Key themes in support

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (5) °

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland /
Aucklanders (2).

Key themes opposed

e Proposed rules are too strict (3)

e Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp (2).

Local board views

o Waitemata suggest the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Waitemata) e Prohibits freedom camping.
Of 73 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback, 26 support (36 per Proposal
cent), 47 (64 per cent) opposed. e  Prohibit freedom camping [Schedule 1, Map

WTM-P6]

The initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: high use from SealLink ferry
operating.

Wynyard (tank farm)
Brigham Street and Hamer
Street

Prohibited Area
no freedom camping

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3.45 Wynyard Tank Farm)

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel recommendation

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Wynyard Tank

Farm

e Allow freedom camping without any restrictions (14).

o Allow freedom camping subject to the general rules (23):
o thematic reasons include proposed rules are too strict.
[FRN 87, 185, 198, 231, 247, 267, 516, 1127, 1171]

o Allow freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions (9):
o detailed relief sought: one-night maximum stay, must vacate

by 9:00am (1)

o pay meters for 24-hour parking or pay-per-use facilities (1)
o thematic reasons include fundamentally in favour of right to

freedom camp.
[FRN 257, 291, 1496]

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not allow freedom camping without restrictions.
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Proposed general rules require that freedom campers use a certified self-
contained vehicle, stay a maximum of two nights, vacate their parking
space by 9am on the third day and do not return within a two-week period.
Refer to Proposal 2.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to area specific restrictions’
feedback:

e One respondent has suggested a one-night maximum stay where freedom
campers must vacate the site by 9:00am. Another respondent has
suggested pay meters for 24-hour parking or pay-per-use facilities. The
area has many commercial port operators and is walking distance to the
dining precinct of Wynyard Quarter and the Viaduct.

That the proposal about
prohibiting freedom
camping at Wynyard Tank
Farm

Either [Panel to decide]

be adopted as publicly
notified.

OR

be amended to [Panel to
insert].

OR

be rejected and the proposal
amended to [Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include to [Panel to
insert].
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Public Feedback Topic
3.46: Requests for

additional prohibited Staff comments Panel .
recommendation
areas
(number of comments)
Key changes sought: About prohibiting freedom camping in large areas That the request
Prohibit freedom e The Freedom Camping Act requires council to be satisfied that a prohibition is a reasonable limitation on people’s to prohibit
camping at large areas rights and freedoms (appropriate and proportionate) to protect the area, protect public health and safety or to protect | freedom

(Category A)
e Omaha Beach (154)
o Waitakere Ranges
Heritage Area (67)
o Waiheke Island (18)
e Central Auckland /
CBD (10)
o Aotea / Great Barrier
Island (4)
Hatfields Beach (4)
Awhitu Peninsula (4)
Eastern Bays (4)
Mangere (3)
Browns Bay (2)
Takapuna (2)
Orakei (2)
Northcote Point (2)
Snells Beach (2)
Matheson Bay (2)
Mission Bay (2)
Beachlands (1)
Wood Bay (1)

General reasons

e Fundamentally
opposed to freedom
camping

e Health and safety risks
due to a lack of
facilities

public access (refer Proposal 1 for further discussion).
o The proposal satisfies the above criteria because Bylaw Schedule 1 and Schedule 2 (prohibited and restricted areas)
reflect individual site assessments, and the proposed general rules manage impacts expected to occur in any area.

¢  Prohibiting freedom camping in the additional large areas requested in feedback is problematic because they are not
part of the proposal, and are a significant change that has not been specifically publicly consulted on (refer also staff
comments about ‘Varying rules by area’ under Proposal 2.5 for further discussion).

e Panel deliberations should include whether:
o public feedback demonstrates that the Act’'s requirements have been met
o Iifthe Act's requirements are met, whether any further public consultation is required
o Iifthe Act's requirements are not met, whether further monitoring (for example by keeping a record of complaints)

is appropriate to inform any future Bylaw review.
How Proposal manages freedom camping in these large areas

o Multiple smaller sites within these large areas were assessed for restriction and prohibition in 2018. Those areas
recommended for prohibition or restriction in 2019 are either scheduled in the 2021 proposal (for example Kennedy
Point Wharf Carpark in Waiheke) or prohibited under the Reserves Act (for example Wood Bay Reserve, Titiirangi).

o Smaller sites within large areas may have, or in future have, issues that justify protection under s11 of the Freedom
Camping Act (for example Omaha Beach Boat Launch and Wharf was mentioned as an area experiencing particular
pressure in one request to prohibit all of Omaha Beach). Such places are able to be considered separately, as
opposed to prohibiting the entire surrounding area.

o Areas with high daytime use typically have parking controls, such as time-limited parking and clearways that, which
apply to all vehicles. Additional parking restrictions would be a matter for Auckland Transport.

o If problems arise or change in future that cannot be managed operationally, the Bylaw can be amended. This
approach recognises that camper numbers, preferences and behaviours, the use of public places by others, and the
nature of areas themselves, will change over time.

About the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area Act

e Some respondents suggested allowing freedom camping in many parts of the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area
(subject to the general rules) goes against the Act’s “dark sky” clause and development controls.

camping at large
areas (Category
A)

Either [Panel to
decide]

be accepted.
OR be accepted
in part to [Panel
to insert].

OR be rejected.
AND Reasons
include to [Panel
to insert].
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Public Feedback Topic
3.46: Requests for
additional prohibited
areas

(number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel
recommendation

¢ Enforcing general rules
would be too difficult in
these areas

e Freedom camping
causes problems for
Auckland and
Aucklanders

e Concems for the
environment or
sensitive ecological
systems

o Concerns for limited
access and growing
daily visitor numbers.

Local board views (2)

o Waiheke support a
prohibition for the
whole of Waiheke
Island.

o Waitakere Ranges
suggest additional
prohibitions and
restrictions in the
Waitakere Ranges
Heritage Area.

The Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area Act 2008 promotes the protection and enhancement of its heritage features for
present and future generations due to its unique and delicate terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems.

Clause 7(2)(e) of the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area states the quietness and darkness of the Ranges contribute to
what makes it significant, and thus that Act's purpose is to protect and enhance this.

Several specific areas within the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area were assessed for restriction and prohibition in
2018 and those recommended for prohibition or restriction in 2019 are either scheduled in the 2021 proposal (for
example Goldie Bush Walkway), prohibited under the Reserves Act or addressed under Category C, below.
Prohibiting freedom camping from the entire heritage area would require the council to be satisfied that, under the
general rules, the volume or density of freedom camping that may occur across the entire heritage area would impact
the Act’s objectives.

About freedom camping on Waiheke Island

Many respondents noted Waiheke Island has a fragile ecosystem and a lack of infrastructure to responsibly and safely
accommodate freedom camping on the Island. Waiheke predominately operates on septic tanks and does not have a
public dump station. The dumping of chemical waste into septic systems has implications for the essential biodiversity
of septic systems. The proposed Bylaw requires campers to leave after two nights in order to appropriately dump their
waste.

Many respondents noted concerns about road safety due to the island’s narrow roads and the absence of footpaths in
some areas, particularly during the busy summer season when visitor numbers peak. Refer staff comments on road
safety in ‘Prohibiting categories of area’ under Proposal 2.5 for further discussion.

Feedback identified a housing shortage on Waiheke Island, and that some residents, particularly seasonal workers,
are forced to live in vehicles due to a lack of rental options and high rents. The population of Waiheke was last
estimated to be 9,000 in the winter months swelling to approximately 45,000 in the summer months, making finding
accommodation for seasonal workers particularly challenging and costly. In response, the Waiheke Local Board have
requested Community Facilities staff to investigate options (independent of the proposed Bylaw) to enable
Onetangi Sports Park (a reserve) to be an area that can support vulnerable or homeless members of the community.
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Public Feedback Topic 3.46: Requests for additional prohibited areas Panel
Staff comments .
(number of comments) recommendation
Key changes sought: Prohibit freedom camping at areas not previously assessed, or where | About prohibiting freedom camping in specific sites not | That the request to

assessment did not find protection was justified

(Category B)

Areas with three or more people requesting prohibition

Anawhata Road, Anawhata (33)

Glen Esk Road Carpark, Piha (9)

Seaview Road, Piha (8)

Shelly Beach Parade (7)

Point Chevalier Beach Carpark (3)

Buckletons Beach Reserve (3)

The Strand, Onetangi (3)

Beach Haven Wharf (3)

Areas with only one or two people requesting

prohibition

Rothesay Bay Reserve

Campbells Bay Beach

Queens Street, Northcote

Kihikihi Lane, Snells Beach

Masterton Road, Rothesay Bay

Davies Bay, Titirangi

South Titirangi Road / Jenkins Bay boat ramp
carparks

Herrings Cove, Titirangi

Herrings Cove carparks, Titirangi

Mahoe Road end, Titirangi

Godley Road end, Titirangi

Okewa Road end, Titirangi

Arama Ave road end, Titirangi

The Parade Road end, Titirangi

Arapito Road end, Titirangi

Valley Road end, Titirangi

Claude Abel Reserve, Garden Road

Wood Bay Road end, Titirangi

Mangere Bridge Memorial Hall Carpark

Inaka Place Road end, Titirangi

The Esplanade, Big Manly Beach

Lancewood Ave Road end, Titirangi

Ngapara Street, Red Beach Waterfront

Rangiwai Road end, Titirangi

Arkles Strand, Arkles Bay

The Drive Road end, Titirangi

Matakatia Parade, Matakatia Beach

Westridge Road end, Titirangi

De Luen Avenue, Tindalls Bay

Valley View Road end, Titirangi

Stanmore Bay Road, Stanmore Bay

Tainui Road end, Titirangi

Langton Road, Stanmore Bay

Boylan Road end, Titirangi

Moreton Drive, Manly

York Road end, Titirangi

Beach Road, Manly

Jays Road end, Titirangi

Brown Street, Manly

Sylvan Valley Ace Road end, Titirangi

Whangaparoa Road, Whangaparoa

Minnehaha Ave road end, Titirangi

The Strand, Waiwera

Landing Road end, Titirangi

Rainbow’s End Reserve

Helios Place Road end, Titirangi

previously assessed, or where assessment did not find
protection was justified

o The Freedom Camping Act requires council to be
satisfied that a prohibition is a reasonable limitation on
people’s rights and freedoms (appropriate and
proportionate) to protect the area, protect public health
and safety or to protect public access (refer Proposal 1
for further discussion).

e The additional areas requested were not assessed in
2018, or following assessment of their need for
protection, were not included in the 2018 proposal. As a
result they were not included in the 2021 proposal and
not specifically consulted on with the public.

e Panel deliberations should include whether:

o public feedback demonstrates that the Act’s
requirements have been met

o ifthe Act's requirements are met, whether any
further public consultation is required

o ifthe Act's requirements are not met, whether further
monitoring (for example by keeping a record of
complaints) is appropriate for any future Bylaw
review.

About prohibition in Glen Esk Road and Seaview Road,

Piha

o Feedback identified that Glen Esk Road and Seaview
Road in Piha have experienced multiple flooding events
since site assessments were originally completed in
2018.

About prohibiting freedom camping on reserves

e Freedom camping on reserves is outside the scope of
this proposal.

o  Camping is prohibited on reserves by default under the
Reserves Act 1977, unless it is specifically allowed by

prohibit freedom
camping at areas
not previously
assessed
(Category B)
Either [Panel to
decide]

be accepted.

OR be accepted
in part to [Panel to
insert].

OR be rejected.
AND Reasons
include to [Panel
to insert].
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Public Feedback Topic 3.46: Requests for additional prohibited areas
(number of comments)

Staff comments

Panel
recommendation

Stanmore Bay Road Carpark

Deirdre Place Road end, Titirangi

Waiata Avenue, Remuera

Fawcett Road end, Titirangi

Walker Park, Point Chevalier

Brownie Road end, Titirangi

Owairaka Park, Owairaka

Janet Place Road end, Titirangi

Kakawai Park, Owairaka

Exhibition Drive Titirangi (both ends)

Mount Albert War Memorial Reserve, Mount
Albert

Tawini Road end, Titirangi

Chamberlain Park, Mount Albert

Warren Freer Park

Mt Albert Town Centre Carpark

Kariotahi Beach

Mount Albert Library, Mount Albert

McEldowney Road / Paturoa Road junction,
Titirangi

Phyllis Reserve, Mount Albert

Totara Park, Manurewa

General reasons

Local board views (3)

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping.

Enforcing general rules would be too difficult in these areas.
Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders.
Concerns for the environment or sensitive ecological systems.
Concerns for limited access and growing daily visitor numbers.

e Albert-Eden support prohibition of Kakiwai Park, Owairaka, Phyllis Reserve, Mount Albert,
Mount Albert Library, and Mount Albert War Memorial Reserve.

o Kaipatiki support prohibition of Beach Haven Wharf and Queens Street, Northcote.

o Waitdkere Ranges support all of the prohibitions suggested within their area.

following the processes set out in that Act. These

processes require public consultation as part of the

development of the relevant management plans.
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Public Feedback Topic 3.46:

Requests for additional prohibited Panel
Staff comments .
areas recommendation
(number of comments)
Key changes sought: Prohibit About prohibiting freedom camping in specific sites recommended for prohibition or restriction in 2019 That the request to

freedom camping in areas
recommended for prohibition or
restriction in 2019 (Category C)

Karekare Road Carpark (39)
French Bay Carpark (15)

North Piha Strand / Marine
Parade North, Piha (10)

Piha South Road Reserve /
Marine Parade South, Piha (9)
Little Huia, Huia Road (6)
Woodall Carpark, Narrow Neck
()

Arundel Reserve, Orewa (2)
Vellenoweth Green, St Heliers
(2)

Waikaraka Park, Captain
Springs Road (2)

Whatipu Scenic Reserve (1)
Chelsea Estate Heritage Park /
Colonial Road, Birkenhead (1)
Kennedy Point, Waiheke Island
(1)

Titirangi Beach/ Aydon Road
end, Titirangi (1)

Opou Road end, Titirangi (1)
Coyle Park, Point Chevalier (1)
Milford Reserve, Milford (1)
Hooton Reserve, Albany (1)
Glover Park, St Heliers (1)

Eric Armishaw Park, Point
Chevalier (1)

The Freedom Camping Act requires council to be satisfied that a prohibition is a reasonable limitation on people’s
rights and freedoms (appropriate and proportionate) to protect the area, protect public health and safety or to
protect public access (refer Proposal 1 for further discussion).

The areas requested are all held, partially held, or adjacent to land held, under the Reserves Act 1977.

The Bylaw Panel previously recommended these areas be prohibited in 2019,

In 2021, the Governing Body decided to continue to use the Reserves Act 1977 and Regional Parks Management
Plan (and not a bylaw) to prohibit camping on reserves and regional parks.

The proposal removed these areas from the 2021 Bylaw.

About areas requested for prohibition that are not managed by the Bylaw

Seven areas requested are out of scope for the proposed Bylaw, because the areas and their adjacent carparking
are managed by the Reserves Act), as follows:

Woodall Carpark, Narrow Neck

Arundel Reserve, Orewa

Coyle Park, Point Chevalier

Waikaraka Park, Captain Springs Road

Hooton Reserve, Albany

Glover Park, St Heliers

o Eric Armishaw Park, Point Chevalier

Two areas requested are out of scope for the proposed Bylaw, because the areas and their adjacent carparking are
managed by the Regional Parks Management Plan, as follows:

o Titirangi Beach carparks / Aydon Road end, Titirangi

o Whatipu Scenic Reserve

O O O O O O

About areas requested for prohibition held under Local Government Act 2002 or on legal road

Feedback identified that some areas removed in the 2021 proposal that were reserves also have adjacent parking
areas held, or partially held, under the Local Government Act or as legal road (refer table below).

Feedback notes that these adjacent parking areas are where freedom campers park their vehicles overnight.
Under the current proposal, these parking areas would subject to the general rules.

Allowing freedom camping in these areas may not adequately address the risks identified in 2018 nor the Panel’s
recommendation to prohibit camping in these areas in 2019.

The Panel could, if it wishes, consider prohibiting freedom camping from car parks adjacent to areas held
under the Reserves Act that were recommended for prohibition in 2019.

prohibit freedom
camping in areas
recommended for
prohibition or
restriction in 2019
(Category C)
Either [Panel to
decide]

be accepted.

OR be accepted in
part to [Panel to
insert].

OR be rejected.
AND Reasons include
to [Panel to insert].
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Public Feedback Topic 3.46:

Requests for additional prohibited Panel
Staff comments .
areas recommendation
(number of comments)
Local board views (3) Area requested Status of parking area 2018 public 2019 Panel
« Devonport-Takapuna support (number of comments) feedback recommendation
prohibition of Milford Beach Karekare Road Carpark (39) Mix of Local Government Split views Prohibited
Reserve, Milford. Act and Reserves Act
* Kaipatiki support prohibition of French Bay Carpark (15) Legal road No submissions Prohibited
Colonial Road / Chelsea Estate
Heritage Park, Birkenhead. North Piha Strand / Marine Legal road Split views Prohibited
o Waitakere Ranges support all of | | Parade North, Piha (10)
the prohibitions suggested Piha South Road Reserve / Legal road Prohibition supported | Prohibited
within their area. Marine Parade South, Piha (9)
Little Huia, Huia Road (6) Legal road Mixed views Prohibited
Vellenoweth Green, St Heliers Legal road Prohibition supported | Prohibited
Chelsea Estate Heritage Park/ | Legal road Prohibition supported | Prohibited
Colonial Road, Birkenhead (1)
Kennedy Point, Waiheke Island | Vested in Auckland Split views Prohibited
(1) Transport
Opou Road end, Titirangi (1) Legal road No submissions Prohibited
Milford Reserve / Milford Beach | Mix of Reserves Act and Prohibition opposed Prohibited
Reserve (1) legal road
Key changes sought: Prohibit About prohibiting freedom camping on entire roads That the request to

freedom camping on entire roads

(Category D)

¢ Kiwi Esplanade, Mangere Bridge
(26)

o Bethells Road, Te Henga (also
called Te Henga Bethells Road)
(16)

o The Freedom Camping Act requires council to be satisfied that a prohibition is a reasonable limitation on people’s
rights and freedoms (appropriate and proportionate) to protect the area, protect public health and safety or to protect
public access (refer Proposal 1 for further discussion).

o Prohibiting freedom camping in the additional large areas requested in feedback is problematic because:

o of the variation in characteristics and use along the roads’ entire length
o high demand for parking is already managed through traffic and parking restrictions
o smaller areas within a larger area can be managed through site-specific prohibitions or restrictions if appropriate.

prohibit freedom
camping on entire
roads (Category D)
Either [Panel to
decide]

be accepted.

98




Public Feedback Topic 3.46:

Requests for additional prohibited Staff comments Panel
areas recommendation
(number of comments)
e Tamaki Drive, Eastern Bays (16) | e The additional areas requested were not assessed in their entirety in 2018, not included in the 2021 proposal, and OR be accepted in
General reasons not specifically consulted on with the public. part to [Panel to
o However, individual named areas accessed along the length of the roads requested were assessed and insert].

* figgggmiﬂzﬁ; posed to recommended to be prohibited by the Bylaw Panel in 2019 (refer table below). OR be rejected.
e Health and safety.risks duetoa | ® The car parking areas adjacent to those individual named areas are partially held under the Local Government Act | AND Reasons include

lack of facilities. or as legal road. to [Panel to insert].

o Under the current proposal, these car parking areas would subject to the general rules.

¢ Allowing freedom camping in these car parking areas may not adequately address the risks identified in 2018 nor
the Panel’'s recommendation to prohibit camping in these areas in 2019 for the adjacent individual named areas.

o Panel deliberations should include whether:

e Freedom camping causes
problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders.

e Concerns for the environment or

sensitive ecological systems. o public feedback demonstrates that the Act's requirements have been met
e Concerns for limited access and o if the Act's requirements are met, whether any further public consultation is required
growing daily visitor numbers. o ifthe Act’s requirements are not met, whether further monitoring (for example by keeping a record of complaints)

Local board views (3) " t|s apprtt)p;rlate for:labﬁtyf futu;eBByt/I;w;/Ire}\élew(;I .
« Mangere-Otahuhu support a out request for prohibition at Bethells Road, Te Henga

prohibition on Kiwi Esplanade. o Feedback identified that Bethells Road in Te Henga has experienced serious flooding events since site

o Orakei support a prohibition on assessments were originally completed in 2018.
Tamaki Drive. Entire road
o Waitakere Ranges support a where Ar;as il f.’°“‘ B e Land status of 2018 public 2019 Panel
prohibition on Bethells Road, Te prohibition ave been previously assessed adjacent parking feedback decision
Henga. taquestsd (2018 bylaw proposal)
Kiwi 1. 32 Kiwi Esplanade and Kiwi 1. Reserves Act | 1. Prohibition Both areas
Esplanade, Esplanade Stone Wall Foreshore | 2. Reserves Act supported prohibited
Mangere (prohibited) 2. Restriction not
Bridge 2. 84 Kiwi Esplanade (restricted) supported
(prohibition
preferred)
Bethells Te Henga Park, 257 Bethells Road, Te | 1. Reserves Act— | Prohibition not Prohibited
Road, Te Henga (prohibited) top half supported
Henga
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Public Feedback Topic 3.46:

Requests for additional prohibited Panel
Staff comments .
areas recommendation
(number of comments)
2. Local
Government Act
— bottom half
Tamaki Drive, |1. Tamaki Drive Reserve (Hakumau | 1. Legal road . Restriction 1. Restricted
Orakei Reserve) (restricted) 2. Legal road supported 2. Proh@b!ted
2. Selwyn Reserve (prohibited) 3 Legal road _ Prohibition 3. Prohibited
3. StHeliers Bay Beach Reserve 69 supported 4. Prohibited
(prohibited) 4 Legal road Prohibition
4. Vellenoweth Green (prohibited) ' supported
. Prohibition
supported
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.1 Waiuku Service Centre)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Waiuku Service Centre
Franklin)

Of 48 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 8 (17
per cent) support, 39 (81 per cent) oppose of whom

> 26 (54 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 13 (27 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support (1)

e Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp.

Key themes opposed (8)

e Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (2).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (3).

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders (3).

Local board views (1)

o Franklin suggests the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Allows for freedom camping at Waiuku
Service Centre, subject to the following
restrictions: arrive after 6pm and depart by
10am and stay a maximum of two nights.
Proposal

Allow freedom camping subject to site-
specific restrictions at Waiuku Service
Centre [Dark orange area in Schedule 2,
Map FR-R1]. Refer Table in relief sought for
restrictions.

Initial 2018 site assessment found

o

access: carpark is 2500m2, a multi-use
community centre serves other users
including Plunket who hold a lease
health and safety: toilets in the hallway
of the centre, street lighting, an alcohol
ban from 7pm — 7am and two rubbish bins in close proximity

o no significant overlays in the area.
Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.1) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Waiuku Service ¢ Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
Centre but with different restrictions (3) About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
: . . . " . freedom
o Proposed Alternatives o Allowing one vehicle may increase competition for freedom camping X
FEEEIT restriction requested (HYS) FEETE I in this area whereas having no limit on vehicles could lead to ssmpllngsat .
Maximum One vehicle 1 competition for space between freedom campers and the other c au: u service
number of Three vehicles users of the community centre. entre
vehicles No maximum 1 e The proposed number of vehicles aims to balance access to the Egsi?j:agpanel o
Maximum stay | One night Two nights 1 area by freedom campers and other users.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.1) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation

Three nights 1 About ‘maximum stay’ feedback be adopted as
8am 1 e Athree-night stay may mean some vehicles capacity to store waste | Publicly notified.

Departure time | 9am is met or exceeded, which poses a risk to health and safety. OR
10am 1 e One-night maximum stay could provide more people the opportunity | be amended to
One week 1 to stay in this area than the current two-night maximum, particularly | [Panel to insert].

No-return Four weeks 1 when considering there will be a limit on the number of freedom OR

period Two weeks Vore han fve camping veh|clt.as allowed each night. be rejected and
weeks 1 About ‘departure time’ feedback the proposal

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Waiuku Service
Centre subject to general rules (13)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 516]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Waiuku Service
Centre without any restrictions (10)
e Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 1081, 1389]

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping at Waiuku Service
Centre (13)

¢ Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o site used by parents during school drop-off and pick-up times.
(1)
[FRN 122, 259, 260, 291, 457, 854]

¢ Waiuku Library and Service Centre which shares this parking area
opens at 9am.

o An earlier departure time might be an inconvenience to campers,
whereas a later departure time might increase competition for
access to parking spaces once the service centre is operational.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

e Alonger no-return period combined with a one-night maximum stay
and maximum vehicle limit could impact the number of people able
to use and enjoy this freedom camping area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules

e  General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed
in a parking area and allow a longer maximum stay than proposed

e General rules may not adequately address the access and health
and safety considerations at Waiuku Service Centre.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without any
restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘prohibiting freedom camping’ feedback

o Site-specific restrictions including the maximum stay and departure
time rules could mitigate any access issues by ensuring freedom
campers have vacated the parking space for other users.

amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include

to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.2 Recreation and
Parking - Colson Lane)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Recreation and Parking -
Colson Lane (Franklin)

Of 52 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 8
(15 per cent) support, 43 (83 per cent) oppose of whom
» 29 (56 per cent) support freedom camping with

alternative restrictions, general rules or no restrictions
» 14 (27 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support (1)

o Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp.

Key themes opposed (10)

e Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping
(2).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4).

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders (4).

Local board views (1)

e Franklin suggests the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping at Recreation and
Parking — Colson Lane.

Allow freedom camping subject to site-specific

restrictions at Recreation and Parking — Colson

Lane [Dark orange area in Schedule 2, Map FR-

R2]. Refer Table in relief sought for restrictions.

Initial 2018 site assessment found

o access: carpark is 998m? and provides
parking for beach users, although most of
the carpark is held under the Reserves Act —
approximately ten spaces are on Local
Government Act land (restricted area)

o health and safety: permanent alcohol ban

o no significant overlays in the area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.2) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Recreation and | e Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
Parking - Colson Lane but with different restrictions (4) About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
Area Proposed Alternatives Respondents | | * Allowing more vehicles than the proposed number increases the risk of | freedom
restriction | restriction requested (HYS) competition for access to the area by other users, particularly as the camping at
Maximum Four vehicles 2 number of parking spaces is limited and this is a beachfront location. Recr.eatlon and
number of | Two vehicles , e The nearby restricted area of Maraetai Dressing Sheds Reserve could Parking -
vehicles No maximum ! assist with providing more freedom campers a space to park if Colson | Colson Lane
i i Lane is full Either [Panel to
Maximum , Two nights 1 : :
One night : decide]
stay Three nights 1
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.2) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Departure 9 10 9 e The proposed number of vehicles considers the carpark size and thata | be adopted as
time am am significant portion is held under the Reserves Act and aims to balance | publicly notified.
Nowreturn One week 1 aC(‘:ess t.o the area Py freedom campers and other users. OR
eriod Two weeks More than five About maximum stay feedback o | be amem.jed to
P weeks 1 e Allowing a three-night stay may mean some vehicles’ capacity to store | [Panel to insert].

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Recreation and
Parking — Colson Lane subject to the general rules (12)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping
subject to the general rules
o fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 172, 516]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Recreation and

Parking — Colson Lane without any restrictions (13)

¢ Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without
restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 1081, 1389]

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping Recreation and
Parking — Colson Lane (14)
¢ Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders
o thisis a residential area and freedom camping should not be
allowed in residential areas.
[FRN 259, 291, 367, 854, 1073, 1146]

waste is met or exceeded, which poses a risk to health and safety.

e A one-night maximum stay could provide more people the opportunity
to stay in this area, particularly when considering the limited number of
freedom camping vehicles allowed each night.

About ‘departure time’ feedback

e Alater departure time might increase competition for access to parking
spaces as other users of the beach start arriving.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

e A one-week no-return period could increase competition for the limited
spaces available particularly as this is an attractive beachfront location
and likely to be a popular spot.

e Alonger no-return period combined with a one-night maximum stay and
maximum vehicle limit could impact the number of people able to use
and enjoy this freedom camping area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed in
a parking area and allow a longer maximum stay than proposed.

e General rules may not adequately address the access and health and
safety considerations at Recreation and Parking — Colson Lane.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camp without any
restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘residential area’ feedback

e The Freedom Camping Act 2011 criteria does not provide for a blanket
prohibition in all residential areas. Refer to Proposal 1.

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.3 Maraetai Dressing Sheds
Reserve)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Maraetai Dressing Sheds Reserve
Franklin)

Of 52 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 6 (12 per cent)

support, 46 (88 per cent) oppose of whom

» 32 (62 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 14 (27 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support (1)

o Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp.

Key themes opposed (11)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (2).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4).

o Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
(5)-

Local board views (1)

o Franklin suggests the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

Prohibits freedom camping at Maraetai
Dressing Sheds Reserve.

Proposal

Allow freedom camping subject to site-
specific restrictions at Maraetai
Dressing Sheds Reserve [ Dark orange
area in Schedule 2, Map FR-R3]. Refer
Table in relief sought for restrictions.
Initial 2018 site assessment found

O

O

access: parking area of 56m?
which serves beach users, along
with other nearby carparks

health and safety: carpark is
adjacent to public toilets which are
locked at night, permanent alcohol
ban

no significant overlays in the area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.3) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Maraetai Dressing | ¢ Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
Sheds Reserve but with different restrictions (5) About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
Alternatives e Allowing one vehicle may increase competition for freedom camping freedom
. Proposed o . . L camping at
Area restriction | 4. tion requested Respondents in this area whereas allowing more vehicles (or no limit) could lead Maraetai
(HYS) to competition for space between freedom campers and other users. D?rae_:l Shed
. One vehicle 1 o The nearby restricted area of Recreation and Parking — Colson Lane Rees?r:/eg eds
Maximum _ Three vehicles | 1 could assist with providing more freedom campers a space to park if | _
number of Two vehicles - Maraetai Dressing Sheds Reserve is full. Either [Panel to
hicles Four vehicles 1 , ) ) decide]
ve No maximum 1 o The proposed number of vehicles considers the size of the carpark
Two richt 1 and aims to balance access to the area by freedom campers and be sﬁptedt_ﬂ: J
Maximum stay | One night WO nights other beach users. publicly notified.
Three nights 1 About ‘maximum stay’ feedback
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.3)
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel
recommendation

. 8am 1

Departure time | 9am 10am 1

One week 1

No-return period | Two weeks More than five 1
weeks

No return 1

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 244]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Maraetai Dressing
Sheds Reserve subject to general rules (15)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 172, 516]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Maraetai Dressing
Sheds Reserve without any restrictions (12)
¢ Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 1081, 1389]

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping at Maraetai Dressing
Sheds Reserve (14)

¢ Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders
o thisis a residential area and freedom camping should not be
allowed in residential areas.
[FRN 122, 259, 291, 367, 854, 1073, 1146]

e Allowing a three-night stay may mean some vehicles’ capacity to
store waste is met or exceeded, which poses a risk to health and
safety.

e A one-night maximum stay could provide more people the
opportunity to stay in this area, considering there is a limit on the
number of freedom camping vehicles allowed each night.

About ‘departure time’ feedback

o An earlier departure time might be an inconvenience to campers,
whereas a later departure time might increase competition for
access to parking spaces as other beach users begin arriving.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

o A one-week no-return period could increase competition for the
limited spaces available particularly as this is an attractive
beachfront location and likely to be a popular spot.

o Alonger no-return period combined with a one-night maximum stay
and maximum vehicle limit could impact the number of people able
to use and enjoy this freedom camping area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e  General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed
in a parking area and allow a longer maximum stay than proposed.

e General rules may not adequately address the access and health
and safety considerations at Maraetai Dressing Sheds Reserve.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

o Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without any
restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘residential area’ feedback

e The Freedom Camping Act 2011 criteria does not provide for a
blanket prohibition in all residential areas. Refer to Proposal 1.

OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.4 Trusts Arena)
(number of comments in bracketsnumber of comments) [feedback
reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Trusts Arena (Henderson-Massey

Of 56 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 7 (13 per

cent) support, 48 (86 per cent) oppose of whom:

» 32 (62 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 14 (27 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support

¢ No specific comments made.

Key themes opposed (12)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (3).

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (5).

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders (4).

Local board views

No specific local board views.

Current Bylaw

Prohibits freedom camping at Trusts Arena.

Proposal

Allow freedom camping subject to site-specific
restrictions at Trusts Arena [Schedule 2, Map Dark
orange area in Schedule 2, Map HM-R1]. Refer Table
in relief sought for restrictions.

Initial 2018 site assessment found:

o access: total carpark area is 12575m? to service
the stadium, though most of this is held under the
Reserves Act. Stadium is used for sporting and
music events during the day and night, leased by
Waitakere City Stadium Trusts Stadium and
Waitakere City Stadium Grandstand .
health and safety: toilets located within the arena, gated entrance to the carpark, lighting
around the carpark area, rubbish bins available and alcohol ban in place from 7pm to 7am
no significant overlays in the area although it is adjacent to a significant ecological area.

O

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.4) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Trusts Arenabut | e  Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
with different restrictions (6) About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
iction | Proposed | Alternatives e Allowing more than five vehicles could lead to competition for space | 64
Area restriction " Respondents i
restriction | requested (HYS) P between freedom campers and the other users of the arena, and -tl:_am?m’g at
Maximum . may result in campers parking outside the designated area (on rusts Arena
number of Thrge Mor.e than five 3 Reserve Act land). Elth_er [Panel to
vehicles vehicles | vehicles o  The proposed number of vehicles aims to balance access to the decide]
Maximum stay Two nights | Three nights 2 are‘a by freedom c?mpers and other users of the arena. Ei I:I‘;I;;tsgtiaf?ed
Departure time 9am 10am 3 About ‘camper safety’ feedback -
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.4)
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel
recommendation

12pm 1
No-return period Two No no-return period | 1
P weeks One week 1

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping
o campers are safer in bigger numbers (1).

[FRN 1130]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Trusts Arena subject
to general rules (15)

o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 1081, 1389]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Trusts Arena without
any restrictions (13)

e Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping at Trusts Arena (14)

o Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o the area would be used by homeless people sleeping in cars
(1.
[FRN 122, 259, 367, 379, 485, 854]

¢  One respondent feels that allowing less than five vehicles is unsafe.

e The area is well-lit with an alcohol ban in place overnight, and often
used for evening events, with security likely to be on site during
those times.

About ‘maximum stay’ feedback

e Allowing a three-night stay may mean some vehicles capacity to
store waste is met or exceeded, which poses a risk to health and
safety.

About ‘departure time’ feedback

o This carpark services a busy venue that operates both during the
day for events such as conferences, and at night for events such as
concerts or sports games.

o A later departure time might increase competition for access to
parking spaces and other amenities on site as the arena is likely to
be busy during business hours.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

e A shorter no-return period (including no no-return period) may result
in the same freedom campers returning to the area frequently, which
impacts other campers’ ability to use and enjoy the area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed
in a parking area and may not adequately address the access and
health and safety considerations at Trusts Arena.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without any
restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘homelessness’ feedback

e Proposed Bylaw is not intended to be used to manage
homelessness. Refer to Proposal 1.

OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert].
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.5 Gulf Harbour)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Gulf Harbour Marina Hammerhead
Reserve (Hibiscus and Bays)

Of 109 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 24 (22 per cent)

support, 84 (77 per cent) oppose of whom

» 62 (57per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 22 (20 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support (1)

e Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp.
Key themes opposed (21)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (4).
e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (11).

o Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders (5).

o Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping (2).
Local board views

o Hibiscus and Bays suggests the proposal be adopted with
amendments (see relief sought).

e |nitial 2018 site assessment found

Current Bylaw

o Allows restricted freedom camping at Gulf
Harbour Marina Hammerhead Reserve.

Proposal

e Allow freedom camping subject to site-
specific restrictions at Gulf Harbour Marina
Hammerhead Reserve [ Dark orange area in
Schedule 2, Map HB-R1]. Refer Table in
relief sought for restrictions.

o access parking area is 8467m?2, with
part of carpark used for ferry commuters
and the other area reserved for vehicles
and boat trailers to access the marina

o health and safety, public toilets available, lighting and rubbish bins throughout the

carpark, no alcohol ban in place
o coastal area, no other significant overlays in the area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.5) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Gulf Harbour Hammerhead ¢ Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas | That the proposal
Reserve but with different restrictions (18) About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
Area restriction Proposed | Alternatives suggested | Respondents| | «  Allowing more vehicles than the proposed number freedom
restriction (such as twenty as suggested by the Hibiscus and ;ambpmg at Gulf
One vehicle 1 Bays Local Board) may provide more people with H::n;l;rrhea q
, the opportunity to enjoy this coastal location,
Two vehicles 2 however without a limit there may be increased Reserve
Three vehicles 2 competition between freedom campers and other Either [Panel to
. users of the carpark decide]
Four vehicles 2
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.5) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Five vehicles 21 o This is a large parking area and reducing the be adopted as
Maximum number of vehicles | Ten vehicles| o Vehicles 7 number of vehicles allowed may increase publicly notified.
competition between freedom campers, which could | OR
Other suggestion 6 result in non-compliance with this restriction be amended to
No maximum 10 particularly if empty parking spaces are visible. [Panel to inser].
. About ‘maximum stay’ feedback OR
One night 14 , . )
, , o Allowing a three (or more) night stay may mean be rejected and
Maximum stay Twonights | Three nights 10 some vehicles capacity to store waste is met or the proposal
Four nights 3 exceeded, which poses a risk to health and safety. | amended to
— o Atwo-night stay may allow people to spend more [Panel to insert].
More than five nights 3 time exploring the area and its surrounds, AND
No nights 1 considering it is the only designated restricted Reasons include
, freedom camping area in the local board area.
No maximum 8 ‘ o to [Panel to
About ‘departure time’ feedback insert].
7am 1 o An earlier departure time could assist with protecting
8am 5 access for ferry commuters, but could be an
10am 16 inconvenience to campers, whereas a later
departure time may increase competition for parking
Departure time 9am 12pm 3 spaces including between different campers.
2pm 1 About ‘no-return period’ feedback
Other suggestion 4 e A shorter no-return' period (including no no-return
period) may result in the same freedom campers
No set departure time 9 returning to the area frequently, which impacts other
One week 2 campers’ ability to use and enjoy the area.
o Alonger no-return period could impact campers’
Two weeks 10 ability to return to the area at all.
. More than five weeks 1 About ‘restrictions used to effectively prohibit
No-return period Four weeks -
. camping’ feedback
Other suggestion 6
No no-return period 8
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.5)
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel
recommendation

Proposed location of freedom
camping parking spaces

See map Various including northern | 10

end or middle of beach.

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping

o maximum number of vehicles be increased to twenty vehicles (Hibiscus and
Bays Local Boards)

o proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping

o restrictions should be amended to effectively ban freedom camping e.g., no
vehicles allowed or maximum stay of zero nights.

[FRN 149, 171, 267, 664, 817, 821, 848, 1040, 1041, 1517, 1530]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Gulf Harbour Hammerhead Reserve
subject to general rules (30)

o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject to the general
rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping
o site-specific restrictions make it harder for people to understand and follow
the rules (1).

[FRN 87, 231, 595, 984, 1127, 1360]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Gulf Harbour Hammerhead Reserve
without any restrictions (14)

e Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping
o other tools such as apps can help campers self-regulate (1).
[FRN 161, 287, 296]

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping at Gulf Harbour Hammerhead
Reserve (22)

o Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders.
[FRN 19, 122, 158, 164, 259, 291, 302, 367, 379, 499, 625, 854, 1053]

e Some respondents suggested alternative restrictions
that would result in an effective prohibition of
freedom camping in this area.

About ‘proposed location of designated spaces’

feedback

¢ Respondents have provided suggestions for where
designated parking spaces could be located. This
can be considered by Licensing and Compliance
staff when marking spaces during the
implementation phase.

About ‘allowing camping subject to general rules’

o Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules
General rules do not include a maximum number of
vehicles allowed in a parking area and may not
adequately address the access and health and
safety considerations at Hammerhead Reserve.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any

restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom
camping without any restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)].
Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘site-specific rules are confusing’ feedback

o  Site-specific restrictions can be communicated to
freedom campers through methods such as signage
and the council website. Refer ‘Other matters’.

About ‘non-regulatory responses’ feedback

o Tools such as apps could be utilized to assist with
communicating restrictions but are unlikely to
adequately manage freedom camping at this site
particularly if the app is not used by all campers.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.6 Barry Curtis Park — parking area off

Chapel Road, St Paul’s area)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park — parking area off Chapel

Road, St Paul’s area (Howick)

Of 69 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 14 (20 per cent)

support, 53 (77 per cent) oppose of whom

> 31 (45 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative restrictions,
general rules or no restrictions

» 22 (32 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support

¢ No specific comments made.

Key themes opposed (17)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (3).

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6).

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders (4).
e Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping (4).
Local board views

¢ No specific local board views.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping at
Barry Curtis Park — parking
area off Chapel Road, St Paul's
area.

Allow freedom camping subject
to site-specific restrictions at
Barry Curtis Park — parking
area off Chapel Road, St Paul's
area [ Dark orange area in
Schedule 2, Map HW-R1].
Refer Table in relief sought for
restrictions.

Initial 2018 site assessment
found

o access: parking area is 3977m2 which serves St Pauls church congregation on

Sundays and is used by scouts Monday and Tuesdays

o health and safety: public toilets available, lighting near sports field, drinking
fountains and rubbish bins throughout the carpark, permanent alcohol ban

o no other significant overlays in the area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.6) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park — ¢ Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
parking area off Chapel Road, St Paul’s area but with different About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
restrictions (4) e The proposal allows for more than five vehicles — respondents | freedom
Area restriction Proposed | Alternatives | Respondents who selected this option did not provide reasons for their choice. | €amping at
restriction suggested Barry Curt|§
Maximum number of | Ten vehicles | More than five | 2 Park - parking
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.6)
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel
recommendation

vehicles vehicles

Maximum stay Two nights Three nights 1
Departure time 9am N/A N/A
No-return period Four weeks | Four weeks 1

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park -
parking area off Chapel Road, St Paul’s area subject to general rules (16)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject to

the general rules

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

[FRN 87, 516, 1171]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park -
parking area off Chapel Road, St Paul’s area without any restrictions (11)
e Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping at Barry Curtis Park -
parking area off Chapel Road, St Paul’s area (22)
o Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o this is a neighbourhood park and parking can be congested on
weekends (1).
[FRN 122, 259, 291, 337, 367, 379, 613, 854]

e The proposed number of vehicles considers the size of the
carpark and aims to balance access to the area by freedom
campers and other users of the arena.

About ‘maximum stay’ feedback

e Allowing a three-night stay may mean some vehicles capacity to
store waste is met or exceeded, which poses a risk to health and
safety.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

o The alternative no-return period suggested is the proposed no-
return period.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e  General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles
allowed in a parking area and may not adequately address the
access and health and safety considerations at Barry Curtis
Park.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without
any restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘other users of this car park’ feedback

e This is a large parking area that services other users of Barry
Curtis Park, including the church congregation on Sundays and
Scouts on Mondays and Tuesdays.

o Site-specific restrictions including a maximum vehicle limit may
mitigate competition for parking spaces and ensure access to the
area is protected for other users.

area off Chapel
Road, St Paul’s
area

Either [Panel to
decide]

be adopted as
publicly notified.
OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.7 27 Moore Street Carparking)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at 27 Moore Street Carparking
Howick)

Of 68 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 13 (19 per
cent) support, 54 (78 per cent) oppose of whom

» 29 (42 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions
» 25 (36 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support (1)

e Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp.

Key themes opposed (13)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (1).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (10).

o Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders (2).

Local board views

¢ No specific local board views.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping at 27 Moore
Street Carparking.

Allow freedom camping subject to site-

specific restrictions at 27 Moore Street

Carparking [ Dark orange area in

Schedule 2, Map HW-R2]. Refer Table in

relief sought for restrictions.

Initial 2018 site assessment found

o access: parking area is 3657m2,
servicing retail and commercial
areas of Howick and also provides
parking for Fencible Lounge
community centre that is available
for hire in the evenings and during
the day on weekends

o health and safety: lights in carparking area

o special character area overlay — residential and business.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.7) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at 27 Moore Street e Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
Carparking but with different restrictions (1) About site.speciﬁc restrictions about restricting
Area restriction Proposed restriction ¢ The one respondent who believes there should be different site- freedt_Jm £ 97
. . , specific restrictions did not suggest any alternative settings for these camping a
Maximum number of vehicles Seven vehicles restricions Moore Street
: ) ' - , Carparking
Maximum stay One night e The proposed restrictions consider the assessment of the car park Either [Panel to
and aim to balance access to the area for freedom campers and decid
Departure time 9am other users. ecide]
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.7) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
No-return period Two weeks About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’ be adopted as

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at 27 Moore Street
Carparking subject to general rules (14)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 203, 516, 1171]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping 27 Moore Street
Carparking without any restrictions (14)

¢ Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping 27 Moore Street
Carparking (25)
o Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o this is a busy residential shopping area with a high demand
for carparks (5).

[FRN 110, 122, 259, 337, 379, 613, 854, 975, 1048, 1146]

o Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed

in a parking area and allow a longer maximum stay than proposed

o General rules may not adequately address the access and health
and safety considerations at Waiuku Service Centre.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without any

restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘high-demand for carparks’ feedback

¢ Some respondents mention that this carpark is in high demand by
shoppers during the day and it can be difficult to find parking.

o The proposed restrictions (maximum seven vehicles, parking in the
designated area, one-night maximum stay, 9am departure time and
no return for two weeks) aim to manage freedom camping in this
area to minimise potential risks to access for other users.

publicly notified.
OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.8 20-24 Uxbridge Road Carparking)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at 20-24 Uxbridge Road Carparking
Howick)

e

Current Bylaw

Prohibits freedom camping at 20-

Of 68 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 12 (18 percent)

support, 55 (81 per cent) oppose of whom

» 32 (47 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 23 (34 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support

¢ No specific comments made.

Key themes opposed (26)

o Proposed rules are t0o restrictive of freedom camping (2).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (10).

o Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders (5).
o Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping (9).
Local board views

¢ No specific local board views.

Proposal

A Lharer Roand A Lo
<4 URADTNIUYC RUAU LdlPdInITgy.

Allow freedom camping subject to

site-specific restrictions at 20-24

Uxbridge Road Carparking [ Dark

orange area in Schedule 2, Map

HW-R3]. Refer Table in relief

sought for restrictions.

Initial 2018 site assessment found

o access: parking area is
1766m2 and services retail
area

o health and safety: one rubbish
bin near carpark and
permanent alcohol ban in
place

o no other significant overlays in the area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.8) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at 20-24 Uxbridge e Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
Road Carparking but with different restrictions (3) About ‘maximum stay’ feedback about restricting
Area restriction Proposed Alternatives Respondents | | e Allowing a three-night stay may mean some vehicles capacity to freedt_Jm £ 20
restriction requested store waste is met or exceeded, which poses a risk to health and camping at £0-
24 Uxbridge
(HYS) safety. .

- Road Carparking
Ma>_<|mum number of Se\(en N/A N/A Either [Panel to
vehicles vehicles decide]

Maximum stay One night Three nights 1
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.8) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Departure time 9am N/A N/A About ‘no-return period’ feedback be adopted as
e Alonger no-return period combined with a one-night maximum stay | Publicly notified.
No-return period Twowesks | ourweeks | 1 and maximum vehicle limit could impact the number of people able | OR

More than five | 1
weeks

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping
o proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at 20-24 Uxbridge Road
Carparking subject to general rules (16)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 203, 516, 1171]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping 20-24 Uxbridge Road
Carparking without any restrictions (13)
¢ Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 1114]

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping 20-24 Uxbridge Road
Carparking (23)
¢ Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o thisis a residential area and freedom camping should not be
allowed in residential areas.

[FRN 122, 259, 291, 337, 379, 613, 854, 998, 1048, 1146 1202]

to use and enjoy this freedom camping area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

o Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed
in a parking area and allow a longer maximum stay than proposed.

o General rules may not adequately address the access and health
and safety considerations at Waiuku Service Centre.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without any
restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘residential area’ feedback

o The Freedom Camping Act 2011 criteria does not provide for a
blanket prohibition in all residential areas. Refer to Proposal 1.

be amended to
[Panel to insert].

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.9 Taumanu Reserve — Onehunga
Foreshore)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Taumanu Reserve - Onehunga
Foreshore (Maungakiekie-Tamaki)

Of 67 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 14 (21 per cent)
support, 52 (78 per cent) oppose of whom

» 31 (46 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 21 (31 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support

¢ No specific comments made.

Key themes opposed (9)

e Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (2).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (2).

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
(3)-

e Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping (2).

Local board views

o Maungakiekie-Tamaki suggests the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw

e Prohibits freedom camping at
Taumanu Reserve — Onehunga
Foreshore.

Proposal

e Allow freedom camping subject to
site-specific restrictions at Taumanu
Reserve — Onehunga Foreshore [
Dark orange area in Schedule 2, Map
MT-R1]. Refer Table in relief sought
for restrictions.
e Initial 2018 site assessment found
o access: large parking area with
access to boat ramp, used by
dog walkers and cyclists

o health and safety: toilets on
Orpheus Drive, drinking fountain,
relies on motorway lighting, gate
locked at 9pm

o area adjacent to significant ecological area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.9) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Taumanu Reserve | o  Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
- Onehunga Foreshore but with different restrictions (5) About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
Area restriction Proposed Alternatives Respondents | | ¢ Reducing the number of vehicles allowed could reduce competition freedc_>m ¢
restriction suggested for access to parking between freedom campers and other users, gampmg a
Maximum number of | Five vehicles | Three vehicles | 2 but may increase competition for parking spaces between freedom aumant
. Reserve -
vehicles campers.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.9) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Maximum stay One night Two nights 1 e The proposed number of vehicles aims to balance access to the Onehunga .
area by freedom campers and other users. Foreshore Either
Departure time 9am gam 3 About ‘maximum stay’ feedback [Panel to decide]
10am 2 e Atwo-night maximum stay may increase competition for parking be adopted as
Four weeks 1 between freedom campers, as this is an attractive coastal area that publicly notified.
No-return period Two weeks is likely to be popular with campers. OR
More than five | 1 e A one-night maximum stay could provide more people the be amended to
weeks opportunity to stay in this area, particularly when considering there [Panel to insert].

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Taumanu Reserve —
Onehunga Foreshore subject to general rules (14)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 203, 231, 516, 1171]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping Taumanu Reserve -

Onehunga Foreshore without any restrictions (12)

o Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN]

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping Taumanu Reserve -
Onehunga Foreshore (21)

o Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and
Aucklanders.

[FRN 122, 259, 367, 379, 854]

is a limit on the number of freedom camping vehicles allowed each
night.
About ‘departure time’ feedback

o An earlier departure time might be an inconvenience to campers,
whereas a later departure time might increase competition for
access to parking spaces by other users.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

e Alonger no-return period combined with a one-night maximum stay
and maximum vehicle limit could impact the number of people able
to use and enjoy this freedom camping area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed
in a parking area and allow a longer maximum stay than proposed.

e General rules may not adequately address the access and health
and safety considerations at Taumanu Reserve — Onehunga
Foreshore.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without any
restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.10 Carpark on road reserve by
Anderson’s Beach Reserve)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Carpark on road reserve by Anderson’s
Beach Reserve (Orakei)

Of 118 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 25 (29 per cent)

support, 87 (74 per cent) oppose of whom

» 35 (30 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 52 (44 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support (2)

o Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp (2).

Key themes opposed (48)

o Proposed rules are t0o restrictive of freedom camping (2).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (20).

o Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
(14).

e Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping (12).

Local board views

o No specific local board views.

Current Bylaw

e  Prohibits freedom camping at
carpark on road reserve by
Anderson’s Beach Reserve.

Proposal

o Allow freedom camping subject to
site-specific restrictions at carpark
on road reserve by Anderson’s
Beach Reserve [ Dark orange area
in Schedule 2, Map OR-R1]. Refer
Table in relief sought for
restrictions.

e |nitial 2018 site assessment found
o access: parking area is

100m2, servicing Anderson’s
Beach Reserve and may be
utilised by Churchill Club

across the road

o health and safety: alcohol ban during daylight savings, limited street lighting, no

toilets or rubbish bins
o significant ecological area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.10) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Carpark on road ¢ Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
reserve by Anderson’s Beach Reserve but with different restrictions (5) | About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ and ‘camper safety’ about restricting
Area restriction Proposed | Alternatives | Respondents feedback freedom
restriction requested One respondent feels that campers are safer in bigger groups. gampmkg at q
(HYS) e The parking space in this area is limited and increasing the reasré):/:a t? froa
More than five | 1 number of vehicles allowed would likely impact access to this area An derson¥s
Maximum number of | Two vehicles | yehicles by other users, such as visitors to the beach. Beach Reserve
vehicles No vehicles 1 o The proposed number of vehicles considers the size of the area.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.10)
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel
recommendation

. _ Two nights 1
Maximum stay One night
Four nights 1
. 8am 2
Departure time 9am
10am 1
. Four weeks 1
No-return period Two weeks
Noreturnatall | 1

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping
o the proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping
o campers are safer in bigger numbers (1).

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Carpark on road
reserve by Anderson’s Beach Reserve subject to general rules (18)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject to
the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 10, 87, 203, 231, 516, 1171]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping Carpark on road reserve
by Anderson’s Beach Reserve without any restrictions (12)

e Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping Carpark on road
reserve by Anderson’s Beach Reserve (52)

¢ Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o this is a residential area with high demand for parking spaces.
[FRN 19, 122, 259, 291, 367, 379, 442, 446, 546, 854, 1048, 1146, 1342,
1399, 1404, 1439, 1443, 1516]

About ‘maximum stay’ feedback

¢ Allowing a two-night maximum stay could increase competition for
access to this area for all users (including campers) as there is
limited space, whereas a four-night stay may mean some vehicles
capacity to store waste is met or exceeded, which poses a risk to
health and safety.

About ‘departure time’ feedback

o An earlier departure time might be an inconvenience to campers,
whereas a later departure time might increase competition for
access to parking spaces for other users.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

¢ Alonger no-return period (including no return at all) combined with
a one-night maximum stay and maximum vehicle limit could
impact the number of people able to use and enjoy this freedom
camping area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles
allowed in a parking area.

e General rules may not adequately address the access and health
and safety considerations at ‘Carpark on road reserve by
Anderson’s Beach Reserve’.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

o Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without
any restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘residential area’ and ‘demand for parking’ feedback

e The Freedom Camping Act 2011 criteria does not provide for a
blanket prohibition in all residential areas. Refer to Proposal 1

e The proposed restrictions aim to manage freedom camping in this
area to minimise potential risks to access for other users.

Either [Panel to
decide]

be adopted as
publicly notified.
OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].
OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.11 Roadside parking adjacent to
Hingaia Reserve)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Roadside parking adjacent to Hingaia
Reserve (Papakura)

Of 46 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 6 (13 per cent)

support, 40 (87 per cent) oppose of whom

> 24 (52 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions o

» 16 (35 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support

¢ No specific comments made.

Key themes opposed (11)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (1)

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (6)

e Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
(4).

Local board views

¢ No specific local board views.

Current Bylaw

Proposal

Prohibits freedom camping at
roadside parking adjacent to Hingaia
Reserve.

Allow freedom camping subject to

site-specific restrictions at roadside

parking adjacent to Hingaia Reserve |

Dark orange area in Schedule 2, Map

PPK-R1]. Refer Table in relief sought

for restrictions.

Initial 2018 site assessment found

o access: parking area is 800m2,
suitable for oversize camping
vehicles, access to motorway
and highway towards Franklin

o health and safety: toilets (locked
at night), one rubbish bin, street lighting, no drinking water

o area adjoining significant ecological area. .

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.11) Staff comment (information to assist Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] deliberations) recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Roadside parking adjacent to Hingaia e Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about That the proposal
Reserve but with different restrictions (1) restricted areas. about restricting
Area restriction Proposed | Alternatives | Respondents About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ freedom
restriction | requested feedback camping at
(HYS) e Thisis a large carpark in close proximity to Roakqsme diacent
Maximum number of | Eight vehicles | Two vehicles 1 the motorway, meaning it is likely to be an parking acjacen
vehicles attractive spot for campers.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.11) Staff comment (information to assist Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] deliberations) recommendation
Maximum stay Two nights N/A N/A e Reducing the number of vehicles allowed to Hingaia
. could lead to unnecessary competition for Reserve
Departure time Sam N/A N/A parking spaces between campers and may Either [Panel to
No-return period Fourweeks | N/A N/A result in non-compliance with this restriction, | decide]
particularly if vacant parking spaces are be adopted as

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Roadside parking adjacent to Hingaia
Reserve subject to general rules (12)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 1171]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping Roadside parking adjacent to Hingaia
Reserve without any restrictions (11)
e Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

[FRN 1389]

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping Roadside parking adjacent to Hingaia
Reserve (16)

¢ Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o the area would be used by homeless people sleeping in cars (1).

[FRN 122, 259, 291, 367, 379, 854, 1146]

visible.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to
general rules’

o Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general
rules.

e General rules do not include a maximum
number of vehicles allowed in a parking area
and may not adequately address the access
and health and safety considerations at
Waiuku Service Centre.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any

restrictions’

e Proposed Bylaw does not provide for
freedom camping without any restrictions
[Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘homelessness’ feedback

e Proposed Bylaw is not intended to be used to
manage homelessness. Refer to Proposal 1.

publicly notified.
OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.12 Margaret Griffen Park)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Margaret Griffen Park (Puketapapa)

Of 46 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 4 (9 per cent)

support, 42 (91 per cent) oppose of whom

» 23 (50 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 19 (41 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support

¢ No specific comments made.

Key themes opposed (24)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (3)

¢ Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (8)

o Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
(6)

¢ Enforcement and other implementation matters (3).

Local board views

o Puketapapa suggests the proposal be adopted as notified.

e |nitial 2018 site assessment found

Current Bylaw

e  Prohibits freedom camping at
Margaret Griffen Park.

Proposal

e Allow freedom camping subject to
site-specific restrictions at Margaret
Griffen Park [ Dark orange area in
Schedule 2, Map PKTPP-R1]. Refer
Table in relief sought for restrictions.

o Access: large parking area,
serving YMCA recreational
centre and park

o health and safety: gates locked
at night, rubbish bins and lighting
throughout carpark, public toilets

o sports surfaces and clubrooms.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.12) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Margaret Griffen ¢ Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
Park but with different restrictions (1) About site.specific restrictions about restricting
Area restriction Proposed restriction e The one respondent who believes there should be different site- freedt_Jm ¢
Maxi . . specific restrictions did not suggest any alternative settings for these camping at
aximum number of vehicles Ten vehicles restrictions Margaret Griffen
Maximum stay One night e The proposed restrictions consider the assessment of the car park E;I:I;r [Panel o
Departure fime 9am and aim to balance access to the area for freedom campers and decide]
other users.
No-return period Two weeks
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.12) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping. About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’ be adopted as

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Margaret Griffen Park
subject to general rules (12)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 203, 516, 1171]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping Margaret Griffen Park
without any restrictions (10)

¢ Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping Margaret Griffen
Park (19)

o Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o freedom campers pose a threat to safety of children (2).

[FRN 28, 259, 291, 379, 613 ,854, 877, 1146]

Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

General rules do not include a maximum number of vehicles allowed
in a parking area and allow a longer maximum stay than proposed
General rules may not adequately address the access and health
and safety considerations at Margaret Griffen Park.

About ‘allowing freedom camping without any restrictions’

Proposed Bylaw does not provide for freedom camping without any
restrictions [Clause 6(2)(c)]. Refer to Proposal 1.

About ‘safety of other users’ feedback

Respondents mention the park is used families for activities, as well
as by children walking to and from school, and the presence of
strangers (freedom campers) could pose a safety risk.

The proposed restrictions, particularly the designated camping area
away from the YMCA, as well as the maximum stay and departure
time rule, can help to mitigate this risk by placing campers away
from other users and ensuring they only stay for a short, limited
period of time.

publicly notified.
OR

be amended to
[Panel to insert].

OR

be rejected and
the proposal
amended to
[Panel to insert].
AND

Reasons include
to [Panel to
insert).
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.13 Carpark at 8 Church Hill)
(number of comments) [feedback reference numbers FRN]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Restrict freedom camping at Carpark at 8 Church Hill (Rodney)

Of 77 Have Your Say (HYS) feedback respondents, 16 (21 per

cent) support, 59 (77 per cent) oppose of whom

» 31 (40 per cent) support freedom camping with alternative
restrictions, general rules or no restrictions

» 28 (36 per cent) support prohibition.

Key themes in support

¢ No specific comments made.

Key themes opposed (10)

o Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping (4).

e Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping (4).

o Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
(1).

e Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping (1).

Local board views

¢ Rodney suggests the proposal be adopted as notified.

Current Bylaw
e Prohibits freedom camping at Carpark
at 8 Church Hill.
Proposal
e Allow freedom camping subject to site-
specific restrictions at Carpark at 8
Church Hill [ Dark orange area in
Schedule 2, Map RD-R1]. Refer Table
in relief sought for restrictions.
e |nitial 2018 site assessment found
o access: parking area is 342m2,
servicing Brass Band Hall and
Warkworth Playcentre (leasee)
o health and safety: no toilets,
water fountain, lights, alcohol ban
or rubbish bins s,
o area aquifer overlay, no other significant overlays in the area.

Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.13) Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)] recommendation
Key changes sought: Restrict freedom camping at Carpark at 8 ¢ Relates to Bylaw Schedule 2 about restricted areas. That the proposal
Church Hill but with different restrictions (3) About ‘maximum number of vehicles’ feedback about restricting
Area restriction Proposed | Alternatives | Respondents | | « A significant increase in vehicles allowed (including no limit) could freedom )
restriction | requested lead to competition for space between freedom campers and the gampmkg a: 8
(HYS) other users of the hall and playcentre which share this area. arpark a
. . . Church Hill
More than five | 1 e The proposed number of vehicles aims to balance access to the :
. . . Either [Panel to
Maximum number of | Two vehicles | vehicles area by freedom campers and other users. decide]
vehicles ' ‘maxi ’
No maximum 1 About ‘maximum stay’ feedback be adopted as
Maximum stay One night Two nights 1 publicly notified.
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 4.13)
(number of comments) [feedback reference number(s)]

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations)

Panel
recommendation

8am 1
Departure time 9am 10am 1
No-return period Two weeks Four weeks 1

o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping
o the proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping.

[FRN 287]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping at Carpark at 8 Church
Hill subject to general rules (15)
o Site-specific restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping subject
to the general rules
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.
[FRN 87, 247, 516, 589]

Key changes sought: Allow freedom camping Carpark at 8 Church Hill
without any restrictions (13)

o Restrictions unnecessary, allow freedom camping without restrictions
o the proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping.

Key changes sought: Prohibit Freedom camping Carpark at 8 Church
Hill (28)
¢ Site not appropriate for freedom camping and should be prohibited
o fundamentally opposed to freedom camping
o freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
o this is aresidential area with high demand for parking
spaces (2).
[FRN 122, 259, 291, 613, 778, 854, 1146, 1352]

o Atwo-night stay may result in campers remaining in the carpark
during business hours, when other users are trying to access it.

e A one-night maximum stay could provide people the opportunity to
stay in this area and continue to protect the access of other users.

About ‘departure time’ feedback

o Warkworth Playcentre, which leases this area, appears to typically
operate from 9 30am.

o An earlier departure time might be an inconvenience to campers,
whereas a later departure time might increase competition for
access to parking spaces once the playcentre is operational.

About ‘no-return period’ feedback

e Alonger no-return period combined with a one-night maximum stay
and maximum vehicle limit could impact the number of people able
to use and enjoy this freedom camping area.

About ‘allowing freedom camping subject to general rules’

e Refer to Proposal 2 for proposed general rules.

e General rules 