
 

Workshop Agenda 
Waiheke Local Board 

Date of Workshop: Wednesday 9 February 2022 
Time: 10:30am 
Venue: via Teams 

 
Time Workshop Item Presenter Governance role Proposed Outcome(s) 

10.30am – 
11:00am 

Public feedback to proposed 
Property Maintenance and 
Nuisance Bylaw 
 
Attachment: 
• Local Board Update 

 

Paul Wilson - Senior 
Policy Manager and 
Kylie Hill - Senior 
Policy Advisor 

Informal dissemination To review public feedback on the 
proposed new Property Maintenance 
and Nuisance Bylaw and consider 
feedback prior to the business meeting. 

11.00am – 
11:30pm 

Public feedback to proposed 
new freedom camping bylaw 
 
Attachments: 
• Covering note 
• Attachment A: Public feedback 

summary report 
• Attachment B: Local feedback   
 

Bayllee Vyle - Senior 
Policy Advisor and 
Rebekah Forman - 
Principal Policy Advisor 

Informal dissemination To review public feedback on the 
proposed new freedom camping bylaw 
and consider feedback prior to the 
business meeting. 

11.30am – 
12.30pm 

Discussion on Rakino 
 
Attachment:  
• Presentation 

John Nash - Programme 
Manager, Shane Hogg – 
Manager Area 
Operations, Isabella 
Wang – Project Manager, 
and Chair Rakino 
Residents and 
Ratepayers Association 

Informal dissemination Rakino Residents and Ratepayers Assn 
to present proposals they have 
developed for a new hall or modifications 
to the existing hall, for the board’s 
consideration. 

12.30pm – 
1.00pm 

Lunch 

1.00pm – 
1.30pm 

NPS UD /Residential -private 
ways and 5 issues 

Celia Davison Manager 
Planning - 
Central/South  

Informal dissemination To inform the board of a proposed 
plan change to add new Unitary Plan 
provisions to manage private ways 



 

 
Attachment: 
• Presentation 

Michele Perwick - 
Senior Policy Planner,  
Emily Ip - Senior Policy 
Planner  
Tony Reidy - Senior 
Policy Planner, Elise 
Copeland - Principal 
Specialist-Universal 
Design,  
Sarah Wong - Policy 
Planner, Ben Willis – 
Policy Planner, Jess 
Romhany – Policy 
Planner and Stuti 
Kumar – Policy 
Planning Intern 
 

and consequential issues arising from 
the removal of car parking minimums 

1.30pm – 
2.00pm 

Catch up on AT Related Matters Richard La Ville - 
Operations Manager 
Waiheke and Gulf 
Island 

Informal dissemination Provide and update on AT matters. 

2.00pm to 
3.00pm 

Resource Management System 
Reform  
 
Attachments: 
• Resource Management 

System Reform report 
• Feedback template 

Glenn Boyd – Area 
Manager, Mark Inglis – 
Advisor, Janine 
Geddes – Senior 
Advisor 

Informal dissemination To review the Resource Management 
Reform report and discuss possible 
feedback under delegation. 

3.00pm – 
3.30pm 

Public feedback to proposed 
new signs bylaw 
 
Attachments: 
• Waiheke Local Board Update 
• Attachment A – Feedback 

summary report 
• Attachment B – Local Board 

Feedback 

Steve Hickey - Senior 
Policy Advisor, 
Elizabeth Osbourne - 
Senior Policy Advisor 
and Paul Wilson - 
Senior Policy Manager 

Informal dissemination To review public feedback on the draft 
proposed new Signs Bylaw 2022 and 
associated controls and consider 
feedback prior to the business 
meeting. 
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LOCAL BOARD UPDATE 

To: Waiheke Local Board 

From: Kylie Hill (Senior Policy Advisor), Community and Social Policy 

Date:  02 February 2022 

Subject: Public feedback on proposal to amend the Property Maintenance and Nuisance 
Bylaw  

1. Purpose
To inform you of local and Auckland wide feedback to the proposal to amend the Auckland
Counci Te Ture ā-rohe Tiaki Rawa me Ngā Mahi Whakapōrearea 2015 / Property
Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 2015.

2. Background

The Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw enables council to set rules that requires
private property to be maintained well enough that it doesn’t create a nuisance, as well as the
obligations for owners of industrial cooling water tower systems.
In September 2021, the Governing Body adopted a proposal to improve the Bylaw for public
consultation (GB/2021/117). The proposal was publicly notified for feedback from 26 October
to 5 December 2021. During that time, council received feedback from 30 individuals.
Staff have subsequently prepared a summary of local feedback (refer 3. Discussion). A full
summary is in Attachment A, a full copy of local feedback is in Attachment B and a draft
Bylaw Panel deliberations table is in Attachment C.

3. Discussion
Three people from the local board area provided feedback to the proposal:

• for proposal one, two and three, there was majority support from the local board
area similar with the Auckland-wide feedback.

Support of proposal in the local board area 
Topic Local board feedback Auckland-wide feedback 

Proposal 1: Remove the lighting 
rules as these are now regulated 
through the Auckland Unitary Plan 

67 per cent support 
33 per cent ‘other’ 

 70 per cent support 
13 per cent oppose  

7 per cent ‘other’ 
10 per cent ‘I don’t know’ 

Proposal 2: Remove references to 
the revocation of legacy council 
bylaw 

67 per cent support 
33 per cent oppose 

88 per cent support 
8 per cent oppose 
1 per cent ‘other’ 

0 per cent ‘I don’t know’ 
Proposal 3: Update the Bylaw 
definitions, structure, format, and 
wording 

67 per cent support 
33 per cent ‘other’ 

86 per cent support 
7 per cent opposed 

7 per cent ‘other’ 
10 per cent ‘I don’t know’ 
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4. Recommendation/Action 

The local board consider the public feedback to the proposal to amend the Property 
Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw.  

 
5. Next Steps 

Staff will seek your views on how the Bylaw Panel should address matters raised in public 
feedback to the proposal at your February business meeting. You will also have the 
opportunity to present your views to the Bylaw Panel at a meeting on 25 March 2022.  
The Bylaw Panel will consider all formal local board views and public feedback on the 
proposal, deliberate and make recommendations to the Governing Body, also on 25 March 
2022. The Governing Body will make a final decision on whether to adopt the proposed 
changes in April 2022.  

  
Attachments: 
Attachment A – Full feedback summary report 
Attachment B – Local feedback  
Attachment C – Deliberation Table  
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Proposed amendments to Property Maintenance and 
Nuisance Bylaw 2015  
Feedback Overview 

Te take mō te pūrongo 
Purpose of the report 
The information in this report summarises feedback received during the consultation period of 26 
October to 5 December 2021 to proposed amendments to the Property Maintenance and 
Nuisance Bylaw 2015.  

Whakarāpopototanga matua 
We recently checked how the existing Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 2015 is 
working and identified potential improvements. Our main proposals are to: 

• remove the lighting rules as these have been regulated through the Auckland Unitary
Plan since November 2016

• remove references to revocation of legacy council bylaws as they have expired
• update the definitions, structure, format and wording of the Bylaw to make it easier to

read and understand.

Other aspects of the Bylaw remain unchanged, including: 

• the intent of the bylaw to minimise risks to public health and to protect the public from
nuisance from poorly maintained private property

• the requirement that all industrial cooling tower water systems in Auckland be registered
with the council, regularly tested and where appropriate, maintained to mitigate against
the risk of exposure to Legionella bacteria

• existing rules in the Bylaw for which changes were not proposed.

People were able to give feedback in an online form or at a virtual Have Your Say event. 

Overall:  

• 30 people gave feedback using the online form
• no feedback was received from or on behalf of organisations
• no person chose to use other forms of engagement, including the Have Your Say event.

Consultation items 
Proposal One: Removing lighting rules as these are now regulated through the Auckland 
Unitary Plan. What is your opinion on this proposal?  
Overall, submitters agreed with the proposal, so rules are in one place, with comments noting 
that this was a sensible approach.  
Proposal Two: Removing references to the revocation of legacy council bylaws as they 
have expired. What is your opinion on this proposal?  
Overall, submitters agreed with the proposal, with comments referring to this being a technical 
correction and if expired they are no longer required.   
Proposal Three: Update the Bylaw definitions, structure, format, and wording. What is 
your opinion on this proposal? 
Overall, submitters agreed with the proposal, with comments that the new format is easier to 
read and clear for the public to understand.  

Attachment A - Full feedback summary report 
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Who we heard from?  
The tables below indicate the demographic profile of those that answered the demographic 
question on the online form. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

         
 
 
  

Ethnicity # %
European 20 77%

19 73%
1 4%

Māori 2 8%
Pasifika 0 0%

0 0%
0 0%
0 0%
0 0%

Asian 3 12%
1 4%
0 0%
0 0%
2 8%
0 0%

African/Middle Eastern/Latin 3 12%
Other 0 0%

26 NA

       Chinese
       South East Asian
       Korean
       Indian
       Other Asian

Total

       Pākehā/NZ European
       Other European

       Samoan
       Cook Islands Māori
       Tongan

       Other Pasifika

Male Female
Prefer 
not to 
say

Not 
supplied

Grand 
total

 25-34 years 3 1 4
45-54 years 1 2 3 6
55-64 years 4 3 1 8
 65-74 years 2 4 1 7
 75 years or older 2 2
Not supplied 1 1 1 3
Grand Total 13 11 2 4 30
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The table below indicates the total submissions received by local board that submitters live in.  
LOCAL BOARD TOTAL PERCENTAGE 

Albert-Eden 5 17% 
Devonport-Takapuna 1 3% 
Franklin 1 3% 
Aotea/Great Barrier 0 0% 
Henderson-Massey 0 0% 
Hibiscus and Bays 1 3% 
Howick 2 7% 
Kaipātiki 3 10% 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 0 0% 
Manurewa 0 0% 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 4 13% 
Ōrākei 0 0% 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 1 3% 
Papakura 0 0% 
Puketāpapa 1 3% 
Rodney 2 7% 
Upper Harbour 1 3% 
Waiheke 3 10% 
Waitākere Ranges 1 3% 
Waitematā 1 3% 
Whau 2 7% 
Regional organisation 0 0% 
Not supplied 1 3% 
Outside Auckland 0 0% 
Total 30 100% 

NOTE: Totals may not add up to 100% due to rounding.   
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Urupare 
Feedback 
Proposal One: Remove lighting rules. What is your opinion on this proposal?  
Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 
(n=30 people made submissions, 30 selected a response to this question with 11 comments) 
 
SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 

70 percent of submitters agreed with the proposal to remove the lighting rules from the Bylaw 
with 50 percent of the comments also in support of this. Submitters commented that there was 
not enough information provided as to why the lighting rules were proposed to be removed.   

                                                             

              
Most common theme 
 

17% support the proposal  
(5 comments) 
 
 

Comments included:  
 -  It is better to have the rules in one place  
 -  If the rules are properly covered elsewhere there is no need     
 -  Sensible 
 -  Seems to be clearly covered elsewhere. 

 
 

 
THEMES TOTAL % 
Supports proposal 5 17% 
Insufficient information in proposal 3 10% 
Out of scope  2 7% 
Does not support proposal 1 3% 

 

 
 
 

70%

13%

7%

10%

Agree

Disagree

Other

I don't know

17%

10%
7%

3%

Supports proposal

Insufficient information in proposal

Out of scope

Does not support proposal

RESPONSE TOTAL % 
Agree 21 70% 
Disagree 4 13% 
Other 2 7% 
I don't know 3 10% 
TOTAL 30 100% 
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Proposal Two: Remove references to the revocation of legacy council bylaws. What is 
your opinion on this proposal?  
Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 
(n=30 people made submissions, 28 selected a response to this question with 7 comments) 
 
SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 

77 percent of submitters agreed with the proposal to remove references to the legacy council 
bylaws. Majority of the comments thought the proposal made sense and seemed logical and 
simplified the Bylaw.  

 

    
 
Most common theme 
 

17% support the proposal  
(5 comments) 
 

                                     Comments included: 
  -  If it's outdated clutter, yes - get rid of it 
  -  If it's expired, then no need to keep it there 
  -  Technical correction 
  - Sensible, common sense. 

 
 

 
THEMES TOTAL % 
Supports proposal 5 17% 
Seeks inclusion/reference to expired bylaws 1 3% 
Insufficient information in proposal   1 3% 

 

 
 
 

77%

7%

3%
7%

7%

Agree

Disagree

Other

I don’t know 

No response

17%

3%

3%

Supports proposal

Seeks inclusion/reference to expired bylaws

Insufficient information in proposal

RESPONSE TOTAL % 
Agree 23 77% 
Disagree 2 7% 
Other 1 4% 
I don't know 2 7% 
No response 2 7%  
TOTAL 30 100% 
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Proposal Three: Update the Bylaw definitions, structure, format, and wording. What is 
your opinion? 
Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 
(n=30 people made submissions, 28 selected a response to this question with 9 comments) 
 
SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
80 percent of submitters agreed with the proposal to update the bylaw definitions, structure, 
format and wording. The majority of the comments supported having clear, simple language that 
is easy for public understand.  
 

            
 
Most common theme 
 

23% support the proposal  
(7 comments) 

3 Comments included: 
- The new format is easier to read  
-  The public need to understand the bylaws so making them easier to 
 read and understand is a sensible improvement 
-  It is always beneficial to have clear and understandable wording 
-  Plain English is much better than legalese. 
 

 
THEMES TOTAL % 
Supports proposal 7 23% 
Seeks the use of clear language 1 3% 
Disagrees with the approach 1 3% 

 

 
 
 
 
 

80%

7%

7%

3%3%

Agree

Disagree

Other

I don’t know

No response

23%

3%

3%

Supports proposal

Seeks the use of clear language

Disagrees with approach

RESPONSE TOTAL % 
Agree 24 80% 
Disagree 2 7% 
Other 2 7% 
I don't know 1 3% 
No response 1 3% 
TOTAL 30 100% 
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Do you have any other feedback?  
Submitters were asked to provide their comments in an open comment field. 
(n=30 people made submissions, 11 provided a response to this question).  

THEMES TOTAL % 

Seeks better council enforcement 4 13% 

Supports overall proposal 2 6% 

Seeks clear definition of property and reference to zoning 2 6% 

Seeks the inclusion of lawn mowing/berm mowing provisions 2 6% 

Seeks inclusion of noxious and invasive weeds as a nuisance 1 3% 

Seeks the inclusion of noise control provisions 1 3% 

Does not support the overall proposal 1 3% 



Date: Monday, 24 January 2022 

PROPERTY MAINTENACE AND NUISANCE 
BYLAW REVIEW 2021 

WAIHEKE LOCAL BOARD 
WRITTEN FEEDBACK  Vol.1 

Attachment B - Local feedback



Submission # Local Board 
7 Waiheke 

8 Waiheke 

10 Waiheke 
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Proposed amendments to the Property 
Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 2015  
Statement of Proposal to amend the Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 
2015 

Our health and wellbeing is often influenced by other people’s activities on private property. This is especially 
true in urban areas where the population density is higher and in buildings that use industrial cooling tower 
systems.  

Poorly maintained private property can cause public health risks and nuisance, for example, by harbouring 
pests or growth of Legionella bacteria.  

What we want your feedback on 

We recently checked how the rules are working and identified improvements to how we might better reduce 
public health risks and nuisance. We propose the following changes to the Bylaw:  

 remove rules about lighting now regulated in the Auckland Unitary Plan
 remove references to expired legacy bylaws
 update the definitions, structure, format and wording of the Bylaw.

We want your feedback on the proposed changes to the current bylaw. Details can be found in the 
attachments on the Have Your Say website. 

Note: we are not seeking feedback on moving the rule about feeding wild animals to the Animal 
Management Bylaw 2015 or impacts on property values, visual amenity or the environment. 

Your details 

 Your local board: Waiheke 

Source: Online 

Your feedback (all questions are optional)  

1. Removing lighting rules

We are proposing to remove the lighting rules as these are now regulated through the Auckland Unitary Plan 
(refer Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal under Part 4 of the Current Bylaw for details). 

What is your opinion on this proposal? Agree 

Please tell us why:  

2. Removing references to the revocation of legacy council bylaws

We are proposing to remove references to the revocation of legacy council bylaw as they have expired (refer 
Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal under Part 4 of the Current Bylaw for details). 

What is your opinion on this proposal? Agree 

Please tell us why: 
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3. Updating the bylaw’s definitions, structure, wording, format, and definitions

We are proposing to make the bylaw easier to read and understand by updating the definitions, structure, 
format, and wording of the Bylaw (refer Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal for details).  

What is your opinion on this proposal? Agree 

Please tell us why:  

4. Do you have any other feedback on the Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw?

Important privacy information 

The personal information that you provide in this form will be held and protected by Auckland Council in accordance with 
our privacy policy (available at aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/privacy and at our libraries and service centres) and with the 
Privacy Act 1993. The privacy policy explains how we can use and share your personal information in relation to any 
interaction you have with the council, and how you can access and correct that information. You should familiarise 
yourself with this policy before submitting this form. 

7
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Proposed amendments to the Property 
Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 2015  
Statement of Proposal to amend the Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 
2015 

Our health and wellbeing is often influenced by other people’s activities on private property. This is especially 
true in urban areas where the population density is higher and in buildings that use industrial cooling tower 
systems.  

Poorly maintained private property can cause public health risks and nuisance, for example, by harbouring 
pests or growth of Legionella bacteria.  

What we want your feedback on 

We recently checked how the rules are working and identified improvements to how we might better reduce 
public health risks and nuisance. We propose the following changes to the Bylaw:  

 remove rules about lighting now regulated in the Auckland Unitary Plan
 remove references to expired legacy bylaws
 update the definitions, structure, format and wording of the Bylaw.

We want your feedback on the proposed changes to the current bylaw. Details can be found in the 
attachments on the Have Your Say website. 

Note: we are not seeking feedback on moving the rule about feeding wild animals to the Animal 
Management Bylaw 2015 or impacts on property values, visual amenity or the environment. 

Your details 

 Your local board: Waiheke 

Source: Online 

Your feedback (all questions are optional)  

1. Removing lighting rules

We are proposing to remove the lighting rules as these are now regulated through the Auckland Unitary Plan 
(refer Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal under Part 4 of the Current Bylaw for details). 

What is your opinion on this proposal? Agree 

Please tell us why:  

2. Removing references to the revocation of legacy council bylaws

We are proposing to remove references to the revocation of legacy council bylaw as they have expired (refer 
Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal under Part 4 of the Current Bylaw for details). 

What is your opinion on this proposal? Agree 

Please tell us why: Common sense 
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3. Updating the bylaw’s definitions, structure, wording, format, and definitions

We are proposing to make the bylaw easier to read and understand by updating the definitions, structure, 
format, and wording of the Bylaw (refer Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal for details).  

What is your opinion on this proposal? Agree 

Please tell us why: The public need to understand the bylaws so making them easier to read and 
understand is a sensible improvement . 

4. Do you have any other feedback on the Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw?

Important privacy information 

The personal information that you provide in this form will be held and protected by Auckland Council in accordance with 
our privacy policy (available at aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/privacy and at our libraries and service centres) and with the 
Privacy Act 1993. The privacy policy explains how we can use and share your personal information in relation to any 
interaction you have with the council, and how you can access and correct that information. You should familiarise 
yourself with this policy before submitting this form. 

8
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Proposed amendments to the Property 
Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 2015  
Statement of Proposal to amend the Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw 
2015 

Our health and wellbeing is often influenced by other people’s activities on private property. This is especially 
true in urban areas where the population density is higher and in buildings that use industrial cooling tower 
systems.  

Poorly maintained private property can cause public health risks and nuisance, for example, by harbouring 
pests or growth of Legionella bacteria.  

What we want your feedback on 

We recently checked how the rules are working and identified improvements to how we might better reduce 
public health risks and nuisance. We propose the following changes to the Bylaw:  

 remove rules about lighting now regulated in the Auckland Unitary Plan
 remove references to expired legacy bylaws
 update the definitions, structure, format and wording of the Bylaw.

We want your feedback on the proposed changes to the current bylaw. Details can be found in the 
attachments on the Have Your Say website. 

Note: we are not seeking feedback on moving the rule about feeding wild animals to the Animal 
Management Bylaw 2015 or impacts on property values, visual amenity or the environment. 

Your details 

 Your local board: Waiheke 

Source: Online 

Your feedback (all questions are optional)  

1. Removing lighting rules

We are proposing to remove the lighting rules as these are now regulated through the Auckland Unitary Plan 
(refer Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal under Part 4 of the Current Bylaw for details). 

What is your opinion on this proposal? Other 

Please tell us why: I cannot compare the laws as I am answering this question, so, I am assuming that as 
Auckland was not ever supposed to be over-developed for many reasons, the laws still reflect the need for 
dimmed lighting and minimum reflection in the areas of concern as described by concerned Engineers and 
Ecologists/Environmental Scientists who were involved in Construction of Auckland and had vast amounts of 
experience including foreign experience as young men in cities where they had built up the areas beyond it's 
environmental and resource capacities with little forethought or power of wider experience.  One would hope 
also that areas that are frequented by night active persons are also catered for as far as security lighting and 
camera lighting goes, without having to apply for compliance with exorbitant fees.  Inclusion of hues and 
ultra-violet or other colour  and effects or types of lighting should also be included in an age where even 
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children have access to electronics, and technology is moving so fast that a light that removes hair could 
other wise be installed or a light tube with poisonous gases in an area with high traffic too low to the ground. 
All of these things may seem like insubstantial unrelated issues and ridiculous until someone uses them 
against the city or a buildings or streets occupants to gain some kind of measure of control or otherwise carry 
out criminal acts. It has happened in the past so will no doubt occur again if precautions aren't taken. 

2. Removing references to the revocation of legacy council bylaws

We are proposing to remove references to the revocation of legacy council bylaw as they have expired (refer 
Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal under Part 4 of the Current Bylaw for details). 

What is your opinion on this proposal? Disagree 

Please tell us why: Add a reference area in a section of the act.bylaw that redirects from the historic or 
outdated laws to the new legislation or laws. Your all about making the process clearer, so cater for those 
who live longer than thirty years and don't have to move every five years, because they are generally the 
ones who are supposed to be owning and running the properties as well as managing the construction of 
and renovation or repair of the buildings. Laws and law systems are not supposed to change every five 
minutes and people are not always going to be able to recall from todays events when they have been 
educated during development to recall and base knowledge on events occuring during those periods of 
learning. Their knowledge is valuable and based on systems that work, so why make it more difficult for them 
when it is so simple to include a link and a brief statement of changes with laws applied to it. 

3. Updating the bylaw’s definitions, structure, wording, format, and definitions

We are proposing to make the bylaw easier to read and understand by updating the definitions, structure, 
format, and wording of the Bylaw (refer Attachment C of the Statement of Proposal for details).  

What is your opinion on this proposal? Other 

Please tell us why: Structure of law english is different to the english used in everyday speech and most 
people dont even understand english to a high degree of competency little own adding law to that. The push 
for better intelligence or understanding in places where it is important would be more beneficial than using 
language that is closely related to street use and could be easily misconstrued by lawyers or those out for 
their own benefit and the unethical demise of others or groups etc  

4. Do you have any other feedback on the Property Maintenance and Nuisance Bylaw?

Yes. This legislation change states removal of property but doesnt define the 'property' which will and can be 
misconstrued as title to ownership or occupation. In a society that is now modern which is what you are 
trying to change these laws to reflect, you have missed that we dont 'remove' property unless it is a major 
threat to safety, and even then the issue is usually some miscommunication or lack of services etc. There is 
also a statement about the 'criminal' portrayed as a messy and dirty being when this is actual usually not true 
at all and usually the opposite is true, criminal groups and organised crime are typically consistently able to 
maintain properties and take showers or slap on some perfume, they don't have ethics and haven't got a 
culture besides self-gain so are unlikely to be effected by the shames or tut-tuts of others that often lead alot 
of people to become disorientated and lost in foreign cultures they are unable to assimilate when mass or 
other environmental changes or location changes etc are implimented too quickly with no regard to the 
people who live and work regularly in the area/locality, and are instead based on the lack of experience of 
someone from one small locality with a closed mindset, that similarly can only see one outcome and one way 
of working toward a future that they see as set in stone and inflexible.  The use of such stereotypes more 
suited to locals of a rural town named a city scape such as Christchurch or Whanganui, not Auckland or 
Hamilton for example which include a much larger multitude of cultures and peoples all trying to live together 
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and all in different phases of physical and mental health faced with the rigors of a changing government and 
set of rules every five minutes when they have just gotten used to the old ones. Allowance needs to be 
given, not unjustified stereotyping nor projecting the issues away from you or tom jones and the jane does 
onto those they imagen are the ones causing it. Just as wearing a yellow cloth does not make you a sunray, 
nor a banana nor a satay diarrhea, nor does being unorganised, busy, or lacking use of arms and legs make 
one a criminal or deserving of being tossed from their own home or premises because some neighbor more 
likely to be the organised, money-driven psychotic narcissitic OCD drug dealer wants to entertain his posse 
of disorientated twits with nice shirts on and no foliage or things to threaten his safety when he escapes or 
tries to take the house using the council to process drugs or to pimp his debtors. It is so easy to fool and 
mask people in the city this use of tables of penalties and the associated materials would only serve to unite 
and assist the retards, unethical and those bereft of morals.  

 Additionally there is no definition of the difference between those properties named rural, so the effects on 
places where items are always recycled or a more rural and unkept type of life and natural surroundings as 
well as buildings is normal. There is no definition of a boundary , no exlamation of the zones this will effect-
you cant implement this in non-central non-intensive urban areas because it wouldnt work, it would kill the 
environment and the nature as well as culture of the areas, and further impact the negative effects on life 
and environment. There needs to be a direct statement that addresses the issue such as reminding people 
that the gulf islands are all considered in context to the maintenance rules as seperate and under different 
rules as they are rural, as are many other areas in Auckland.   

Animals needs to refer equally to ALL animals, including dogs. And further definition stated directly about the 
areas in which this applies, it is not advisable nor developmentally and socially appropriate to exclude the 
feeding of wild animals in such a manner that is detrimental to social needs, morality nor our wildlife corridors 
which have been largely ignored and dismissed by those who are ill educated and unable to grasp the fact 
that the environment comes first, is what all society and construction engineering, planning and the formation 
of towns and cities are based on. There is no need for people with lack morality and ethics or ethnic/genetic 
based  barriers to participation in normal standards for thought patterns (normal at this level of planning 
being quite a high and diverse intelligence, high ability to integrate information and laws including animal 
welfare, and altruism) to be included in the formation of rule/legislation making.  Why a dog included with 
humans? Why not a bat? Why not a Kaka? They are the same or higher intelligence as the dog, but now 
someone will be harrassed and punished for ensuring that an intelligent being with thoughts, same human 
associations and tendencies to form reciprocal beneficial societies and friendships, that feels pain and 
suffers trauma, wants to live, to associate with its kin, family (who it may see also as humans or other 
animals, not just it's own species, we are not in a country with a mass amount of preditors like jaguars or 
bears or foxes, so the animals in NZ are typically far more intelligent and emotionally intelligent, higher in 
many cases than intellectually impaired whom we let have a place in society and would feed with out 
punishment), and be able to just travel from one area to another (with the city you put in the way); And you 
will have us reward those who ignore the hungry and needy, the starving or sick, those who are just a bit lost 
or need a helping hand, those who are unethical, give accolades to those who define themselves as the top 
over all others, and have children and vunerable people watch and learn these acts of segregation and be 
traumatised and brainwashed into thinking that letting something suffer or ignoring suffering is kind and 
correct? Are you insane? Have you read or studied history and human behavior/psychology in societies? 
Because some of these proposals are exactly the opposite of promoting safe and healthy societies, and the 
basis of the creation of murders, psychopaths and Nazi's.  

   ' There have been consistent research findings to suggest a strong link between animal cruelty and 
violence towards people including domestic abuse and child abuse. ... Children who demonstrate cruelty to 
animals often display callous unemotional traits and have often been the victim of abuse or witness abuse in 
their home.'20/11/2018 

Animal cruelty, pet abuse & violence: the missed dangerous ..    

If you cant correlate this , children spend very little time in their homes in built up areas, so their parents, or 
teachers and those who are consistant in their lives or environment, become the wider community and 
stores, streets, parks, schools, all places you could find or witness various uncontrolled abuses, not to 
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mention those who connect to people in other ways besides visual recognition forced to paticipate in the 
abuse or re-live it without any choice. You may have let high functioning and low functioning mentally 
incapable persons paticipate in society and the work force, but that does not mean that we gear society 
towards their manner of disoriented or disturbed thinking, nor does it mean we can ignore their prescence or 
ignore the fact that they will be equally detrimentally effected as children and other vulnerable persons would 
be, with a far bigger price to society to pay for it. 

  'It appears that survivors of abuse, whether witnesses or direct recipients of the abuse, are impacted in 
similar ways. There are parallels in both the short- and long-term effects regardless of the type of abuse, 
including post-traumatic stress symptoms as indicated by depression, anxiety, low self-esteem, self-blame, 
self-destructive, risk-taking, or externalizing symptoms seen through inappropriate expression of anger or 
delinquency. It is proposed that witnessing, being threatened with, or forced to commit animal abuse 
constitutes an important form of abuse with both short- and long-term effects. Similar to the impact of other 
forms of abuse, comparable effects could exist for both the human and nonhuman survivors of animal abuse. 
'  Karen D. Schaefer, NCJ Number 222417 

Journal of Emotional Abuse; Volume 7, Issue 3, 2007 ;Pg 31-57 , https://www.ojp.gov/ncjrs/virtual-
library/abstracts/cruelty-animals-and-short-and-long-term-impact-victims 

'Intentional cruelty can run the gamut from knowingly depriving an animal of food, water, shelter, socialization 
or veterinary care to maliciously torturing, maiming, mutilating or killing an animal.' 
https://www.humanesociety.org/resources/animal-cruelty-and-neglect-faq 

'Why is it a concern? 

All animal cruelty is a concern because it is wrong to inflict suffering on any living creature. Intentional cruelty 
is a particular concern because it is a sign of psychological distress and often indicates that an individual 
either has already been a victim of violence or might be predisposed to committing acts of violence.' 
https://www.humanesociety.org/resources/animal-cruelty-and-neglect-faq 

'Why would anyone be cruel to animals? 

There can be many reasons. Animal cruelty, like any other form of violence, is often committed by a person 
who feels powerless, unnoticed or under the control of others. The motive may be to shock, threaten, 
intimidate or offend others or to demonstrate rejection of society's rules. Some who are cruel to animals copy 
acts they have seen or that have been done to them. Others see harming an animal as a safe way to get 
revenge against—or threaten—someone who cares about that animal.' 
https://www.humanesociety.org/resources/animal-cruelty-and-neglect-faq 

From the same page as above- 

'...people who are insensitive to the suffering of animals are more likely to be unresponsive to the needs of 
dependent people in their household...'- in this case the dependents are the city folk and the towns folk, they 
are people in work places, people on the streets, tenants in homes kicked out because people are trained to 
be desensitized from birth or 'blind' to suffering so that they may live fast and climb corporate and societal 
ladders created by persons who do not see outside of their own selfish needs and wants. This is not what a 
healthy society is based on, this is what an unhealthy, mentally ill and environmentally corrupt society such 
as medieval England or worn torn Afganistan promotes amongst general turmoil, it is what we are taught in 
every class approved by the NZ government to avoid at all costs, and here you are making rules and 
legislation fashioned to encourage it and punish those who are doing 'the right thing', as well as those who 
see it as a non-living business opportunity and gear themselves to further punish and defame an individual 
or group by making themselves out to be the good guy and collecting other depraved persons who will 
ultimately have alot of marketing prowess but very little in the way of ethical or positive treatment of the 
animal nor the human, and once this is discovered it is generally too late to save the person who should 
have had the assistance and been involved in the care or advising, as well as further leading to punishment 
of another twenty 'good' people for the sakes of one group only wanting attention and to feel better by 
belittling others, and whom have absolutely no way of seeing they are in the wrong. These marketing groups 
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typically consist of alcoholics, drug addicts or ex drug addicts who still run in the same circles, mentally 
impaired and incapable, those susceptible to corruption and those otherwise immoral. Hardly a profitable 
outcome for a society who is supposed to be healthy and safe, and to then make a child who has to be quite 
knowledgeable or street savy in a city or urban area in order to survive, think that rapists, animal abusers 
and the mentally ill-functioning of society can just walk in and take their brother or sister or someone just like 
themselves at any moment is typically fairly disgusting. A focus on police doing police work and law makers 
doing actual law work as opposed to adhearing to the will and demands of narcissicists and cruel individuals 
who cant see the forest for the trees because they keep removing them and paying money for penalties, 
which they have most likely acquired through means probably also criminal or detrimental to society, would 
be far more beneficial and cost effective, and much easier to understand. 

RACK RENTS- DEFINE rack rent in the context of NZ, there are at least twenty different variations of Rack-
rent depending which cultural group, society or nationality you are and no defining explanation for NZ. At the 
moment, under this wording, Maori will be responsible for a whole bunch of buildings and equipment which 
they receive absolutely no benefit, no compensation or no use of at all, nor do they otherwise have any right 
to carry out the necessary work or to enter premises under other laws, due in part to the fact many of them 
won't have a certificate, the Maori culture does not put responsibility for such buildings or constructions on 
their land to one person or group nor the person who would be considered the beneficiary of the 'rack rent'. 
You will be giving a bunch of people who have lived without any training or knowledge of their own holdings 
the responsibilities someone else has removed from them in the past often against the beneficieries wishes, 
and also giving them these other peoples penalties when they are continuously abused, damaged and 
otherwise manipulated or completely ignored after being demoralised and removed from any authoritive 
position- if they even ever occupied such a position, by others not party to the benefits but wanting to receive 
them for what ever reason whether it criminal or otherwise. How is it fair to lump theses people with someone 
elses penalties? Sounds like a criminal outfit who has decided that they will scapegoat one person and 
because they are so ignorant of what is going on, they will be easier to send to prison and take the blame. 
Something else needs to be added to further define and protect those who have no control nor receive little if 
any benefit of such holdings, and are effectively, literally, only a name on someone elses piece of paper 
when it suits that someone else to have them there.  

Safety of air conditioning towers is another issue, with many people wanting to be able to keep them away 
from prying eyes as they may have high profile guests or at risk tenants. Some kind of measure for these 
people needs to be put in place as well especially where the testing and safety measures are already in 
place and carried out by people in the premises, or it forms some kind of safety net where the persons 
responsible for the cleanliness of the tower are integral to the ownership and functioning of the building, and 
they have no other means/knowledge of securing the premises. There are other more and equally worrying 
diseases besides legionnaires which should be considered also. It is common in NZ to be raised by an older 
person or grandparent typically carrying knowledge from 300 years ago, which, although important can often 
conflict with modern methods. As this is an integral form of communication and teaching and common part of 
our culture, and also something that binds us as a great and knowledgable nation, it may be prudent to 
acknowledge those that may like to be able to pass those methods and that knowledge, more for the fact 
that they will be able to catch foreign invaders or other groups of criminal/military invaders who may threaten 
NZ with different methods the average jo NZ wouldn't use against their fellow citizen or imagen using, but 
have become common tactics in other countries or groups that may become unfriendly to us. Introducing 
some alternative like operation of regular drills in case there is infection present and the cleaning and 
maintenance required to prevent/remediate the effects as well as forensic intervention requirements (as in 
they are required to call a forensic qualified investigator before they clean it) may be helpful in this endeavor.   

Important privacy information 

The personal information that you provide in this form will be held and protected by Auckland Council in accordance with 
our privacy policy (available at aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/privacy and at our libraries and service centres) and with the 
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Privacy Act 1993. The privacy policy explains how we can use and share your personal information in relation to any 
interaction you have with the council, and how you can access and correct that information. You should familiarise 
yourself with this policy before submitting this form. 
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Attachment C – DRAFT Attachment A Deliberations Table to Bylaw Panel Report 
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 B to F to ensure that all matters raised receive due consideration.  
Note: 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. Each comment may also include more than one key theme.  
Note: Percentages for feedback responses may not equal one hundred per cent because they exclude ‘no response’ feedback.  
Note: Public feedback about operational and non-bylaw related matters is summarised in Attachment E and will be referred to relevant council units. 

Public feedback topic (Proposal 1) 
(number of comments in brackets) 

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel recommendation 

Removing lighting rules 
30 feedback responses: 21 support (70 per cent), 12 oppose (13 
per cent) and 11 comments.  

Key themes in support (6): 
• Better to have the rules on one place 
• Generally agree 
Key themes opposed (3): 
• Auckland Unitary Plan does not consider lighting effects on 

properties 
Local board views 
• [to be completed] 
Key changes sought 
• Refer key themes opposed. 

Current Bylaw: 
• In Clause 12 of Part 4, the Auckland City Council Environmental 

Protection Bylaw 2008 lighting requirements remained as a 
transitional matter until the lighting requirements in the Auckland 
Unitary Plan came into effect in November 2016. 

Proposal seeks to: 
• remove lighting rules as they are now regulated through the 

Auckland Unitary Plan (Part 4). 
About ‘Auckland Unitary Plan’ feedback 
• Lighting requirements are regulated in the Auckland Unitary Plan 

(Chapter E24). 
• The Auckland Unitary Plan sets out specific lighting rules and 

measurements for the various types of residential zone 
properties, open space properties and businesses. 

That the proposal to remove 
lighting rules from the Bylaw 
(as regulated through the 
Auckland Unitary Plan) 
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]. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://unitaryplan.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/Images/Auckland%20Unitary%20Plan%20Operative/Chapter%20E%20Auckland-wide/3.%20Built%20environment/E24%20Lighting.pdf
https://unitaryplan.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/Images/Auckland%20Unitary%20Plan%20Operative/Chapter%20E%20Auckland-wide/3.%20Built%20environment/E24%20Lighting.pdf
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Public feedback topic (Proposal 2) 
(number of comments in brackets) 

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel recommendation 

Remove reference to the revocation of legacy council bylaws 
30 feedback responses: 23 support (77 per cent), 2 oppose (7 per 
cent), and 7 comments. 

Key themes in support (5): 
• Technical correction • Sensible, common sense
• If it is expired, no need to keep it.
Key themes opposed (2):
• Add a reference section to the bylaw
• Revocation reasons to be explained and included
Local board views
• [to be completed]
Key changes sought 
• Refer key themes opposed.

Current Bylaw: 
• Clause 13(1) of Part 4 details the revocation of legacy bylaws.
Proposal seeks to:
• remove reference to the expired legacy council bylaws (Part 4).
About ‘reference section’ feedback:
• References, including to expired bylaws, are included in

proposal under Clause 2(2) related information.

That the proposal to remove 
reference to revocation of 
legacy council bylaws 
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]. 

Public feedback topic (Proposal 3) 
(number of comments in brackets) 

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel recommendation 

Update the definitions, structure, format and wording of the Bylaw 
and controls to make them easier to read and understand 

30 feedback responses: 24 support (80 per cent), 2 oppose (7 per 
cent), and 9 comments. 

Key themes in support (7): 
• New format is easier to read / sensible improvement
• Plain English is much better than legalese
Key themes opposed (1):
• Weakening of controls
Local board views
• [to be completed]
Key changes sought 
• Refer key themes opposed.

Current Bylaw: 
• Can be difficult to read and definitions and appearance are

not consistent with other bylaws which use current best 
practice drafting practices. 

Proposal across the entire Bylaw seeks to: 
• make the Bylaw easier to read and understand, for example:

o by aligning the definitions of ‘nuisance’ with the section
29 of the Health Act 1956. This relates to Bylaw Clause
5(1).

o by aligning the structure, format and wording of the
Bylaw with current drafting practices.

About ‘weakening of controls’ feedback: 
• Control measures remain consistent with the 2015 bylaw.

That the proposal to update the 
definitions, structure, format and 
wording of the Bylaw and 
controls to make them easier to 
read and understand 
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 
(Other matters) 

Staff comment (information to assist deliberations) Panel recommendation 

Comment (Attachment E – Operational and non-Bylaw-related 
feedback) 
The Panel could, if it wishes, deliberate on any of the matters in 
Attachment E: 
• Enforcement
• Noxious and invasive weeds

About ‘Operational and non-Bylaw-related’ feedback 
• This is an opportunity for the Bylaw Panel to deliberate on any

matters contained in Attachment E that it considers require
more direction from elected members.

• The matters in Attachment E contain detail considered by staff
to be outside the scope of the proposal and are therefore
more appropriately referred to relevant council departments
for their consideration.

Either [Panel to decide] 
That matters contained in 
Attachment x be referred to 
relevant council areas for 
consideration. OR  
That in relation to the matters 
contained in Attachment x: 
• [Panel to insert

recommendations]
• any matters not referred to

above be referred to relevant
council areas for
consideration.

Comment (any other matters) 
The Panel should deliberate on any matters contained in public feedback 
and local board views (Attachments D and F) it considers has not been 
adequately addressed in this Attachment A. 

About ‘any other matters’ 
• This is an opportunity for the Bylaw Panel to deliberate on any

matters contained in public feedback and local board views
(Attachments D and F) it considers have not been adequately
addressed in this Attachment A.

Either [Panel to decide] 
Consider that all matters raised in 
public feedback and local board 
views have been given adequate 
consideration. 
OR  
That in relation to the matters 
raised in public feedback and local 
board views, the Panel: 
[Panel to insert recommendations, 
suggestions, notes]. 

DRAFT Bylaw Panel Deliberation Report Attachments referred to in the above Table 
• Attachment A – Deliberations table • Attachment C – Summary of public feedback • Attachment E – Operational and non-bylaw related public feedback
• Attachment B – Statement of Proposal • Attachment D – Public feedback • Attachment F – Local Board views on public feedback



Attachment C: Attachment E DRAFT Operational and non-
Bylaw-related feedback to the Bylaw Panel Report 
Feedback was received on operational and non-bylaw-related matters (summarised below) 
alongside feedback on the proposal. These matters will be shared with relevant council staff 
to consider as operational matters. Comments from local boards have also been included 
when they have expressed views on  

Enforcement 
Public feedback: 
Comments included suggestions to provide consistent and greater enforcement of 
poorly maintained property, berm mowing and noise control concerns.  

Noxious and invasive weeds 
Public feedback: 
Feedback suggested that council include noxious and invasive weeds in the definition of 
‘nuisance’ to address pest infestation on poorly maintained private property. Council's 
approach to managing widespread pest plants is informed by the 'pest infestation curve' 
with recent recommendations from the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment. 
Pest species are prioritised for control by the Council under the Regional Pest 
Management Plan's eradication and progressive containment programmes. 

https://www.pce.parliament.nz/publications/space-invaders-managing-weeds-that-threaten-native-ecosystems
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LOCAL BOARD UPDATE 

 
To: Waiheke Local Board  

From: Rebekah Forman (Principal Policy Advisor, Community and Social Policy) 

Date:  09 February 2022 

Subject: Public feedback on proposal to make a new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw  
 

 
1. Purpose 

To inform you of local and Auckland wide feedback on the proposed freedom camping in vehicles bylaw.   

2. Background 

The proposed Te Kaunihera o Tāmaki Makaurau Te Ture ā-Rohe Noho Puni Wātea ā Waka 2022 / the 
Auckland Council Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2022 sets rules for freedom camping in the 
Auckland region to protect areas (such as the environment), public health and safety or access to areas.  

In September 2021, the Governing Body adopted the proposal for public consultation (GB/2021/112). 
The proposal was publicly notified for feedback from 26 October to 5 December 2021. During that time, 
council received Have Your Say feedback from 1,571 individuals and 46 organisations.  

A further 1,914 people provided feedback through an external research survey of a representative 

sample of Aucklanders.1 

Staff have subsequently prepared a summary of local feedback (refer ‘3. Discussion’) and draft public 
feedback summary report (Attachment A). A full copy of local feedback is in Attachment B. 

3. Discussion  

A total of 69 Have your Say respondents (HYS) and 61 research survey respondents (RS) from the local 

board area provided feedback to the proposal: 

• for Proposal One there was majority support, similar to the level of support in overall feedback 

• for Proposal Two there was majority support for one general rule and mixed views on the 

maximum stay, departure time and no-return period rules 

• for Proposal Three there was majority support for the proposed prohibited areas in the local 

board area (there are no proposed restricted areas in the local board area in Proposal Four).  

Support for proposals in the local board area 

Proposal Local board feedback Auckland-wide feedback  

1: Include general rules in areas 
we manage where freedom 
camping is not otherwise 
prohibited or restricted 

72 per cent HYS support 
 
83 per cent RS support 

55 per cent HYS support 
 
90 per cent RS support 

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

2.1: Use a certified self-
contained vehicle 

72 per cent HYS support 

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

 

 
74 per cent RS support 

68 per cent HYS support 

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

 
 

76 per cent RS support 

 
1  An independent research agency was commissioned to undertake an online survey to help mitigate the potential 

impact of the Covid-19 lockdown on Have Your Say feedback.  
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Proposal Local board feedback Auckland-wide feedback  

2.2:  Stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-
road parking area 

43 per cent support 

• 31 per cent preferred 1 night 
 

62 per cent RS support 

39 per cent support 

• 32 per cent preferred 1 night 
 

70 per cent RS support 

2.3:  Depart by 9am on the third 
day 

41 per cent support 

• 36 per cent preferred 10am 

• 18 per cent preferred 8am 
 

46 per cent RS support 

28 per cent support 

• 24 per cent preferred 10am 

• 23 per cent preferred 8am 
 

52 per cent RS support 

2.4:  Not return to the same 
road or off-road parking area 
within two weeks 

42 per cent support 

• 15 per cent preferred 4 weeks 
 

60 per cent RS support 

40 per cent support 

• 28 per cent preferred 4 weeks 
 

55 per cent RS support 
 

Site-specific feedback 

Proposal Local board feedback (n=31)2 Auckland-wide feedback  

3: Schedule 45 
prohibited areas, where 
no freedom camping 
would be allowed 

• Kennedy Point Wharf: 23 support, 6 
oppose 

• Onetangi Cemetery: 27 support, 1 oppose 

• Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua): 15 
support, 12 oppose 

• Waiheke Island Artworks: 27 support, 2 
oppose.  

Majority support for 
prohibition at 11 areas3 
Majority opposition for 
prohibition at 34 areas 

4: Schedule 22 
restricted areas, where 
freedom camping would 
be allowed subject to 
conditions. 

• Note: there are no proposed restricted 
areas in the Waiheke Local Board area 

• One person commented on restricted 
areas outside your local board area.4 

Majority support for 
restrictions at one area5 
Majority opposition for 
restrictions at 21 areas 

Key themes from local feedback are consistent with regional feedback. For example, that: 

• the proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 

• respondents are concerned with enforcement of the bylaw and other implementation matters 

• council should invest more in camper facilities.  

4. Recommendation/Action 

The local board consider public feedback to the proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw.  

5. Next steps 

Staff will seek your views on how the Bylaw Panel should address matters raised in public feedback to 
the proposal at your February business meeting. You will also have the opportunity to present your 
views to the Bylaw Panel at a meeting on 22 April 2022.  

The Bylaw Panel will consider all formal local board views and public feedback on the proposal, 
deliberate and make recommendations to the Governing Body, on 29 April and 6 May 2022. The 
Governing Body will make a final decision on whether to adopt the proposed changes in June 2022. 

 Attachment A – Public feedback summary report, Attachment B – Local feedback 

 
2  Refer Submitter Numbers 17, 227, 291, 341, 352, 353, 355, 368, 401, 402, 420, 422, 432, 434, 443, 454, 487, 488, 496, 

510, 592, 608, 635, 645, 647, 702, 716, 893, 899, 945 and 953 in Attachment B.  
3  Proposed prohibited areas with majority support were Pakuranga Community Hall, St Heliers Community Library and 

Hall, Leigh Library and Grounds, Ti Point Walkway, Warkworth Town Hall Grounds, Onetangi Cemetery, Waiheke Island 
Artworks, Entrance of Goldie Bush Walkway, Lopdell Hall and House, Sandys Parade and Highwic House. 

4  Refer Submitter Number 291 in Attachment B.  
5  Proposed restricted area with majority support was Whisper Cove (adjacent roadside parking).  
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PROPOSED FREEDOM CAMPING IN VEHICLES BYLAW 2022 
FEEDBACK OVERVIEW 

Te take mō te pūrongo 
Purpose of the report 
The information in this report summarises public feedback received on a proposed new Freedom Camping in 
Vehicles Bylaw during the consultation period of 26 October to 5 December 2021. 
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Whakarāpopototanga matua 
Executive summary 

We consulted with the public on a proposal to make a Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2022 under the 
Freedom Camping Act 2011.  

The Bylaw’s purpose is to give effect to the Freedom Camping Act 2011. The Act enables freedom camping to take 
place on most public land we manage, unless it is prohibited or restricted in a bylaw or other enactment.  

A bylaw may prohibit or restrict freedom camping to protect sensitive areas and public health and safety or to 
manage access. 

Our main proposals were to: 

1. include general rules in areas we manage where freedom camping is not otherwise prohibited or 
restricted, including most roads 

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

2.1  use a certified self-contained vehicle 

2.2  stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area 

2.3  depart by 9am on the third day 

2.4  not return to the same road or off-road parking area within two weeks 

3. schedule 45 prohibited areas, where no freedom camping would be allowed 

4. schedule 22 restricted areas, where freedom camping would be allowed subject to conditions. 

We received feedback from 1,571 individuals and 46 organisations through the Have Your Say consultation:  

• 1,494 responses to the online survey 

• personal accounts from 10 people, describing their experiences either freedom camping or 
encountering freedom campers, submitted via the Have Your Say webpage or email 

• 111 emailed feedback, mostly comprising of general comments rather than responses to the 
proposals 

• eight individuals and two organisations presented verbal feedback at Have Your Say events conducted 
by video conference1, most of whom also provided feedback by email. 

We also received feedback from a further 1,914 people through an external research survey of a representative 
sample of Aucklanders.2 This survey explored respondents’ attitudes to, and experiences of, freedom camping in 
Auckland and sought feedback on the general rules.3  

 
1  In-person events were not offered as Auckland was under Level 4 and Level 3 Covid-19 restrictions during consultation. 
2  The survey was commissioned to help mitigate the potential impact of the Covid-19 lockdown on Have Your Say feedback. 
3  Feedback was not sought on prohibited or restricted areas due to format constraints. 
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Consultation items 

Proposal One: Majority support for general rules, in principle  

Overall, there was in-principle support for the general rules from 55 per cent of Have Your Say respondents and 
90 per cent of research survey participants.  

Proposal Two: Overall support for proposed general rules, with less support from Have Your Say respondents 

Among Have Your Say respondents, only the proposed self-containment rule was supported by a clear majority 
(68 per cent), with the three other rules supported by between 28 and 40 per cent. However, in each case the 
proposed rule received the most support compared to the alternatives for each rule. 

A majority of research survey respondents (from 52 to 76 per cent) supported each of the proposed general rules.  

Proposal Three: Opposition to most of the 45 proposed prohibited areas 

Of the 45 proposed prohibited areas, the majority of respondents only supported prohibitions at 11 areas and 
opposed prohibitions at the other 34 areas. Most respondents who opposed prohibitions wanted freedom 
camping allowed in that area subject to general rules.  

Proposal Four: Opposition to most of the 22 proposed restricted areas  

Of the 22 proposed restricted areas, a majority of respondents only supported restrictions at one area and 
opposed restrictions at the other 21 areas. In general, most respondents who opposed restricted areas wanted 
freedom camping allowed there without restrictions. In proposed restricted areas in Rodney (six) and Orakei 
(one) however, the majority of respondents wanted those sites prohibited rather than restricted.  

Suggestions for additional prohibited or restricted areas  

848 people suggested additional prohibited areas, including   

• specific places (such as Tamaki Drive, or Kiwi Esplanade) 

• large areas (such as Omaha Beach, Waiheke Island or the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area) 

• categories of area (such as residential roads or freedom camping near schools). 

34 people suggested additional or alternative restricted areas, including amending prohibited sites to be 
restricted, subject to site specific restrictions or general rules. 

Key themes underlying feedback 

Comments in feedback provide an insight into the views that underlie respondents’ support and opposition to the 
proposals, and concerns about the Bylaw as a whole.  

Key themes included: 

• The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough: 527 respondents (for example “people could effectively 
live on Auckland roadsides”) 

• Enforcement of the Bylaw or other implementation matters: 518 respondents (for example “existing 
enforcement is insufficient, and the new rules will be even harder to enforce”) 

• Freedom camping causes problems: 351 respondents (for example “freedom campers monopolise public 
parking and leave waste”).  



DRAFT 

 Page 4 of 125 

Who we heard from through the Have Your Say consultation 
The tables below indicate the demographic profile of those Have Your Say respondents that answered the 
demographic questions. 
 

Age Male Female Another 

gender 

Total %  

<15 0 0 0 1 0% 

15-17  0 0 0 15 1% 

18-24  9 4 0 115 8% 

25-34  42 52 0 100 7% 

35-44  62 78 1 148 10% 

45-54  140 159 1 312 21% 

55-64  176 178 0 365 24% 

65-74  218 144 0 372 25% 

75+ 53 23 0 80 5% 

Total 700 638 2 1508 100% 
 

 
 

 

 

Ethnicity   # % 

European 
 

1269 94% 

  Pākehā/NZ European 1224 91% 

  Other European 45 3% 

Māori 
 

102 8% 

Pasifika 
 

9 1% 

  Samoan 3 0% 

  Cook Islands Māori 0 0% 

  Tongan 3 0% 

  Other Pasifika 3 0% 

Asian 
 

37 3% 

  Chinese 11 1% 

  South East Asian 7 1% 

  Korean 1 0% 

  Indian 14 1% 

  Other Asian 4 0% 

African/Middle Eastern/Latin 29 2% 

Other 
 

1 0% 

Total   1348 107%  
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The table below indicates the total number of Have Your Say respondents by the local board that they live in.  
 

Local Board Individuals Organisations Total % 

Albert-Eden 78 5 85 5% 

Aotea/Great Barrier 8 0 8 0% 

Devonport-Takapuna 49 1 50 3% 

Franklin 44 1 45 3% 

Henderson-Massey 25 0 25 2% 

Hibiscus and Bays 131 0 133 8% 

Howick 52 1 53 3% 

Kaipātiki 51 3 56 3% 

Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 23 2 25 2% 

Manurewa 7 0 7 0% 

Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 52 2 54 3% 

Ōrākei 180 3 183 11% 

Ōtara-Papatoetoe 3 0 3 0% 

Papakura 7 0 7 0% 

Puketāpapa 15 0 15 1% 

Rodney 446 9 456 28% 

Upper Harbour 24 0 24 1% 

Waiheke 67 2 69 4% 

Waitākere Ranges 139 9 149 9% 

Waitematā 34 0 37 2% 

Whau 17 0 17 1% 

Regional organisation 0 4 4 0% 

Not supplied 72 3 75 5% 

Outside Auckland 36 1 37 2% 

I don't know 0 0 0 0% 

Total 1560 46 1617 
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Urupare 
Feedback 
 
Proposal 1: Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise 
prohibited or restricted?  

1,431 Have Your Say respondents and 1,933 research survey participants answered this question. 

Have Your Say respondents were asked to choose a response, and then indicate why they held that view by 
selecting from options and/or providing a comment. Respondents could choose more than one reason. 

Research survey participants were simply asked whether they support having general rules. 

Summary of feedback 

Overall, support for including general rules in the Bylaw was indicated by 55 per cent of Have Your Say 
respondents and 90 per cent of research survey participants.  

The main reason for supporting the proposal was that ‘freedom campers should always be subject to some 
basic rules’ (546 responders). The main reason for opposing the proposal was ‘there are better ways to protect 
the environment, health, safety, and access from the problems freedom camping can cause’ (519 responders). 

Support for general rules (Have Your Say) 

  

Support for general rules (research survey) 

 

Reasons for supporting general rules (Have Your Say respondents) n=789 55% 

Freedom campers should be subject to some basic rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no 
areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

546 69% 

General rules are a reasonable way to protect Auckland’s environment, public health and 
safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

520 66% 

Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could 
move from regulated areas to unregulated areas nearby 

  

357 45% 

Another reason (see comment themes below) 65 8% 

55%

43%

2%

I support having general rules

I do not support having general rules

I don't know

90% 10%

I support having general rules I do not support having general rules
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Reasons for supporting general rules (Have Your Say respondents) n=789 55% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 15 <5% 
Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 13 <5% 
Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders 13 <5% 
Enforcement or other implementation matters 13 <5% 

“General rules give a sensible 
framework for all freedom campers 

so that all can enjoy doing so.” 

“General rules will help guide the 
freedom campers behaviour and 

communities who are hosting them. 
Ultimately we want to find a way for 
these two groups to co-exist happily 
and general rules can support this.” 

 “We need clear and robust rules and 
standards to describe clear 

boundaries of acceptable behaviour, 
and consequences for breaches.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Of those Have Your Say respondents who indicated they did not support general rules, many made comments 
that suggested opposition to widespread freedom camping in Auckland and concern about its impact on 
residents, rather than favouring fewer restrictions on campers.  

Reasons for not supporting general rules (Have Your Say respondents) n=624 43% 

There are better ways to protect the environment, public health and safety, and public 
access from the problems freedom camping can cause (see comment themes below) 

200 32% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 49 8% 

Council should invest in more/better facilities for freedom campers  39 6% 

Enforcement or other implementation matters 31 5% 

The general rules will unfairly impact some people (see comment themes below) 187 30% 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders 49 8% 

Enforcement or other implementation matters 27 <5% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 23 <5% 

There are better ways to prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from 
regulated areas to unregulated areas nearby (see comment themes below) 

108 17% 

Enforcement or other implementation matters  31 5% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 19 <5% 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 13 <5% 

It is not necessary to impose basic rules on freedom campers everywhere in Auckland 106 17% 

Another reason (see comment themes below) 110 18% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 41 7% 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 25 <5% 

Enforcement or other implementation matters 23 <5% 

“Specific locations should be 
identified where harm to the 

environment can be mitigated and 
where the parking of large vehicles 

will not endanger the safety of 
pedestrians and cyclists. There 

should be limits on the number of 
campers.” 

“Blanket rules on everyone to stop a 
few causing problems is restrictive to 

those who are respectful of the 
area.” 

“If there is ANY issue in these areas 
then the obvious solution is to build 

bullet proof, concrete and steel 
toilets that CAN be used by Freedom 
campers - and ENCOURAGE them to 
stay in locations where there is free 

parking, without upsetting the 
locals.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 



DRAFT 

 Page 8 of 125 

Proposal 2: Do you support each of the four general rules we’re proposing, or would you prefer an 
alternative (including not having that rule)?  

875 Have Your Say respondents and 1,933 research survey participants provided feedback on one or more 
general rule questions.  

Both Have Your Say respondents and research survey participants could give feedback about each rule and 
indicate why they held that view by selecting from options and/or providing a comment. 

Below is an overview of the support for each general rule, with a more detailed summary in the following pages. 

Summary of feedback 

Among Have Your Say respondents, only the proposed self-containment rule was supported by a clear 
majority (68 per cent), with the three other rules supported by between 28 and 40 per cent. However, in each 
case the proposed rules received the most support compared to any of the alternatives for each rule. 

A majority of research survey participants (between 52 and 76 per cent) supported each of the proposed 
general rules. 

 

Proposed rule Have Your Say respondents Research survey respondents 

Self-containment rule 

Proposal: vehicles must be 
certified self-contained 

68 per cent support proposal 

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

76 per cent support proposal 

 

Maximum stay rule 

Proposal: two nights 

39 per cent support proposal 

32 per cent preferred one night 

70 per cent support proposal 

5 per cent preferred no maximum stay 

Set departure time rule 

Proposal: 9am 

28 per cent support proposal 

24 per cent preferred 10am 

23 per cent preferred 8am 

52 per cent support proposal 

10 per cent preferred no set departure time  

No-return period rule  

Proposal: two weeks 

40 per cent support proposal 

28 per cent preferred four weeks 

55 per cent support proposal 

17 per cent preferred no no-return period 

Note: the level of support for each proposed rule is shown in bold, with the next most popular alternative underneath. 
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Proposal 2.1: Do you support the proposed general rule, that freedom campers must use a certified 
self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by the rules? 

705 Have Your Say respondents and 1,933 research survey participants answered this question. 

Have Your Say responders were asked if they supported the proposed self-containment rule or preferred one of 
four alternatives and to give the rationale for their view.  

Research survey participants were asked if they supported the proposed rule, didn’t support it, or were unsure, 
and to give the rationale for their view.  

Summary of feedback 

Overall, the proposed self-containment rule was supported by 68 per cent of Have Your Say respondents and 
76 per cent of research survey participants.  

For Have Your Say responders, the main reason for supporting the rule was that non-self-contained vehicles 
poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
(372 responders).  

The most preferred alternative rule was ‘Freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-contained UNLESS 
staying in a serviced area (noting there are no serviced areas in the current proposal)’ (92 responders). The 
main reason given for supporting this alternative rule was that the use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a 
risk to the environment or public health and safety, but only in un-serviced areas (56 responders). 

For research survey participants, the main reason for supporting the proposed rule was that freedom campers 
in self-contained vehicles can camp responsibly, because they don’t require public facilities to meet basic daily 
needs (49 per cent). The main reason for opposing the proposed rule was the cost of buying, hiring or 
converting to a certified self-contained vehicle is too high (48 per cent). 

Support for the self-containment rule (Have Your Say) 

 

Support for the self-containment rule (research survey) 

 

  

68%

13%

4% 7%

8%

Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-contained

Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-contained UNLESS staying 
in a serviced area (noting that there are no serviced areas in the current proposal)

No – freedom camping vehicles should be self-contained, but they shouldn’t have 
to be certified

No – freedom camping vehicles should not be required to be self-contained

No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain)

76% ↑ 11% ↓ 13%

Yes No Unsure
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Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (Have Your Say respondents) 

Freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-contained  n=481 68% 

The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and 
safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 

372 77% 

It makes sense to match our self-containment requirements to the National Standard 226 47% 

The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and 
safety in un-serviced areas, and council has not identified any serviced areas in this proposal 

215 45% 

It would be too hard to enforce the self-containment rule without referencing the National 
Standard 

138 29% 

Another reason (see comment themes below) 27 6% 

Enforcement or other implementation matters 12 <5% 

“Yes totally agree that SSC vehicles allowed to stay. 
The only thing SSC vehicles leave behind is footprints. 
I have seen myself SCV people that own them and use 

for freedom camping area are very responsible.” 

“The requirement of self-contained vehicles, equipped 
with cooking devices, is likely help to prevent the use 

of open fires for cooking or heating, therefore 
reducing the risk of fire or fire spreading.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

 

Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (research survey participants) 

Freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-contained  n=1469 76% 

Freedom Campers in self-contained vehicles can camp responsibly, because they don’t 
require public facilities to meet basic daily needs 

954 65% 

Non-self-contained vehicles pose a risk to the environment and health and safety and should 
only be allowed in serviced areas (where there are suitable facilities) 

779 53% 

It makes sense to match our self-containment requirements to the National Standard 749 51% 

Non-self-contained vehicles are a health and safety risk, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, 
on principle 

529 36% 

The council shouldn't be providing serviced areas for Freedom Campers to use 338 23% 

It would be too hard to enforce a self-containment rule that doesn't match the National 
Standard 

308 21% 

“The use of public facilities puts 
expense onto ratepayers.” 

“For the safety of the freedom 
campers, especially females 

camping alone.” 

“It promotes freedom campers 
that take a serious approach to the 

environment they are visiting.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 
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Main reasons for not supporting the proposed rule (research survey participants) 

Freedom camping vehicles should not need to be certified self-contained n=213 11% 

The cost of buying, hiring or converting to a certified self-contained vehicle is too high  102 48% 

The kind of vehicle used for freedom camping should be a personal choice  89 42% 

Council should provide serviced areas for non-self-contained freedom camping vehicles 79 37% 

Freedom campers in non-self-contained vehicles camp responsibly 79 37% 

Using a vehicle that is not self-contained is not a health and safety risk 72 34% 

The New Zealand Standard is too restrictive 62 29% 

It would be too hard to enforce a requirement to be certified self-contained 53 25% 

“People have a spur of the 
moment choice to just go and drive 

and hop in their car that is why 
people travel and explore the 

outdoors.” 

“It restricts freedom camping to 
those that can afford a self 

contained vehicle.” 

“There is a housing issue in New 
Zealand. There are sometimes 

genuine reasons people are forced 
to Freedom Camp.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

 

Main reasons for supporting alternative rules (Have Your Say respondents)  

Reasons for supporting alternative rule 1: Certified self-contained UNLESS in a serviced area  

Freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-contained UNLESS staying in a serviced 
area (noting there are no serviced areas in the current proposal) 

n=92 13% 

The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and 
safety in un-serviced areas 

56 61% 

It makes sense to match our self-containment requirements to the National Standard 44 48% 

Although no serviced areas have been identified in this proposal, providing sites suitable for 
non-self-contained vehicles should be a priority for council 

37 40% 

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

27 29% 

It would be too hard to enforce the self-containment rule without referencing the National 
Standard 

14 15% 

“You are dealing with human behaviour and some people have no respect. We have had a campervan guy just 
urinate outside his campervan in full view of my 90 year old mother in law.  Perhaps he didn't want to soil his 

own van or is just totally uncouth. This is the reality of what unsuspecting host communities are dealing with.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 
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Reasons for supporting alternative rule 2: Self-contained but not certified 

Freedom camping vehicles should have to be self-contained, but not certified n=29 4% 

The cost of buying, hiring, or converting to a certified self-contained vehicle is too high, and 
that could mean some people can’t afford to freedom camp in Auckland 

12 41% 

The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment and/or public health 
and safety, but vehicle owners should decide what makes a vehicle ‘self-contained’ 

9 31% 

The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment and/or public health 
and safety, but the National Standard is too restrictive 

6 21% 

It would be too hard to enforce a requirement to be certified self-contained 6 21% 

The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment and/or public health 
and safety, but the council should decide what makes a vehicle ‘self-contained’ 

5 17% 

“Potential future self-containment rules are likely to be draconian and not fit for purpose.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Reasons for supporting alternative rule 3: No requirement to be self-contained 

Freedom camping vehicles should not have to be self-contained  n=47 7% 

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

32 68% 

The cost of buying, hiring, or converting to a self-contained vehicle is too high, and that could 
mean some people can’t afford to freedom camp in Auckland 

32 68% 

The kind of vehicle used for freedom camping in Auckland should be a personal choice 28 60% 

It would be too hard to enforce a self-containment rule 6 13% 

“The provision of facilities at a site will negate the 
requirement for self containment and allow freedom 

camping in the true sense of the word. We are a 
country famous for welcoming backpackers we need 

to ensure that we provide the facilities for this to 
continue.” 

“The people who dump their waste or go to the toilet 
outside don't have any regard for the environmental 
or public health impacts, and self-containment rules 

aren't going to stop them. Better education and 
providing more facilities/keeping facilities open 
overnight would be a better way to achieve the 

intended outcomes. Plus there are other bylaws that 
can be used to managed illegal dumping of waste.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Reasons for supporting alternative 4: Another self-containment rule 

I support another self-containment rule (key comment themes) n=55 8% 

Enforcement and other implementation matters 31 56% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 9 16% 

“Where 24/7 public toilets are available (which is 
often possible) self Containment is unnecessarily 

restrictive.”  

“I support that if you are staying in an area that does 
not have public facilities then you must be self-

contained (but not necessarily certified). If a public 
facility is available within 100m of where you are 

parked then no need to be self-contained.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because only the key themes are identified. 
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Proposal 2.2: Do you support the proposed general rule, that freedom campers must stay a maximum 
of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area, in any area covered by the rules?  

642 Have Your Say respondents and 1,929 research survey participants answered this question. 

Have Your Say responders were asked if they supported the proposed maximum stay rule or preferred one of 
three alternatives, and the rationale for their view.  

Research survey participants were asked if they supported the proposed rule, didn’t support it, or were unsure 
and the rationale for their view. If they did not support it, they were asked which alternative they preferred.  

Summary of feedback 

Overall, the proposed maximum stay rule was supported by 39 per cent of Have Your Say respondents and 70 
per cent of research survey participants.  

For Have Your Say responders:  

• the main reason for supporting the proposed rule was that a two-night stay will prevent campers 
staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities (195 responders) 

• the most preferred alternative rule was a one-night maximum stay, which was supported by 32 per 
cent (207 responders). The main reason given for supporting this rule was that requiring vehicles to 
move on the following morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other 
amenities during the day and prevent longer-term stays (156 responders). 

For research survey participants:  

• the main reason for supporting the proposed rule was that two nights strikes the right balance 
between protecting public access and giving visitors time enjoy an area and support its local businesses 
(52 per cent) 

• the most preferred alternative rule was no maximum stay, which was supported by 5 per cent. There 
were a range of reasons given for supporting this rule each with similar levels of support, including 
giving campers the best opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses (45 per cent). 

Support for the maximum stay rule (Have Your Say)  

 

Support for the maximum stay rule (research survey)  

 

  

39%

32%

5%

24%
Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights 
in the same road or off-road parking area

No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one night in 
the same road or off-road parking area

No – freedom campers should be able to stay for an indefinite period in 
the same road or off-road parking area (no maximum stay rule)

No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain)

70% ↑ 16% ↓ 14% ↓

Yes No Unsure
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Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (Have Your Say respondents) 

Freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights  n=251 39% 

A two-night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access 
to parking or other amenities 

195 78% 

Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a two-night 
maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste 

158 63% 

A two-night stay gives campers more opportunity to enjoy the area and support local 
businesses 

153 61% 

If 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 

70 28% 

Shorter stays are already the norm for most freedom campers, so a stricter rule is not 
necessary 

37 15% 

“The limitation on nights of stay and number of 
vehicles is likely to reduce the risk of overcrowded 

sites, supporting efficient and effect access for 
emergency appliances should an incident occur.” 

“Two nights seems fair. Staying for longer is likely to 
limit the option for others.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (research survey participants) 

Freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights  n=1350 70% 

Two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors time 
enjoy an area and support its local businesses 

918 68% 

A two-night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to 
parking or other amenities 

904 67% 

A two-night maximum stay encourages responsible dumping of waste 702 52% 

If problems start occurring at a particular place, they are better managed with restrictions 
specific to that area 

499 37% 

“Will discourage people making [an area] their permanent home.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 
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Reasons for supporting an alternative rule (Have Your Say and research survey respondents) 

Alternative rule 1: Maximum of one night in the same road or off-road parking area 

Main reasons Have your Say responders prefer this rule n=207 32% 

Requiring vehicles to move on the following morning will prevent campers from blocking 
others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent longer-term stays  

156  75% 

A one-night stay still gives campers some opportunity to enjoy the area and support local 
businesses, but this is less of a priority than protecting access for other users of public space 

132 64% 

Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste 

84 41% 

Another reason (key comment themes below) 25 12% 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders 8 <5% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 6 <5% 

Main reasons research survey participants prefer this rule n=77 4% 

One night will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities 
during the day, and prevent longer-term stays 

39 51% 

One night strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors time 
to enjoy an area and support its local businesses 

38 50% 

One night encourages responsible dumping of waste  32 42% 
 

“The bulk of the areas attractive to freedom campers 
are also attractive to day visitors and locals so multiple 

day stays are a selfish monopolisation of a limited 
resource  and also increase the risk of expanding 

monopolisation - i.e. spreading out ones camp site 
taking over more area. One nights stay puts freedom 

campers on an equal not privileged footing.” 

“Stays on residential streets should be actively 
discouraged with one night only allowed as a safety 

issue so campers have somewhere to go if they can’t 
find a proper serviced camping ground.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

 

Alternative rule 2: No maximum stay in the same road or off-road parking area 

Main reasons Have your Say responders prefer this rule n=31 5% 

Shorter stays are already the norm for most freedom campers, so a maximum stay rule is 
not necessary 

24 77% 

No maximum stay gives campers the best opportunity to enjoy the area and support local 
businesses 

21 68% 

Vehicles should be allowed to come back to stay in the same area after dumping their 
waste responsibly, it is not necessary to prevent their return through this rule 

19 61% 

If freedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by 
putting restrictions just in that area, rather than having a stricter general rule 

12 39% 

Main reasons research survey participants prefer this rule n=96 5% 

Gives campers the best opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses 43 45% 

Vehicles should be allowed to come back to stay in the same area after dumping their 
waste responsibly 

39 41% 

Shorter stays are already the norm for most freedom campers, so a maximum stay rule is 
not necessary 

28 29% 

It would be too hard to enforce a maximum stay rule 28 29% 

If problems start occurring at a particular place, they are better managed with restrictions 
specific to that area 

21 22% 
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“Maximum rule should not apply to residential, 
industrial streets as people camp near their or 
friends', families homes and near workplaces. 

Maximum stay rule can apply to more sensitive areas 
like reserves.” 

“If someone is holding/attending a tangi (which is at 
least a week long), and the Marae/whare is full, the 

only other option is freedom camping. Maximum stay 
rule will definitely put a strain on whanau.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Alternative rule 3: Another maximum stay rule 

Most common alternative rules suggested 
Number of 

Have Your Say 
responders 

Percentage of 
Have Your Say 

responders 

Percentage of 
research survey 

participants 

Zero nights 5 <0.3% <0.5% 

Three nights 41 2.5% 0.8% 

Between four and six nights 18 1.1% 1% 

1 week or more 17 1.1% 1% 

Another period or rule 6 <0.3% 

N/A 

Comments (key comment themes below) 152 24% 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 56 35% 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom 
camping 

32 21% 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 25 16% 

“Maximum stay would have to be related to the 
specific area. If it was a high usage area then 2 nights 
would be fine. However, if the area was not likely to 

interfere with local traffic or daytime use, then it 
could be comfortably be extended to 3-4 days.” 

“I think two nights is not long enough, especially with 
the 9am vacate time. Should be three night and an 11 
am vacate time. Then at least you would actually feel 

like you had a holiday and can explore the area 
better.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 
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Proposal 2.3: Do you support the proposed general rule, that freedom campers must vacate their 
parking space by 9am on the day of departure in any area covered by the rules? 

535 Have Your Say respondents and 1,932 research survey participants answered this question. 

Have Your Say responders were asked if they supported the proposed departure time rule or preferred one of 
three alternatives, and the rationale for their view.  

Research survey participants were asked if they supported the proposed rule, didn’t support it, or were unsure 
and the rationale for their view. If they did not support it, they were asked which alternative they preferred.  

Summary of feedback 

Overall, the proposed 9am departure time rule was supported by 29 per cent of Have Your Say respondents 
and 52 per cent of research survey participants.  

For Have Your Say responders:  

• the main reason for supporting the proposed rule was that 9am 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 responders).  

• the most preferred alternative rule was a 10am departure time, which was supported by 24 per cent 
(126 responders). The main reason given for supporting this rule was that 10am is a typical check-out 
time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense to align with this (103 responders). 

For research survey participants:  

• the main reason for supporting the proposed rule was that a set departure time helps enforce the 
maximum stay rule (33 per cent) 

• the most preferred alternative rule was no set departure time (10 per cent). The main reason given 
for supporting this rule was that not setting a departure time is more convenient for campers and 
makes it much more likely they will visit local businesses (59 per cent). 

Support for the departure time rule (Have Your Say)  

 

Support for the departure time rule (research survey)  

 
 

 

29%

23%

24%

10%

14%

Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on 
the day of departure

No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 8am on 
the day of departure

No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 10am on 
the day of departure

No – freedom campers should not have to leave by a set time (no set 
departure time rule)

No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain)
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Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (Have Your Say respondents) 

Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure n=157 29% 

9am 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 82% 

Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 78 50% 

If 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 

45 29% 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (research survey participants) 

Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure n=1352 70% 

A set departure time helps enforce the maximum stay rule 865 64% 

9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more 
enjoyable experience during their stay in Auckland 

798 59% 

9am protects access to shared parking or amenities during standard business hours 784 58% 

“In summer there are more people 
around so to leave early is good for 

other visitors coming to the area 
without disturbance.” 

“This is the minimum for anyone. 
Otherwise they must pay to live 

anywhere for any longer than that.  
All humans must pay to survive 
whether in a home or a vehicle. 
Freeloading is not a way to live.” 

“[Helps] to make room for others.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Reasons for supporting an alternative rule (Have Your Say and research survey respondents) 

Alternative rule 1: Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 8am on the day of departure 

Main reasons Have your Say responders prefer this rule n=122 23% 

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  95% 

Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 72 59% 

“Parking access to all other users is vital, out by at the 
latest 8 am.” 

“We have children walking to school and it aligns with 
a lot of business hours. I know from comments from 

single females and children how intimidating freedom 
camping vans can be. Their safety should be a 

priority.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Only two per cent of research survey participants preferred this rule. 
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Alternative rule 2: Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 10am on the day of 
departure 

Main reasons Have your Say responders prefer this rule n=126 24% 

10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this 

103 82% 

A later departure time will be more convenient for campers, and make it more likely that 
they will visit local businesses 

79 63% 

Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 49 39% 

If 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 24% 

Another reason (key comment theme below) 14 11% 

The proposed Bylaw is too restrictive of freedom camping  9 <5% 

Main reasons research survey participants prefer this rule n=155 8% 

10am is a typical check-out time 124 80% 

10am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and campers’ convenience 79 51% 

A 10am departure time makes it more likely that campers will visit local businesses 46 30% 

A set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 42 27% 

10am protects access to shared parking or amenities during business hours 33 21% 

“Keeping in mind that most 
Freedom Campers are on holidays, 
a vacate time earlier than 10am is 

Draconian.” 

“Wait until after the peak morning 
traffic.” 

“If the people are on holiday it is 
not a good policy to restrict their 

departure time but 10am is 
reasonable” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Alternative rule 3: Freedom campers should not have to leave by a set time 

Main reasons Have your Say responders prefer this rule n=56 10% 

Not setting a departure time will be more convenient for campers, and make it much 
more likely that they will visit local businesses 

41 
73% 

It is not necessary to require campers to leave at a set time; they don’t block others’ 
access to shared parking or amenities 

32 
57% 

If freedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by 
putting restrictions just in that area, rather than having a stricter general rule 

22 
39% 

It would be too hard to enforce a set departure time rule 14 25% 

Another reason (key comment theme below) 10 18% 

The proposed Bylaw is too restrictive of freedom camping  9 <5% 

Main reasons research survey participants prefer this rule n=155 8% 

Not setting a departure time is more convenient for campers, and make it much more 
likely to visit local businesses 

91 59% 

It is not necessary to require campers to leave at a set time; they don’t block others’ 
access to shared parking or amenities 

65 42% 

It would be too hard to enforce a set departure time rule 62 40% 

If problems start occurring at a particular place they are better managed with restrictions 
specific to that area 

28 18% 
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“When you are on holiday you don't want time 
schedules, its supposed to be relaxing & fun, go with 

the flow.” 

“It's all about the word freedom. Putting a time limit is 
not enjoyable or an experience that can be rushed.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Alternative rule 4: Another departure time rule 

Most common alternative rules suggested 

Number of 
Have Your 

Say 
responders 

Percentage 
of Have 
Your Say 

responders 

Percentage 
of research 

survey 
participants 

7am or earlier 11 <1% N/A 

11am 10 <1% <1% 

Midday 15 <1% 1% 

Later than midday 2 <0.5% <1% 

Another period or rule 16 <1% 

N/A 

Comments (key comment themes below) 74 14% 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping  19 26% 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 16 22% 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 14 19% 

“No - I support a more reasonable time of 11am so 
you can have breakfast and pack up.” 

“I support a set time of between 8-9am unless they 
are parking in areas that has heavy 

overflow/commuter parking for PT hubs (such as 
streets and parking used by park and ride customers 

that normally fills up early) it should then be 
changed/designated to 7am.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 
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Proposal 2.4: Do you support the proposed general rule, that freedom campers must not return to the 
same road or off-road parking area for two weeks, in any area covered by the rules? 

543 Have Your Say respondents and 1,922 research survey participants answered this question. 

Have Your Say responders were asked if they supported the proposed no-return period rule or preferred one of 
three alternatives, and the rationale for their view.  

Research survey participants were asked if they supported the proposed rule, didn’t support it, or were unsure 
and the rationale for their view. If they did not support it, they were asked which alternative they preferred.  

Summary of feedback 

Overall, the proposed no-return period rule was supported by 40 per cent of Have Your Say respondents and 
55 per cent of research survey participants.  

For Have Your Say responders:  

• the main reason for supporting the proposed rule was that it helps prevent people staying in one area 
long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users (181 responders) 

• the most preferred alternative rule was a four week no-return period, which was supported by 29 per 
cent (153 responders). The main reason given for supporting the alternative rule was the same as for 
the proposed rule (130 responders), except it prevented campers from returning for longer. 

For research survey participants:  

• the main reason for supporting the proposed rule was that it would help prevent people staying in one 
area long-term (71 per cent) 

• the most preferred alternative rule was no no-return period, which was supported by 17 per cent. 
The main reason given for supporting this alternative rule was that campers should have the right to 
come back to favourite places during their trip (69 per cent). 

Support for the no-return period rule (Have Your Say)  

 

Support for the no-return period rule (research survey)  

 

 

40%

29%

11%

19%Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the same road 
or parking area within a two-week period

No – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the same road 
or parking area within a four-week period

No – freedom campers should be able to return to stay in the same road or 
parking area at any time (no no-return period rule)

No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain)

55% ↑ 23% ↓ 22% ↓

Yes No Unsure
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Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (Have Your Say respondents) 

Freedom campers must not return to the same area for two weeks  n=214 40% 

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

181 85% 

If 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 

63 29% 

A no-return period will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 60 33% 

Having a shorter no-return period means campers would be able to return to a favourite 
place if they wanted to, as part of a longer trip 

59 28% 

“I come from Seattle where people are living (not visiting) in camper vans all over the city.  They can simply 
move their vehicle after 3 days to one space different and the city has no ability to make them leave the area.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Main reasons for supporting the proposed rule (research survey participants) 

Freedom campers must not return to the same area for two weeks n=1057 55% 

Helps prevent people staying in one area long-term 750 71% 

A no-return period will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 550 52% 

Two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, and allowing campers to 
return to a favourite spot 

550 52% 

Protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users 539 51% 

Campers would still be able to return to a favourite place if they wanted to 412 39% 

“Provides a reason for Freedom 
Campers to be planned on their 

trip / holiday.” 

“Allows others a chance to stay in 
that area.” 

“Maybe they want to stay there 
again on their return trip.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Reasons for supporting an alternative rule (Have Your Say and research survey respondents) 

Alternative rule 1: No return to the same road or off-road parking area for four weeks 

Main reasons Have your Say responders prefer this rule n=153 29% 

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 

130 85% 

A no-return period will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 81 53% 

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

68 44% 

Another reason (key comment theme below) 13 8% 

The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 6 <5% 

“A longer period prevents popular areas being 
habitually used as a regular weekend holiday home 

for Auckland residents.” 

“Having a longer no-return period better mitigates 
irresponsible campers skirting the maximum stay rule. 
If most responsible freedom campers plan trips of less 

than 2 weeks, then the difference between 2 and 4 
weeks on responsible campers would be negligible.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 
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Only three per cent of research survey participants preferred this rule. 

Alternative rule 2: Freedom campers should be able to return to the same area anytime 

Main reasons Have your Say responders prefer this rule n=61 11% 

Campers should have the right to come back to favourite places during their trip 40 66% 

If freedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by 
putting restrictions just in that area, rather than having a stricter general rule 

27 44% 

A no-return period is not necessary: most campers don’t return to the same place 21 34% 

It would be too hard to enforce a no-return period rule 21 34% 

Another reason (key comment theme below) 11 18% 

The proposed Bylaw is too restrictive of freedom camping 7 <5% 

Main reasons research survey participants prefer this rule n=327 17% 

Campers should have the right to come back to favourite places during their trip 226 69% 

It would be too hard to enforce a no-return rule 128 39% 

A no-return period is not necessary, most campers don’t return to the same place 111 34% 

If problems start occurring at a particular place, they are better managed with 
restrictions specific to that area 

85 26% 

“No return isn't a fair rule in a 
quieter week times… it's nice to 
have return spot you know and 
enjoy and don't have to travel 
miles wondering where to stay 

next.” 

“What if they encountered 
unexpected circumstance and 

there is no other places for them to 
stay?” 

“Rules make it a bad experience for 
the freedom camper. It isn't 

enjoyable anymore.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view. 

Alternative rule 3: Another no-return period rule 

Most common alternative rules suggested HYS n= HYS % RS % 

Less than one week 7 <0.5% <0.5% 

One week 18 1.1% 1% 

More than four weeks 7 <0.5% 

N/A 

Variation based on location or season 8 <0.5% 

Another period or rule 6 <0.5% 

Comments (key comment themes below) 103 19% 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 27 26% 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping  18 17% 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 15 15% 

“A no-return period rule could 
have a seasonal peak/off-peak 

period.  That is, keep a two-week 
period over the more popular 

summer months, but relax it to 
one-week over winter months.” 

“Its public property. Majority are 
fine and should not be punished 

with blanket law.” 

“If they stayed in Auckland then 
went up north & then back to 

Auckland that turnaround time 
would be less than 2 weeks.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 
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46%

14%

21%

14%

4%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area-specific 
restrictions
I don't know

Proposal 3: Do you support freedom camping prohibitions in specific sites? 
 

526 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on either proposed prohibited or restricted sites.  
 

Summary of feedback 

Of the 45 proposed prohibited areas, the majority of respondents supported prohibitions at 11 areas and 
opposed prohibitions at 34 areas. Most respondents who opposed prohibitions wanted freedom camping 
allowed in that area subject to general rules. 

Proposal 3.1: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Heron Park? 

76 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
 

Support for Heron Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail 

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Heron Park4   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Proposed rules are too loose  4 
 

“It is essentially a residential area, that doesn't reflect what freedom camping is about.”   
 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Heron Park4   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  6 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   5 
 

“This is a pleasant area in a good location and lots of space for picnicking. I don't see the problem!” 

 
4 See Submitter Numbers 61, 87, 94, 110, 121, 122, 135, 161, 172, 189, 231, 259, 267, 279, 291, 367, 374, 379, 425, 474, 499, 
501, 516, 614, 651, 810, 854, 1008, 1091, 1125, 1171, 1177, 1210, 1248, 1406, 1447 and 1479 in Attachment D.  

46% 50%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.2: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Queens Parade? 

89 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Queens Parade to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Queens Parade5   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 10 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  5 

 

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Queens Parade5  Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp 2 

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

2-night maximum stay, must vacate by 8:00am 1 

 
5  See Submitter Numbers 61, 87, 110, 122, 133, 135, 164, 172, 231, 247, 259, 273, 291, 367, 374, 379, 474, 499, 501, 516, 

527, 607, 848, 854, 1113, 1127, 1171, 1189, 1315, 1335 and 1417 in Attachment D.  

“It's a heavily used commercial, visitor and tourist area throughout the day so not at all suitable.” 

“I think this is unfair and bending to the wishes of the wealthy. Freedom camping in Whau and Puketepapa is 
ok, but not good enough for the North Shore …?” 

47% 52%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

47%

15%

24%

13%

1%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.3: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Becroft Park Reserve? 

85 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Becroft Park Reserve to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Becroft Park Reserve6    Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 10 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  3 

  

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Becroft Park Reserve6 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict 42 
 

“There is absolutely NO reason not to allow freedom campers to park in this area - I know it well and it would 
be perfect - there are already public toilets there - they just need an upgrade!” 

 

  

 
6  See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 122, 133, 135, 151, 172, 207, 231, 247, 259, 267, 291, 367, 374, 379, 474, 516, 527, 607, 

655, 854, 1113, 1171, 1189, 1315, 1335 and 1385 in Attachment D.  

“This is a place for children's sports etc. Not a place for freedom camping.” 

45%

16%

24%

13%

2%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know

45% 53%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site



DRAFT 

 Page 27 of 125 

Proposal 3.4: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Maraetai Community Hall 
Grounds? 

50 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Maraetai Community Hall Grounds to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Maraetai Community Hall Grounds7 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping  4 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  2 

 

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Maraetai Community Hall Grounds7 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 

  

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

2-night maximum stay, every 3 – 6 months  1 

 

  

 
7  See Submitter Numbers 61, 87, 110, 122, 135, 197, 244, 259, 291, 367, 474, 516, 848, 854, 1081 and 1389 in Attachment D.  

40%

20%

22%

18%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restriction

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know

40% 60%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.5: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Maraetai Park and 
Maraetai Foreshore? 

51 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Maraetai Park and Maraetai Foreshore to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Maraetai Park and Maraetai Foreshore8 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping  4 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  4 

 

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Maraetai Park and Maraetai 
Foreshore8 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict 4 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp  2 

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

2-night maximum stay, every 3 – 6 months  1 

 
8  See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 121, 122, 135, 172, 244, 259, 291, 367, 474, 516, 848, 854, 1073, 1081, 1171 and 1389.  

“Already a very busy stretch of road in the summer with limited parking.” 

“There are very few places to stay in this area. Just because there is a boating marina doesn't mean it should 
not be able to be enjoyed by others and it's a lovely place to stay.” 

35%

20%

25%

20%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know

35% 65%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this
site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.6: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Orere Point Library and 
Grounds? 

44 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Orere Point Library and Grounds to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail   

There were no specific comments supporting or opposing Orere Point Library and Grounds to be a Prohibited Site 

 

 

 

 

 

27%

18%32%

20%

2%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
with area specific restrictions

I don't know

27% 70%

Overall response for freedom camping being prohibited at Orere 
Point Library

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.7: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Orpheus Road Boatramp? 

48 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Orpheus Road Boatramp to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Orpheus Road Boatramp9 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  3 

 

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Orpheus Road Boatramp9 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp  3 

 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

2-night maximum stay, every 3 – 6 months  1 

 

  
 

9  See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 121, 122, 135, 172, 197, 259, 291, 367, 474, 516, 595, 667, 854, 1081 and 1389 in 
Attachment D.  

“No one is impacted by low key camping in this site.” 

31%

23%

23%

23%

0%Yes

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
with area-specific restrictions

I don't know

31% 69%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.8: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Blind Bay? 

58 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Blind Bay to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Blind Bay10 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping  6 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  3 

 

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Blind Bay10 Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp  3 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

 
10 See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 121, 122, 135, 172, 189, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 474, 508, 516, 854, 1127 and 1171 in 

Attachment D.  

“Great Barrier is finely balanced socially, environmentally and economically and tends to be a pretty peaceful 
place over a good part of the year. So, to allow freedom campers who could technically stay on the island as 

long as they like, wherever they like could prove to be very disruptive to both the environment and to the local 
communities.” 

“It's near the ferry terminal and thus easy access to visitors. There is very little accommodation on Great Barrier 
Island.  Auckland Council must provide facilities for toilets, washing and beach bbqs.” 

38%

21%

28%

14%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area-specific restrictions

I don't know

38% 62%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this
site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.9: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Gooseberry Flat? 

59 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Gooseberry Flat to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Gooseberry Flat11 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping  6 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  4 

 

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Gooseberry Flat11 Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp  4 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

  

 

  

 
11  See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 122, 135, 172, 189, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 474, 516, 854, 1127, 1171 in Attachment D.  

“Council needs to add facilities here to make sure toilets, showers pay as you go are available here. Such as is 
done in Nelson by the city council and Motueka by Tasman District Council.” 

37%

24%

24%

15%

0%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area-specific restrictions

I don't know

37% 63%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.10: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Medlands Carpark? 

58 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

Support for Medlands Carpark to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Medlands Carpark12 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping  5 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  4 

 

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Medlands Carpark12 Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp  3 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

  

 

  

 
12  See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 121, 122, 135, 172, 189, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 474, 516, 854, 1171 in Attachment D.  

“Good spot near popular Medlands beach. Council needs to add facilities here to make sure toilets, showers 
pay as you go are available here.” 

38%

21%

26%

16%

0%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area-specific restrictions

I don't know

38% 62%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.11: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Old Service Centre? 

59 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Old Service Centre to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting Prohibition at Old Service Centre13 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping  6 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders  4 

  

Reasons for not supporting Prohibition at Old Service Centre13 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict 3 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp 2 

 

  

 
13  See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 122, 135, 172, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 474, 516, 854, 1127 and 1171 in Attachment D.  

“Freedom campers are a menace. They leave their rubbish and waste in the street  
or where they park up. They should stick to camp grounds.” 

“Close to services and shops that will benefit from freedom campers.” 

39%

22%

25%

10%

3%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restriction

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know

39% 58%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.12: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Metro Park East? 

100 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were 
asked to choose a 
response, and then 
indicate why they held 
that view by selecting 
by providing a 
comment.  

 

 

Support for Metro Park East to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Metro Park East14 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 8 

Freedom camping causes problems for Aucklanders   6 
 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Metro Park East14 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 
 

“This is a wonderful site away from a Residential area and is incredibly convenient for campervans carrying E-
Bikes to make use of the wonderful estuary track. As the area is so big, a designated area for up to 10 vehicles 

could be easily created.” 

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay  1 

 
14   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 231, 247, 259, 267, 287, 291, 308, 323, 367, 374, 379,450, 474, 516, 589, 664, 810, 

824, 848, 854, 976, 984, 1041 and 1127 in Attachment D.  

40% 55%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

40%

16%

25%

14%

5%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restritions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.13: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Fred Taylor Park? 

56 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Fred Taylor Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Fred Taylor Park15 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland 3 
 

“Not what I call a scenic holiday pit stop.”    

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Fred Taylor Park15 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   1 
 

“A perfectly good park and feel safe staying there.”  

 

  

 
15   See Submitter Numbers 120, 122, 135, 259, 267, 291, 367, 374, 379, 474, 485, 516, 854, 1146, 1171, 1192 and 1262 in 

Attachment D.  

34% 64%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

34%

23%

27%

14%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed  with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.14: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at McLeod Park? 

56 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
selecting by providing a 
comment.  

 

 

Support for McLeod Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail 

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at McLeod Park16 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 7 

Freedom Camping causes problems for Auckland  4 
 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at McLeod Park16 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   1 
 

 

  

 
16  See Submitter Numbers 122, 259, 267, 291, 321, 367, 374, 379, 474, 485, 516, 854 and 1192 in Attachment D.  

36% 63%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

36%

23%

29%

11%

2%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.15: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Waitakere Central and 
Central One? 

56 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
selecting by providing a 
comment.  

 

 

Support for Waitakere Central and Central One to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail 

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Waitakere Central and Central One17 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 7 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   5 
 

“Would just turn the area to scum.  Already enough problems in Henderson.” 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Waitakere Central and Central One17 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   1 
 

“This is in an industrial area and is suitable for freedom camp.”  

 

  

 
17  See Submitter Numbers 122, 135, 151, 259, 291, 367, 374, 379, 474, 485, 516, 854, 1146, 1171 and 1192 in Attachment D.  

39% 59%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

39%

20%

27%

13%

2%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.16: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Barry Curtis Park (Flat 
Bush Road entrance and Ormiston Activity Centre)? 

70 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
selecting by providing a 
comment.  

 

 
Support for Barry Curtis Park (Flat Bush Road entrance and Ormiston Activity Centre) to be a Prohibited Site – Overview 

and Detail  

  
Reasons for supporting prohibition at Barry Curtis Park (Flat Bush Road entrance 

and Ormiston Activity Centre)18 

Number of 

comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 9 

Proposed rules are too loose  7 
 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Barry Curtis Park (Flat Bush Road entrance and 

Ormiston Activity Centre)18 

Number of 

comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  6 
 

“I think there needs to be somewhere in the Howick, Pakuranga & Botany area where people can stay 
overnight with rules. Barry Curtis Park would be one suggestion I would make as it is an area that has ample 

room for such provision to be made.” 

 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=2 

1-night maximum stay  2 

 
18  See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 259, 267, 291, 367, 374, 379, 516 , 810, 854, 975, 1114, 1171, 1303, 1314 and 1347.  

47% 51%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

47%

19%

23%

10%

1%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with are specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.17: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Barry Curtis Park 
(Stancombe Road entrance)? 

 

69 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Barry Curtis Park (Stancombe Road entrance) to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
Reasons for supporting prohibition at Barry Curtis Park (Stancombe Road entrance)19   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Proposed rules are too loose  4 
 

“I support the prohibition only with the inclusion of the Chapel Road entrance  
site being available for freedom camping.” 

 

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay  1 

 

 

 
19  See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 516, 810, 854, 1314 and 1347 in Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Barry Curtis Park (Stancombe Road entrance) 19 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 

45% 52%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

45%

19%

26%

7%

3%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.18: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Pakuranga Community 
Hall? 

 

68 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Pakuranga Community Hall to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Pakuranga Community Hall20 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 10 

Proposed rules are too loose  5 
 

“It’s a community facility and parking should only be available for those using the facility not overnight.”    

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Pakuranga Community Hall20 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  6 
 

“It's a good site but would need limits on numbers so it doesn't inconvenience hall users.”  

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay  1 

 

 
20  See Submitter Numbers 122, 135, 151, 259, 291, 367, 374, 379, 481, 516, 642, 854, 886, 975, 1114, 1171, 1314 and 1347. 

51% 47%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

51%

15%

25%

7%

1%
Yes

No – freedom camping should 
be allowed without any 
restrictions
No – freedom camping should 
be allowed subject to the 
general rules
No – freedom camping should 
be allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know



DRAFT 

 Page 42 of 125 

Proposal 3.19: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Gloucester Park North? 

 

47 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Gloucester Park North to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
Reasons for supporting prohibition at Gloucester Park North21 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   3 
 
 

 

 

Suggested area specific restrictions  n=1 

2-night maximum stay, every 3 – 6 months  1 
 

  

 
21   See Submitter Numbers 110, 122, 151, 203, 231, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 499, 516, 537, 606, 854, 991, 1068 and 1171 in 

Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Gloucester Park North21 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   1 

“Prohibition is excessive and against the spirit of the legislation - what is so special about this area?  
Seems a suitable place for freedom camping to me.” 

36% 62%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

36%

23%

30%

9%

2%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restritions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.20: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Weymouth Community 
Hall? 

44 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Weymouth Community Hall to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Weymouth Community Hall22 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Freedom Camping causes problems for Auckland   3 
 

“A community hall is not a camp ground by any stretch of the imagination.”    

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Weymouth Community Hall22 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   1 
 

 

 

 
22   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 203, 259, 291, 367, 379, 503, 516 and 854 in Attachment D.  

39% 59%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this
site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

39%

18%

30%

11%

2%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general 
rules
No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.21: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Hayman Park? 

 

44 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Hayman Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Hayman Park23 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 7 

Proposed rules are too loose  3 
 

“That's a big area if campers potentially find themselves in trouble.”    

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Hayman Park23 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 
 

 

 

 

 

 
23   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 203, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 503, 516, 854 and 1171 in Attachment D.  

39% 59%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

39%

20%

34%

5% 2%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.22: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Otara Town Centre? 

 

44 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
selecting by providing a 
comment.  

 

 

Support for Otara Town Centre to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Otara Town Centre24 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Proposed rules are too loose  4 
 

“Would encourage homelessness.”    

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Otara Town Centre24   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 
 

 

 

  

 
24   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 203, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 499, 503, 516 and 854 in Attachment D.  

41%

23%

27%

7%

2%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions

I don't know

41% 57%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site
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Proposal 3.23: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at St Heliers Community 
Library and Hall? 

120 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for St Heliers Community Library and Hall to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at St Heliers Community Library and Hall25   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 29 

Proposed rules are too loose  17 
 

“The roads are already crowded and tight for passers by, cyclists and with parking. The area already  
has parking issues, just no need to make it worse. This area needs less traffic - not more.  

Parking bays have recently been removed.” 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at St Heliers Community Library and Hall25   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  7 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 
 

“This will at the very least keep unsightly vans off Tamaki Drive.”  

 
25   See Submitter Numbers 10, 19, 24, 30, 61, 66, 67, 122, 131, 135, 151, 203, 231, 259, 291, 374, 376, 378, 379, 386, 387, 

390, 396, 403, 404, 513, 516, 522, 618, 854, 979, 1030, 1071, 1072, 1180, 1245, 1317, 1322, 1383, 1399, 1467, 1481,1485 
and 1491 in Attachment D.  

66% 33%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

66%
8%

16%

8%

2%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.24: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Helensville Civic Centre 
Grounds? 

 

46 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Helensville Civic Centre Grounds to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Helensville Civic Centre Grounds26 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 3 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   2 
 
 

 

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay, between the hours of 6:00pm and vacating at 9:00am  1 

 

  

 
26 See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 247, 259, 267, 291, 613, 778, 810, 854, 984, 1081, 1127, 1147 and 1352 in Attachment D 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Helensville Civic Centre Grounds26 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

“There's plenty of public open space and no environmental reasons for prohibiting freedom camping here.” 

41% 59%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

41%

22%

28%

9%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.25: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Huapai Service Centre? 

42 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Huapai Service Centre to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Huapai Service Centre27 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 
 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Huapai Service Centre27  Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 
 

“Plenty of space at the pump station, very suitable.”  

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay, between the hours of 6:00pm and vacating at 9:00am  1 

 

  

 
27  See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 247, 259, 267, 291, 516, 613, 778, 810, 854, 1081 and 1352 in Attachment D.  

40% 60%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

40%

24%

29%

7%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general 
rules
No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.26: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Leigh Library and 
Grounds? 

78 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Leigh Library and Grounds to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Leigh Library and Grounds28 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Proposed rules are too loose  4 
 

“There is already a local council owned campsite only 3 km away.”    

 
Reasons for opposing prohibition at Leigh Library and Grounds28  Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 

 
 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay, between the hours of 6:00pm and vacating at 9:00am  1 

 
28   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 201, 247, 259, 267, 291, 345, 516, 527, 589, 613, 778, 810, 854, 1081, 1091, 1130, 

1164, 1215, 1262 and 1352 in Attachment D.  

56% 44%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

56%

13%

26%

5%

0%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.27: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Pakiri Hall Grounds? 

61 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Parkiri Hall Grounds to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

  

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Parkiri Hall Grounds  29 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 
 

“This is an essential local amenity, cared for by the community and is a quintessential asset in the area. In 
addition to this area the green space between the camp ground and car park by the beach should be restricted 

so that locals and day trippers can park and access the beach.” 

 
Reasons for opposing prohibition at Parkiri Hall Grounds29 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=2 

1-night maximum stay  1 

1-night maximum stay, between the hours of 6:00pm and vacating at 9:00am  1 

 
29   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 247, 259, 267, 291, 516, 527, 589, 613, 660, 778, 810, 854, 1081, 1352, 1405 and 1594.  

44% 56%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

44%

18%

31%

7%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.28: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Ti Point Walkway? 

79 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Ti Point Walkway to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Ti Point Walkway30 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom Camping causes problems for Auckland   2 
 

“Parking here is at a premium for those wishing to enjoy the walkway.  
It is not appropriate for freedom camping.” 

 
Reasons for opposing prohibition at Ti Point Walkway30 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   4 

 
 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay, vacating at 9:00am  1 

 
30   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 201, 247, 259, 267, 291, 516, 527, 528, 589, 613, 624, 778, 854, 1081, 1127, 1160, 

1210, 1262, 1352, 1420, 1442, 1472 and 1521.  

51% 49%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

51%

15%

27%

8%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.29: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Waimauku War Memorial 
Hall? 

42 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Waimauku War Memorial Hall to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
Reasons for supporting prohibition at Waimauku War Memorial Hall31 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Proposed rules are too loose  1 
 
 

 

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay, between the hours of 6:00pm and vacating at 9:00am  1 

  

 
31   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 247, 259, 291, 516, 613, 778, 810, 854, 1081 and 1352 in Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Waimauku War Memorial Hall31      Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

“There are no reasons for prohibiting freedom camping here. In fact it would improve security  
for facilities on the site. There is adequate space and public facilities to provide  

for camping, and it can be accommodated without disrupting neighbours.” 

43% 57%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

43%

24%

29%

5% 0%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.30: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Warkworth Town Hall 
Grounds? 

 

78 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Warkworth Town Hall Grounds to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
Reasons for supporting prohibition at Warkworth Town Hall Grounds32 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Proposed rules are too loose  1 
 
 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Warkworth Town Hall Grounds32    Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  4 
 

“There's no harm from freedom camping here. In fact the more sites like this, the better because  
it distributes and dilutes campers across more sites, avoiding concentration effects.” 

 
 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=2 

1-night maximum stay 1 

2-night maximum stay, once every six months   1 

 
32   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 247, 259, 287, 291, 516, 589, 627, 778, 854, 984, 1081 and 1352 in Attachment D.  

55% 45%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

55%

13%

19%

13%

0%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general 
rules
No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific rules

I don't know



DRAFT 

 Page 54 of 125 

Proposal 3.31: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at North Shore Memorial 
Park? 

67 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for North Shore Memorial Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 
Reasons for supporting prohibition at North Shore Memorial Park33 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 9 

Proposed rules are too loose  5 
 

“They should pay to stay in a campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise.”    

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at North Shore Memorial Park33 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  6 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 
 

“Be ideal for parking to be able to have a night for a quick visit on the North Shore.”  
 
 

Suggested area specific restrictions  n=3 

1-night maximum stay 3 

Must vacate by 9:00am  1 

  

 
33   See Submitter Numbers 110, 122, 133, 151, 247, 259, 267, 287, 291, 367, 379, 516, 607, 786, 854, 1171 in Attachment D. 

34% 64%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

34%

16%

37%

10%

1%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.32: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Jack Hinton Drive? 

67 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
selecting by providing a 
comment.  

 

 

Support for Jack Hinton Drive to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Jack Hinton Drive34 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 8 

Proposed rules are too loose  3 
 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Jack Hinton Drive34     Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  8 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   3 
 

 

 

  

 
34   See Submitter Numbers 122, 133, 151, 247, 259, 267, 287, 291, 379, 516, 607, 786, 854, 1171 and 1398 in Attachment D.  

34% 64%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

34%

18%

37%

9%

1%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.33: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Kennedy Point Wharf 
Carpark? 

 

95 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Kennedy Point Wharf Carpark to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail 

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Kennedy Point Wharf Carpark35 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Proposed rules are too loose  3 
 

“Waiheke has limited infrastructure & already gets very busy in  
peak season & the environment needs to be protected.” 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Kennedy Point Wharf Carpark35     Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  6 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland  2 

 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=3 

1-night maximum stay 3 

Must vacate by 9:00am  1 

 
35   See Submitter Numbers 17, 122, 151, 189, 231, 259, 267, 273, 291, 368, 379, 402, 420, 431, 434, 443, 454, 480, 510, 516, 

608, 645, 854, 899, 945, 953, 1127 and 1613 in Attachment D.  

46% 52%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

46%

16%

24%

12%

2%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.34: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Onetangi Cemetery? 

94 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Onetangi Cemetery to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Onetangi Cemetery36    Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 13 

Proposed rules are too loose  6 
 

“Waiheke has limited infrastructure & already gets very busy in  
peak season & the environment needs to be protected.” 

 

 

 

 

 
36   See Submitter Numbers 10, 17, 122, 151, 189, 231, 259, 267, 291, 368, 379, 402, 431, 434, 443, 480, 510, 516, 608, 645, 

854 and 1127 in Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Onetangi Cemetery36     Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  5 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland  2 

51% 47%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

51%

15%

23%

9%

2%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know
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Proposal 3.35: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Onetangi Sports Park? 

94 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Onetangi Sports Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Onetangi Sports Park37   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 11 

Proposed rules are too loose  9 
 

“This area is used by current Residents of Waiheke who have no other options for living.  
Encouraging freedom campers from the rest of the country to this site is absurd!” 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Onetangi Sports Park37 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  12 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   6 
 

“This is actually one of the few sites actually SOMEWHAT SUITABLE for freedom camping in summer as  
there ARE toilets, showers, and water (given we have water shortages on the island).  

Some rules should still apply - eg x days limit.” 

 
37   See Submitter Numbers 17, 122, 151, 189, 227, 231, 259, 291, 341, 355, 368, 379, 402, 420, 431, 434, 443, 454, 480, 487, 

496, 510, 516, 608, 645, 854, 945, 1127 and 1171 in Attachment D.  

37% 57%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

37%

17%

30%

11%
5%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.36: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Waiheke Island Artworks? 

95 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Waiheke Island Artworks to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Waiheke Island Artworks38  Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 19 

Proposed rules are too loose  7 
 

“Waiheke has limited infrastructure & already gets very busy in  
peak season & the environment needs to be protected.” 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Waiheke Island Artworks38 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  6 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland   3 
 

“Why shut down the location when by having it there, the campers are likely to spend money in the region? 
Make them accessible – build toilets but charge them if necessary!” 

  

 
38   See Submitter Numbers 17, 122, 151, 231, 259, 267, 352, 353, 368, 379, 402, 422, 431, 434, 443, 480, 488, 510, 516, 592, 

608, 635, 645, 647, 854 and 1171 in Attachment D.  

51% 46%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

51%

15%

24%

7%

3%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific 
restrictions
I don't know



DRAFT 

 Page 60 of 125 

Proposal 3.37: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Entrance of Goldie Bush 
Walkway? 

121 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Entrance of Goldie Bush Walkway to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Entrance of Goldie Bush Walkway39   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 8 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland  5 
 

“This is within the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area and freedom camping is contrary  
to the intent of the Act. This area gets congested with day visitor parking.   

The addition of Freedom Campers will exacerbate the parking issues.” 
 

 

“It allows people to get to the site early for walking the track (when it's open).” 

 
39   See Submitter Numbers 10, 61, 105, 122, 151, 189, 231, 240, 259, 267, 273, 291, 330, 367, 379, 408, 516, 611, 847, 854, 

1039, 1081, 1108, 1211, 1221, 1239, 1292, 1304, 1312, 1361, 1372, 1395, 1401, 1425 and 1458 in Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Entrance of Goldie Bush Walkway39   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay 1 

57% 40%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

57%

14%

20%

6%

3%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.38: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Lopdell Hall and House? 

 

118 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Lopdell Hall and House to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Lopdell Hall and House40   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 7 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   6 
 

“This is ridiculous as it is one of only a few carparks for the Titirangi shoppers.  
Parking is already a problem here and losing the Lopdell area will impact the main road thru Titirangi.” 

 
Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=3 

1-night maximum stay 1 

No vehicle access between 8:00 – 9:15am and 3:00 – 6:00pm  1 

Must vacate by 10:00am  1 

 
40   See Submitter Numbers 4, 92, 105, 110, 121, 122, 151, 231, 240, 259, 291, 342, 367, 379, 516, 611, 847, 854, 1039, 1171, 

1221, 1292, 1361, 1372, 1395, 1401 and 1458 in Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Lopdell Hall and House40   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  2 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 

58% 36%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

58%
13%

18%

6%
5%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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53% 45%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

Proposal 3.39: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Sandys Parade? 

 

119 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Sandys Parade to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Sandys Parade41   Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 8 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   8 
 

“Again, narrow roads, small beaches, no infrastructure and intrusion  
on the locals make it obviously a no-go area.” 

 

“There's little harm in camping here - especially compared with the harm done by all the 
houses and poorly functioning public sewerage / septic tank systems.” 

 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

5 parking spaces with restrictions (not specified) 1 

 
41   See Submitter Numbers 4, 105, 110, 121, 122, 151, 189, 233, 239, 259, 267, 291, 342, 356, 367, 379, 516, 611, 640, 847, 

854, 1037, 1039, 1081, 1122, 1156, 1171 ,1211, 1221, 1254, 1292, 1298, 1304, 1350, 1361, 1372, 1395, 1401, 1444, 1458.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Sandys Parade41 Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   3 

Proposed rules are too strict 2 

53%

14%

23%

8%

3%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.40: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Highwic House? 

 

72 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Highwic House to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Highwic House42 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   3 
 

“These areas are significant to Tamaki Makaurau and having lots of vans and freedom campers  
will destroy the amenities. WE do not need more freedom camping areas.” 

 

 
 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

1-night maximum stay 1 

 

 

 
42   See Submitter Numbers 110, 122, 151, 231, 247, 259, 291, 379, 516, 854, 877 and 1069 in Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Highwic House42   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

50% 47%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

50%

17%

24%

7%

3%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.41: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Myers Park? 

72 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Myers Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Myers Park43 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   4 
 

“It’s a dangerous place after dark at the best of times why make it worse.”    

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Myers Park43 Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 
 

 

 

 

 

 
43   See Submitter Numbers 82, 110, 122, 151, 185, 231, 247, 259, 291, 367, 379, 516, 854, 877 and 1069 in Attachment D.  

49% 50%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

49%

15%

29%

6%

1%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know



DRAFT 

 Page 65 of 125 

Proposal 3.42: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Outhwaite Park? 

73 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Outhwaite Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Outhwaite Park44 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   3 

 
Reasons for opposing prohibition at Outhwaite Park44  Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=1 

3-night maximum stay 1 

  

 
44  See Submitter Numbers 110, 122, 151, 189, 198, 231, 247, 259, 291, 379, 481, 516, 854, 877, 1069, 1171 in Attachment D.  

“Auckland is chronically short of public camping areas for short term tourism/vacation that don't cost 
astronomical fees. Council should be providing this service across the Auckland area.” 

42% 56%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

42%

16%

30%

10%

1%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.43: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Pt Erin Park? 

72 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Pt Erin Park to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Pt Erin Park45 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   4 
 

“There has previously been free camping in this area and it was a mess. OK with parking in lower section  
by motorway/harbour as not being utilised but do not want as before freedom campers to taking  

over Pt Erin swimming pool carpark.  Parking is already insufficient.” 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Pt Erin Park45   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 
 

“This area is under utilised and well located. Used for swimming pool parking.  
As long as campers had a designated space to park.” 

 
45   See Submitter Numbers 79, 105, 110, 122, 151, 185, 198, 231, 247, 259, 267, 291, 367, 379, 481, 516, 854, 877, 1069, 

1171 and 1262 in Attachment D.  

42% 56%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

42%

17%

33%

6%

3%Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.44: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Seddon Fields? 

71 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 

Support for Seddon Fields to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Seddon Fields46 Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   3 
 

“This is home to New Zealand’s largest sports club, home to over 200 football teams, many  
small children frequent the area & parking/free space is already insufficient.” 

 

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Seddon Fields46  Number of comments  

Proposed rules are too strict  3 
 

 

 

 

  

 
46   See Submitter Numbers 122, 151, 185, 231, 247, 259, 291, 379, 516, 854, 877, 1069 and 1171 in Attachment D.  

41% 55%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

41%

18%

31%

6%
4%

Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 3.45: Do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited at Wynyard Tank Farm? 

73 Have Your Say 
respondents answered 
this question. 

 

Have Your Say 
respondents were asked 
to choose a response, 
and then indicate why 
they held that view by 
providing a comment.  

 

 
Support for Wynyard Tank Farm to be a Prohibited Site – Overview and Detail  

 

Reasons for supporting prohibition at Wynyard Tank Farm47  Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland   2 
 

“WE have spent many millions of dollars improving this site and having lots of vans and freedom 
campers will destroy the amenities. WE do not need more freedom camping areas.” 

Suggested area-specific restrictions  n=2 

1-night maximum stay, vacate by 9am 1 

Pay meters for 24-hour parking / pay-per-use facilities 1 

 

 
47   See Submitter Numbers 110, 122, 151, 185, 198, 231, 247, 257, 259, 267, 291, 379, 516, 854, 877, 1069, 1127, 1171 and 

1521 in Attachment D.  

Reasons for opposing prohibition at Wynyard Tank Farm47   Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too strict  3 

Fundamentally in favour of right to freedom camp   2 

“Would allow people to be in the city and use local restaurants etc including drinking without having to drive.” 

36% 63%

Freedom camping should be prohibited at this site

Freedom camping should be allowed at this site

36%

19%

32%

12%

1%
Yes

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should be 
allowed with area specific restrictions

I don't know
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Proposal 4: Do you support freedom camping restrictions in specific sites? 
 
526 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on either proposed prohibited or restricted sites.  

Summary of feedback 

Of the 22 proposed restricted areas, a majority of respondents supported restrictions at one area and a 
majority opposed restrictions at 21 areas. In general, most respondents who opposed restricted areas wanted 
freedom camping allowed there without restrictions. On proposed restricted areas in Rodney (six) and Orakei 
(one) however, the majority of respondents wanted those sites prohibited rather than restricted.  

Proposal 4.1: Do you agree that Waiuku Service Centre should be a restricted area, where freedom 
camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?    

48 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of three freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area 

 

 

23% 48% 27%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all
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Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 

Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 48 Have Your Say respondents, 11 provided comments48 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  
 

 

 

 

 

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp 1 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

“There are no environmental impacts from allowing people to camp here” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 3 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 3 
 

“This is a very busy area where Mums and Dads park to pick up and drop off kids for school” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Three Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.49  

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Three vehicles 
One vehicle 1 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay One night 
Two nights 1 

Three nights 1 

Departure time 9am 
8am 1 

10am 1 

No-return period Two weeks 

One week 1 

Four weeks 1 

More than five weeks 1 

 
 
 
 

 
48   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 259, 260, 291, 457, 516, 810, 854, 1081 and 1389 in Attachment D.  
49   See Submitter Numbers 41, 100 and 474 in Attachment D. 

17%

6%

21%

27%

27%

2%
Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without any 
restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to 
the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
are

I don't know
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Proposal 4.2: Do you agree that Recreation and Parking (Colson Lane) should be a restricted area, 
where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?    

52 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of two freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must 

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable; 

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area 

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area 

 
 

 

 

23% 48% 27%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

15%

8%

25%

23%

27%

2%
Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, but 
with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without any 
restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the 
general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 52 Have Your Say respondents, 12 provided comments50 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp 1 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

“This is a site that facilitates use of the beach without impacts on natural values.” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 4 
 

“I don't imagine the neighbours there would be thrilled to have campers on their back doorstep.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Four Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.51 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Two vehicles 
Four vehicles 2 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay One night 
Two nights 1 

Three nights 1 

Departure time 9am 10am 2 

No-return period Two weeks 
One week 1 

More than five weeks 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
50   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 172, 259, 291, 367, 516, 854, 1073, 1081, 1146 and 1389 in Attachment D. 
51   See Submitter Numbers 110, 197, 271 and 474 in Attachment D. 



DRAFT 

 Page 73 of 125 

Proposal 4.3: Do you agree that Maraetai Dressing Sheds Reserve should be a restricted area, where 
freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?    

52 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of two freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area 

 
 

21% 52% 27%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

12%

10%

23%

29%

27%

0%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without any 
restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the 
general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 52 Have Your Say respondents, 14 provided comments52 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp 1 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

“Ideal site which little used by public after hours (including holiday periods).” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 5 
 

“Escalating violence at night on beach and roads around Maraetai…  
it is now menacing and dangerous at night.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Five Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.53 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Two vehicles 

One vehicle  1 

Three vehicles 1 

Four vehicles 1 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay One night 
Two nights 1 

Three nights 1 

Departure time 9am 
8am  1 

10am 1 

No-return period Two weeks 

One week 1 

More than five weeks 1 

No return 1 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
52   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 172, 244, 259, 291, 367, 516, 854, 1073, 1075, 1081, 1146 and 1389 in Attachment D. 
53   See Submitter Numbers 41, 110, 197, 244 and 474 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.4: Do you agree that Trusts Arena should be a restricted area, where freedom camping is 
allowed subject to site-specific conditions?    

56 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of three freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle 
at all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am 
(0900 hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a 
two-week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

23% 50% 25%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

13%

11%

23%

27%

25%

2%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restritions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to 
the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 56 Have Your Say respondents, 11 provided comments54 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

“Freedom campers are NOT SAFE anywhere where there are only 1-3 vehicles. We are safer in bigger numbers.” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 4 
 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Six Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.55 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Three vehicles More than five vehicles 3 

Maximum stay Two nights Three nights 2 

Departure time 9am 
10am 3 

12pm 1 

No-return period Two weeks 
No no-return period 1 

One week 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
54   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 259, 367, 374, 379, 485, 516, 854, 1130 and 1192 in Attachment D. 
55   See Submitter Numbers 137, 223, 474, 810, 1130 and 1262 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.5: Do you agree that Gulf Harbour Marina Hammerhead Reserve should be a restricted 
area, where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?   

109 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of ten freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a four-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 
 

 

 

39% 40% 20%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

22%

17%

13%

28%

20%

1%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without any 
restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to 
the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 109 Have Your Say respondents, 45 provided comments56 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp 1 
 

“At the moment campers are staying far too long, way beyond 10 vehicles,  
encroaching on boat trailer parking area.” 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 4 
 

“It’s a very large area and could easily accommodate more vehicles safely and with very little inconvenience to 
locals. It’s a long journey out there from the main road with no other options available once out there, forcing 
campers to park randomly around the streets if the ten slots are taken. Given the entire area is nothing more 

than a parking lot for ferry commuters and fishers, it doesn’t seem too much of a stretch to allow more 
vehicles and for them to stay three nights if desired.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 11 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 5 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 2 
 

“No camping oct-March.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

79 Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.57 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Ten vehicles 

One vehicle 1 

Two vehicles 2 

Three vehicles 2 

Four vehicles 2 

Five vehicles 21 

No vehicles 7 

Other suggestion 6 

No maximum 10 

Maximum stay Two nights 

One night 14 

Three nights 10 

Four nights 3 

 
56  See Submitter Numbers 19, 34, 74, 87, 122, 149, 151, 158, 161, 165, 171, 231, 259, 267, 287, 291, 296, 302, 308, 367, 379, 

499, 568, 595, 625, 664, 810, 817, 821, 848, 854, 984, 1040, 1041, 1053, 1127, 1130, 1206, 1243, 1360, 1474, 1517, 1518, 
1530 and 1612 in Attachment D. 

57  See Submitter Numbers 5, 10, 19, 41, 50, 74, 87, 102, 105, 110, 135, 145, 149, 151, 161, 165, 171, 173, 184, 203, 209, 231, 
247, 255, 267, 269, 271, 287, 291, 302, 307, 308, 321, 440, 450, 481, 483, 499, 501, 508, 516, 573, 584, 589, 595, 607, 
613, 664, 799, 817, 821, 824, 848, 854, 859, 984, 992, 1040, 1041, 1121, 1127, 1130, 1136, 1146, 1153, 1169, 1171,1210, 
1224, 1243, 1262, 1266, 1309, 1311, 1360, 1420, 1469, 1472 and 1474 in Attachment D. 
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Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

More than five nights 3 

No nights 1 

No maximum 8 

Departure time 9am 

7am 1 

8am 5 

10am 16 

12pm 3 

2pm 1 

Other suggestion 4 

No set departure time 9 

No-return period Four weeks 

One week 2 

Two weeks 10 

More than five weeks 1 

Other suggestion 6 

No no-return period 8 

Proposed location of freedom 
camping parking spaces  

See map  Various suggestions58 10 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
58   See Submitter Numbers 74, 105, 481, 499, 516, 848, 854, 1040, 1171 and 1420 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.6: Do you agree that Barry Curtis Park – parking area off Chapel Road, St Pauls area should 
be a restricted area, where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?   

69 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of ten freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a four-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area 

 
 

 

 

 

26% 39% 32%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

20%

6%

16%

23%

32%

3%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without any 
restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the 
general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 69 Have Your Say respondents, 14 provided comments59 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A  
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

“Most campers cannot afford self-containment. Council needs to add facilities here to make sure toilets, 
showers pay as you go are available here.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 4 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 4 
 

“This park should be recognized as a neighbourhood park. Parking can become congested on weekends. It is 
not appropriate for freedom campers.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Three Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.60 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Ten vehicles More than five vehicles 2 

Maximum stay Two nights Three nights 1 

Departure time 9am N/A N/A 

No-return period Four weeks Four weeks 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
59   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 259, 291, 296, 337, 367, 379, 516, 613, 854, 1171 and 1303 in Attachment D. 
60   See Submitter Numbers 1146, 1153 and 1314 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.7: Do you agree that 27 Moore Street Carparking should be a restricted area, where 
freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?    

68 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of seven freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

20% 41% 36%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

19%

1%

20%

20%

36%

1%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without any 
restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the 
general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 68 Have Your Say respondents, 16 provided comments61 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp 1 
 

“In this case (Moore ST) I think that the 1-night rule is not unreasonable as this is a very residential and business 
area.” 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 1 
 

“Build a few rubbish bins or add an information board outlining rules and indicating where the closest waste 
disposal site is.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 10 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 2 
 

“This area is very busy with parking for locals frequenting shops and the market.  It is often very difficult to get 
a parking spot there, especially on Saturdays.  This needs to be available for local residents.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

No Have Your Say respondents proposed any alternative restrictions for this area.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 
61   See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 122, 151, 203, 259, 337, 379, 516, 613, 854, 975, 1048, 1146, 1171 and 1303 in 

Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.8: Do you agree that 20-24 Uxbridge Road Carparking should be a restricted area, where 
freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?    

68 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of seven freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am 
(0900 hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area 

 
 

 

 

 

22% 43% 34%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

18%

4%

19%

24%

34%

1%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without any 
restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the 
general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 68 Have Your Say respondents, 19 provided comments62 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

“General rules including hygiene, sanitation, littering, noise control are enough.” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 10 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 5 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 9 
 

“This is in the heart of a residential area, freedom camping should be out of the city in non-density areas.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Two Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.63  

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Seven vehicles N/A N/A 

Maximum stay One night Three nights 1 

Departure time 9am N/A N/A 

No-return period Two weeks 
Four weeks 1 

More than five weeks 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
62   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 203, 259, 191, 337, 379, 516, 613, 833, 854, 998, 1048, 1114, 1146, 1171, 1202 and 

1338  in Attachment D. 
63   See Submitter Numbers 110 and 1314 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.9: Do you agree that Taumanu Reserve (Onehunga Foreshore) should be a restricted area, 
where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?    

67 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of five freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 
 

 

 

28% 39% 31%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

21%

7%

18%

21%

31%

1%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 67 Have Your Say respondents, 15 provided comments64 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

“This is an obvious site for Freedom campers…to the motorway - but out of the way!” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 2 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 3 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 2 
 

“A beautiful foreshore for all to enjoy not polluted by vans.  Don’t imagine the locals who pay rates across the 
road would appreciate freedom campers to contribute nothing.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Six Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.65 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives suggested Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Five vehicles Three vehicles 2 

Maximum stay One night Two nights 1 

Departure time 9am 
8am 3 

10am 2 

No-return period Two weeks 
Four weeks 1 

More than five weeks 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
64  See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 203, 231, 259, 291, 367, 379, 516, 854, 1130, 1171, 1431 and 1492 in Attachment D. 
65  See Submitter Numbers 110, 445, 991 and 1068 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.10: Do you agree that Carpark on Road Reserve by Anderson’s Beach Reserve should be a 
restricted area, where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

118 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of two freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 
 

 

 

29% 25% 44%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

25%

4%

10%

15%

44%

2%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, 
but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to 
the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 118 Have Your Say respondents, 37 provided comments66 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp 2 
 

“This is a lovely area to freedom camp in and as a local from Glendowie Rd I am very happy to see people 
staying there overnight.” 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

“It’s a Public domain put facilities in all these spots. Certified means to have a toilet where you sleep  
I mean who does this at home do you want to put a potty under your bed.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 20 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 14 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 12 
 

“The road is already an area impacted by large groups congregating at night. 
Residents are impacted by rubbish and noise.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Five of the Have Your Say suggested alternative restrictions.67 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Two vehicles 
More than five vehicles 1 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay One night 
Two nights 1 

Four nights 1 

Departure time 9am 
8am 2 

10am 1 

No-return period Two weeks 
Four weeks 1 

No return at all  1 

 
 

 

 
 

 
66   See Submitter Numbers 10, 19, 67, 87, 122, 131, 151, 203, 231, 259, 272, 291, 367, 374, 379. 404, 442, 446, 516, 46, 622, 

854, 1048, 1072, 1130, 1146, 1171, 1245, 1317, 1342, 1399, 1402, 1404, 1439, 1443, 1485 and 1516 in Attachment D. 
67  See Submitter Numbers 3, 269, 622, 641 and 1130 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.11: Do you agree that Roadside parking adjacent to Hingaia Reserve should be a restricted 
area, where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

46 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of eight freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a four-
week consecutive period 

 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 

 

 

 
 

15% 50% 35%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

13% 2%

24%

26%

35%

0%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 46 Have Your Say respondents, 13 provided comments68 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 1 
 

“As a responsible person – why not?” (In support of freedom camping with no restrictions) 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 6 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 4 
 

“This is a vulnerable part of the inner harbour and needs to be protected.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

One Have Your Say respondent suggested alternative restrictions.69 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Eight vehicles Two vehicles 1 

Maximum stay Two nights N/A N/A 

Departure time 9am N/A N/A 

No-return period Four weeks N/A N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
68   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 203, 259, 291, 367, 379, 503, 854, 1146, 1171 and 1389 in Attachment D. 
69   See Submitter Number 613 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.12: Do you agree that Margaret Griffen Park should be a restricted area, where freedom 
camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

46 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of ten freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

11% 48% 41%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

9%
2%

22%

26%

41%

0%
Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
subject to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 46 Have Your Say respondents, 13 provided comments70 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 8 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 4 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 6 

Enforcement and other implementation matters 3 
 

“The last time freedom camping was trialed in this park, the numbers were significant and impacted on other 
users of the park and YMCA.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

None of the Have Your Say respondents proposed any alternative restrictions.  

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Ten vehicles N/A N/A 

Maximum stay One night N/A N/A 

Departure time 9am N/A N/A 

No-return period Two weeks N/A N/A 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 
70   See Submitter Numbers 28, 87, 151, 203, 259, 291, 379, 516, 613 84, 877, 1146 and 1171 in Attachment D. 



DRAFT 

 Page 94 of 125 

Proposal 4.13: Do you agree that Carpark at 8 Church Hill should be a restricted area, where freedom 
camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

77 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of two freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

 

25% 36% 36%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

21%

4%

17%

19%

36%

3%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 77 Have Your Say respondents, 14 provided comments71 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 4 
 

“This is an ideal spot for stop overs.” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 1 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 1 
 

“This is a busy much used carpark for the local church and community, it cannot have vans parked overnight, 
already parking is very tight.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Three Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.72 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Two vehicles 
More than five vehicles 1 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay One night Two nights 1 

Departure time 9am 
8am 1 

10am 1 

No-return period Two weeks Four weeks 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 
71   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 247, 259, 287, 291, 516, 589, 613, 778, 854, 1146 and 1352 in Attachment D. 
72   See Submitter Numbers 287, 641 and 1117  in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.14: Do you agree that Parry Kauri Park should be a restricted area, where freedom camping 
is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

77 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of three freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a four-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

27% 36% 36%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

23%

4%

16%

21%

36%

0%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 77 Have Your Say respondents, 19 provided comments73 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp  1 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 1 
 

 

“Designated parking would be useful.” 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

“A lovely spot to take in the beauty of the forest, park like grounds and relax which is what we all need at this 
time of high anxiety and fear.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 1 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 2 
 

“This area should be CLOSED at night to protect the native bush and Kauri tree. Risk of fire from BBQ or 
smoking.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Three Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.74  

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Three vehicles 

Two vehicles 1 

More than five vehicles 1 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay Two nights One night 1 

Departure time 9am 
8am 1 

10am 1 

No-return period Four weeks Two weeks 1 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 
73   See Submitter Numbers 34, 87, 122, 151, 203, 247, 259, 282, 291, 306, 516, 589, 613, 627, 778, 854, 1167, 1352 and 1442  

in Attachment D. 
74   See Submitter Numbers 287, 641 and 1117 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.15: Do you agree that Port Albert Wharf Reserve carpark should be a restricted area, 
where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

55 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of ten freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a four-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

33% 45% 22%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all
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13%

16%
29%

22%

0%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 55 Have Your Say respondents, 17 provided comments75 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp  1 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 3 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

“A nice site, peaceful, away from housing.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 1 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 1 
 

“They should pay to stay in a campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Five Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.76 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Ten vehicles 

Three vehicles 1 

More than five vehicles 2 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay Two nights No maximum 1 

Departure time 9am 
No departure time 1 

10am 1 

No-return period Four weeks 
No no-return period 1 

Two weeks 1 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
75  See Submitter Numbers 5, 87, 122, 151, 171, 247, 259, 291, 516, 621, 778, 854, 984, 1041, 1127 and 1352 in Attachment 

D. 
76  See Submitter Numbers 171, 560, 613, 621 and 1081 in Attachment D. 



DRAFT 

 Page 100 of 125 

Proposal 4.16: Do you agree that Whisper Cove (adjacent carpark on road reserve) should be a 
restricted area, where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

92 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of two freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a four-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area
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Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules
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No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
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No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 92 Have Your Say respondents, 32 provided comments77 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 2 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

“This area is discreet and there are no adverse effects from freedom camping -no neighbours or environmental 
impacts.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 2 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 1 
 

“Despite the map supplied (& relied upon), the adjacent area is now a vibrant cafe.  Plus, the relatively small car 
park is actively used by many, many people who park and exercise along the foreshore.  Allowing any form of 

extended use would severely impact on the ability of local (& not-so local) visitors to enjoy our foreshore.  
There are other facilities not far away which are far better suited to the provision of overnight camping.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Eight Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.78 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Two vehicles 
Four vehicles 2 

More than five vehicles 3 

Maximum stay Two nights 
One night 1 

Three nights 1 

Departure time 9am 10am 2 

No-return period Four weeks 
No no-return period 1 

Two weeks 2 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
77   See Submitter Numbers 74, 87, 122, 151, 247, 259, 291, 438, 439, 452, 481, 516, 521 , 589, 613, 627, 653, 656, 778, 854, 

1081, 1127, 1130, 1279, 1352, 1375, 1384, 1398, 1437, 1456, 1472 and 1530 in Attachment D. 
78   See Submitter Numbers 269, 450, 1041, 1117, 1130, 1262, 1437 and 1472 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.17: Do you agree that Wellsford Community Centre Grounds should be a restricted area, 
where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

49 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of five freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a four-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

20% 51% 29%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

18%

24%

27%

29%

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 49 Have Your Say respondents, 13 provided comments79 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

“There's a huge amount of capacity on this site with the massive carpark to accommodate freedom camping 
sustainably.” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 1 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 1 
 

“Urban and suburban carparks are not appropriate for freedom camping. Designating such carparks for 
freedom camping indicates that the purpose of freedom camping is to avoid paying for accommodation. This 

idea should not be encouraged.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

One Have Your Say respondent suggested alternative restrictions.80  

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Five vehicles More than five vehicles 1 

Maximum stay One night N/A N/A 

Departure time 9am N/A N/A 

No-return period Four weeks N/A N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
79   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 203, 247, 259, 291, 516, 613, 778, 810, 854 and 1081 in Attachment D.  
80   See Submitter Number 1117 in Attachment D.  



DRAFT 

 Page 104 of 125 

Proposal 4.18: Do you agree that 118 Rodney Street Carparking should be a restricted area, where 
freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

49 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of five freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

24% 49% 27%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

18%

6%

18%

31%

27%

0%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 49 Have Your Say respondents, 12 provided comments81 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 1 
 

 

“There are hardly any houses around here so okay to freedom camp with strict restrictions.  
One night only and must be self contained.” 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 3 
 

“The 0900 leave time is too early to ensure a proper cleanup and check.” 
 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 5 

Proposed rules are not restrictive enough of freedom camping 1 
 

“It's unsafe the carpark slopes it gets too busy at times.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Three Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.82  

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Five vehicles 
More than five vehicles 1 

No maximum 1 

Maximum stay One nights No maximum 1 

Departure time 9am No departure time 2 

No-return period Two weeks No no-return period 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
81   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 203, 247, 259, 291, 516, 613, 778, 854 and 984 in Attachment D.  
82   See Submitter Numbers 595, 1081 and 1117 in Attachment D.  
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Proposal 4.19: Do you agree that Cox’s Bay Esplanade should be a restricted area, where freedom 
camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

73 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of three freedom camping 
vehicles may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

21% 45% 32%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

15%

5%

18%

27%

32%

3%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 73 Have Your Say respondents, 17 provided comments83 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp  2 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 2 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 4 
 

“I live in this area - I LIKE having freedom campers in the area generally they are good people,  
keen to experience all that is great about Auckland and will conform to the few common sense  

and easily understood rules - we need Public Toilets and a Pay Shower system, but  
other than that we should be WELCOMING them to our areas!” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 4 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 3 
 

“Tamaki Makaurau's attraction to live and survive is based on the beauty of its beaches and open spaces - 
freedom camping should not be allowed in these areas - there has been no evidence or reasoning that we 

should provide free accommodation to travelers.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Two Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.84  

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Three vehicles N/A N/A 

Maximum stay One night More than five nights 1 

Departure time 9am 8am  1 

No-return period Two weeks 
No no-return period 1 

Four weeks 1 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
83   See Submitter Numbers 79,87,110, 122, 151, 185, 231, 247, 259, 367, 379, 516, 854, 877, 1069, 1127 and 1171 in 

Attachment D.  
84  See Submitter Numbers 231 and 392 in Attachment D. 
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Proposal 4.20: Do you agree that Roadside Carpark opposite Western Springs Reserve should be a 
restricted area, where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

74 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of five freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at all 
times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

 

30% 43% 26%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

23%

7%

18%26%

26%

1%Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 74 Have Your Say respondents, 16 provided comments85 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 1 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 4 
 

“This is an area that visitors will WANT to visit so we should make provision to improve the location with proper 
public toilets and a Pay shower system if possible!” 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 2 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 3 
 

“It's a high traffic area and not suited for freedom campers.   
The only experience they'll have there is a bad one.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

Three Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.86 

Area restriction Proposed restriction Alternatives proposed Respondents 

Maximum number of vehicles Five vehicles N/A N/A 

Maximum stay One night Two nights 1 

Departure time 9am 

8am  1 

10am 1 

Other suggestion 1 

No-return period Two weeks Four weeks 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

 
85  See Submitter Numbers 87, 110, 122, 151, 185, 198, 231, 247, 259, 367, 379, 516, 854, 1069, 1127 and 1171 in 

Attachment D.  
86  See Submitter Numbers 231, 392 and 1262 in Attachment D.  
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Proposal 4.21: Do you agree that Carpark adjacent to Valonia Reserve should be a restricted area, 
where freedom camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

42 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of four freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of one night; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the second day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

14% 48% 33%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

12% 2%

26%

21%

33%

5%

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed 
without any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 42 Have Your Say respondents, 11 provided comments87 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

Fundamentally in favour of the right to freedom camp  1 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 
general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 3 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 3 
 

“Appears too close to residential areas.” 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

No Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
87   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 225, 259, 291, 367, 379, 516, 854 and 1171 in Attachment D. 



DRAFT 

 Page 112 of 125 

Proposal 4.22: Do you agree that Wingate Reserve should be a restricted area, where freedom 
camping is allowed subject to site-specific conditions?  

42 Have Your Say respondents gave feedback on this proposal. 

Respondents were asked to choose a response and indicate why they held that view. If respondents agreed it 
should be a restricted area but with different conditions, we asked what restrictions they preferred. 

 

Proposed restrictions for this area 

A maximum of two freedom camping vehicles 
may stay overnight in the area 

A person wishing to stay overnight must  

(1) use a certified self-contained vehicle at 
all times; 

(2) use one of the marked spaces in the 
designated parking area, if applicable;  

(3) stay a maximum of two nights; 

(4) vacate their parking space by 9am (0900 
hours) on the third day; and 

(5) stay a maximum of two nights in a two-
week consecutive period 

Overall views on freedom camping in this area

 

Detailed views on freedom camping in this area

 
 

 

14% 50% 31%

Freedom camping should be allowed with site-specific restrictions

Freedom camping should be allowed without restrictions or with just the general rules

Freedom camping shouldn't be allowed at all

14% 0%

21%

29%

31%

5%

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions

Yes – restricted freedom camping should be 
allowed, but with different restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed without 
any restrictions

No – freedom camping should be allowed subject 
to the general rules

No – freedom camping should not be allowed in 
this area

I don't know
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Comments about freedom camping at this area  

Of the 42 Have Your Say respondents, 11 provided comments88 to expand on the reasons for their feedback.  

Reasons for supporting the freedom camping with the proposed restrictions Number of comments 

None given N/A 
 

 

 

Reasons for supporting freedom camping with different restrictions OR the 

general rules OR no restrictions 

Number of comments 

Proposed rules are too restrictive of freedom camping 2 
 

 

Reasons for not supporting freedom camping at this site Number of comments 

Fundamentally opposed to freedom camping 3 

Freedom camping causes problems causes problems for Aucklanders 3 
 

Suggested alternative restrictions for freedom camping at this area 

No Have Your Say respondents suggested alternative restrictions to those proposed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
88   See Submitter Numbers 87, 122, 151, 203, 225, 259, 291, 379, 516, 854 and 1171 in Attachment D. 
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Suggestions for additional prohibited or restricted areas 

848 people suggested additional prohibited areas, including   

• large areas (such as Omaha Beach, Waiheke Island or the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area) 

• specific places (such as Tamaki Drive, or Kiwi Esplanade) 

• categories of area (such as residential roads or freedom camping near schools). 

Suggestions for additional large areas 

Large areas n=270 

Omaha Beach  154 

Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area and surrounds (Piha mentioned most notably) 67 

Waiheke Island  18 

Aotea / Great Barrier Island  4 

Hatfields Beach 4 

Awhitu Peninsula  4 

Eastern Bays  3 

Māngere 3 

Browns Bay 2 

Takapuna  2 

Orakei 2 

Northcote Point 2 

Snells Beach 2 

Matheson Bay 1 

Mission Bay 1 

 Beachlands 1 

  

Suggestions for additional specific places 

Specific places n=314 

Karekare Road Carpark, Karekare 39 

Anawhata Road, Anawhata 33 

Kiwi Esplanade, Mangere Bridge  26 

Te Henga Bethells Road, Te Henga 16 

Tamaki Drive  16 

French Bay Carpark, Titirangi 15 

Bethells Road, Te Henga  14 

Marine Parade North Carpark, Piha  10 

Glen Esk Road Carpark, Piha  9 

Marine Parade South Carpark, Piha 9 

Seaview Road, Piha  8 

Shelly Beach Parade, Cockle Bay 7 

Little Huia, Huia Road 6 
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Specific places n=314 

Woodall Carpark, Narrow Neck Beach  5 

The Strand, Onetangi 3 

Beach Haven Wharf  3 

Point Chevalier Beach Carpark 3 

Buckletons Beach Reserve 3 

Rothesay Bay Reserve (Rothesay Bay Road) 2 

Arundel Reserve, Orewa Beach  2 

Waikaraka Park (Captain Springs Road) 2 

Vellenoweth Green, St Heliers  2 

Titirangi Beach Carparks  2 

Phyllis Reserve, Mount Albert 2 

Campbells Bay Beach 1 

Queen Street, Northcote  1 

Kihikihi Lane, Snells Beach 1 

Masterton Road, Rothesay Bay 1 

Totara Park, Manurewa 1 

McEldowney Road / Paturoa Road junction at entrance to Davies Bay 1 

South Titirangi Road Jenkins Bay boat ramp carparks 1 

Herrings Cove carparks, Titirangi 1 

Godley Road end, Titirangi 1 

Arama Ave road end, Titirangi 1 

Arapito Road end, Titirangi 1 

Whatipu Scenic Reserve  1 

Milford Beach Reserve 1 

Claude Abel Reserve, Garden Road  1 

Colonial Road, Birkenhead  1 

Mangere Bridge Memorial Hall Carpark 1 

Hooton Reserve, Albany 1 

Kennedy Point, Waiheke Island 1 

Glover Park  1 

The Esplanade, Big Manly Beach  1 

Ngapara Street, Red Beach Waterfront  1 

Arkles Strand, Arkles Bay  1 

Matakatia Parade, Matakatia Beach  1 

De Luen Avenue, Tindalls Bay  1 

Stanmore Bay Road, Stanmore Bay  1 

Langton Road, Stanmore Bay  1 

Moreton Drive, Manly  1 

Beach Road, Manly  1 

Brown Street, Manly  1 
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Specific places n=314 

Whangaparoa Road, Whangaparoa  1 

The Strand, Waiwera  1 

Wood Bay, Titirangi  1 

Davies Bay, Titirangi 1 

Herrings Cove, Titirangi  1 

Laingholm Beach, Titirangi  1 

Mahoe Road end, Titirangi 1 

Aydon Road end, Titirangi 1 

Okewa Road end, Titirangi 1 

The Parade Road end, Titirangi 1 

Valley Road end, Titirangi 1 

Opou Road end, Titirangi 1 

Woodbay Road end, Titirangi 1 

Inaka Place Road end, Titirangi 1 

Lancewood Ave Road end, Titirangi 1 

Rangiwai Road end, Titirangi 1 

The Drive Road end, Titirangi 1 

Westridge Road end, Titirangi 1 

Valley View Road end, Titirangi 1 

Tainui Road end, Titirangi 1 

Boylan Road end, Titirangi 1 

York Road end, Titirangi 1 

Jays Road end, Titirangi 1 

Sylvan Valley Ace Road end, Titirangi 1 

Minnehaha Ave road end, Titirangi 1 

Landing Road end, Titirangi 1 

Helios Place Road end, Titirangi 1 

Deirdre Place Road end, Titirangi 1 

Fawcett Road end, Titirangi 1 

Brownie Road end, Titirangi 1 

Janet Place Road end, Titirangi 1 

Exhibition Drive Titirangi (both ends) 1 

Tawini Road end, Titirangi  1 

Rainbow’s End Reserve  1 

Stanmore Bay Road Carpark  1 

Waiata Avenue, Remuera  1 

Walker Park, Point Chevalier  1 

Eric Armishaw Park, Point Chevalier 1 

Coyle Park, Point Chevalier  1 

Ōwairaka Park, Ōwairaka 1 
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Specific places n=314 

Kūkūwai Park, Ōwairaka 1 

Mount Albert War Memorial Reserve, Mount Albert 1 

Chamberlain Park, Mount Albert 1 

Mount Albert Library, Mount Albert 1 

Mt Albert Town Centre Carpark 1 

Warren Freer Park 1 

Kariotahi Beach  1 

  

Suggestions for additional categories of areas 

Categories of area  n=264 

Residential streets / road reserves 231 

Auckland Central / CBD 10 

Sport / Yacht Club carparks  8 

(Outside or in the vicinity of) Schools / Early Childhood Education Centres (ECE) 4 

All beachfronts  4 

Community halls (and long-term leased carparks) 3 

Urupa sites 1 

Coastal Marine Areas (within 50m of mean high-water mark) 1 

Any area with no public facilities (public toilet facilities) 1 

Roads less than a certain width 1 
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Underlying themes in feedback on the Bylaw proposal 

Many Have Your Say respondents took opportunities to express general views about freedom camping when 
providing written comments online, or when giving feedback via email or verbally to the Panel.  

These general comments provide an insight into the views that underlie respondents’ support and opposition to 
the specific Bylaw proposals, and to freedom camping regulation overall.  

These views have been summarised into nine themes. Sample verbatim comments are provided for each theme. 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because one response could be coded under multiple themes.  

Theme 1: The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 

Key views from 527 comments, 33 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

Need fewer or different sites than those proposed (general view) 264 50% 

Freedom camping should be prohibited in built-up areas / the CBD 

Freedom camping should only be allowed in rural areas 
245 46% 

Certain rules should be stricter depending on the characteristics of the 
area or the use of the area, for example: 

• shorter stays in the city centre 

• no large vehicles in areas with narrow streets  

• no camping in areas susceptible to flooding 

116 22% 

Housing intensification is making parking/traffic worse in built-up areas, 
and freedom camping will exacerbate this  

Freedom campers will compete with residents for parking 

108 20% 

Should preserve the current approach (freedom camping only allowed in 
a small number of named areas, rather than the other way around) 

72 14% 

People living in vehicles long-term as a lifestyle choice will use these rules 
to live in Auckland streets / desirable areas 

45 9% 

Need stricter standards for freedom camping vehicles 20 4% 

Concern about people camping outside schools and ECEs 6 1% 

Comment theme 
Total number of 
comments 

Percentage of 
total feedback  

1. The proposed Bylaw is not restrictive enough of freedom camping 527 33% 

2. Enforcement of the Bylaw or other implementation matters 518 32% 

3. Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders 351 22% 

4. Fundamental opposition to freedom camping in Auckland 217 13% 

5. The proposed Bylaw is too restrictive of freedom camping 182 11% 

6. Council should invest in more/better facilities for freedom campers  153 9% 

7. Fundamental support for the right to freedom camp 94 6% 

8. Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 52 3% 

9. Concerns about the Bylaw’s impacts on people living in vehicles, 
including those experiencing homelessness 

48 3% 
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“Locals are struggling to cope now 
with the ever-increasing beach visitor 
numbers and their vehicle congestion. 

Far too much congestion now with 
inadequate access for essential 
services of Fire and Ambulance 
particularly weekends without 

freedom campers as well.” 

“I believe that Freedom Camping is a 
great Kiwi experience but it should be 

an experience based where there is 
little to no infrastructure, not in the 

middle of a city.” 

“The streets of Auckland are crowded 
and parking often difficult without 
allowing Freedom Camping …This 
mass freedom on Auckland roads 

unless specified as regulated is awful, 
as it does not cover coastal areas 

which in turn will disavail flexible and 
available parking for visiting public.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 

Theme 2: Enforcement and other implementation matters (operational feedback) 

Key views from 518 comments, 32 per cent of submissions 
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

The proposed rules are not enforceable 

The areas where freedom camping will be allowed are too large to 
feasibly enforce 

201 39% 

Enforcement is critical to success, but resources are already insufficient  133 26% 

Other enforcement / implementation matters 101 19% 

Enforcement of freedom camping rules is falling – or will fall – to local 
residents, which is not appropriate 

76 15% 

Need stronger enforcement of self-containment certification 

Certification stickers are easy to buy illegally / falsify  

Other issues with certification 

52 10% 

Need harsh(er) enforcement, fines and penalties as a deterrent 28 5% 

Need more / better / clearer signage at: 

• Areas where freedom camping will be allowed 

• Popular places where freedom camping will be prohibited 

20 4% 

Council needs to raise awareness of the rules through a communications 
campaign / education / information  

14 3% 

Maintenance / cleaning of public areas critical to social license 

Council needs to invest more in maintenance / cleaning of public areas 
5 1% 

“I believe it is unsuitable to open up 
residential streets without significant 

planning and resource allocated to 
monitoring this.   This will also require 

additional funding and policing in a 
time when both of these resources are 

extremely stretched.” 

“The rule relating to self-contained 
vehicles is appropriate. However “self-
contained” brings to mind nice “Maui” 
type vans. Unfortunalty the “Juicy” van 

can also get “selfcontained 
certification” as they have a loo under 
the seat/bed. It should be noted that 

rental rebates were given if the seal on 
the loo was unbroken when returned. 
This is not in the spirit of what Council 

is defining as self-contained and 
encourages toilet habits that are not 

conducive to Councils aims.”  

 “The weekends create excessive 
parking in my area for people wishing 
to enjoy the beach as it is. Residential 

streets are not right for campers in 
principle.   Who and how is this going 

to be monitored?   Council will be 
reliant of residents to monitor and 

what happens with issues.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 
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Theme 3: Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders 

Key views from 351 comments, 22 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

Freedom campers compete with other people trying to use parking and 
amenities 

202 58% 

Freedom campers:  

• leave litter/waste 

• pollute the natural environment  

• make a mess 

…in public places (for example public toilets and carparks) 

194 55% 

Freedom campers cause other safety issues (for example, vehicles cause 
a hazard to other drivers and pedestrians) 

116 33% 

Freedom campers behave anti-socially (for example, making excessive 
noise, partying, drug-use or harassment)  

93 26% 

Freedom campers/campsites/vehicles:  

• are unsightly  

• block others’ views  

• ruin the ambience of a place 

51 15% 

“Freedom camper vehicles take up 
parking spaces needed by the rate 

payers of Auckland to visit their 
amenities. Freedom campers should 
also have to take their rubbish with 

them, not dispose of it in public 
rubbish bins or receptacles - often see 

items piled up and left behind for 
others to clean up.” 

“I am totally opposed to the concept 
of "freedom camping" anywhere in NZ. 

It may be free for campers but 
someone - either taxpayers or rate 

payers have to foot the cost of 
services,  cleaning, compliance issues, 

security, etc. There are already 
campsites that provide this service and 

this should not be a part of core 
Council services.” 

“Many roads are too narrow to allow 
for the movement of traffic when a 
campervan(s) is parked.  There is a 

public safety issue; emergency services 
vehicles may not be able to get 

through. I submit freedom camping 
should be prohibited on roads less 

than a specified width.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 

 
Theme 4: Fundamental opposition to freedom camping in Auckland 

Key views from 217 comments, 13 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

The law needs to be changed to ban freedom camping  

Don’t support the legislative right to freedom camp 
128 59% 

Concern about people freedom camping in residential areas or on 
residential roads, in principle 

87 40% 

Campers should stay in campgrounds  

Freedom camping competes unfairly with accommodation businesses 
74 34% 

Ratepayers shouldn’t have to subsidise freedom campers, for example by:  

• providing dedicated facilities for freedom campers 

• allowing freedom campers to use public facilities 

• cleaning up areas used by freedom campers 

30 14% 
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“Freedom camping is becoming a 
synonym for freeloading, where 

people are choosing to live in vehicles 
long term not because they can't 
afford rent or have no jobs but 

because they can live on a beachfront 
free of charge without having to pay 

for the infrastructure they use.” 

“I STRENUOUSLY OPPOSE Freedom 
Camping on any residential streets at 

any time ever!” 

“People should not be able to camp in 
areas other than those designed for 

that purpose AND they should pay for 
the facilities those areas provide and 

that they need and use.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 

Theme 5: The proposed Bylaw is too restrictive of freedom camping 

Key views from 182 comments, 11 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

Campers are on holiday and any restrictions should allow people time to 
relax / explore the area / avoid peak traffic 

87 48% 

There are not enough designated areas to camp  

Under-supply of legal camping areas will cause overcrowding at these 
areas and worsen problems 

32 18% 

“How can you put more value on someone else using that park 
than the freedom camper staying those extra few hours who as 

you have mentioned - could be spending money at local 
businesses.  Being too strict and unreasonable is not good for 

tourism and is also not very Kiwi.” 

“Blanket rules on everyone to stop a few causing 
problems is restrictive to those who are respectful of 

the area.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 

Theme 6: Council should invest in more/better facilities for freedom campers (operational feedback) 

Key views from 153 comments, 9 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

Need more facilities for users of public areas generally, including 
freedom campers (for example 24hr toilets, bins) 

69 45% 

Council should provide more dedicated freedom camping sites with 
facilities (for example toilets, showers, dump stations) 

54 35% 

Council should look at developing / enabling others to develop user-pays 
facilities, such as coin-operated showers 

19 12% 

“If all major towns and cities had well documented toilet 
facilities, issues which annoy residents would not continue. 

The irony is that in many places where facilities do exist, 
they are locked overnight. Rather than penalising all 

freedom campers with blanket bans, ablutions facilities 
should be upgraded nationwide.” 

“Build MORE regulated and approved freedom camping 
sites WITH public toilets AND paid for SHOWERS. Make 

them MORE welcome so they DO use Regulated sites rather 
than block them out - and force them to look for 

unregulated sites!” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 
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Theme 7: Fundamental support for the right to freedom camp 

Key views from 94 comments, 6 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

All people have a fundamental right to access and enjoy public space 43 46% 

It’s important to have low-cost holiday options available 28 30% 

“All NZ residents should be allowed free access without 
restriction. Fine [for council to respond] if they actually do 

something like dump water or waste.” 

“Freedom camping is part of freedom to roam and access 
to wilderness - it’s important to widen the choice of 

freedom camping especially with all the youth hostels 
closing.  If self contained campers are truly self contained 
and fully functional - then there should be no problem.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 

Theme 8: Freedom camping benefits Auckland and Aucklanders 

Key views from 52 comments, 3 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

Freedom camping is a great way to see / share all the region has to offer 24 46% 

Auckland should welcome all visitors and try to give them a good 
experience 

16 31% 

“What freedom campers save on accommodation, they 
spend on activities and experiences so money will still be 

flowing into the economy. Therefore, if it’s really about the 
environment (which I highly doubt) then build more 

infrastructure to encourage people in general to use.” 

“Freedom camping is a positive experience for many to 
learn that not everything has to be owned or bought to be 
enjoyed. It also provides business to local enterprises, and 

facilitates greater numbers of tourists who cannot afford to 
travel by other means.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 

Theme 9: Concerns about the Bylaw’s impacts on people living in vehicles, including those 
experiencing homelessness 

Key views from 48 comments, 3 per cent of submissions  
Total number of 

respondents 
giving this view 

Percentage of 
comments on 

this theme 

Need compassion for people living in vehicles, not discrimination  

This Bylaw will make their lives harder  
26 54% 

The housing crisis, low wages and other economic and social factors are 
the real drivers of the problem 

17 35% 

Enforcement staff need to give special consideration to people 
experiencing homelessness  

13 27% 

“As housing has become unattainable for most of the 
population, mobile living is getting more popular. It needs to be 
supported and enabled as an alternative for our less fortunate, 

rather than kept and regulated behind a veil of privilege.” 

“With the price if rent it seems unfair to punish those 
who are trying to get by.. I am for being self contained 

but everyone has to live let them be.” 

Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% because respondents could choose more than one reason for their view, and only 
the key themes are identified 
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Key attitudinal findings from the research survey 

The full research survey summary is attached as Appendix 1. Some key findings are shown below. 

Overview of Aucklanders’ current attitudes towards freedom camping 

Aucklanders value freedom camping on principle. While recognising the benefits, they feel that there are 
problems as it currently occurs, and they would like to see greater regulation put in place. 

 

 

 

7% 26% 23% 35% 9%

OVERALL AT TITUDE TOWARDS FREEDOM CAMPING

Very negative Somewhat negative No opinion Somewhat positive Very positive

8% 13% 21% 42% 16%

I  SUPPORT PEOPLE HAVING THE RIGHT TO FREEDOM CAMP ON 
PUBLIC LAND,  ON PRINCIPLE

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree

4% 9% 23% 39% 25%

THERE IS  A  NEED FOR GREATER REGULATION OF FREEDOM CAMPING 
IN  THE AUCKLAND REGION

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree
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Anticipated effects of general rules on Aucklanders’ attitudes towards freedom camping 

Based on the responses from research survey participants, if the general rules were introduced, 

• Aucklanders would feel more positive about freedom camping  

• it is unlikely that there would be a significant increase in freedom camping 

• the level of concern about freedom camping is likely to reduce  

• Aucklanders would perceive greater benefits and fewer problems with freedom camping 

Q: How would you feel about freedom camping in the Auckland region overall,  
under the proposed Four [General] Rules? 

 

Q: With these rules in place, [would you] be [more/less] likely to feel concerned about 
freedom camping in the Auckland region?  

 

Q: With these rules in place, [would you] be [more/less] likely to freedom camp [yourself]? 

 

 

6% 12% 17% 47% 18%

Very negative Somewhat negative No Opinion Somewhat positive Very positive

6% 33% 36% 18% 7%

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely

9% 10% 56% 20% 5%

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely
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APPENDIX ONE 

EXTERNAL RESEARCH SURVEY: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 

Freedom Camping in Vehicles: Aucklanders’ experiences, attitudes and 
behaviours  

Research conducted for Auckland Council by Nexus Research, 2021  

 
 



Freedom Camping in 
Vehicles

A survey of Aucklanders 
experiences, attitudes and 

behaviours.
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Background

Auckland City Council have drawn up a new draft Bylaw regulating Freedom Camping which was consulted upon between 26th October and 5th December 
2021.

Objective of the research

The objective of this research was to complement the consultation process with a representative view of attitudes towards Freedom Camping, the proposed 
general rules and their potential effects, of Aucklanders aged eighteen or above.

Research Design

A questionnaire was designed to understand current attitudes and experience, reaction to the proposed general rules , and anticipated response or outcome 
should the general rules be adopted.

The survey and report have four sections,

• Attitudes towards Freedom Camping,

• Experience of Freedom Camping, either as a camper or as somebody impacted by it,

• Feedback on the proposed General Rules,

• Projected changes to attitudes, and intentions regarding Freedom Camping should the General Rules be adopted.

An overview of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix B : Survey Design.
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Sample and population of interest

• The overall population of interest is all people aged 18 and over who live in the Auckland Region.

• A sample representative of Aucklanders and large enough to report by Local Board area was drawn from the Dynata and Consumerlink online panels 

which have approximately 100,000 members aged 18 or over from the Auckland Region. The sample was complemented by 62 respondents from 

Waiheke Island via the Auckland Council People’s Panel. 

• The target sample was 1,900 (1,914 achieved) and targeted minimum sample of 75 was set for each local board.  

• Sub-groups of interest include sub-regional groupings (North, South, Central, East, West) and Local Board areas.

• Broad sub-population targets were also set for age, gender and ethnicity, and the entire sample was weighted to ensure the sample reflected the 

composition of the Aucklanders aged 18 or over.

• A table of target population and sample counts is provided in Appendix A : Population estimates and sample.

• Great Barrier Island residents were also invited to participate via the People’s Panel with 6 responses received and these are part of the total base count 

for each question. However the sample size is too small to be representative for Aotea / Great Barrier Local Board and are not included in any Local Board 

breakdowns in the report. 

A note on differences in this report
Significant differences in this report – like most survey based research this report draws on a sample that represents the population, with results subject to sampling 
error. Results that are significantly different (at a 95% probability level) are indicated by arrows on the charts that follow an ‘up arrow’    indicates a result is 
significantly higher, a down arrow,   indicates a result is significantly lower. In the context of this report the arrows indicate significant differences in the proportions of 
sub-populations from the entire population aged 18 or over. No arrows indicate no difference between the population as a whole and a sub-population group.
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Summary

Currently Freedom Camping is a polarising issue for Aucklanders - 32% of Aucklanders (aged 18+) feel negatively towards Freedom Camping and 44% of 

Aucklanders (aged 18+) feel positively towards Freedom Camping. 

Aucklanders value Freedom Camping on principle (58% support). While recognising benefits, Aucklanders feel that there are problems as it currently occurs 
(59% agree), and they would like to see greater regulation put in place (65% agree).

Aucklanders are strongly in favour of using general rules to regulate Freedom Camping in the Auckland Region (90% in favour). A majority of Aucklanders 

support each of the four proposed general rules. Support was widespread with the majority of every sub-population group also in favour of each of the rules 

as proposed.

A majority of Aucklanders anticipate greater benefits and fewer problems with the rules in place. Nearly half (49%) of Aucklanders agreed that Freedom 

Camping would have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders with the four rules in place. While slightly more than half (58% )of Aucklanders agreed that 

Freedom Camping would cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders with the four rules in place. 

Do you support the proposed general rule… Yes No Unsure

Rule 1. Self-contained vehicle 76% 11% 13%

Rule 2. Maximum Stay two nights 70% 16% 13%

Rule 3. 9am departure time 52% 26% 22%

Rule 4. Two weeks no-return 55% 26% 22%

To what extent would you agree/disagree with this statement,  
with these rules in place…… 

Agree Disagree

Freedom Camping will have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders 49% 17%

Freedom Camping will cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders 58% 15%
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Part 1a : Current Attitudes 

In ‘Part 1a : Current Attitudes’ we look at how Aucklanders feel about Freedom Camping.

• How do you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland region overall?

• How do you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland region overall? x sub-population groups

• Right to freedom camp on public land

• Right to freedom camp on public land x sub-population groups

• Need for greater regulation

• Right to freedom camp on public land x sub-population groups

• Freedom Camping Benefits and Problems

• Freedom Camping Benefits x sub-population groups

• Freedom Camping Problems x sub-population groups

• Frequency of Benefits

• Frequency of Problems
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Summary: Current Attitudes of Aucklanders towards Freedom Camping

Aucklanders value Freedom Camping on principle, whilst recognising benefits, they feel that there are problems as it currently occurs,  and they would like 

to see greater regulation put in place.

• A slender majority (44%) of Aucklanders are more positive than negative (33%) towards Freedom Camping overall.

• A greater proportion (58%) feel that people should be able to Freedom Camp on public land as a right.

• An even greater majority (64%) of Aucklanders feel that there is a need for greater regulation of Freedom Camping within the Auckland Region.

• Aucklanders recognise that Freedom Camping brings problems and benefits. Nearly half (48%) of Aucklanders agree Freedom Camping has benefits, while 

a greater proportion (60%) agree Freedom Camping causes problems, for Auckland and Aucklanders.

• Attitudes are mostly strongly related to a combination of age and previous experience with Freedom Camping and Freedom Campers. 

• Younger Aucklanders (aged 18-34) feel more positively towards Freedom Camping than Older Aucklanders, while Māori feel more positively towards 

Freedom Camping than non-Māori. Those who had Freedom Camped were most positive towards Freedom Camping.  Those who had encountered 

Freedom Campers (and not Freedom Camped themselves) were more likely to hold no opinion. Those who had neither Freedom Camped nor 

encountered Freedom Campers felt more negatively towards Freedom Camping.
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On balance Aucklanders are mildly positive towards Freedom Camping.

7% 26% 23% 35% 9%

OVERALL ATTITUDE TOWARDS FREEDOM CAMPING

Very negative Somewhat negative No opinion Somewhat positive Very positive

Q: How do you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland region overall?
Base: All people aged 18+ in the Auckland Region (Population 1,196,000 (2018 Census))

How do you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland region overall?

Base n=1950

44% Net positive33% Net negative
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8%        

4%        
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6%        
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5%        

21% ↑

10%        

8%        

6%        
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18%        
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38% ↑
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34%        

27%        

22%        

25%        

26%        

15%        
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16%        
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39%        
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48%        

21%        
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6%        
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8%        

14%        
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9%        
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14%        
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A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

Groups of Aucklanders of different ages,  ethnicity and experience with freedom camping hold significantly differing attitudes. 
Attitudes varied a little by local board (Waiheke & Maungakiekie-Tamaki respondents feel more negatively towards Freedom Camping).
• Experience with Freedom Camping and Freedom Campers : Those who had Freedom Camped felt more positively towards Freedom Camping. Those who had encountered Freedom Campers (and not freedom camped 

themselves) were more likely to hold no opinion. Those who had neither Freedom Camped nor encountered freedom campers felt more negatively towards Freedom Camping.

• Age : Younger Aucklanders (aged 18-34) feel more positively towards Freedom Camping than Older Aucklanders.

• Ethnicity : Māori feel more positively towards Freedom Camping than non-Māori.
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7% 25% 24% 35% 9%
A U C K L A N D E R S  

1 8 +

Very negative Somewhat negative No opinion Somewhat positive Very positive

3% ↓

10% ↑

10% ↑

16% ↓

29% ↑

37% ↑

29% ↑

23%        

10% ↓

42% ↑

29% ↓

35%        
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1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +
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34%        
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26% ↑
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8%        

9%        

E U R O P E A N
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26%        

18%        

24%        
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36%        
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12% ↑
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2% ↓

37% ↑

26%        
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15% ↓

32% ↑

20% ↓

29% ↓

31% ↓

50% ↑

7%        
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F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S
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F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

How do you feel about Freedom Camping
in the Auckland region overall? x sub-population groups

Experience
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A majority of Aucklanders support people having the right to freedom camp on public land, on principle.

8% 13% 21% 42% 16%

I SUPPORT PEOPLE HAVING THE RIGHT TO FREEDOM CAMP ON PUBLIC LAND, 
ON PRINCIPLE

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree

Q: So bearing in mind that Freedom Camping means, “Staying overnight (for free) in a vehicle for leisure/lifestyle purposes on public land managed by the council” ,
How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping? I support people having the right to freedom camp on public land, on principle
Base: All people aged 18+ in the Auckland Region (Population 1,196,000 (2018 Census))

58% Net agree21% Net disagree

How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping?

“I support people having the right to freedom camp on public land, on principle.”

Base n=1955



Similar distinctions between sub-group support for Freedom Camping overall were evident with this measure. 

Groups of Aucklanders of different ages, ethnicity, and experience with freedom camping hold significantly 

differing views. 

• Experience with Freedom Camping and Freedom Campers : Those who had freedom camped were more likely to agree. Those who had encountered Freedom Campers (and not freedom camped themselves) 

were more likely to hold no opinion.  Those who had neither freedom camped nor encountered freedom campers felt more negatively towards Freedom Camping.

• Age: Younger Aucklanders (aged 18-34) were more likely to agree with the statement than Older Aucklanders.

• Ethnicity: Māori were more likely to agree with the statement than non-Māori.
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W E S T

8% ↑

13%        

2% ↓

14% ↑

18%        

6% ↓

26% ↓

15% ↑

18%        

42%        

40%        

45%        

11%        

15% ↓

28% ↑

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Right to freedom camp on public land x sub-population groups

8% 13% 21% 42% 16%
A U C K L A N D E R S  

1 8 +

Very negative Somewhat negative No opinion Somewhat positive Very positive

Experience

Slide 12Slide 13
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Q: So bearing in mind that Freedom Camping means, “Staying overnight (for free) in a vehicle for leisure/lifestyle purposes on public land managed by the council” ,
How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping? There is a need for greater regulation of freedom camping in the Auckland Region
Base: All people aged 18+ in the Auckland Region (Population 1,196,000 (2018 Census)) 

How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping?

“There is a need for greater regulation of freedom camping in the Auckland Region.”

4% 9% 23% 39% 25%

THERE IS A NEED FOR GREATER REGULATION OF FREEDOM CAMPING 
IN THE AUCKLAND REGION

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

64% of Aucklanders believe there is a need for greater regulation of Freedom Camping in the Auckland Region

Base n=1957

64% Net agree13% Net disagree



Slide 15

4% 9% 23% 39% 25%A U C K L A N D E R S  1 8 +

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

4%        

6%        

3%        

5%        

3%        

5%        

2%        

5%        

10%        

6%        

3%        

1%        

1%        

3%        

4%        

9%        

8%        

6%        

5%        

2%        

9%        

10%        

13%        

13%        

17%        

7%        

8%        

12%        

8%        

3%        

9%        

10%        

19%        

13%        

11%        

4%        

6%        

6%        

6%        

4%        

28%        

16%        

19%        

23%        

15%        

29%        

22%        

29%        

23%        

25%        

23%        

17%        

19%        

19%        

14%        

25%        

11%        

25%        

22%        

21%        

36%        

39%        

37%        

34%        

33%        

35%        

53%        

33%        

33%        

44%        

37%        

44%        

38%        

29%        

40%        

50%        

35%        

35%        

46%        

52%        

23%        

28%        

28%        

26%        

31%        

25%        

14%        

21%        

27%        

22%        

28%        

28%        

23%        

36%        

32%        

12%        

40%        

28%        

22%        

21%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

4%        

5%        

4%        

11%        

8%        

10%        

30% ↑

19% ↓

14% ↓

40%        

38%        

41%        

15% ↓

30% ↑

32% ↑

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

4%        

4%        

8%        

10%        

21%        

24%        

40%        

39%        

27%        

22%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

5%        

4%        

9%        

9%        

21%        

24%        

40%        

38%        

25%        

25%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

4%        

4%        

9%        

14%        

22%        

22%        

40%        

30%        

25%        

30%        

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

4%        

4%        

5%        

4%        

5%        

11%        

7%        

7%        

12%        

9%        

15% ↓

24%        

26%        

23%        

25%        

44%        

37%        

38%        

35%        

40%        

26%        

27%        

24%        

26%        

20%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

3%        

5% ↓

6%        

10%        

8%        

12%        

29% ↓

13% ↑

22%        

38%        

40%        

42%        

21% ↑

34% ↓

20% ↓

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping?
There is a need for greater regulation of freedom camping in the Auckland Region

• Experience with Freedom Camping and Freedom Campers: Those without direct experience were more likely to agree with the statement.

• Age: Older Aucklanders (aged 35+) were more likely to agree with the statement than younger Aucklanders.

• Local Board: Those in Puketapapa Local Board were more likely to agree strongly, with respondents in Papakura more likely to somewhat disagree.

Experience
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9%

4%

16%

11%

27%

25%

34%

44%

14%

16%

FREEDOM CAMPING HAS 
BENEFITS FOR AUCKLAND 

AND AUCKLANDERS

FREEDOM CAMPING CAUSES 
PROBLEMS FOR AUCKLAND 

AND AUCKLANDERS

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

Q: So bearing in mind that Freedom Camping means, “Staying overnight (for free) in a vehicle for leisure/lifestyle purposes on public land managed by the council” ,
How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping? Freedom camping has benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders
How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping? Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders
Base: All people aged 18+ in the Auckland Region (Population 1,196,000 (2018 Census))

How much do you agree or disagree with these statements about Freedom Camping?
Freedom camping has benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders
Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders

48% of Aucklanders agree Freedom Camping has benefits, 60% agree Freedom Camping causes problems,
for Auckland and Aucklanders.

48% Net agree25% Net disagree

15% Net disagree 60% Net agree

Base n=1948
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9% 16% 27% 34% 14%
A U C K L A N D E R S  

1 8 +

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

5% ↓

9%        

13% ↑

11% ↓

17%        

20% ↑

26%        

31%        

29%        

41% ↑

31% ↓

30%        

17% ↑

12%        

9% ↓

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

10% ↑

6% ↓

15%        

16%        

29%        

29%        

34%        

34%        

12%        

14%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

9%        

7%        

19% ↑

12% ↓

27%        

31%        

34%        

34%        

12%        

15%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

8%        

11%        

16%        

10%        

29%        

22%        

34%        

36%        

13% ↓

21% ↑

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

9%        

9%        

9%        

7%        

7%        

17%        

14%        

19%        

14%        

14%        

24%        

27%        

32%        

32%        

30%        

36%        

35%        

29%        

33%        

37%        

14%        

16%        

11%        

14%        

11%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

14% ↑

8%        

2% ↓

20% ↑

17%        

7% ↓

22% ↓

37% ↑

23% ↓

34%        

29% ↓

43% ↑

10% ↓

9% ↓

26% ↑

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  …

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping? 
Freedom camping has benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders
• Age: Younger Aucklanders (18-34) were more likely to agree 

• Gender: Males more likely to disagree strongly. Females less likely to disagree strongly.

• Ethnicity : Māori more likely to agree strongly.

• Local Board : Waiheke and Ōrākei respondents were generally more likely to disagree strongly, Maungakiekie-Tāmaki respondents were more likely to disagree.

Experience

9%        

11%        

9%        

4%        

10%        

5%        

5%        

5%        

11%        

10%        

20% ↑

4%        

6%        

14%        

10%        

7%        

25% ↑

8%        

6%        

13%        

11%        

22%        

13%        

10%        

28%        

16%        

17%        

10%        

11%        

27% ↑

5%        

22%        

12%        

18%        

11%        

16%        

23%        

22%        

14%        

15%        

28%        

22%        

30%        

23%        

21%        

29%        

32%        

42%        

33%        

30%        

35%        

23%        

32%        

18%        

24%        

28%        

18%        

24%        

34%        

32%        

33%        

36%        

38%        

49%        

24%        

32%        

36%        

28%        

31%        

23%        

35%        

35%        

40%        

32%        

37%        

36%        

26%        

39%        

33%        

30%        

18%        

9%        

9%        

15%        

17%        

19%        

10%        

15%        

14%        

10%        

6%        

16%        

11%        

18%        

18%        

14%        

9%        

7%        

13%        

10%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U
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• Experience : Those without experience more likely to agree strongly. Those who encountered Freedom Campers 

more likely to hold no opinion. Those who had Freedom Camped were more likely to disagree somewhat.

• Age: Younger Aucklanders (18-34) were more likely to agree 

• Gender: Males more likely to disagree strongly. Females less likely to disagree strongly.

• Ethnicity : Māori more likely to agree strongly and also disagree somewhat.

2%        

2%        

6%        

2%        

6%        

4%        

2%        

1%        

5%        

4%        

3%        

5%        

3%        

4%        

4%        

2%        

4%        

8%        

1%        

0%        

10%        

15%        

13%        

15%        

16%        

8%        

17%        

13%        

14%        

4%        

12%        

9%        

12%        

4%        

8%        

13%        

3%        

6%        

5%        

15%        

26%        

17%        

25%        

27%        

12%        

27%        

19%        

32%        

35%        

28%        

28%        

34%        

22%        

16%        

23%        

29%        

17%        

23%        

24%        

26%        

42%        

44%        

41%        

43%        

42%        

50%        

50%        

39%        

34%        

45%        

26%        

37%        

54%        

59%        

44%        

39%        

47%        

45%        

49%        

44%        

19%        

21%        

14%        

12%        

24%        

12%        

12%        

15%        

13%        

18%        

31%        

15%        

10%        

17%        

21%        

18%        

29%        

17%        

21%        

14%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

4%        

3%        

5%        

16% ↑

8% ↓

7%        

29% ↑

25%        

21%        

40%        

46%        

44%        

12% ↓

18%        

23% ↑

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

4%        

3%        

9%        

12%        

26%        

26%        

43%        

44%        

18%        

15%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

4%        

3%        

11%        

11%        

23% ↓

29% ↑

46% ↑

40% ↓

16%        

17%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

3%        

5%        

10% ↓

17% ↑

26%        

24%        

45% ↑

30% ↓

16% ↓

24% ↑

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

4%        

2%        

3%        

5%        

3%        

13%        

9%        

8%        

11%        

12%        

20% ↓

25%        

29%        

29%        

28%        

44%        

45%        

43%        

42%        

44%        

19%        

19%        

17%        

13%        

13%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

4%        

3%        

4%        

9%        

10%        

15% ↑

17% ↓

32% ↑

27%        

50% ↑

41%        

40%        

21% ↑

14%        

14%        

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

How much do you agree or disagree with this statement about Freedom Camping?
Freedom camping causes problems for Auckland and Aucklanders

4% 11% 26% 43% 16%
A U C K L A N D E R S  

1 8 +

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

Experience
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21%

28%

30%

47%

49%

51%

58%

74%

The presence of freedom campers can help keep our public places safe

Enables Aucklanders to host visiting friends and family

Freedom campers are more likely to meet and interact with local people

Supports local Auckland businesses, tourism and events

Allows Aucklanders to explore and enjoy their own region

Allows a wide range of visitors to explore and enjoy the Auckland region

Allows people to travel flexibly and see Auckland at their own pace

A low-cost way for people to travel and stay in Auckland

The most common benefits of Freedom Camping are perceived as offering an economical way to travel the Auckland region, 
allowing a wide range of travellers, visitors and Aucklanders, to enjoy the Auckland region at their own pace.   

Which, if any, of these benefits does Freedom Camping bring to Auckland and Aucklanders?
(Pick none or as many as apply)

Other benefits mentioned include: 
• Place for the homeless to stay (1% n=16 )

• Reinforces the Kiwi lifestyle (1% n=13)

Base = 1,659 

*Respondents had an option to enter other benefits, these were analysed and the majority recoded into the categories that exist above. 
The Other benefits here were the most frequently mentioned benefits that did not fit the categories above.
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The most common problems of Freedom Camping are perceived as leaving rubbish, dumping waste, going to the toilet in the open and
damaging the environment.

Which, if any, of these problems does Freedom Camping bring to Auckland and Aucklanders?
(Pick none or as many as apply)

15%

28%

29%

30%

33%

37%

44%

45%

67%

74%

79%

Blocks views from private property

Reduces access to parking outside private property (homes and businesses)

Reduces access to other public amenities (e.g. boat ramps, public toilets,
picnic tables)

Takes business away from campgrounds and other accommodation
providers

Freedom campers create a nuisance, for example noise and cooking odours

Anti-social behaviour

Reduces access to parking at public places like parks and beaches

Damaging the environment

Going to the toilet in the open

Dumping waste or waste water

Littering and leaving rubbish

Other problems mentioned include: 
• Safety concerns (2% n=20)

• Cost to ratepayers (1% n=12 )

Base = 1,659 

*Respondents had an option to enter other problems, these were analysed and the majority recoded into the categories that exist above. 
The Other benefits here were the most frequently mentioned benefits that did not fit the categories above.
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Part 1b : Experience

In ‘Part 1b : Experience we look at how the Freedom Camping behaviour of Aucklanders.

• Have you been Freedom Camping in the Auckland region?

• Have you ever encountered freedom campers when out and about in the Auckland Region?

• Experience with Freedom Camping and Freedom Campers  x Overall attitude towards Freedom Camping

• Overall attitude towards Freedom Camping – important variables

Refer to Appendix C  for a demographic profile of Experience sub-population groups.
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Summary: Aucklanders’ Experience of Freedom Camping

23% of Aucklanders claim to have Freedom Camped, while 48% felt they had encountered Freedom Campers whilst out and about in the Auckland Region.

45% had neither Freedom Camped nor met Freedom Campers (this group holds the most negative attitude towards Freedom Camping).

• A majority (54%) of those Aucklanders who had Freedom Camped found the experience positive, citing 

• An economical way to holiday, family bonding, feeling of community , unique experience and being able to camp with little planning as reasons why.

• (3%) found the experience to be negative as a result of conflict, not feeling safe and facilities.

The majority of the 48% who had encountered Freedom Campers while out and about found the experience to be neutral (51%)  with the remainder split 

between positive (28%) and negative (21%). 

Reasons for a positive experience included meeting friendly, good people who were tidy, cared about the environment, and supported local communities.

Reasons for a negative experience included being exposed to campers’ rubbish, waste, going to the toilet in the open, being rowdy, loud, taking parking and 

staying a long time.
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3% ↓ 43% ↑ 54% ↑

H O W  W O U L D  Y O U  D ES C R I B E  Y O U R  
E X P E R I EN C E  F R EED O M  C A M P I N G  I N  T H E  

A U C K L A N D  R EG I O N ?

Negative Neutral Positive

10% ↓ 13% ↓ 77% ↑

Yes, in the last 3 years Yes, more than 3 years ago No, never

Why negative? Why positive?

Have you been Freedom Camping in the Auckland region? (Between Wellsford in the North and the Bombays in the South)

Conflict

• “Hysterical challenges by a local even though we 

were in a legal area and self contained.  This turned 

to abuse and has been repeated on other occasions 

with other legal campers. It leaves a bitter taste.”

• “It created a lot of conflict.”

Unsafe

• “Scared not feeling safe as was in a industrial area.”

Lack of facilities/places

• “We found that there were not a lot of places for self-contained 

i.e., built in toilets. A lot of places weren’t able to accommodate 

us.”

• “It’s too busy to freedom camp in Auckland it makes it messy.”

Economical

• “Good way as a student on a $0 budget, to explore New 

Zealand and chill with your mates.”

• “Quick, cheap and easy way to have a break with the family 

and we were able to be closer to the place we wanted to be 

than we otherwise would have been able.”

Family bonding 

• “It was good, for the kids.”

• “Because me and my family and some extended were able to 

enjoy each other's company and fun during our camping trip, 

and anyone who camped alongside us were really friendly too.”

Close to home

• “It was enjoyable to camp on a beach away from home but 

close enough to do so in a weekend.”

Unique experience

• “A safe way to enjoy a night at the beach without 

driving home late in the evening.”

• “Allowed exploration of different locations. Not limited 

to areas where paid camping is located.”

Casual

• “I like the concept of freedom to camp casually if 

needed.”

Freedom Camping Community

• ““Freedom campers are very warm and welcoming 

when you take some time to talk to them.”

• “They are friendly and you can enjoy a beverage with 

them hear their stories.”

Base = 1,659 

Base = 437

n = 437
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21% ↓ 51% ↑ 28% ↓

H O W  W O U L D  Y O U  D ES C R I B E  Y O U R  EX P ER I EN C E  EN C O U N T ER I N G  F R EED O M  C A M P ER S  I N  T H E  
A U C K L A N D  R EG I O N ?

Negative Neutral Positive

48% ↑ 33%         19% ↓

Yes No Not sure

Why negative? (most common themes with examples) Why positive? (most common themes with examples)

Have you ever encountered freedom campers when out and about in the Auckland Region?

Met friendly, good people

• “Nice chatty people, love nature and 

outdoor life...”

• “They shared their kai.”

• “Young European visitors with good 

manners and a positive attitude to New 

Zealand and its environment.”
Responsible and followed rules

• “The campers were polite, friendly and were 

behaving responsibly.”

• They kept to themselves and seemed to be clean

and tidy as I think it is important, they are not 

making a mess or causing any trouble.”

Supporting Local Communities 

• “Making use of local amenities and supporting

local cafes, dairies etc.”

• “They spend a lot of money and are just

enjoying life.”

Tidy & care about the environment

• “Happy tourists enjoying and respecting the 

surroundings.”

• “They were parked in a nice location in fully self-

contained vehicles and were treating the area with 

far more respect than the general public were!”

• 48% had encountered Freedom Campers, of these 28% felt it was a positive experience , 51% neutral 20% negative.

Rubbish and waste

• “There was rubbish bags piled up beside an 

already full council rubbish bin.”

Cost to ratepayers

• “Freedom camping does not contribute to the 

economy, but utilises resources and services which 

the rate payers have paid for.” 

• “Use all the local facilities and then move on when it 

suits them.”

Disrespectful of environment

• “They are dirty and ruin the environment.”

Parking

• “Parking all day in prime parking spots, which should 

be able to be rotated by other visitors.”

• “Take up parking areas that I want to use when I go 

on early morning fishing adventures.”

Toilet in the open

• “Saw them using the land as a bathroom 

and had no regard for those around them.”

Antisocial behaviour

• “Rude, loud, making other members of the public 

uncomfortable.”

• “They are rowdy and take over our local parks/beaches.”

Overstaying

• “They were parked up for several weeks taking up a 

lot of car parks at our local park.”

If answered yes asked…..

Base = 1,948

n = 938

Base = 938
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• Aucklanders are strongly in favour of using general rules to control Freedom Camping in the 
Auckland Region (90% in favour).

• A majority of Aucklanders support each of the proposed general rules.

• There is broad support for the proposed rules across population sub-groups.
• Some sub-population groups, including people who have Freedom Camped previously, older and 

younger Aucklanders, Māori and non-Māori, differ in the extent to which they were in favour of  each 
rule, however in almost all cases the majority of every sub-population group was in favour of each of 
the rules as proposed.

Summary: Proposed General Rules

Do you support the proposed general rule… Yes No Unsure

Rule 1. Self-contained vehicle 76% 11% 13%

Rule 2. Maximum Stay two nights 70% 16% 13%

Rule 3. 9am departure time 52% 26% 22%

Rule 4. Two weeks no-return 55% 23% 22%
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Part 2: Proposed General Rules 

In ‘Part 2 : Proposed General Rules’ we look at how Aucklanders respond to proposals for regulating Freedom Camping in the Auckland 

Region.

• Use of General Rules

• Rule 1. Self-Containment

• Rule 1. Self-Containment – why? Why not?

• Rule 1. Self-Containment Rule  x sub-population groups

• Rule #2 Departure time rule

• Rule #2 Departure time rule why? / why not?

• Rule #2 Departure time rule x population sub-group

• Rule #3 Maximum Stay rule

• Rule #3 Maximum Stay rule why? / why not?  

• Rule #3 Maximum Stay rule x population sub-group

• Rule #4 No Return Rule  

• Rule #4 No Return Rule why? / why not?

• Rule #4 No Return Rule x population sub-group

• Summary – Proposed General Rules
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Use of General Rules 

Auckland Council are proposing four general rules to help manage Freedom Camping in the Auckland region.

Parliament passed a Freedom Camping Act in 2011. 

This Act gives people the right to freedom camp on most public land in New Zealand, as long as they obey any existing laws (for example not camping on reserves 
without permission) and local regulations (for example parking restrictions). 

The Act allows councils to make reasonable freedom camping rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access on the land they 
manage. Auckland Council is proposing to ban freedom camping in 45 areas which aren’t suitable for freedom camping and set specific restrictions in 22 other 
areas. All of the other land council manages would be covered by four general rules. 

These general rules would cover most public roadsides and un-gated carparks in Auckland. 

Examples of general rules include, only being allowed to camp in a particular type of vehicle, or 
only being allowed to stay in an area for a period of time.

Do you support the use of general rules to manage freedom camping in areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 

90% 10%

I support having general rules I do not support having general rules

Base n=1933
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Support for the use of General Rules to control Freedom Camping in the Auckland Region is extremely 
strong and widespread across all sub population groups measured in the survey.

90%        

89%        

91%        

10%        

11%        

9%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

92%        

86%        

90%        

87%        

92%        

8%

14%        

10%        

13%        

8%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

90%        

87%        

10%        

13%        

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

90%        

91%        

86%        

9%        

9%        

14%        

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  C A M P E R  
N O R  E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

F R E E D O M  C A M P E D

88%        

93%        

88%        

91%        

93%        

90%        

93%        

86%        

88%        

87%        

91%        

84%        

90%        

91%        

90%        

81%        

85%        

95%        

88%        

92%        

12%        

7%        

12%        

9%        

7%        

10%        

7%        

14%        

12%        

13%        

9%        

16%        

10%        

9%        

10%        

19%        

15%        

5%        

12%        

8%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

90%        

89%        

10%        

11%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

90%        

89%        

10%        

11%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N - E U R O P E A N

Use of General Rules x population sub-group 



76% ↑ 11% ↓ 13%

Yes No Unsure

Rule 1. Self-Containment It is proposed that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle.

To be certified self-contained, a vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days.

To be ‘certified’, the vehicle must be assessed every four years against the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard. These vehicles display a nationally 
recognised certification sticker.

Auckland Council believes that,

Freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places, because they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their 
basic daily needs.

Do you support the proposed certified self-containment vehicle rule?

Rule #1 : Self-Containment

Base n=1933

Slide 31
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65%

53%

51%

36%

23%

21%

6%

Freedom Campers in self-contained vehicles can camp 
responsibly, because they don’t require public facilities to meet 

basic daily needs.

Non-self-contained vehicles pose a risk to the environment and
health and safety and should only be allowed in serviced areas

(where there are suitable facilities).

It makes sense to match Auckland’s self-containment 
requirements to the New Zealand Standard.

Non-self-contained vehicles are a health and safety risk, and 
shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle.

The council shouldn't be providing serviced areas for Freedom
Campers to use.

It would be too hard to enforce a self-containment rule that
doesn't match the National Standard.

Other reason(s)

76% ↑ 11% ↓ 13%

Yes No Unsure

IF YES WHY? IF NO WHY?

Rule #1 : Self-Containment by reasons why

Base n=1469

48%

42%

37%

37%

34%

29%

25%

22%

16%

12%

The cost of buying, hiring or converting to a
certified self-contained vehicle is too high

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

Council should provide serviced areas for
non-self-contained freedom camping…

Freedom Campers in non self-contained
vehicles camp responsibly.

Using a vehicle that is not self-contained is
not a health and safety risk

The New Zealand Standard  is too restrictive

It would be too hard to enforce a
requirement to be certified self-contained

Other reason(s)

Vehicle owners should decide what makes a
vehicle self-contained

The council should decide what makes a
vehicle self-contained

Base n=216
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IF YES WHY? IF NO WHY?

Rule #1 : Self-Containment by other reasons – why? / why not?

Other reasons (comments represent additional different themes)

Housing shortage forces some to Freedom Camp
• “There is a housing issue in New Zealand.  There are sometimes 

genuine reasons people are forced to Freedom Camp.”

Inequitable – excludes poor 
• “It restricts freedom camping to those that can afford a self 

contained vehicle.”

Prohibits spontaneous travel
• “People have a spare of the moment choice to just go and drive and 

hope in their car that is why people travel and explore the 
outdoors.”

Otherwise cost is born by ratepayers
• “The use of public facilities puts expense onto ratepayers.”

Safety
• “For the safety of the freedom campers, especially females 

camping alone.”

Promotes concern for the environment
• “It promotes freedom campers that take a serious approach to 

the environment they are visiting.”
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77% ↑

66% ↓

10% ↓

21% ↑

13%        

13%        

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

81% ↑

74%        

74%        

10%        

9% ↓

16% ↑

9%        

17%        

10…

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  C A M P E R  
N O R  E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

F R E E D O M  C A M P E D

79%        

84%        

80%        

79%        

75%        

73%        

77%        

73%        

66%        

79%        

74%        

72%        

70%        

80%        

80%        

76%        

80%        

74%        

77%        

12%        

8%        

10%        

8%        

13%        

10%        

14%        

9%        

16%        

9%        

14%        

16%        

12%        

5%        

10%        

15%        

5%        

9%        

10%        

9%        

8%        

10%        

12%        

12%        

17%        

9%        

18%        

18%        

12%        

12%        

12%        

18%        

15%        

10%        

9%        

16%        

17%        

13%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

76% ↑ 11% ↓ 13% ↓

Yes No Unsure

78%        

75%        

11%        

11%        

11%        

14%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

78%        

75%        

11%        

11%        

12%        

13%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

72% ↓

77%        

84% ↑

15% ↑

9% ↓

8%        

13%        

14%        

8% ↓

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

79%        

77%        

75%        

72%        

79%        

11%        

10%        

11%        

13%        

8%        

10%        

12%        

14%        

15%        

13%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

Rule #1 : Self-Containment by population sub-groups
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Rule 2. Maximum stay rule

It is proposed that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking 
area, in any area covered by this rule.

Auckland Council believes that,

A two-night maximum stay encourages campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly because certified self-contained vehicles are required to 
be able to store waste for occupants for at least three days.

A two-night maximum stay also helps prevent campers from staying in one parking space long-term, while still giving visitors time to explore and enjoy 
an area and support local businesses. 

Do you support the proposed two night maximum stay rule?

Rule #2 : Two Night Maximum Stay Rule

70% ↑ 16% ↓ 14% ↓

Yes No Unsure

Base n=1929
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68%

67%

52%

37%

5%

Two nights strikes the right balance
between protecting public access and
giving visitors time enjoy an area and

support its local businesses

A two-night stay will prevent campers 
staying in an area longer-term, blocking 

others’ access to parking or other 
amenities

A two-night maximum stay encourages
responsible dumping of waste

If problems start occurring at a
particular place they are better

managed with restrictions specific to
that area

Other reason(s)

Rule #2 : Two Night Maximum Stay Rule reasons why

70% ↑ 16% ↓ 14% ↓

Yes No Unsure

One Night (24%) No Maximum Stay (31%)
Another

Rule
(45%)Two Night

(70% of total)

NO?  WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE?YES

Base n=1354

51%

50%

42%

8%

Will prevent campers from 
blocking others’ access to 
parking or other amenities 

during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays

Strikes the right balance
between protecting public

access and giving visitors time
to enjoy an area and support its

local businesses

Encourages responsible
dumping of waste

Other reason(s)

45%

41%

29%

29%

22%

Gives campers the best
opportunity to enjoy the

area and support local
businesses

Vehicles should be
allowed to come back to

stay in the same area
after dumping their
waste responsibly

Shorter stays are already
the norm for most

freedom campers, so a
maximum stay rule is not

necessary

It would be too hard to
enforce a maximum stay

rule

If problems start
occurring at a particular

place they are better
managed with

restrictions specific to…

Base n=315

Base n=77 Base n=89

25%

12%

28%

20%

9%

0 nights

3 nights

4-6 nights

7 or one week

More than 7

Base n=149
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IF YES WHY?

Rule #2 : Two Night Maximum Stay Rule – why ? / why not? by other reasons 

Other reasons (comments represent additional different themes)

Weather
• “If the weather were too 

bad to see the local sights it 
would be unfair to make 
campers move on.”

Tangi
• “If someone is 

holding/attending a tangi 
(which is at least a week long), 
and the Marae/whare is full, 
the only other option is 
freedom camping. Maximum 
stay rule will definitely put a 
strain on whanau.”

Prevents long term living

• “If there is no limit homeless 
travellers can stay too long in one 
place.”

• “Stops "Homeless" people squatting 
in an area and making a mess of it.”

• “Will discourage people making it 
their permanent home.”

No 
Maximum 

Stay

(31%)

Another
Rule

(45%)

NO?  WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE?

One Night

Too short
• “Some spots take a lot of 

hiking and exploring,  2 days is 
not long enough to always see 
everything.”

• “Sufficient time to explore 
Auckland’ s various places.”

Effect on homeless
• “If being poor is acceptable, 

then living poor is the result..”
• “Sufficient time to explore 

Auckland’ s various places.”

Total ban
• “I would say that there should 

be a rule banning freedom 
camping”.

(24%)
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70%        

72%        

16%        

16%        

14%        

12%        

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

75% ↑

67% ↓

70%        

16%        

15%        

20% ↑

10% ↓

18% ↑

10…

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  C A M P E R  
N O R  E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

F R E E D O M  C A M P E D

68%        

78%        

77%        

70%        

76%        

65%        

80%        

73%        

63%        

70%        

62%        

61%        

74%        

66%        

73%        

67%        

62%        

65%        

76%        

71%        

23%        

15%        

14%        

16%        

21%        

15%        

8%        

12%        

20%        

16%        

20%        

16%        

13%        

20%        

17%        

17%        

28%        

23%        

6%        

13%        

9%        

7%        

9%        

14%        

3% ↓

19%        

12%        

15%        

16%        

13%        

18%        

23%        

14%        

15%        

9%        

16%        

11%        

12%        

17%        

16%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

71%        

69%        

18%        

15%        

11% ↓

16% ↑

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

70%        

70%        

17%        

16%        

13%        

14%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

70%        

69%        

76%        

17%        

16%        

15%        

13%        

15%        

9% ↓

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

77% ↑

68%        

66%        

69%        

69%        

15%        

19%        

17%        

15%        

17%        

8% ↓

13%        

17%        

16%        

14%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

Experience

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Rule #2 : Two Night Maximum Stay Rule x population sub-groups

70% ↑ 16% ↓ 14% ↓

Yes No Unsure
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Rule 3. Departure time rule

It is proposed that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any area 
covered by this rule.

Auckland Council believes that,

A set departure time ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of an area.

Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine whether someone had 
intended to stay another night.

9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access during business hours, and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience (compared with 
an earlier departure time).

Do you support the proposed 9am departure time rule?

52% ↑ 26% ↓ 22% ↓

Yes No Unsure

Rule #3 : Departure time rule

Base n=1925
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64%

59%

58%

6%

A set departure time helps enforce the
maximum stay rule

9am strikes the right balance between
protecting public access and giving

visitors a more enjoyable experience
during their stay in Auckland

9am protects access to shared parking
or amenities during standard business

hours

Other reason(s)

52% ↑ 26% ↓ 22% ↓

Yes No UnsureRule #3 : 9am Departure Time Rule

8am (6%) 10am (32%)

No 
departure 

time
(20%)9am

NO?  WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE?YES

Another
Rule

(42%)

Base n=1023

Base n=487

45%

42%

35%

9%

8am protects access
to shared parking or

amenities prior to
standard business

hours

A set departure time
helps with enforcing
the maximum stay

rule

8am strikes the right 
balance between 
protecting public 

access and campers’ 
convenience

Other reason(s)

80%

51%

30%

27%

21%

6%

10am is a typical
check-out time

Tthe right balance 
between protecting 

public access and 
campers’ convenience

Makes it more likely
that campers will visit

local businesses

A set departure time
will help with
enforcing the

maximum stay rule

10am protects access
to shared parking or

amenities during
business hours

Other reason(s)

59%

42%

40%

18%

7%

Is more convenient for
campers, and make it
much more likely that

they will visit local
businesses

It is not necessary to 
require campers to 

leave at a set time; they 
don’t block others’ 

access to shared parking 
or amenities

It would be too hard to
enforce a set departure

time rule

If problems start
occurring at a particular

place they are better
managed with

restrictions specific to
that area

Other reason(s)

Base n=27 Base n=155 Base n=197

3%

5%

15%

2%

48
%

16%

Before
8am

10:30am

11:00am

11:30am

12 midday

1:00 or
2:00 pm

Base n=108
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Rule #3 : 9am Departure Time Rule – why?/why not

8am (6%) 10am (32%)

No 
departure 

time
(20%)9am

(52%)

NO?  WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE?YES

Another
Rule(42%)

• “To make room for others.”

• “Helps to reduce the morning traffic.”

• “Gets them moving.”

• “In summer there are more people 
around so to leave early is good for 
other visitors coming to the area 
without disturbance.”

Ensures location is shared

Moves Freedom Campers along • “Wait until after 
the peak morning 
traffic.”

• “It fits with general 
suburban restricted 
parking zones 
(P120) which covers 
0800–1000 M–S).”

Avoid traffic

Aligns with parking rules

• “So that others can 
come who have been 
given permission.” • “It's all about the 

word freedom. 
Putting a time limit is 
not enjoyable or an 
experience that can 
be rushed.”

Removes 
Freedom from 
the experience

• “They have to eat/ 
wash and pack and 
tidy the area around 
them they are on 
holiday remember.”

• If the people are on 
holiday it is not a good 
policy to restrict their 
departure time but 
10am is reasonable

Holiday experience

Holiday experience

Ensures location is shared Enough time to 
pack up & clean

• “Allow for proper clean 
up.”

• “Camping is about 
relaxing. They should 
be allowed to leave 
within a relaxed 
timeframe. “

• “This is the minimum for anyone. 
Otherwise they must pay to live anywhere 
for any longer than that.  All humans must 
pay to survive whether in a home or a 
vehicle. Freeloading is not a way to live.”

Other reasons (comments represent additional different themes)
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52%        

57%        

26%        

25%        

22%        

18%        

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

55%        

49% ↓

56%        

27%        

23% ↓

30% ↑

18% ↓

27% ↑

14…

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  C A M P E R  
N O R  E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

F R E E D O M  C A M P E D

56%        

55%        

55%        

54%        

41%        

52%        

47%        

56%        

53%        

54%        

47%        

49%        

51%        

61%        

57%        

51%        

46%        

51%        

58%        

57%        

24%        

30%        

27%        

23%        

40%        

24%        

26%        

27%        

25%        

21%        

26%        

23%        

25%        

20%        

27%        

27%        

34%        

25%        

20%        

20%        

20%        

14%        

18%        

23%        

19%        

24%        

26%        

17%        

22%        

25%        

27%        

28%        

24%        

19%        

15%        

22%        

20%        

24%        

22%        

23%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

53% ↑ 25% ↓ 22% ↓

Yes No Unsure

50% ↓

55% ↑

29% ↑

22% ↓

21%        

23%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

58% ↑

48% ↓

23% ↓

28% ↑

19% ↓

24% ↑

M A L E

F E M A L E

49%        

54%        

56%        

27%        

24%        

26%        

24%        

22%        

18%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

50%        

55%        

51%        

53%        

54%        

31%        

24%        

23%        

26%        

22%        

19%        

21%        

26%        

21%        

24%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

Experience

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Rule #3 : 9am Departure Time Rule  x sub-population groups
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Rule 4. No-return period rule 

It is proposed that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks, in 
any area covered by this rule.

Auckland Council believe that,

A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum stay rule and stay in one 
location for long periods. Allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, and 
allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 

Do you support the proposed two week no-return rule?

55% ↑ 23% ↓ 22% ↓

Yes No Unsure

Rule #4 : No return period rule

Base n=1922
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55% ↑ 23% ↓ 22% ↓

Yes No UnsureRule #4 : Two week no-return period rule

4 Weeks (11%)
Any time

(no ‘no-return’ rule)2 Weeks (55% of 
total)

NO?  WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE?YES

(65%)

Another 
no-return rule

Base n=1056

71%

52%

52%

51%

39%

5%

Helps prevent people staying in one
area long-term

A no-return period will help with
enforcing the maximum stay rule

two weeks strikes the right balance
between protecting public access, and

allowing campers to return to a
favourite spot

Protects access to shared parking and
amenities for other users

Campers would still be able to return to
a favourite place if they wanted to

Other reason(s)

38%

35%

31%

31%

27%

A Four week no-return rule
helps prevent people staying

in one area long-term

A four week no-return rule
protects access to shared
parking and amenities for

other users

A four week no-return rule
means most campers are

unlikely to visit an area more
than once

A no-return period will help
with enforcing the maximum

stay rule

Four weeks strikes the right
balance between protecting
public access, and allowing

campers to return to a
favourite spot

69%

39%

34%

26%

3%

Campers should have the
right to come back to

favourite places during
their trip

It would be too hard to
enforce a no-return period

rule

A no-return period is not 
necessary: most campers 
don’t return to the same 

place

If problems start occurring
at a particular place they
are better managed with

restrictions specific to that
area

Other reason(s)

(24%)

Base n=47 Base n=279

Base n=439

29%

44%

27%

2-5 days

1 week

Another
unspecified

period

Base n=112
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Rule #4 : Two week no-return period rule  – why?/why not

4 Weeks (11%)
Any time

(no ‘no-return’ rule)2 Weeks
(55% of total)

NO?  WHAT IS YOUR PREFERENCE?YES

(65%)

• “Allows others a chance to stay in 
that area .”

Fair - Ensures location is shared

• “It gives everyone a fair chance to 
take a new and different spot.”

• “Maybe they want to stay there again 
on their return trip.”

• “Provides a reason for Freedom 
Campers to be planned on their trip / 
holiday.”

• “Maybe they want to stay there again 
on their return trip.”

Helps campers plan their holiday

(no responses)

• “Homeless people having a safe 
place to park.”

• “Rules make it a bad experience 
for the freedom camper. It isn't 
enjoyable anymore.”

• “What if they encountered 
unexpected circumstance and 
there is no other places for 
them to stay?”

Removes freedom 
from the experience

Effect on homeless

Unforeseen circumstances

Another 
no-return rule

• Its public property. Majority 
are fine and should not be 
punished with blanket law.

• “Two week is too long.”

• It may be too long if they only 
decide to travel for a little while 
and then come back but may 
need a rest stop along the way.

• If they stayed in Auckland then went 
up north & then back to Auckland 
that turn around time would be less 
than 2 weeks.

• “One week is sufficient 2 or 4 weeks 
is a long time.”

Two weeks is too long

Too long for Auckland’s location

Overly restrictive

Other reasons (comments represent additional different themes)

(24%)
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55%        

52%        

23%        

26%        

22%        

22%        

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

58%        

51% ↓

58%        

25%        

21%        

25%        

17% ↓

28% ↑

17…

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  C A M P E R  
N O R  E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

F R E E D O M  C A M P E D

57%        

53%        

56%        

52%        

56%        

49%        

53%        

60%        

50%        

62%        

61%        

49%        

51%        

52%        

53%        

52%        

60%        

63%        

52%        

57%        

24%        

22%        

25%        

28%        

25%        

21%        

21%        

25%        

25%        

17%        

20%        

27%        

22%        

22%        

27%        

28%        

23%        

15%        

27%        

16%        

19%        

25%        

19%        

20%        

19%        

30%        

26%        

16%        

25%        

21%        

18%        

24%        

27%        

25%        

20%        

20%        

17%        

22%        

21%        

27%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

55% ↑ 23% ↓ 23% ↓

Yes No Unsure

55%        

55%        

25%        

21%        

20%        

24%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

58% ↑

51% ↓

22%        

24%        

20% ↓

25% ↑

M A L E

F E M A L E

50% ↓

56%        

60%        

26% ↑

22%        

19%        

24%        

23%        

21%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

54%        

53%        

57%        

53%        

56%        

23%        

25%        

20%        

25%        

21%        

23%        

22%        

23%        

22%        

23%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

Experience

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Rule #4 : Two week no-return period rule x sub-population groups



S E C T I O N  3

Part 3 : Anticipated Effects of General Rules

2



Nexus Research   |   January 22 |   Slide 48

Part 3: Anticipated Effects of General Rules on Freedom Camping Attitudes and Intentions 

In ‘Part 3 : Anticipated Effects of General Rules on Freedom Camping Attitudes and Intentions ’ 

We ask Aucklanders about their attitudes and behaviours towards Freedom Camping imagining the four rules are in place.

• How would you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland Region Overall, under the proposed Four Rules

• How would you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland Region Overall, under the proposed Four Rules x sub-population groups

• Would you be … Affected by Freedom Camping, under the proposed Four Rules

• Would you be Affected by Freedom Camping, under the proposed Four Rules  x sub-population groups

• How likely would you be ….To Freedom Camp under the proposed Four Rules

• How likely would you be …To Freedom Camp under the proposed Four Rules  x sub-population groups

• How likely would you be …To feel concerned about freedom camping in the Auckland region under the proposed Four Rules

• How likely would you be…To feel concerned about freedom camping in the Auckland region under the proposed Four Rules x sub-population groups

• Agree/disagree Freedom Camping will have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders under the proposed Four Rules

• Agree/disagree Freedom Camping will have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders under the proposed Four Rules x sub-population groups

• Agree/disagree Freedom Camping will cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders under the proposed Four Rules

• Agree/disagree Freedom Camping will cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders under the proposed Four Rules x sub-population groups
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• 65% of Aucklanders say they would feel positive about Freedom Camping under the general rules, compared with 
44% at the start of the survey. 

• According to the response of Aucklanders in this survey, it is unlikely that there would be a significant increase in 
Freedom Camping under the rules. 

• 25% felt they would be more likely to Freedom Camp, while 19% said they would be less likely to Freedom 
Camp, under the rules. Within these groups, 9% responded much less likely, 5% much more likely.

• The level of concern about Freedom Camping is likely to reduce under the rules.

• 39% responded that they were less likely to be concerned about Freedom Camping under the four rules, 
compared with 25% who felt that they would be more likely to feel more concerned.

Summary: Anticipated Effects of General Rules

• Aucklanders perceive greater benefits and fewer problems with Freedom Camping under the rules.

• 58% of Aucklanders agreed that Freedom Camping would cause fewer problems for Auckland and 
Aucklanders with the four rules in place (15% disagreed).

• 49% of Aucklanders agreed that Freedom Camping would have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders 
with the four rules in place (17% disagreed).
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6% 12% 17% 47% 18%

Very negative Somewhat negative No Opinion Somewhat positive Very positive

Imagine that these four rules were in place, 

How would you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland Region Overall, under the proposed Four Rules?

• 65% of Aucklanders feel positively towards Freedom Camping under the proposed Four Rules, 18% feel negatively towards Freedom Camping 
under the proposed Four Rules.  

• In comparison 44% of Aucklanders currently feel positively towards Freedom Camping while 32% feel negatively towards Freedom Camping.

Base n=1917

65% Net positive18% Net negative
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6% 12% 17% 47% 18%A U C K L A N D E R S  1 8 +

Very negative Somewhat negative No Opinion Somewhat positive Very positive

8%        

6%        

9%        

5%        

9%        

5%        

3%        

4%        

5%        

4%        

8%        

4%        

1%        

4%        

9%        

7%        

19% ↑

1%        

2%        

5%        

16%        

15%        

14%        

7%        

15%        

5%        

11%        

7%        

16%        

4%        

12%        

8%        

15%        

15%        

14%        

12%        

18%        

17%        

10%        

13%        

9%        

13%        

11%        

19%        

5% ↓

23%        

14%        

23%        

26%        

32% ↑

23%        

24%        

16%        

15%        

9%        

23%        

6%        

17%        

18%        

13%        

50%        

45%        

46%        

52%        

50%        

48%        

52%        

49%        

34%        

45%        

44%        

48%        

56%        

50%        

45%        

50%        

33%        

42%        

50%        

49%        

18%        

21%        

20%        

17%        

20%        

18%        

19%        

17%        

19%        

15%        

13%        

15%        

13%        

16%        

22%        

8%        

24%        

23%        

20%        

20%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

4%

6%

8%

12%

11%

15%

22%

17%

7%

50%        

47%        

45%

13%        

19%        

25%

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

6%

5%

11%

13%

18%

17%

44%

50%

21%        

15%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

6%

5%

13%

10%

13%

22%

49%

45%

18%

18%

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

6%

8%

12%

11%

17%

19%

48%

43%

18%

19%

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

7%

7%

6%

5%

4%

14%

14%

7%

12%

11%

10%

15%

26%

20%

16%

48%

48%

46%

46%

49%

21%

16%

15%

17%

19%

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

5%

5%

6%

11%

11%

11%

21%

21%

20%

47%

47%

43%

16%

16%

21%

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  …

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Experience

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Imagine that these four rules were in place, 
How would you feel about Freedom Camping in the Auckland Region Overall, under the proposed Four Rules?
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Imagine that these rules were in place, 

Now please complete the sentence below by selecting the option that is true for you...  with these rules in place, I would 
be more/less likely to..... Be affected by freedom camping in the Auckland region

• 26% of Aucklanders feel that would be more likely to be affected Freedom Camping under the proposed Four Rules, while 28% feel that they 
would be less likely to be affected by Freedom Camping under the proposed Four Rules.  

4% 24% 46% 20% 6%

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely

Base n=1917

26% Net more likely28% Net less likely



4% 24% 46% 20% 6%A U C K L A N D E R S  1 8 +

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely

12% ↑

5%        

4%        

4%        

4%        

4%        

6%        

8%        

5%        

3%        

3%        

1%        

4%        

4%        

4%        

2%        

8%        

8%        

2%        

3%        

19%        

32%        

27%        

21%        

33%        

22%        

22%        

18%        

17%        

22%        

23%        

21%        

20%        

22%        

33%        

18%        

42%        

30%        

19%        

23%        

51%        

39%        

48%        

50%        

40%        

40%        

45%        

35%        

54%        

53%        

49%        

49%        

62%        

48%        

40%        

48%        

26%        

40%        

46%        

46%        

13%        

21%        

17%        

19%        

16%        

28%        

24%        

28%        

19%        

14%        

21%        

22%        

10%        

20%        

17%        

26%        

10%        

12%        

22%        

24%        

6%        

3%        

4%        

5%        

7%        

6%        

3%        

10%        

5%        

9%        

3%        

7%        

4%        

6%        

7%        

6%        

14%        

10%        

11%        

4%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

3% ↓

4%        

9% ↑

18% ↓

25%        

32% ↑

47%        

47%        

41%        

27% ↑

17% ↓

13% ↓

5%        

7%        

5%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

5%        

4%        

25%        

23%        

44%        

47%        

20%        

20%        

6%        

6%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

5%        

4%        

26% ↑

22% ↓

49% ↑

43% ↓

15% ↓

25% ↑

5%        

7%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

5%        

3%        

24%        

24%        

46%        

44%        

20%        

18%        

5% ↓

11% ↑

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

5%        

5%        

3%        

5%        

5%        

29% ↑

22%        

23%        

21%        

24%        

41%        

46%        

47%        

50%        

46%        

20%        

19%        

22%        

19%        

19%        

5%        

8%        

6%        

6%        

6%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

4% ↑

4%        

3%        

34% ↑

24%        

13% ↓

53% ↓

53% ↑

36% ↓

16% ↓

16% ↓

37% ↑

4%        

4% ↓

10% ↑

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  …

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Experience

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Imagine that these rules were in place, Now please complete the sentence below by selecting the option that is true for 
you...  with these rules in place, I would be more/less likely to..... Be affected by freedom camping in the Auckland region

Slide 53
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Imagine that these four rules were in place, 

Now please complete the sentence below by selecting the option that is true for you... with these rules in place, I would 
be more/less likely to.....Freedom camp myself

9% 10% 56% 20% 5%

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely

• 25% of Aucklanders feel that would be more likely to Freedom Camp themselves under the proposed Four Rules, while 19% feel that they would 
be less likely to Freedom Camp under the proposed rules.

Base n=1915

25% Net more likely19% Net less likely
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Imagine that these four rules were in place, Now please complete the sentence below by selecting the option that is true 
for you... with these rules in place, I would be more/less likely to.....Freedom camp myself

9% 10% 56% 20% 5%A U C K L A N D E R S  1 8 +

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely

16%        

9%        

17%        

7%        

9%        

9%        

9%        

7%        

10%        

7%        

9%        

5%        

10%        

7%        

12%        

7%        

14%        

7%        

5%        

9%        

7%        

10%        

7%        

10%        

16%        

7%        

9%        

9%        

12%        

15%        

12%        

7%        

9%        

9%        

12%        

10%        

8%        

9%        

5%        

11%        

51%        

67%        

53%        

51%        

51%        

55%        

56%        

54%        

53%        

54%        

63%        

55%        

57%        

57%        

58%        

52%        

64%        

63%        

50%        

52%        

18%        

12%        

21%        

27%        

20%        

24%        

23%        

19%        

20%        

17%        

16%        

26%        

22%        

18%        

15%        

26%        

9%        

21%        

22%        

24%        

9%        

2%        

3%        

4%        

4%        

5%        

2%        

10%        

5%        

7%        

1%        

7%        

2%        

8%        

3%        

4%        

4%        

0%        

17%        

4%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

7% ↓

10%        

11%        

13% ↑

9%        

8%        

48% ↓

58%        

65% ↑

26% ↑

18%        

13% ↓

6%        

5%        

3%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

8%        

10%        

8% ↓

12% ↑

60% ↑

52% ↓

19%        

22%        

5%        

4%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

10%        

8%        

10%        

10%        

60% ↑

52% ↓

16% ↓

24% ↑

4%        

6%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

9% ↓

16% ↑

10%        

11%        

57% ↑

42% ↓

20%        

21%        

4% ↓

10% ↑

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

10%        

9%        

8%        

10%        

8%        

12%        

8%        

11%        

9%        

10%        

58%        

54%        

57%        

54%        

54%        

18%        

19%        

19%        

22%        

24%        

3%        

9% ↑

4%        

5%        

4%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

9% ↑

9%        

6% ↓

11% ↓

11%        

10%        

62% ↑

62% ↑

35% ↓

16% ↓

16% ↓

35% ↑

2% ↓

2% ↓

14% ↑

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  …

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Experience

Age

Local Board
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Imagine that these four rules were in place, 

Now please complete the sentence below by selecting the option that is true for you... with these rules in place, I would 
be more/less likely to..... feel concerned about freedom camping in the Auckland region.

6% 33% 36% 18% 7%

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely

• 25% of Aucklanders feel that would be more likely to feel concerned about freedom camping in the Auckland region under the proposed Four Rules, 
while 39% feel that they would be less likely to feel concerned about freedom camping in the Auckland region under the proposed Four Rules.

Base n=1915

25% Net more likely39% Net less likely
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Imagine that these four rules were in place, Now please complete the sentence below by selecting the option that is true for 
you... with these rules in place, I would be more/less likely to... feel concerned about freedom camping in the Auckland region.

11%        

6%        

5%        

2%        

9%        

3%        

8%        

3%        

5%        

7%        

6%        

5%        

12%        

5%        

7%        

6%        

11%        

5%        

3%        

5%        

33%        

39%        

38%        

35%        

39%        

30%        

37%        

30%        

25%        

37%        

35%        

25%        

30%        

30%        

35%        

28%        

40%        

28%        

25%        

29%        

36%        

38%        

33%        

37%        

31%        

40%        

34%        

32%        

43%        

38%        

37%        

41%        

40%        

41%        

38%        

35%        

29%        

40%        

37%        

29%        

11%        

14%        

21%        

18%        

14%        

21%        

17%        

24%        

16%        

14%        

17%        

20%        

16%        

18%        

14%        

25%        

7%        

14%        

24%        

31%        

10%        

3%        

3%        

8%        

6%        

5%        

4%        

11%        

11%        

4%        

6%        

8%        

1%        

6%        

6%        

6%        

13%        

13%        

10%        

6%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

4% ↓

7%        

8%        

29%        

33%        

42% ↑

38%        

38%        

31%        

23% ↑

16%        

15%        

7%        

7%        

5%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

6%        

6%        

32%        

34%        

36%        

37%        

19%        

17%        

7%        

6%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

7%        

5%        

37% ↑

29% ↓

38%        

35%        

13% ↓

23% ↑

6%        

7%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

6%        

6%        

33%        

31%        

37%        

30%        

18%        

19%        

6% ↓

13% ↑

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

8%        

7%        

5%        

6%        

4%        

38%        

30%        

34%        

30%        

31%        

35%        

36%        

39%        

38%        

34%        

15%        

18%        

18%        

20%        

22%        

5%        

9%        

5%        

7%        

8%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

9% ↑

4%        

6% ↓

42% ↓

34%        

18%        

30% ↑

42% ↑

33% ↓

13% ↓

16% ↓

30% ↑

6% ↓

4% ↓

13% ↑

N E I T H E R  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R  

N O R  
E N C O U N T E R E D  …

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

6% 33% 36% 18% 7%A U C K L A N D E R S  1 8 +

Much Less Likely Less Likely No Impact More Likely Much More Likely

Experience Local Board
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Imagine that these four rules were in place, 

To what extent would you agree/disagree with this statement, 

With these rules in place, Freedom Camping will have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders

• 49% of Aucklanders agreed that Freedom Camping would have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders with the Four Rules in place. 
• 17 % of Aucklanders disagreed that Freedom Camping would have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders with the Four Rules in place.

7% 10% 34% 39% 10%

Strongly Disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

Base n=1914

49% Net agree17% Net disagree
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7% 10% 34% 39% 10%A U C K L A N D E R S  1 8 +

Strongly Disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

14%        

8%        

7%        

3%        

8%        

7%        

2%        

5%        

8%        

7%        

11%        

5%        

7%        

8%        

10%        

7%        

23% ↑

7%        

4%        

7%        

10%        

13%        

12%        

8%        

13%        

8%        

6%        

3%        

15%        

13%        

14%        

8%        

7%        

8%        

13%        

9%        

9%        

9%        

7%        

8%        

31%        

34%        

30%        

34%        

32%        

41%        

34%        

37%        

40%        

35%        

42%        

31%        

35%        

33%        

23%        

37%        

38%        

23%        

30%        

34%        

34%        

34%        

46%        

45%        

36%        

39%        

46%        

41%        

30%        

38%        

30%        

39%        

46%        

39%        

44%        

37%        

26%        

54%        

39%        

37%        

11%        

11%        

6%        

10%        

10%        

5%        

13%        

15%        

7%        

7%        

3%        

17%        

4%        

11%        

10%        

10%        

4%        

7%        

20%        

14%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

5%        

9%        

8%        

10%        

10%        

11%        

35%        

34%        

31%        

41%        

37%        

41%        

10%        

10%        

9%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

8%        

7%        

9%        

11%        

35%        

33%        

38%        

40%        

11%        

9%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

9%        

6%        

12% ↑

8% ↓

34%        

34%        

38%        

40%        

8% ↓

12% ↑

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

7%        

9%        

10%        

11%        

35%        

28%        

39%        

35%        

9% ↓

17% ↑

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

7%        

10%        

8%        

6%        

5%        

11%        

8%        

12%        

9%        

8%        

31%        

34%        

39%        

35%        

32%        

40%        

36%        

36%        

40%        

44%        

11%        

12%        

5% ↓

10%        

11%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

10% ↑

6%        

6%        

13% ↑

9%        

6% ↓

32%        

39% ↑

27% ↓

36%        

38%        

46% ↑

9%        

7% ↓

16% ↑

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  …

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Imagine these rules were in place, To what extent would you agree/disagree with this statement, 
With these rules in place, Freedom Camping will have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders

Experience
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Imagine that these four rules were in place, 

To what extent would you agree/disagree with this statement, 

With these rules in place, Freedom Camping will cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders

• 58% of Aucklanders agreed that Freedom Camping would cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders with the Four Rules in place. 
• 15 % of Aucklanders disagreed that Freedom Camping would cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders with the Four Rules in place.

5% 10% 27% 46% 12%

Strongly Disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree

Base n=1912

58% Net agree15% Net disagree
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9%        

4%        

4%        

1%        

5%        

5%        

2%        

5%        

3%        

6%        

8%        

3%        

4%        

4%        

11%        

3%        

22% ↑

5%        

3%        

5%        

10%        

16%        

13%        

7%        

11%        

10%        

8%        

6%        

9%        

7%        

13%        

6%        

6%        

14%        

9%        

8%        

15%        

8%        

4%        

11%        

20%        

17%        

23%        

35%        

18%        

33%        

17%        

33%        

43% ↑

32%        

28%        

31%        

36%        

30%        

16%        

33%        

13%        

32%        

28%        

22%        

44%        

51%        

50%        

45%        

51%        

45%        

56%        

42%        

35%        

49%        

46%        

40%        

43%        

38%        

48%        

45%        

36%        

37%        

48%        

51%        

17%        

12%        

10%        

12%        

15%        

7%        

17%        

14%        

10%        

6%        

6%        

20%        

11%        

13%        

17%        

10%        

14%        

18%        

17%        

11%        

A L B E R T - E D E N  

D E V O N P O R T - T A K A P U N A  

F R A N K L I N  

H E N D E R S O N - M A S S E Y  

H I B I S C U S  A N D  B A Y S  

H O W I C K  

K A I P Ā T I K I  

M Ā N G E R E - Ō T Ā H U H U  

M A N U R E W A  

M A U N G A K I E K I E - T Ā M A K I  

Ō R Ā K E I  

Ō T A R A - P A P A T O E T O E  

P A P A K U R A  

P U K E T Ā P A P A  

R O D N E Y  

U P P E R  H A R B O U R  

W A I H E K E  

W A I T Ā K E R E  R A N G E S  

W A I T E M A T Ā  

W H A U

4%        

5%        

7%        

9%        

10%        

10%        

33% ↑

25%        

21% ↓

43%        

47%        

50%        

12%        

13%        

13%        

1 8 - 3 4

3 5 - 6 4

6 5 +

6%        

5%        

8%        

11%        

28%        

26%        

44%        

48%        

14%        

11%        

M A L E

F E M A L E

5%        

5%        

11%        

8%        

25%        

29%        

48%        

44%        

12%        

13%        

E U R O P E A N

N O N -
E U R O P E A N

5%        

9%        

10%        

7%        

26%        

34%        

47% ↑

31% ↓

12%        

19%        

N O N - M Ā O R I

M Ā O R I

5%        

7%        

6%        

4%        

3%        

11%        

10%        

10%        

8%        

9%        

17% ↓

26%        

31%        

33% ↑

29%        

52% ↑

43%        

46%        

42%        

46%        

15%        

14%        

6% ↓

13%        

13%        

N O R T H

C E N T R A L

E A S T

S O U T H

W E S T

7% ↑

4% ↓

5%        

12%        

9%        

8%        

20% ↓

31% ↑

29%        

49%        

46%        

41%        

12%        

10% ↓

18% ↑

N E I T H E R  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E R  N O R  

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

E N C O U N T E R E D  
F R E E D O M  C A M P E R S

H A V E  F R E E D O M  
C A M P E D

Age

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Local Board

Imagine these rules were in place, To what extent would you agree/disagree with this statement, 
With these rules in place, Freedom Camping will cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders

Experience

5% 10% 27% 46% 12%A U C K L A N D E R S  1 8 +

Strongly Disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree



S E C T I O N  3

Appendices 

3



S E C T I O N  3

Appendix A 

Population estimates and sample

3



Nexus Research   |   January 22 |   Slide 64

Population estimates and survey sample sizes

Population estimate Sample Size
Population estimate Sample Size Population estimate Sample Size

Age Region* Region-
Local Board**

All people 18+ 1,196,300 1972 Central 205,000 461 Albert-Eden 78,000 93

18-34 417,800 616 East 231,500 331 Devonport – Takapuna 45,100 113

35-64 589,300 934 North 293,800 422 Franklin 55,900 109

65+ 189,200 422 South 278,700 485 Henderson-Massey 87,200 107

West 187,400 273 Hibiscus and Bays 80,300 109

Gender
Howick 107,500 127

Female 610,100 992 Kaipatiki 69,000 107

Male 586,200 980 Mangere-Otahuhu 53,600 87

Another gender 0 Manurewa 66,700 101

*Region was aggregated from Local Board using Dynata allocation method.
**Respondents allocated into local board area from their response to suburb using Auckland City Council supplied code and allocation method.
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Population estimates and survey sample sizes continued

Population estimate Sample Size Population estimate Sample  Size

Region-
Local Board continued

Ethnicity

Maungakiekie-Tamaki 58,400 100 European 600,500 1200

Orakei 65,600 106 Non-European 595,800 878

Otara-Papatoetoe 60,700 93 Māori 181,200 155

Papakura 41,800 94 Non-Māori 1,015,000 1817

Puketapapa 45,400 112

Rodney 50,500 93

Upper Harbour 48,900 90

Waiheke 9,063 61

Waitakere Ranges 38,700 62

Waitemata
73,400 98

Whau
61,500 103
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How Freedom Camping was defined for respondents in the survey

By Freedom Camping we mean, “Staying overnight in a vehicle on public land, as part of leisure travel, or as a lifestyle choice”

This excludes these groups of people,

• People legally parking a camping vehicle during the day
• People staying in campgrounds or any other places where fees are paid to camp
• People sleeping in vehicles because they are homeless
• People resting or sleeping in vehicles due to driver fatigue.

This survey covers public land that is managed by Auckland Council.

This includes places like roadsides and un-gated public carparks.

(Freedom camping vehicles still need to obey any parking restrictions in these places, for example time limits.)

It excludes land that is:

• Privately owned

• Leased to, or managed by, another organisation

• Reserve (camping is already prohibited on land held under the Reserves Act 1977, which includes most parks in Auckland)

• Managed by the Department of Conservation (DOC) or other central government agencies.



• There is a need for greater regulation of 
freedom camping in the Auckland Region

• I support the right to stay overnight (for 
free) in a vehicle for leisure purposes on 
public land

• Freedom camping has benefits for 
Auckland and Aucklanders

• Freedom camping causes problems for 
Auckland and Aucklanders

• How do you feel about Freedom Camping
in the Auckland region overall?

• Have you been Freedom Camping in the 
Auckland region?

• Which, if any of these benefits does 
• Freedom Camping bring to Auckland and 

Aucklanders? any other benefits?

• Which, if any, of these problems does 
• Freedom Camping bring to Auckland and 

Aucklanders? any other problems?

Rule 3. Departure time rule
Do you support the proposed departure time rule?

What is your preferred 
departure time rule?

• 8am

• None 

• 10am

• why 8am

• why 10am

• why none

• Other • why other

Yes No Unsure

• Which age group are you in?
Demographics

• What gender do you identify with?

• Which of these ethnicities do you 
identify with?

• And which of these broad ethnic 
groups do you identify most 
strongly with?

• What area of Auckland do you live in?

• What is your local 
board?

Rule 4. No-return period rule
Do you support the proposed No-return rule?

Yes No Unsure

What is your preferred 
No-return rule?

• 4wks

• None 

• why 4wks

• why none

• Other • why other

• Why support 
the proposed rule?

Introduction (explain Freedom Camping)

Attitude statements (agree-disagree)

• yes – rate experience

Part 1a) Current Attitudes

Part 1b) Experience

• Have you encountered Freedom Campers 
in the Auckland region? 

• yes – rate experience 

Rule 1. Self-Containment

Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?

• Why don’t support 
the proposed rule?

• Why support the 
proposed rule?

Yes No Unsure

Do you support the use of general rules to 
manage freedom camping in areas not 
otherwise prohibited or restricted?

• Which suburb/community do you live in 
within Auckland?

• Is the area that you live in.. rural/urban.
• 1-500m ;500-1km ; >1km from the coast?

Rule 2. Maximum stay rule

Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?

• Why support the 
proposed rule?

What is your preferred maximum
stay rule for freedom campers?

• One night

• None 

• Other

• why one night

• why none

• why other

Yes No Unsure

• Why support 
the proposed rule?

Part 2) Proposed General Rules

Imagine that these four rules were in place,

• How would you feel about Freedom 
Camping in the Auckland Region 
Overall, under the proposed Four Rules? 
(negative-[positive)

Imagine these rules were in place,

To what extent would you agree/disagree with this statement

• With these rules in place, Freedom Camping will 
have more benefits for Auckland and Aucklanders

• With these rules in place, Freedom Camping will 
cause fewer problems for Auckland and Aucklanders

Part 3) Anticipated Effects of General Rules on 
Freedom Camping Attitudes and Intentions

with these rules in place,

I would be more/less likely to.....

• Be affected by freedom camping in the Auckland 

region

• Freedom camp myself

• Feel concerned about freedom camping in the 

Auckland region

Introduction (explain General Rules)

Questionnaire

Slide 69
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55% ↑
45% ↓ 45% ↓

55% ↑ 50%        50%        

M A L EF E M A L E

Experience with Freedom Camping : profile

53% ↑

38% ↓

9% ↓

31% ↓

51% ↑

18%        
30% ↓

51%        

19% ↑

1 8 - 3 43 5 - 6 46 5 +

Freedom Camped

Met Freedom Campers

Neither Camped nor met
Campers

Gender

Ethnicity

Region

Age

19% ↓22% ↑
17%        

23%        
19%         21% ↓

17%        21%        
25%        

16%        

34% ↑

13% ↓
19%        22%        

13%        

N O R T HC E N T R A LE A S TS O U T HW E S T

40% ↓

60% ↑
51%        49%        

57% ↑
43% ↓

E U R O P E A NN O N - E U R O P E A N

86% ↓

14% ↑

94% ↑

6% ↓

92%        

8%        

N O N - M Ā O R IM Ā O R I

Freedom Campers tend to be younger, are a little more likely to be male, Non-European,  Māori 
and from Central Auckland, and less likely to be from the Northern region of Auckland.

Those who had met Freedom Campers, but had not Freedom Camped themselves were more 
likely to be middle aged, female, and less likely to be living in the Northern part of Auckland.

Those who had neither Freedom Camped, nor met Freedom Campers were more likely to be 
aged 65 or over, European, and located in the Northern part of Auckland.
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Sub No. Organisation Local Board

17 Waiheke

18 Waiheke

99 Waiheke

174 Waiheke

227 Waiheke

248 Waiheke

291 Waiheke

322 Waiheke

334 Waiheke

335 Waiheke

336 Waiheke

339 Waiheke

340 Waiheke

341 Waiheke

343 Waiheke

344 Waiheke

349 Waiheke

350 Waiheke

351 Waiheke

352 Waiheke

353 Waiheke

354 Onetangi Beach Ratepayers' Association Waiheke

355 Waiheke

357 Waiheke

368 Waiheke

371 Waiheke

400 Waiheke

401 Waiheke

402 Waiheke

420 Waiheke

422 Waiheke

430 Waiheke

432 Waiheke

434 Waiheke

436 Waiheke

443 Waiheke

454 Waiheke

464 Waiheke

468 Waiheke

487 Waiheke

488 Waiheke

496 Waiheke

510 Waiheke

511 Waiheke

514 Waiheke

519 Waiheke

523 Waiheke

587 Waiheke

591 Waiheke

592 Waiheke



Sub No. Organisation Local Board

608 Protect Our Gulf Inc Waiheke

623 Waiheke

635 Waiheke

645 Waiheke

647 Waiheke

702 Waiheke

716 Waiheke

893 Waiheke

895 Waiheke

899 Waiheke

906 Waiheke

945 Waiheke

953 Waiheke

968 Waiheke

970 Waiheke

1020 Waiheke

1230 Waiheke

1601 Waiheke

1613 Waiheke
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): We live on Waiheke. We are overrun with freedom campers (usually) and they park 
where they want and toilet everywhere. 

Additionally, there is no method of policing the stay limit. 

Also, there is no dump station. We have all these tiny vans with 'self contained' stickers that clearly aren't and never will 
be, (even now). 

 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
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water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): Too few options. Again, no one is here to police or 
enforce any camping rules. Any, at all. 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
The proposal is hopelessly one-size and takes zero account of our situation here. We do not support allowing freedom 
camping on Waiheke, unless it is in one place only. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
Looks like minor stuff, the real issue is we don't want the poo-ers here. The rules are unenforceable. 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? You should come over here 
some time. These areas are precisely (along with Onetangi) where the freedom poo-ers camp. They will continue 
to. You can't stop them. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? You should come over here 
some time. These areas are precisely (along with Onetangi) where the freedom poo-ers camp. They will continue 
to. You can't stop them.  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This is a particularly funny 
one, as it is the one area they could stay, as it's roomy, and has water and showers/toilets. See how stupid these 
proposed rules are? 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They will camp where they 
want to. The rules are useless. 

 

 

 



#18 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 1 of 6920 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained UNLESS staying in a serviced area (noting that there are no serviced areas in the current proposal) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Although council has not identified any serviced areas in this proposal, I am aware of 
serviced areas on public land which should be included 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities, A 
two-night stay gives campers more opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: A later departure time will be more convenient for campers, and make it more likely that 
they will visit local businesses, 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this, Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users, A no-return period 
will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: It is not necessary to impose basic rules on freedom 
campers everywhere in Auckland 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain): Freedom camper vehicles take up parking spaces needed by the rate payers of 
Auckland to visit their amenities. 

2. Without rules, there would effectively be an incentive to become freedom campers and rent out house over summer 
especially… this IS happening on Waiheke 

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
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We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Requiring vehicles to move on the following morning will prevent campers from blocking 
others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent longer-term stays 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
When it is more than one night, the campers ‘set up camp’ and their belonging spread out around the vehicle. Many also 
sit and drink etc. As the carparks are beside beaches this causes access problems for children and elderly pedestrians… 
and quite unpleasant for the family whose house this is outside. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 

1. How, and WILL, the general rules be policed? Will someone actually check overnight campers have moved on, have 
not stayed more than 2 nights, have left the island to pump out? 

1a. Who will pay for this extra policing - our local board? Will extra funding be provided? 

1b. Please provide a DEDICATED phone number to call to report breaches and for someone to come clean up broken 
glass, human faeces, and old mattresses left behind. When we contact AT we get no response. 

2. Is there a total limit for stay on Waiheke island (given no pump out facilities). 

3. Can we all become freedom campers and not pay rates, put our house on AirBnB? 

4. Second Ave parking is the only parking for those using First Ave boat ramp (First Ave is just a turning circle). Boaties 
and their passengers often go out fishing early in morning. By Second Ave carpark being full of freedom campers almost 
every single night thru summer (see photos), where are boaties, family beach goers, daytrippers etc, supposed to park?? 
Isn’t that breaching your intent - “maintaining public amenity”.  
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5. Second Ave, Onetangi carpark (and several others on Waiheke) are right outside residential houses. We know of 2 
elderly couples considering selling their houses because they are so sick of freedom campers right beside their house all 
summer (and defaecating and drinking), and often actually scared. How would you feel if it was your house? 

6. We no longer walk that way to the beach with our small children now, as we are scared to walk passed the drunk 
people (not all), there is broken glass, the pathway is often blocked etc.  

7. Can you add a rule that the camper can’t park ACROSS the parks (see photos). One guys brings his camper and 
associated cars, parks across ways, and puts up his solar panel!! Ie., he has effectively moved in, pays no rates, and 
blocks the car parks for other users. 

8. There is also a bus that has been parked on the beachfront for many months… can I buy a bus and do that? (I note 
this person is well-behaved, but really!).  

9. There is a narrow and blind corner on Second Ave & Strand, full of vehicles, kids, elderly in summer… the freedom 
campervans (especially the bigger ones) really hamper the view around the corner - someone is going to get hurt.  

8. I have just realized can only upload ONE photo! Why? That is crazy if you genuinely want input. see attachments for 
more info 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This is actually one of the few 
sites actually SOMEWHAT SUITABLE for freedom camping in summer as there ARE toilets, showers, and water 
(given we have water shortages on the island). Some rules should still apply - eg x days limit. However, we do 
have a camp ground at the Whakanewha regional park… so why can’t freedom campers go there? I think the 
answer to both of these questions is that there’s no water view! 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

 

 















#248 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 1 of 6920 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): If you are only travelling for a week and want ot stop 
over somewhere familiar this should be possible. 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Who is going to check these vehicles for self containment.  At the moment they just slap on a sticker on a station wagon 
for example. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
The Police should be allowed to move illegal freedom campers on. The council is not resourced to police these freedom 
campers and all the mess and rubbish and noise they make.  We should be supporting local campgrounds and 
accommodation providers during Covid instead of us taxpayers stumping the bill for policing and cleaning up after these 
freedom campers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



#291 

Albert-Eden Local Board area 

Prohibited site 

Heron Park 1625-1627 Great North Road, Waterview, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 

 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Aotea/Great Barrier Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Blind Bay (parking area by wharf) Opposite 670 Blind Bay Road, Great Barrier Island, do you agree that 
freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Goosebury Flat, Shoal Bay Opposite 418 Shoal Bay Road, Great Barrier Island, do you agree that 
freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Medlands Beach carpark Sandhills Road, Great Barrier Island, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Old Service Centre75-81 Hector Sanderson Road, Great Barrier Island, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Devonport-Takapuna Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Queens Parade, Devonport, do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 
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Becroft Park Reserve8A Becroft Drive, Forrest Hill, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 
Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Franklin Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Manukau Heads - Orpheus Road boat ramp, Manukau Heads, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Maraetai - Maraetai Community Hall ground 12 Rewa Road, Maraetai, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 
Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Maraetai Park and foreshore 188 Maraetai Drive, Maraetai, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 
Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Orere Point - Prohibited siteOrere Point Library and grounds Corner of Orere Point Road and Howard 
Roadi, do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 
Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Restricted sites 

Maraetai - Recreation and parking, Colson Lane 18 Carlton Crescent, Maraetai. Do you agree that 
freedom camping should be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Colson Lane?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  
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What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify): 

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site? 

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area? 

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Maraetai Dressing Sheds Reserve 1R Maraetai Drive, Maraetai. Do you agree that freedom camping 
should be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Maraetai Dressing Sheds 
Reserve?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify): 

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site? 

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area? 

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Waiuku - Waiuku Service Centre12 King Street, Waiuki. Do you agree that freedom camping should be 
restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this are 
 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Waiuku Service Centre?  
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What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify): 

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area? 

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Henderson-Massey Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Fred Taylor Park184 Fred Taylor Drive, Whenuapai, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

McLeod Park200 McLeod Road, Te Atatu South, do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited 
in this area? Yes 
 
Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Waitākere Central and Central One2-6 Henderson Valley Road, Henderson, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 
 
Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Restricted sites 
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Trusts Arena Central Park Drive, Henderson. Do you agree that freedom camping should be restricted in 
this area? Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions 
 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Trusts Arena?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area? 

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Hibiscus & Bays Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Metro Park (East) 218 Millwater Parkway, Silverdale, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

Restricted sites 

Gulf Harbour Marina, Hammerhead Reserve 40 Gulf Harbour Drive, Guld Harbour. Do you agree that 
freedom camping should be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this 
area 
 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Gulf Harbour Marina? 
Maximum number of vehicles, Maximum stay, No-return period 

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify): 2 
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What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site? 1 night 

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify): 4 weeks 

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Howick Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Pakuranga Community Hall 346 Pakuranga Road, Howick, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Barry Curtis Park (Flat Bush Road entrance and Ormiston Activity Centre) 163 Chapel Road, Flat Bush, 
do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Barry Curtis Park (Stancombe Road entrace) 58 Stancombe Road, Flat Bush, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Restricted sites 

Barry Curtis Park (parking area off Chapel Road, St Paul's area) 163 Chapel Road, Flat Bush. Do you 
agree that freedom camping should be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed 
in this area 
 



#291 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Barry Curtis Park (St Paul's 
area)?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area? 

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

27 Moore Street carpark, Howick. Do you agree that freedom camping should be restricted in this area? 
Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions 
 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Moore Street carpark?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  
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Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area? 

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

20-24 Uxbridge Road carpark, Howick. Do you agree that freedom camping should be restricted in this 
area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 

Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Uxbridge Road carpark?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area? 

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Manurewa Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Weymouth Community Hall 11 Beihlers Road, Manurewa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Maungakiekie-Tāmaki Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 
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Gloucester Park North 62 Onehunga Mall, Onehunga, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

Restricted sites 

Taumanu Reserve (Onehunga foreshore) Orpheus Drive, Onehunga. Do you agree that freedom camping 
should be restricted in this area? Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, and I support the 
proposed restrictions 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Taumanu Reserve?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? Who is responsible for policing 
this and who is paying for that. 

 

Ōrākei Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

St Heliers Community Library and Hall32 St Heliers Bay Road, St Heliers, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific 
restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? People should pay to be able 
to overnight camp on the premises . 

Restricted sites 
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Carpark on Road Reserve by Anderson's Beach Reserve Near intersection of Riddell Road and 
Glendowie Road, Glendowie. Do you agree that freedom camping should be restricted in this area? No – 
freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Anderson's Beach 
Reserve?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Ōtara-Papatoetoe Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Hayman Park 51-55 Lambie Drive, Manukau, do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited in 
this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Ōtara Centre, Town Centre and Bairds Road playground Bairds Road, Ōtara, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Papakura Local Board area 
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Restricted sites 

Hingaia Reserve Near 380 Hingaia Road, Hingaia. Do you agree that freedom camping should be 
restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Hingaia Reserve?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Puketāpapa Local Board area 

Restricted sites 

Margaret Griffen Park 16-38 Griffen Park Road, Mount Roskill. Do you agree that freedom camping should 
be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Margaret Griffen Park?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  
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Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Rodney Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Helensville - Helensville Civic Centre Grounds 49 Commercial Road, Helensville, do you agree that 
freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Huapai - Huapai Service Centre/Kumeu Library 24 Oraha Road, Huapai, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Waimauku - Waimauku War Memorial Hall 22 Waimauku Station Road, Waimauku, do you agree that 
freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

Leigh - Leigh Library and grounds15 Cumberland Street, Leigh, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Ti Point - Ti Point walkway Ti Point Road, Ti Point, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 
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Pakiri - Pakiri Hall grounds1026 Pakiri Road, Pakiri, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There are hardly any houses 
around here so okay to freedom camp with strict restrictions.  One night only and must be self contained.  Who is 
paying for this to be checked. 

 

Warkworth - Warkworth Town Hall grounds2 Alnwick Street, WarkworthD, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Restricted sites 

Port Albert - Port Albert Wharf Reserve carpark Adjacent to Wharf Road, Port Albert. Do you agree that 
freedom camping should be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Port Albert Wharf?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 
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Snells Beach - Whisper Cove (adjacent parking on road reserve) 70 Kokihi Lane, Snells Beach. Do you 
agree that freedom camping should be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed 
in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Whisper Cove?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Warkworth - 8 Church Hill carpark, Warkworth. Do you agree that freedom camping should be restricted 
in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Church Hill?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  
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What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Parry Kauri Park 32 Tudor Collins Drive, Warkworth. Do you agree that freedom camping should be 
restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Parry Kauri Park?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Wellsford - Wellsford Community Centre grounds1 Matheson Road, Wellsford. Do you agree that freedom 
camping should be restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Wellsford Community 
Centre?  
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What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

118 Rodney Street, Wellsford. Do you agree that freedom camping should be restricted in this area? Yes 
– restricted freedom camping should be allowed, and I support the proposed restrictions 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at 118 Rodney Street?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  
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Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

There are hardly any houses around here so okay to freedom camp with strict restrictions.  One night only and 
must be self contained.  Who is paying for this to be checked. 

 

Upper Harbour Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

North Shore Memorial Park235 Schnapper Rock Road, Schnapper Rock, do you agree that freedom 
camping should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Jack Hinton Drive Adjacent to Rosedale Park, Rosedale, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

There are penguins and a lot of native birds in this area. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

There are penguins and a lot of native birds in this area.  
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Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

There are a lot of native birds in this area. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waitākere Ranges Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Entrance of Goldie Bush walkway Horseman Road, Waitākere, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

There are a lot of native birds in this area. 

 

Lopdell Hall and House 418 Titirangi Road, Titirangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

There are a lot of native birds in this area. 

 

Sandys Parade, Laingholm Bay, do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited in this area? 
Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

There are a lot of native birds in this area. 

 

Waitematā Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Highwic House 40 Gillies Avenue, Epsom, do you agree that freedom camping should be prohibited in 
this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a historic site with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 



#291 

There are a lot of native birds in this area. 

 

Myers Park 72 Greys Avenue, Auckland Central, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Outhwaite Park 53 Carlton Gore Road, Newmarket, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Point Erin Park 94 Shelly Beach Road, Ponsonby, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Seddon Fields 180 Meola Road, Point Chevalier, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Wynyard (tank farm) Brigham Street and Hamer Street, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? It is an industrial area.  Who 
is going to pay to police the campers here. 

 

Restricted sites 

Cox's Bay Esplanade West End Road, Herne Bay. Do you agree that freedom camping should be 
restricted in this area? Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, and I support the proposed 
restrictions 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Cox's Bay Esplanade?  
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What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Carpark opposite Western Springs Reserve 820 Great North Road, Grey Lynn. Do you agree that freedom 
camping should be restricted in this area? Yes – restricted freedom camping should be allowed, and I 
support the proposed restrictions 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Western Springs Reserve?  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  
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Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Whau Local Board area 

Restricted sites 

Valonia Reserve carpark 35 Valonia Road, New Windsor. Do you agree that freedom camping should be 
restricted in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Valonia Reserve?  
 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 

 

 

Wingate Reserve 43 Wingate Street, Avondale. Do you agree that freedom camping should be restricted 
in this area? No – freedom camping should not be allowed in this area 
 
 
Which of the proposed restrictions for this area would you want to change at Wingate Reserve?  
 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum number of vehicles allowed at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate maximum stay at this site?  

Other (please specify):  
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What do you think is the appropriate departure time at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 

What do you think is the appropriate no-return period at this site?  

Other (please specify):  

 
Where do you think the freedom camping parking spaces should be located within this area?  

 

Do you have any other comments you would like to make about this area? They should pay to stay in a 
campsite and not wreck a park with their rubbish and sewage and noise. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, It makes sense to match 
our self-containment requirements to the National Standard 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities, A 
two-night stay gives campers more opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses, If 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 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: A later departure time will be more convenient for campers, and make it more likely that 
they will visit local businesses, 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this, If 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. Another reason (please explain) 
Another reason (please explain): Keeping in mind that most Freedom Campers are on holidays, a vacate time earlier 
than 10am is Draconian. 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): I think 2 weeks is a long time.  7 - 10 days is more 
appropriate.  Otherwise, campers holidays could be over and they're back at work before they're allowed to return to a 
freedom camp.  It could be that a camper found a lovely spot on the way out and wants to stay in the same place on their 
way home. 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 

A majority of Freedom Campers are nice people who are on holidays from work, who want to take care of their 
environment and who don't want to cause grief or upset to other people.   

I strongly believe that living in vehicles without a specific and accessible (24 hour) toilet facility should not be permitted 
anywhere. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Freedom campers should be subject to some basic rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 8am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view: 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 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a four-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 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, Having a longer no-return period means most campers 
are unlikely to visit an area more than once 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Requiring vehicles to move on the following morning will prevent campers from blocking 
others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent longer-term stays 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: Having a shorter no-return period means campers 
would be able to return to a favourite place if they wanted to, as part of a longer trip 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety in un-serviced areas, and council has not identified any serviced areas in 
this proposal 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): Most would probably understand tolerance on freedom camping is practical but there 
does need to be a fall back for abuse of said tolerance. Having an inadequate policing capability is not a valid reason for 
having no rules, its not a big deal if someone e.g. stays an extra night but if they "move in" or abuse the facilities 
available there needs to be the legal option of removing them even if this might not happen immediately. 

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
You must make the signage really simple and clear, dont overdo it and do NOT merely create a fecund ground for 
towaway services, as I've noticed happens elsewhere. An outcome that provides for tow-truck scavenging would be the 
worst outcome. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety in un-serviced areas, and council has not identified any serviced areas in 
this proposal, It makes sense to match our self-containment requirements to the N 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: 9am would be more convenient for campers than 
8am, but still protects access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard business hours 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



#341 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 1 of 6920 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain) 

No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain): 'Freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of 
three nights in the same road or off-road parking area, because: 

 - they are obliged to be self-contained for at least three days 

-  parking areas will often not be available until previous  

   camper h 
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? The parking area and 
surrounds are spacious and removed from busiest tourist/coastal locations.  There are good toilet and shower 
facilities 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: It is not necessary to impose basic rules on freedom 
campers everywhere in Auckland, The general rules will unfairly impact some people. Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): The right to pull over and sleep in a self contained vehicle on the roadside in 
residential areas needs to continue.  We have a motorhome and sometimes use it in other parts of Auckland to avoid 
drinking and driving.  Eg - a BBQ and stay in a nearby street overnight or drive over 20km home.  Or visiting friends in 
other parts of Auckland and staying in our vehicle overnight to continue the next day.  Simple and harmless.  Surely then 
also legal.  Not all properties have driveways suitable for large vehicles. 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people? Unfairly impacts those who are responsible 
with vehicles suitable for an overnight stay in a location away from home.  Those who use these vehicles as a way of 
commuting to Auckland to work and returning a few days later without blowing the budget.  Unfairly impacts all the 
businesses that benefit from being motorhome friendly towns - cafes, bars and other businesses. 

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
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This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety in un-serviced areas, and council has not identified any serviced areas in 
this proposal 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay gives campers more opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
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We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Responsible freedom camping supports local business.  More dump stations are however required in central Auckland. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
The limited number of places in designated areas is an issue.  What do you suggest people do if all places are full and 
they are too tired to drive and unable to afford other accommodation?  Surely the right to pull over on a residential street 
and have a sleep should be allowed in a self-contained vehicle. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: A two-night stay will prevent campers staying in an 
area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
I cannot understand why freedom camping has been allowed for several months for a Maori group occupying Kennedy 
Point Beach , Waiheke Island . 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): I refer to Waiheke Island only, I don't think that the rules will fit all areas, I feel that 
Local Board should determine what freedom camping rules should apply to the island. 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? No – I support another rule about self-containment (please 
explain) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain):I do not think that any freedom camping should 
be allowed on the island. We do not have any pump out facilities, if we had to have freedom campers then they should 
be both self contained and certified. 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain): I still take the view that we should not have any freedom 
campers on the island.  If however this does not come to pass then they should not stay longer than two nights. 
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
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No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 

No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): I feel that we should have no freedom campers on the 
island, any rule that might be decided upon will not be able to be enforced unless additional staff are employed to do this 
job.  We must also take into consideration unpleasant responses that are potentially leveled at the person employed. 

 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
To repeat myself, I feel that Waiheke Island is too small for freedom campers.  We have a very good campsite that is 
situated within near proximity of all places of interest. We have no pump out facilities and  having no freedom campers 
will be a simple solution. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
I would like to comment on the sites not included in the restricted areas.  All beaches have small parking areas, these 
should not be taken up with freedom campers. If we have to have freedom campers, then the residents and local board 
should be able to make the decision about areas, number of nights, fines and policing of the places.  This will mean that 
additional funds will need to be made available to cover the costs of employing additional staff. We are a small island 
with few facilities and no great distances between places of interest.  Hence we ask the question, why do we need 
freedom campers. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Freedom campers should be subject to some basic rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, Requiring vehicles to move on the following 
morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: 9am would be more convenient for campers than 
8am, but still protects access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard business hours, Having a 
set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users, A no-return period 
will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain): Freedom campers should ONLY be able to stay in 
officially designated areas. 
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 8am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view: Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): While this rule is needed, it is in practice impossible to 
police. 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 

The current freedom camping regime doesn't work and campers (often residents) simply ignore whatever guidelines that 
exist.  Furthermore, local councils (such as Waiheke) refuse to enforce the few rules that do exist. 

And so... 

1. The freedom camping regime needs to be simplified (these are the ONLY areas where camping is permitted)  

2. Enforce needs to be done by the police  

3. We need to be meaningful fines for breaches.....overstaying, defecating, dumping rubbish, etc which is all currently 
happening on Onetangi Beach and I am certain elsewhere. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Why aren't Onetangi Beach, 
Palm Beach, etc also included as "prohibited areas"?? 

Why is the Onetangi Sports Park a prohibited area and these idyllic beaches aren't?  As a consequence, we have 
local resident freedom campers who camp on these beaches for many weeks/months of the year, defecate under 
trees, dump rubbish....and the local board thinks this is all ok. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Freedom campers should be subject to some basic rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety in un-serviced areas, and council has not identified any serviced areas in 
this proposal 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain): only designated camping areas should be allowed 
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): this is never policed 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? I would like Onetangi  beach 
a prohibited area.This is a narrow road and large camper vans park on the side of the road causing traffic 
congestion and danger to pedestrians. 

Also this beautiful beach has a fragile bank and  these heavy vehicles park and cause damage. 

This has been an on going problem, for many years and local residents have spoken to our local council to no 
avail. 

There is supposed to be a parking restriction on this road but it is never policed. 

Human waste on this area is a common problem.Not a great look when taking ones grandkids to play on the 
beach. 

This is voted one of the most beautiful beaches in New Zealand we need to protect it. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable): Onetangi Beach Ratepayers' Association 

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: It is not necessary to impose basic rules on freedom 
campers everywhere in Auckland, The general rules will unfairly impact some people 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people? The general Rules are detrimental to 
Waiheke Island. On behalf of and as Chairman of the Onetangi Beach Ratepayers' Association Inc , I object to the 
General Rules applying to Waiheke Island and our Association fully supports the position voiced by the Waiheke 
Community Board (Cath Handley).  

Waiheke Island has little or no infrastructure to accommodate freedom campers who are committed to using beach user 
facilities ie toilets, water etc akin to a campground. 

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
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water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
I have voiced our concern and support the position expressed by the Waiheke Community Board in that there must be a 
blanket ban on freedom camping on the island. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I don't know 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? No – freedom camping vehicles should not be required to be 
self-contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: The kind of vehicle used for freedom camping in Auckland should be a personal choice, 
Using a vehicle that is not self-contained does not pose a risk to the environment or public health and safety, The cost of 
buying, hiring, or converting to a self-contained vehicle is too high, and that could mean some people can’t afford to 
freedom camp in Auckland 
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: A two-night stay gives campers more opportunity to 
enjoy the area and support local businesses, If 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 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: If 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 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – freedom campers should be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area at any time (no no-return period rule) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Campers should have the right to come back to favourite places during their trip 
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
I think Freedom camping is apart of New Zealand culture and we should embrace it. Rule are rules people will always 
brake them. But don’t make it difficult for those who enjoy a freedom camp because of a handful of people who reck it for 
the rest. We are New Zealand we are known for our relaxed freedom camping. It’s all good bro grab a seat chuck a 
sausage on the bbq settle in for the night  
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed without any restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed without any restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There should be camper 
parking here and this should be set up as a camping hub it’s perfect and it’s out of public main roads it’s. Well 
respected area with the facilities for This use 100% even expand this area for some freedom camping. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed without any restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



#368 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 1 of 6920 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): It is no point having a rule, if it cannot be managed. There is no system on Waiheke 
Island to manage freedom camping. It should simply not be permitted on the island because the Island does not have the 
facilities or the system to manage it. 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Who will monitor how long self-contained vehicles stay at multiple sites on Waiheke Island? Impossible to monitor! 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 

Reference part three: Your proposed regulations do not permit local board to adjust or limit freedom camping on 
Waiheke Island. 

Regarding point .4.  Enforcement powers at the detail level will be impossible to apply on Waiheke Island. The only 
enforcement that can be applied is complete limitation of freedom camping on Waiheke Island! The fine for any 
unauthorised freedom camping anywhere on Waiheke Island, should be set at $5000 for the first offence! 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This is a carpark, to get to a 
bathroom facility it is necessary to cross the busy road! 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Who on earth Is suggesting 
the sites to you! You have not listened to the recommendations from the Waiheke people and local board. There 
are many areas where restriction should be in place,.  This location might actually be one of the more appropriate 
locations if we have to have them on Waiheke. Again no toilet facilities, no waste water or dumping facilities for 
freedom camping exist on Waiheke Island. Just stop it!  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This area is used by current 
Residents of Waiheke who have no other options for living. Encouraging freedom campers from the rest of the 
country  to this site is absurd! 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? As for all the sites that are 
proposed, this area would be subject to Noise and the dropping of bathroom refuse on our island.  We have one 
campsite on Waiheke Island, this is the only place where freedom camping should be permitted. Our waiheke 
people  ask you to please listen to them 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 



#371 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 4 of 6920 

No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: A later departure time will be more convenient for campers, and make it more likely that 
they will visit local businesses, 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 



#400 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 3 of 6920 

Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Requiring vehicles to move on the following morning will prevent campers from blocking 
others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent longer-term stays 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: If 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, 
Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – freedom campers should be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area at any time (no no-return period rule) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: It would be too hard to enforce a no-return period rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: There are better ways to protect the environment, 
public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, There are better ways to 
prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to unregulated areas nearby.Another 
reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): I live on Waiheke, following are the reasons we shouldn't have freedom campers. 

1/. Waiheke does not have a waste station 

2/. The self contain leave there residue all along the road as they drive off. 

3/. The un self container i.e. vans, cars. These people I see swatting in the bushes and along the bank. There are no 
public toilets open in level 4 and even if there was there is none in the area I live. I and my neighbours have had used 
toilet paper, feces, and used tampons in our gardens. 

4/. They cook on the beaches which is prohibited and leave their circles of wood smoldering for anyone, animal to come 
across. 

5/. The converted buses, trucks, vans and cars are damaging the area along the front of the Onetangi beach as the 
bollards were taken away illegally and not replaced. 

6/. the Aims cannot mow the lawns across the beach front as these vehicles are always parked their. 

7/. Environment .The sea baskets which have been built to hold the bank of the beach is eroding, and the dunes are no 
longer, no matter how many strings the council ties along the beach. 

8/. Rats are living under the canoes that are tied to the pohutakawa trees where the freedom campers throw food down 
the bank. 
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9/. Whilst these vehicles are park ( there are yellow lines painted) two other vehicles using the road cannot pass safetly. 
Once a person had died down the end of the beach and it took 10 cars for the police are to get passed. 

10/. Safety for people a lady walking her dog was hit in the shoulder and had to have surgery. Another long term resident 
was pushed up against a camper van whilst cars squeezed passed. 

11/. No safety for pedestrians and tourist, we cannot push our prams, wheelchairs along as no footpath. The parking 
area where these freedom campers park are parked on it. 

12/. People need to enjoy our lovely beaches not tons of metal! 

13/. Arrange for the bollards to be replaced, taken illegally for the Onetangi beach races and were suppose to go back 
the following week, they have not. 

14/. we have taken our cause regarding the freedom campers to our Local Board, unfortuantely not one thing has been 
done about this, This board does not have Waiheke, The Beach which is one of the top 10 beaches in the world in there 
concerns.  The did say that they would put up 4hr parking signs, 3 years ago, still nothing. 

 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause? I think they should be banned from Waiheke, until the powers to be can 
provide a safe environmental park for them with full facilities. 

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby? Banning them from our public places. 

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
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Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
I think they should be banned from Waiheke, until the powers to be can provide a safe environmental park for them with 
facilities. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 

I feel all beach frontage should be added to this prohibited list. 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
Policing is key here.  It should be a matter of presence, persuasion.  Self-contained vehicle visitors should know they will 
be stopped, checked and put on the next outward ferry if they cannot contain their waste while on Waiheke. 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? We cannot keep visitors 
away and these areas provide space for self-contained vehicles. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Its a cemetary.  Our civilian 
and war dead should be left in peace.  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Self-contained vehicles 
should be allowed to park for 2 days max at the Sports ground car park. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? We need as an island to be 
open to self-contained vehicular visitors.  The self-containment of the vehicles needs to be consequently policed.  
No dumping on-island.  A dumping site could be set up connected to the Oneroa sewerage system. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
Freedom camping is widespread across NZ and the world now, Freedom campers are all ages and many live in their 
motor homes. Most towns and cities provide facilities for these campers, i.e. Whitianga, Taupo. Waiheke currently has no 
facilities or parking areas for freedom campers nor a dump station. Why try and make it illegal to camp overnight in a 
suitable camper when thousands of Kiwis are doing this as a lifestyle choice. Managing the proposed laws would be a 
nightmare. Create a couple of suitable areas and campers will use them. Sure make it illegal to camp on the beach front 
or other public areas but Waiheke seriously needs to catch up with the rest of the country here. A comment from our 
Local Board Chairperson seemed to indicate most motorhomes are too large for Waiheke roads, this is a nonsensical 
statement because AT and the board have consented to Double Decker buses operating on Waiheke and now wider 
longer and heavier electric buses. The board needs to be very accurate when making general comments designed to 
sway public opinion 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? The carpark at Kennedy 
Point is empty most nights and would provide an ideal overnight location for Freedom Camping as long as it was 
vacated by 9:00am each morning. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This area is a prime location 
for Freedom Camping, there is no sporting activity here overnight or during the summer it is a winter only venue. 
There are good shower and toilet facilities. There are many available carparks overnight. If a security person 
maintained the parking area and even if an overnight charge was made, say $10 or $15 to assist in running the 
park. This park would be the ideal location for a waste water dumping station, there isn't one on the island and 
this would prevent illegal dumping elsewhere on the island. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: There are better ways to protect the environment, 
public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, The general rules will 
unfairly impact some people. Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): Some places simply aren't suited to freedom camping because it WILL damage the 
natural environment, and result in misuse of public toilets, e.g. Waiheke 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause? Leave the regs up to each Local Board 

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people? If freedom camping is allowed on Waiheke, 
locals will be affected by faeces in their gardens - this has already happened!! 

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
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We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
There is no way to enforce them, so they are pointless 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
No freedom camping should be permitted on or near any of the reserves on Waiheke, or on or near any residential 
areas, or on or near any urupa sites, of which there are around 30 known sites, or in any of the road reserves. 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? The issue is there are not 
enough prohibited areas on Waiheke under this scheme 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 



#430 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 3 of 6920 

 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain): 3 or 4 days per stay 
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: A later departure time will be more convenient for campers, and make it more likely that 
they will visit local businesses, 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this, Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule. Another reason (please 
explain) 
Another reason (please explain): 9am is too early in winter 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): one week return period 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 

'Waiheke is doing this for all the WRONG reasons 

- there should be weight and width restrictions on all vehicles 

- there needs to be a designated campsite or a few 

- employers need to pay staff enough to live in a house 

- freedom campers on Waiheke have never been a problem 

- address the cause not the symptom 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): I do not support the certified self contained rule. Most of the areas have public toilets, 
and therefore self contained should not be a requirement. I support all the other rules. 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? No – freedom camping vehicles should not be required to be 
self-contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Using a vehicle that is not self-contained does not pose a risk to the environment or 
public health and safety 
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: It would be too hard to enforce the self-
containment rule without referencing the National Standard 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: A two-night stay gives campers more opportunity to 
enjoy the area and support local businesses 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
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No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Travel hub to and from 
Waiheke with limited parking facilities 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Very busy road on Waiheke 
and no camping at a cemetery  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This area is under used and 
the area is a great place for freedom camping 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This area is well used by 
public and limited parking spaces 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
I live/own a house on Waiheke and the Local Board are proposing to ban feeedom camping. I disagree with this, i believe 
we should provide a dump station own the island and welcome freedom, campers with a 2 - 3 night max stay in any one 
locale, self contained and other regulations all good, maybe charge a small fee/night in designated areas :) 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 

I’ve heard some people suggest Whakanewha regional park be made option for freedom campers. Please please please 
No!  

It would require a dumping station & upgrading of the facilities. The campground is perfect BECAUSE of it’s limitations; 
it’s not a “Top 10” holiday park or whatever, it’s a regional park filled with wildlife that cope with campers because the 
numbers and facilities are limited. Freedom campers would use up a lot of the capacity leaving less availability for regular 
campers - which, ironically, often include people who need to vacate their rental for the christmas week. The 
campground is an affordable ‘holiday’ option for our family, and many others’ on Waiheke. It’s not the solution to freedom 
camping. We seem to have two issues: freedom camping, and a housing shortage; the latter should be the priority & the 
former shouldn’t be the ‘solution’ to the latter. Thank you. 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Because it’s a car park. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? The only camping allowed 
here should be permanent, and six feet under. I’m sorry, but how else do you answer “should people camp in a 
cemetary?” RIP  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? I don't know 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? I feel this site is the only one 
with potential - only the carpark and buildling areas, the bush areas are for nature & recreation. The facilities 
could ‘weather’ upgrades without upheaval of the bush areas, and there aren’t people living nearby that would 
have their neighbourhood changed - a pretty big deal if you have a huge mortgage on your dream home & then 
council decides to build your nightmare. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Again, a car park, and after 
three months without our library: that carpark will be needed! 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Another reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): clarity - so everyone knows what generally applies 

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay for an indefinite 
period in the same road or off-road parking area (no maximum stay rule) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: If freedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by 
putting restrictions just in that area, rather than having a stricter general rule. Another reason (please explain) 
Another reason (please explain): we need some special areas for people who are living in their cars 
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed without any restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? it seems to be an attack on 
putiki bay protestors. they should be allowed to stay 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed without any restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? would be a good place to 
designate a longer term site for people living in thier cars 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities, A 
two-night stay gives campers more opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users, Having a shorter 
no-return period means campers would be able to return to a favourite place if they wa 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Waiheke just does not have the infrastructure to cope with freedom campers. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
There should be no freedom camping on beach frontage in front of homes. Generally these are no parking zones but not 
enforceed. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 



#487 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 2 of 6920 

 

Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: The general rules will unfairly impact some people 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people? There is a lack of beach parking on Waiheke 
Island. Not fair on the locals as the freedom campers and folk living in cars will take all the dam parks. Not fair. 

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
There is no place to dump campervan sewage waste on Waiheke 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? It is the most suitable place 
to put them. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Freedom campers should be subject to some basic rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety in un-serviced areas, and council has not identified any serviced areas in 
this proposal, It makes sense to match our self-containment requirements to the N 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
There should be no freedom camping on Waiheke Island as requested by the Local Board 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Waiheke doesn’t have 
facilities for camper van toilet waste 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: There are better ways to protect the environment, 
public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause? Stop freedom camping unless campers have toilet facilities and if they do not 
take up parking that could be used by families 

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



#496 

Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Freedom campers could be 
allowed here because there are facilities however Onetangi beach should be excluded from freedom camping 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety in un-serviced areas, and council has not identified any serviced areas in 
this proposal 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
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No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Ratepayers finance amenities for rubbish collection and cleaning of public areas. Designated camping areas set up with 
amenities and a small fee payable towards upkeep. I think unfair people can freedom camp beachfront, use public 
amenities, take up valuable parking space, without contributing anything. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
Post Covid could see an influx of freedom living 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? New marina and bulk of 
schools located in this area from primary to secondary. High traffic flow 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? For one it’s a burial area. 
Gateway to onetangi with tourist venues, ecological areas  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Even though it’s a large area 
with public amenities it is for sports use. Who will police this and pay for upkeep if used by freedom campers? I 
for one dont want to pay for this out of my ratepayers money. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? A very public arts area with 
tourist spots, limited parking for locals for library and theatre. Main start to the village from ferry for the island 
experience 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted?  

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
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people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
One size does not fit all - highly valued and sensitive locations must be protected and exempted from FC . 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
The islands of Tikapa Moana are unique, globally important and highly sensitive. THEY MUST BE EXEMPT from this 
nonsense. Some, eg Waiheke Is have  camping grounds - that is enough. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Freedom campers should be subject to some basic rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, Requiring vehicles to move on the following 
morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 8am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view: 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, 
Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities, 
Shorter stays are already the norm for most freedom campers, so a stricter rule is not necessary, If 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 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
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Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: 9am would be more convenient for campers than 
8am, but still protects access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard business hours, If freedom 
camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by putting extra rest 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users, If freedom 
camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by putting extra restrict 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 

My comments pertain to main land Auckland and not to Great Barrier or Waiheke. 

Waiheke does not have the infrastructure to support freedom campers and should be excluded from having them on the 
Island. We already have difficulty providing for our community without the additional responsibility and cost associated 
with freedom camper. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? No – I support another rule about self-containment (please 
explain) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain):On Waiheke the roads and infrastructure are 
not suited to larger self-contained vehicles but smaller vehicles are fine.  Maybe only allow self-contained vehicles with a 
WOF should be allowed but owners with a larger COF vehicle are probably better off leaving their vehicle on the 
mainland and staying in one of our many holiday accommodations. 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities, A 
two-night stay gives campers more opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
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Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: 9am would be more convenient for campers than 
8am, but still protects access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard business hours, If freedom 
camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by putting extra rest 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users, If freedom 
camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by putting extra restrict 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
They seem quite reasonable, it's just a bit of a mystery as to how they will be enforced and where will the funding for this 
come from. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: There are better ways to protect the environment, 
public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause? The environment and public health and safety would be protected by not 
allowing freedom campers anywhere on Waiheke Island.  there  are no dump facilities for toilets and a scarcity of water 
in the summer months.  I can not believe (or trust) that people with camper vans will pay the very high price of the car 
ferry to only stay on the island for two nights then leave to empty their toilets. Who is going to monitor this or the 
requirement of moving every 2 days? The island septic systems will be ruined if chemical toilets are emptied into them. 
There are a number of homeless people & itinerant workers who live in their cars and they need to be given priority for 
the few facilities available 

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
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water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
See above. NO freedom camping sat all on the island. It is not set up for it especially dealing with effluent 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained UNLESS staying in a serviced area (noting that there are no serviced areas in the current proposal) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health 
and safety in un-serviced areas, Although council has not identified any serviced areas in this proposal, I am aware of 
serviced areas on public land which should be included, It makes sense to match our self-containment requirements to 
the National Standard, It would be too hard to enforce the self-containment rule without referencing the National 
Standard 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain): The two night stay is reasonable for Auckland generally 
but on Waiheke Island freedom camping should not be allowed at all. There are no pump out facilities for wastewater and 
there is a significant risk that chemicals could be put down public toilets whi 
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
On Waiheke one of the few places that is suitable for people overnighting in vehicles  (because of the services available) 
is Onetangi Sports Park. Whilst banning casual freedom campers from this area is reasonable, measures should be 
taken to enable those forced to live in vehicles longer term from being able to stay there, subject to limits on numbers 
and possibly hours of occupation. Aside from teh above consideration, if this Bylaw does go ahead as currently proposed 
then Onetangi Sports park should not be a banned area. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted?  

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
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people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
They do not define the difference between not-restricted, restricted and prohibited. This makes them very confusing. If 
there are general rules, is that not also a restriction? In the case of Waiheke, the general text says it is restricted, but 
Waiheke does not appear in the list of restricted areas. I don't see how we can seriously be expected to provide 
feedback on this. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
It will be impossible to enforce the two-day limit on Waiheke. How do you propose to do this and who will pay for it? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Here it says there are no 
other restrictions proposed, but the beginning of the by-law specifically mentions restrictions on Waiheke and 
then does not specify them! I would like to see freedom camping prohibited on the whole of Waiheke, i.e. make 
the whole island a prohibited area. The reason for this is two-fold: 1) We have a lot of homeless people on the 
island living in various vans/buses on the island already and they should not have to compete with visitors. 2) The 
Island does not have the infrastructure to cope with Freedom Camping. As already noted, there are no dump 
stations. However, there are also inadequate roads to cater for the extra traffic (our roads are too narrow and 
already over-full), and this is a huge and unnecessary addition to our carbon footprint with these heavy vehicles 
being brought across on fossil-fuel burning ferries for a period of two-days, which will no doubt enjoy offering 
extra services to cater for the upswing in demand. If additional sailings are not offered, this will simply make it 
difficult for locals who may need to take vehicles off-island and for other freight services that also rely on the 
ferry. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable): Protect Our Gulf Inc 

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? No – I support another rule about self-containment (please 
explain) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain):As Waiheke Island has not pump out or grey 
water facilities  for Freedom campers, they should not be allowed to come to Waiheke Island or any other areas without 
pump out facilities. Also our roading on Waiheke is not fit for large vehicles to transverse. We also need our only 
camping facilities  to compensate for our housing emergency. We need to manage our own people who are living in vans 
and must keep our resources for our own people. 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 



#608 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 4 of 6920 

Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Waiheke is not Auckland city and has a rural character. This island is not suitable to Freedom camping at this time and it 
can not be managed. Currently our island is currently facing a crisis in housing  on the island. We can not allow Freedom 
campers to encroach on our very badly resources island in terms of toilets, roading and infrastructure. The time for 
Freedom camping on the Island is not now. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 

There should be no Freedom camping on Waiheke or on Aotea until there is infrastructure in place to provide pump out 
facilities. Also Waiheke roads are not fit to have campervans and large vehicles on them. Almost every road on Waiheke 
is a sharrow and thus are shared by cyclists and walkers and those who are vulnerable. Already trucks are buses are 
pounding poorly constructed Waiheke Roads.  
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There should be no freedom 
camping anywhere on the island. However currently there is a dreadful construction at Kennedy Point and there 
must be protectors allowed to occupy that space until that construction of a floating carpark and a marina are 
halted. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There should be no Freedom 
Camping allowed anywhere on the Island - we do not have the infrastructure  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There should be no Freedom 
Camping in this area or anywhere on the island 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There should be no Freedom 
Camping anywhere on the island 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: There are better ways to protect the environment, 
public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, There are better ways to 
prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to unregulated areas nearby. Another 
reason (please explain) 

Another reason (please explain): It is not illegal to sleep in cars unless you happen to be driving, it is a matter of 
where. 

The Strand in Onetangi has been turned into a de facto resort by these so called freedom campers. 

The solution is cheap and easy. Replace the bollards which were removed decades ago as a temporary measure (One 
day for the Onetangi Races) and not replaced yet. 

Until that can be done, install a NO PARKING sign. 

Until then, allow longtime locals who have been driven out of their homes by high holiday rentals, camp in reserves such 
as the Sports Park. 

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause? By not allowing freedom campers on waiheke 

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby? Ban them 

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  
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Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
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A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 



#635 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 3 of 6920 

 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a four-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 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 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Onetangi beach and 
associated Reserves / road ways etc are commonly used for vehicle overnighting for days / weeks at a time. All 
vehicle overnight camping on Reserves and associated road ways should be prohibited in the Onetangi area (in 
part because of the limited parking for daily recreational purposes - often lines of vans take up all parking spaces 
in Onetangi). 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained UNLESS staying in a serviced area (noting that there are no serviced areas in the current proposal) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 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, It makes sense to match our self-containment 
requirements to the National Standard 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, Requiring vehicles to move on the following 
morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays, A one-night stay still gives campers some opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses, 
but this is less of a priority than protecting access for other users of public space 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
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Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: 9am would be more convenient for campers than 
8am, but still protects access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard business hours 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a four-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 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, Having a longer no-return period means most campers 
are unlikely to visit an area more than once, A no-return period will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Although freedom campers are meant to be self contained many vehicles with a "self contained" sticker are not in fact 
self contained.  This means people are going to have to be employed to monitor freedom camping areas.  Where 
possible eco toilets should be provided where freedom camping is allowed.  There should be NO freedom camping 
allowed on Waiheke Island.  The island has no dump station or camping ground.  At the moment people who are unable 
to afford to pay the high rents are sleeping in their vehicles and our limited facilities should be available to them and not 
to freedom campers. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There is no dump site on the 
island.  There is limited parking for the Sealink ferries and freedom campers would take up parks for people using 
the early ferries. Also the residents who cannot afford the rents and live in cars need to use the limited facilities 
on the island. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Again, there are limited 
facilities for freedom campers on the island and no dump site.  Our limited facilities should be used by those 
residents unable to pay the high rents and not be crowded out by freedom campers.  

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Again, there is no dump site 
on the island and the limited facilities should be used by those who cannot afford to pay the high rents rather than 
being crowded out by freedom campers. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This is at the beginning of the 
commercial area of Oneroa.  Again the island's limited facilities and no dump site should not allow freedom 
campers.  Those people who have to live in vehicles because of the high rents need to use the limited facilities 
and should not be crowded out by freedom campers. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? No – I support another rule about self-containment (please 
explain) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain):how are you going to police the oocupants 
actually using the facilities in their vehicle. they get good monetary kick backs by not using them from the company 
leasing the vehicle 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain): from my experience on waiheke island the freedom 
campers will stay a lot longer than 2 days and no one is ever policing the mass groups of crappy vans/cars living at the 
beach. Very few rubbish bins are available so it becomes a shit show 
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain) 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain): whose going to police it, last i heard Auckland 
Council was shredding the amount of staff it employed due to covid , can't see any of the 86 over paid council rich list 
taking a cut in salary . so it will all be just lip service and the campers will do wh 
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain): see above comment 
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
just ban freedom camping on waiheke. we are not set up for it 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? why are none of the carparks 
by the beaches not proibited. there is only limited parking anyway and the amount of campers would take a 
majority of these 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: There are better ways to protect the environment, 
public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, Requiring vehicles to move on the following 
morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays, A one-night stay still gives campers some opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses, 
but this is less of a priority than protecting access for other users of public space 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: There are better ways to protect the environment, 
public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, Requiring vehicles to move on the following 
morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays, A one-night stay still gives campers some opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses, 
but this is less of a priority than protecting access for other users of public space 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 8am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a four-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 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, Having a longer no-return period means most campers 
are unlikely to visit an area more than once, A no-return period will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems 
caused by freedom camping could move from regulated areas to unregulated areas nearby, Freedom campers should be 
subject to some basic rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be avail 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
As noted in previous response, Waiheke Island has unique circumstances that require area specific rules. There are no 
pump out facilities, unsuitable roads and limited places for campers to park. 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
I believe freedom camping is a thing of the past as they abuse the system, I have seen many disgusting instances of 
freedom camper pooing everywhere destroying our natural environment , there are too many freedom campers and the 
rules about not deficating are never followed or enforced . 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
Why are the current regulations being ignored in relation to the protest campsite on the Kennedy Point  Beach and 
Carpark 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? See previous comments 
onThe Kennedy Point Carpark 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I do not support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view: It is not necessary to impose basic rules on freedom 
campers everywhere in Auckland 

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained UNLESS staying in a serviced area (noting that there are no serviced areas in the current proposal) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Although council has not identified any serviced areas in this proposal, I am aware of 
serviced areas on public land which should be included 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay for an indefinite 
period in the same road or off-road parking area (no maximum stay rule) 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: If freedom camping starts to cause problems somewhere, this is better managed by 
putting restrictions just in that area, rather than having a stricter general rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? No – freedom campers should be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area at any time (no no-return period rule) 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: It would be too hard to enforce a no-return period rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I don't know 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know? Self containment rule is very problematic on Waiheke. We do not 
have (or want) chemical dumping facilities. 

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? No – I support another rule about self-containment (please 
explain) 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain):It is not clear how these chemical toilets will be 
emptied on islands where there are no facilities. The rules need to be refined to account for such situations. 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
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Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
Yes, I have litter picked (with a grabber) soiled toilet paper from Wharf Road and also the beach area below the car park 
on several occasions recently - really not pleasant! Hence my comment about consistency of approach and not 
increasing problems here because you have arbitrarily banned camping in other car parks. 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed subject to the general rules 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? This seems like an arbitrary 
selection based on who is shouting loudest. It would increase pressure on other areas such as the car park by 
the Wharf Road boat ramp where we have problems already. This is unfair. Please either include all such car 
parks or none, to be consistent and fairer to all residents. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? I don't know 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? There are facilities here such 
as toilets and showers that could perhaps mitigate issues from freedom camping  - particularly since chemical 
toilets cannot be emptied on Waiheke. 

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, Requiring vehicles to move on the following 
morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
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Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? No – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 10am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: A later departure time will be more convenient for campers, and make it more likely that 
they will visit local businesses, 10am is a typical check-out time if you are paying for accommodation, so it makes sense 
to align with this, Having a set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users, A no-return period 
will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? Disallowing freedom camping 
in this area undermines the Protect Pūtiki movement. Which in actual fact is more important than banal 
discussions about freedom camping at this time. 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area? No – freedom camping should be allowed with area specific restrictions 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area? Yes 
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, The use of non-self-
contained vehicles poses a risk to the environment or public health and safety in un-s 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? No – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of one 
night in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard waste storage per occupant, so a one-
night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, Requiring vehicles to move on the following 
morning will prevent campers from blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities during the day, and prevent 
longer-term stays, A one-night stay still gives campers some opportunity to enjoy the area and support local businesses, 
but this is less of a priority than protecting access for other users of public space 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: 9am would be more convenient for campers than 
8am, but still protects access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard business hours 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Currently we have people camping in the public car park at kennedy point and also on the beach at kennedy point.  Why 
are these people allowed? I am too frightened to visit the beach which I used to swim at nearly daily.  The council have 
turned a blind eye to this - why? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
Why are illegal campers allows to occupy both the public car park and the beach at kennedy point waiheke.  It’s just 
absurd that you are doing this survey and doing nothing about these noisy aggressive people 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause, 
Without general rules, there is a risk that any problems caused by freedom camping could move fr 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
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Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle, It makes sense to match 
our self-containment requirements to the National Standard, It would be too hard t 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
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If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule? Yes – freedom campers should have to vacate their parking 
space by 9am on the day of departure 
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view: 9am would be more convenient for campers than 
8am, but still protects access to shared parking or amenities for other users during standard business hours, Having a 
set departure time will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule? Yes – freedom campers shouldn’t be able to return to stay in the 
same road or parking area within a two-week period 
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view: A two-week non-return period helps prevent people 
staying in one area long-term, which protects access to shared parking and amenities for other users, A no-return period 
will help with enforcing the maximum stay rule 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: General rules are a reasonable way to protect 
Auckland’s environment, public health and safety, and public access from the problems freedom camping can cause 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule? Yes – freedom camping vehicles should be certified self-
contained 
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view: The use of non-self-contained vehicles poses a risk 
to the environment or public health and safety, and shouldn’t be allowed anywhere, on principle 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule? Yes – freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two 
nights in the same road or off-road parking area 
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view: Vehicles are required to have three days’ onboard 
waste storage per occupant, so a two-night maximum stay will help encourage responsible dumping of waste, A two-
night stay will prevent campers staying in an area longer-term, blocking others’ access to parking or other amenities 
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
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Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
Self contained toilets should be able to be in a separate room not just be a port a pottie in the back of a people mover to 
be compliant! 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted? 
I support having general rules 

Do you support having general rules because, in your view: Freedom campers should be subject to some basic 
rules wherever they stay in Auckland – no areas should be available for unlimited or indefinite freedom camping 

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
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 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
This should include anyone camping . e.g. occupiers. 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 



#1601 

Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw 2021 January 2022 Page 2 of 6920 

 

Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted?  

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
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people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 

Waiheke Island - Current Issues 

We reside on The Strand, Onetangi, and have experienced the following 

Many of the vehicles in which people are sleeping on The Strand (beach front) and surrounds are displaying Self 
Contained Certificates which are obviously false as the vehicles do not comply – e.g. small SUV vehicles.   

There are several large vehicles – e.g. ex bus, furniture van converted which regularly occupy beach front spaces.  They 
may move short distances everfew days and are living in them full time in the immediate area.  This is unfair on 
beachfront properties who pay very high rates and constant Freedom Campers diminish the amenity value of the 
properties and this is not reflected in the rating base. 

We have seen campers enter unoccupied properties to relieve themselves and on several ocasions we have arrived at 
our property to find used toilet paper in our garden. 

The Proposals 

Specific Prohibited Areas 

We note that there are no such areas in Onetangi in the Proposed Schedule.  We would request that the Auckland 
Council ban overnight Freedom/Homeless Camping in these areas: 

1. Between First and Third Avenues on The Strand  

2. The parking area by the beach in Second Avenue and Second Avenue 

3. First Avenue 

4. Le Roy Street 
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During the summer months up to 10 vehicles can park in this area day and night.  There are no close toilet facilities. 

Oneroa Beach front is another pristine beachfront area which should have Freedom/Homeless Campers banned. 

The Proposal is that – 

Freedom Campers can only stay on Waiheke for two nights as they need to return to the mainland for Dumping purposes 
as there are no facilities on Waiheke. This appears a reasonable rule but again needs to be monitored and policed.  
Perhaps the Auckland Council should investigate a Dump Station.   

The rule that Freedom Campers cannot simply move a short distance in an attempt to overcome the 2 night rule is good 
but will be of little consequence unless a Dump Station is available. 

Homeless Persons living in Vehicles 

The Freedom Camping Rules should apply to all vehicles in which people are sleeping.  If the Auckland Council is of the 
view that they need to condone a level of homeless living in cars due to the lack of affordable accommodation for some 
workers etc, then a specific area on Council land away from residential properties and beaches etc on which adequate 
support facilities of toilets, showers and laundry should be provided.  I would envisage that a modest nightly fee would be 
charged.  

 The new policies need to be in place for this summer. 

All necessary signage needs to be erected prior to Christmas 2021 
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Proposed new Freedom Camping in Vehicles 
Bylaw 2021 
We asked for feedback on an earlier version of this Bylaw, in 2018-19. After considering feedback, the council decided to 
develop a new Bylaw proposal. From October 26 to December 5, we asked the public to tell us what they think of this new 
Bylaw proposal. 

We wanted submitters views on whether we have the balance right – between providing a safe and enjoyable experience 
for freedom campers visiting Auckland and protecting our environment, health and safety and access to public space for 
everyone. 

Our Freedom Camping in Vehicles Bylaw will set rules for freedom camping in a vehicle on most council land in Auckland 
to protect: 

 areas that are environmentally or culturally sensitive 
 the health and safety of freedom campers and other users of public space 
 access for everyone to our public places, facilities, and amenities. 

The Bylaw: 

 identifies areas where freedom camping is prohibited 
 identifies areas where freedom camping is restricted and sets the specific rules that apply in these areas 
 sets general rules that apply in all other areas covered by the bylaw (including most roads). 

Reserve land has been excluded from the scope of the proposed Bylaw. This means camping at Auckland’s reserves will 
continue to be managed under the Reserves Act 1977. The Reserves Act 1977 already prohibits all camping on reserves 
unless specific approval is given. You can find out more on our FAQs tab on the right side of the page. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your feedback 

General rules 
About general rules 

The Freedom Camping Act 2011 gives people the right to freedom camp on public land. 

However, the Act also allows councils to make reasonable rules to protect the environment, public health and safety, and 
public access to shared space. 

We’re proposing four general rules that we think will: 

 encourage responsible freedom camping and provide a reasonable minimum level of protection for most public 
places in Auckland 

 make sure people can’t move a short distance from a prohibited or restricted area to camp somewhere without 
any rules, as this could just displace any problems to adjacent areas 

 make sure we’re not limiting people’s right to freedom camp any more than is necessary and justified under the 
Act. 

Organisation (if applicable):  

Your local board: Waiheke 
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Proposed general rules for Auckland 

The four general rules we’re proposing are: 

 Freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle (the ‘self-containment rule’) 
 Freedom campers must stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road parking area (the 

‘maximum stay rule’) 
 Freedom campers must vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure (the ‘departure time rule’) 
 Freedom campers must not return to stay in the same road or off-road parking area for two weeks (the ‘no-

return period rule’). 

Our rationale for each of the general rules we’re proposing is summarised under the question relating to that rule. 

Where the general rules would apply 

The general rules would apply in any area that is covered by the Bylaw, except for: 

 designated areas where freedom camping is prohibited (listed in Schedule 1) 
 designated areas where freedom camping is restricted (listed in Schedule 2), as these areas have their own 

specific rules. 

This means the general rules will cover most public roadsides and carparks in Auckland. Note: any existing rules that 
control parking in these places – for example road markings and parking restrictions – still apply to freedom camping 
vehicles. 

The general rules would not apply in areas that aren’t covered by the Bylaw, including areas: 

 on private property 
 not managed by council (for example motorways) 
 managed by council under other regulations (e.g. land held under the Reserves Act 1977). 

Do you support the use of general rules for freedom camping in all areas not otherwise prohibited or restricted?  

Do you support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

Do you not support having general rules because, in your view:  

Another reason (please explain):  

How do you think we can better protect the environment, public health and safety, and public access from the 
problems freedom camping can cause?  

How do you think we can prevent any problems caused by freedom camping moving from regulated areas to 
unregulated areas nearby?  

How do you think the general rules will unfairly impact some people?  

Do you want to comment on why you don't know?  

 

Self-containment rule 
We propose that freedom campers must use a certified self-contained vehicle to stay in any area covered by this rule. 
This means that the vehicle has been inspected and certified as meeting the New Zealand Self-Containment Standard 
(or its equivalent). To meet the standard, a freedom camping vehicle must have an onboard toilet and be able to store 
water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. To find out more about the New Zealand Self-Containment 
Standard, visit our FAQs page. 
We consider freedom campers travelling in these vehicles can camp responsibly in most places in Auckland, because 
they don’t require access to public facilities to meet their basic daily needs. 
Campers in vehicles that aren’t self-contained would be reliant on Auckland’s limited public facilities to meet their basic 
needs, and this poses a risk to the environment and public health. 
 It makes sense for us to align our expectations for vehicle self-containment with the New Zealand Standard. Referencing 
an existing certification process that is widely used by the industry and other councils will make compliance simpler for 
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people who own or hire vehicles, including those from outside Auckland. It will also make checking compliance more 
efficient for our enforcement staff. 
 
Do you support the proposed self-containment rule?  
No – I support another rule about self-containment (please explain): 
Do you support the self-containment rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Maximum stay rule 
We propose that freedom campers should be able to stay a maximum of two nights in the same road or off-road 
parking area, in any area covered by this rule. 
A self-contained freedom camping vehicle must be able to store water and waste for its occupants for at least three days. 
Having a two-night maximum stay will encourage campers to move on and dump their waste responsibly. 
A two-night maximum stay also helps to prevent campers from staying in one parking area long-term, which could impact 
fair access to shared parking and amenities for other users of the area (including other campers). 
We think two nights strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors to Auckland time to 
explore and enjoy an area and support its local businesses. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed maximum stay rule?  
No – I support another maximum stay rule (please explain):  
Do you support the maximum stay rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

Set departure time rule 
We propose that freedom campers should have to vacate their parking space by 9am on the day of departure, in any 
area covered by this rule. 
We think 9am strikes the right balance between protecting public access and giving visitors a more enjoyable experience 
during their stay in Auckland. 
A set departure time of 9am ensures turnover of parking spaces, protecting fair access to shared parking and amenities 
for other users of an area during standard business hours. 
Having a departure time rule also supports the enforcement of the maximum stay rule, by making it easier to determine 
whether someone had intended to stay another night. 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Note: areas with high traffic volumes before 9am will usually have parking restrictions in place, and freedom camping 
vehicles must comply with these. 
Do you support the proposed set departure time rule?  
No – I support another set departure time rule (please explain):  
Do you support the set departure time rule because, in your view:  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
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Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 

No-return period rule 
We propose that freedom campers can’t return to stay overnight in the same road or off-road parking area for two 
weeks, in any area covered by this rule. 
We think allowing people to return to an area after two weeks strikes the right balance between protecting public access, 
and allowing campers to return to a favourite spot during a longer stay. 
A no-return period helps to prevent campers from moving their vehicle a very short distance to get around the maximum 
stay rule and stay in one location for long periods. Long stays impact fair access to shared parking and amenities for 
other users of the area (including other campers). 
If freedom camping starts to cause problems, we think this is better managed by putting extra restrictions in that area (by 
designating it in Schedule 2 of the Bylaw). 
Do you support the proposed no-return period rule?  
No – I support another no-return period rule (please explain):  
Do you support the no-return period rule because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
Is this because, in your view:  
Another reason (please explain):  
 
Do you have any other comments on the general rules? 
 
Do you have any comments on these other parts of the Bylaw, or any other feedback you would like to give us? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



#1613 

Waiheke Local Board area 

Prohibited sites 

Kennedy Point Wharf carpark Donald Bruce Road, Surfdale, do you agree that freedom camping should 
be prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area? No matter what you plan it 
seems to be a waste of rate payers money. When the council can not move on the freedom campers at Kennedy 
Point and make then remove their rubbish. Photo included 

 

Onetangi Cemetery 191 Onetangi Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?   

 

Onetangi Sports Park (Rangihoua) 133-165 O'Brien Road, Onetangi, do you agree that freedom camping 
should be prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  

 

Waiheke Island Artworks 2-4 Korora Road, Oneroa, do you agree that freedom camping should be 
prohibited in this area?  
 

Tell us why and any other comments you would like to make about this area?  
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Waiheke Local Board feedback on 
Resource Management system reform 

[date] 
 

Relevance to the Waiheke Local Board  

Sets out local board specific context – delete if unnecessary 

 

National Planning Framework 

1. What role does the National Planning Framework (NPF) need to play to resolve conflicts that 
currently play out through consenting?  

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

2. How would we promote efficiency in the Board of Inquiry process while still ensuring its 
transparency and robustness?  

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

3. How often should the NPF be reviewed, bearing in mind the relationships between the NPF, 
regional spatial strategies and Natural and Built Environments Act plans?  

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

Regional spatial strategies 

4. To what degree should regional spatial strategies (RSSs) and implementation agreements 
drive resource management change and commit partners to deliver investment?  

comments: ~please delete 
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5. How can appropriate local issues be included in RSSs? *Q5 of discussion document 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

6. With regional and unitary council boundaries proposed for RSSs, how should cross-boundary 
issues be addressed?  

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

NBA plans 

7. Do you agree with the Randerson Panel’s recommendation to have one combined Natural and 
Built Environments Act (NBA) plan per region?  

Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

8. Would there be merit in enabling sub-regional NBA plans that would be incorporated into an 
NBA plan?  

Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

9. What should the role of local boards and their communities be to support local placemaking 
and understanding of local issues in NBA plans?  

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

10. Will the proposed plan-making process be more efficient and effectively deliver planning 
outcomes?  

Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
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RSS and NBA joint committees 

11. How could a joint committee model balance effective representation with efficiency of 
processes and decision-making?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

12. How could a joint committee provide for local democratic input?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

13. How could a joint committee ensure adequate representation of all local authority views and 
interests if not all local authorities are directly represented?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

14. Are sufficient accountabilities included in the proposed new integrated regional approach to 
ensure the strategies and plans can be owned and implemented by local authorities?  
Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

15. How should joint committees be established?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

Consenting 

16. Will the proposed future system be more certain and efficient for plan users and those 
requiring consents?  
Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
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Compliance, monitoring and enforcement 

17. Do you agree with the proposed changes to compliance, monitoring and enforcement 
provisions and tools?  
Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

18. How practical will the proposals be to implement?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

Monitoring and system oversight 

19. Will these proposals lead to more effective monitoring and oversight of the system?  
Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

20. Will the system be able to adequately respond and adapt to changing circumstances?  
Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

Role of local government in the future system 

21. What does an effective relationship between local authorities, local boards nd joint 
committees look like?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

22. What other roles might be required to make the future resource management system 
effective and efficient?  
comments: ~please delete 
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23. What does an effective relationship between local authorities, local boards nd joint 
committees look like? 
 
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

National Māori entity 

24. What functions should a national Māori entity have?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

25. What should the membership and appointments process be for the entity?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

Joint committee composition 

26. Should parties in a region be able to determine their committee composition?  
Yes/No/No comment – please delete option not applicable 

comments: ~please delete 
 

 

 

27. What should be the selection and appointments processes for joint committee members?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

28. How do we best provide for existing arrangements (eg, Treaty settlement or other resource 
management arrangements)?  
comments: ~please delete 
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Enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe arrangements, integrated 
with transfers of powers and joint management agreements 

29. How could an enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe process be enabled that is integrated with 
transfers of powers and joint management agreements?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

30. What should be covered in the scope of an enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe and what 
should be mandatory matters?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

31. What are the barriers that need to be removed, or incentives added, to better enable transfers 
of powers and joint management agreements?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

Funding in the future system 

32. How should funding be distributed across taxpayers, ratepayers and individuals?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

33. How should Māori participation be supported at different levels of the system?  
comments: ~please delete 
 

 

Additional feedback: 
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Transforming our resource management system

The information in this publication is, according to the Ministry for the Environment’s best 
efforts, accurate at the time of publication. The Ministry will make every reasonable effort 
to keep it current and accurate. However, users of this publication are advised that: 

• The information does not alter the laws of New Zealand, other official guidelines,
or requirements.

• It does not constitute legal advice, and users should take specific advice from qualified
professionals before taking any action based on information in this publication.

• The Ministry does not accept any responsibility or liability whatsoever whether in
contract, tort, equity, or otherwise for any action taken as a result of reading, or
reliance placed on this publication because of having read any part, or all, of the
information in this publication or for any error, or inadequacy, deficiency, flaw in,
or omission from the information in this publication.

• All references to websites, organisations or people not within the Ministry are for
convenience only and should not be taken as endorsement of those websites or
information contained in those websites nor of organisations or people referred to.

This document may be cited as: Ministry for the Environment. 2021. Transforming Aotearoa 
New Zealand’s resource management system: Our future resource management system  
- Materials for Discussion. Wellington: Ministry for the Environment.

Disclaimer

Published in November 2021 by the
Ministry for the Environment 
Manatū Mō Te Taiao
PO Box 10362, Wellington 6143, New Zealand
ISBN: 978-1-99-003395-7
Publication number: ME 1609
© Crown copyright New Zealand 2021 

This document is available on the Ministry for the Environment website: www.mfe.govt.nz.
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Transforming our resource management system

Over the past year, the Government has been delivering on its promise to build a new 
resource management system for Aotearoa New Zealand: a system that provides better 
outcomes for our natural and built environments. 

There is broad consensus that the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) is not working 
as was intended. It takes too long, and costs too much. It has not adequately protected 
the natural environment, nor enabled housing or infrastructure development where 
needed. There is an urgent need to address these issues and create a system that protects 
and provides for the wellbeing of current and future generations. 

The Government is aiming to replace the RMA with a Natural and Built Environments 
Act (NBA) and a Strategic Planning Act (SPA) within this parliamentary term. A select 
committee inquiry recently reported its findings on an exposure draft of key parts of the 
Natural and Built Environments Bill. The Government is now considering the findings. 

In the meantime, we would like to have a discussion with you about our thinking on parts 
of the system not included in the exposure draft. As our partners and stakeholders, we 
want to hear your views and ideas on how the reform is shaping up. 

Building on the engagement that has already occurred, and recognising the constraints 
posed by the COVID-19 pandemic, we are holding a series of forums and hui where we 
will share with you work on the remaining policy details of the NBA and the SPA. This 
includes initial policy decisions that have been made around the key components of the 
system and the roles and responsibilities within it. 

Your feedback on this document is welcome until 28 February 2022. It will help shape the 
NBA and SPA, for which Bills will be introduced into Parliament later in 2022.

Hon David Parker 
Minister for the Environment 
November 2021

Message from the Minister
He kōrero nā te Minita
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Transforming our resource management system

In February 2021, the Government announced it would reform the resource management 
system by replacing the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) with three new Acts: 
the Natural and Built Environments Act (NBA), the Strategic Planning Act (SPA) and the 
Climate Adaptation Act (CAA). This process is referred to as the resource management 
system reform (RM reform) in this document. 

In carrying out the RM reform objectives (see page 10), the Government aims to:

• move from an effects-based system to an outcomes-based one that avoids harmful
cumulative effects

• simplify and standardise processes and make them less costly
• provide more effective and consistent national direction
• substantially reduce the number of local government resource management (RM) plans
• reduce the need for consenting while ensuring environmental safeguards are still in

place.

The RM reform continues to progress, and the Government is providing another 
opportunity to engage on the current proposals for the NBA and SPA before they are 
developed into full Bills. 

This document supports targeted engagement with hapū/iwi/Māori, local government 
and other stakeholders. It deals mainly with initial decisions made on reform detail since 
the exposure draft was prepared. 

The objectives of the engagement are to:
• provide an update for Māori, local government and sector stakeholders on where the

Government is up to in the reform of the resource management system and on next
steps in the reform

• present a fuller view of the main components of the system designed to date,
including the role of Māori and local government within the future resource
management system, from the national to the local level

• respond to and build on feedback received to date
• provide a general overview of RM reform to audiences who have a limited

understanding or limited engagement to date, and support preparation for submissions
on the full Bill to a select committee in 2022.

Purpose of this document
Te kiko o tēnei tuhinga
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Transforming our resource management system

Together with submissions provided to the Environment Committee’s inquiry on an 
exposure draft of a Bill for the NBA, feedback received on proposals in this document 
will inform Ministerial decisions that shape the NBA and SPA legislation that will be 
introduced into Parliament in 2022. 

This document does not cover the CAA. Public consultation on the CAA is expected to 
take place in early 2022 alongside consultation on the National Adaptation Plan under  
the Climate Change Response Act 2002.

Structure of this document

Part one of this document provides an overview of the reform process. 

Part two sets out where the Government has got to so far in the design of the  
future system. We have developed a series of questions to seek your views on this 
proposed system.



Part one:

Resource 
management 
reform context
Wāhanga Tuatahi:  
Te whakapapa kōrero o 
te rauemi whakahaere

8
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Transforming our resource management system

There is broad consensus that the current resource management system introduced by 
the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) has not adequately protected the natural 
environment, nor enabled housing or infrastructure development where needed. It has 
also been unable to provide hapū/iwi/Māori with an effective enough role in the system. 

Challenges in the current system include: 

• cumulative environmental effects not being well managed

• local government resource management plans restricting housing and infrastructure
growth needed in response to population growth

• hapū/iwi/Māori entities needing to have a more effective role in the system that
recognises the relationships under Te Tiriti o Waitangi (the Treaty of Waitangi)

• needing to urgently reduce carbon emissions and adapt to climate change

• the lack of integration across the system, resulting in inefficiencies, delay and costs.

Resource Management Review Panel
In 2019, the Government set up the Resource Management Review Panel (Randerson 
Panel) to review Aotearoa New Zealand’s resource management system. This was an 
expert panel led by retired Court of Appeal Judge Hon Tony Randerson QC.

The Randerson Panel’s report, New Directions for Resource Management in New Zealand, 
identified similar issues to those found in previous reviews of the resource management 
system including by the Productivity Commission in 2017 1, the Environmental Defence 
Society in 2019 2 and the Waitangi Tribunal from 1993–20203. 

Resource management reform to date

1 Better urban planning: Final report.

2 Reform of the Resource Management System, the next generation, the synthesis report. 

3 Extracts from Waitangi Tribunal commentary, findings and recommendations on the Resource Management Act 1991,  

Ministry for the Environment.
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Three new A cts
In February 2021, the Government announced it would repeal the RMA and – based on 
the recommendations of the Randerson Panel – replace it with three new Acts:

• Natural and Built Environments Act (NBA), to protect and restore the environment
while better enabling development, as the primary replacement for the RMA

• Strategic Planning Act (SPA), to help coordinate and integrate decisions made under
relevant legislation by requiring the development of long-term regional spatial
strategies (RSSs)

• Climate Adaptation Act (CAA), to address complex issues associated with managed
retreat and funding and financing adaptation.

Objectives for the reform
The Government set objectives for the future resource management system. These are to:

• protect and, where necessary, restore the natural environment, including its capacity
to provide for the wellbeing of present and future generations

• better enable development within environmental biophysical limits, including a
significant improvement in housing supply, affordability and choice, and timely
provision of appropriate infrastructure, including social infrastructure

• give effect to the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi to provide greater recognition
of te ao Māori, including mātauranga Māori

• better prepare for adapting to climate change and risks from natural hazards as well
as mitigating the emissions that contribute to climate change

• improve system efficiency and effectiveness, and reduce complexity, while retaining
appropriate local democratic input.
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Select committee inquiry
In July 2021, the Government referred an exposure draft of a Bill for the NBA to 
Parliament’s Environment Committee. The inquiry conducted by this select committee 
allowed the public to get an early look at the main aspects of the proposed legislation. 
The Environment Committee provided its report to Parliament on 1 November 2021, and 
the Government is now considering it. 

Many written and oral submissions were made on the exposure draft, with responses 
coming from hapū/iwi/Māori, local government, key stakeholders and the public.

The exposure draft provided for a range of environmental outcomes. In its report, the 
Select Committee summarised these as relating to the natural environment, cultural 
values, climate change and natural hazards, and well-functioning urban and rural areas.

The report also provided a list of ideas for making the resource management system 
efficient, proportionate, affordable and less complex. 

Other engagement on the reform
Engagement on the reform began with the Randerson Panel, which conducted public 
consultation on issues and options for reform in 2019 and 2020. In 2021, the select 
committee inquiry considered public submissions. Other engagement is outlined below.

Engagement with hapū/iwi/Māori 

The Ministry for the Environment has undertaken ongoing regular engagement with two 
Māori leadership groups, and their technical experts over the past year. 

These two groups are:

• Freshwater Iwi Leaders Group and Te Wai Māori Trust

• New Zealand Māori Council, Federation of Māori Authorities (FOMA), and Kāhui Wai
Māori (KWM), known as Te Tai Kaha (TTK)

The Minister for the Environment, Hon David Parker, and Associate Minister for the 
Environment, Hon Kiritapu Allan, have met regularly with these two groups. 

MfE has engaged with Post Settlement Governance Entities (PSGEs) since March 2021, 
to discuss how their settlement arrangements will be carried over into the future system. 
This is a separate engagement process that will continue right through to the introduction 
of the legislation, while past feedback has informed the policy proposals. 
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4 The Ministerial Oversight Group comprises the Ministers of and for Finance (Chair), Environment (Deputy Chair), Māori Crown Relations:  
Te Arawhiti, Housing, Local Government, Building and Construction, Agriculture, Māori Development, Transport, Conservation,  
Associate Environment and Associate Arts, Culture and Heritage Hon Kiritapu Allan, and Associate Environment Hon Phil Twyford,  

and Climate Change. 

Two rounds of regional hui with hapū/iwi/Māori, led by Minister Allan, were held in 
March–April and July 2021.

Local government 
MfE’s engagement with local government has included:

• regular engagement through a local government chief executives forum

• engagement with selected council technical experts to test policy options

• engagement with specific councils, including Auckland Council for its experience in
developing the Auckland Unitary Plan and Auckland 2050 spatial plan

• meetings with Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) sector groups (metropolitan,
regional and rural and provincial groups)

• engagement with the newly established Local Government Steering Group.

The Minister for the Environment has also met with LGNZ sector groups and the Local 
Government Steering Group to provide updates on the RM reform and respond to 
questions. 

How feedback will inform decision-making
A Ministerial Oversight Group has been delegated decision-making authority by Cabinet 
to work through the policy details needed to progress the legislation required to reform 
the system.4 The reforms are based on the recommendations of the Randerson Panel.

This document includes policy proposals where Ministers have made initial decisions 
on matters beyond the scope of the NBA exposure draft. It also provides further 
policy proposals for testing before advice is finalised. Feedback received through this 
engagement process will inform Ministerial decisions that shape the NBA and SPA 
legislation, while past feedback has informed the policy proposals.

While past feedback has informed the policy proposals in this document, it should not 
be assumed that those engaged with necessarily agree with the proposals.
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Timelines for introduction
Both the NBA and the SPA will be introduced to Parliament in 2022. A standard legislative 
and select committee process will follow, with the aim of the NBA and SPA being passed into 
law this parliamentary term. The CAA is expected to be introduced to Parliament in mid-2023.

More details on indicative timelines are provided below.

July 2020
Independent Expert  

Resource Management 
Review Panel  

Report released  
(the 'Randerson report')

June 2021
An exposure draft of 
the Natural and Built 

Environments Bill is released 
and goes to a select 

committee inquiry for 
consultation

Q3 2022
Natural and Built 

Environments Bill and 
Strategic Planning Bill 

are expected to
be introduced to 

Parliament

February 2021
Government announces 

the repeal of the RMA, to be 
replaced by three new

pieces of legislation

November 2021
The select committee  

reports its findings back 
to Parliament

2023
The Natural and Built 
Environments Act and 
Strategic Planning Act 

are expected to
be passed into law.
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Upholding Te Tiriti settlements 
Treaty settlements have led to many resource management arrangements that recognise 
the unique relationships between tangata whenua and te taiao (the environment).

The RMA interfaces with over 70 Treaty settlement arrangements. Engagement with 
settlement PSGEs will ensure that reform avoids unintended consequences for, and 
upholds the integrity of, Treaty settlements. As already noted, engagement with PSGEs 
on these matters has begun.

The Government is committed to carrying over existing Treaty settlement arrangements 
into the NBA and SPA. Doing this will protect the existing influence that PSGEs have 
on RM processes while ensuring the agreements providing for such influence are not 
themselves relitigated. 

Engagement with relevant entities will also ensure the upholding of:

• natural resource arrangements agreed by hapū/iwi/Māori entities and local
government under existing provisions of the RMA

• rights recognised under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011
and Ngā Rohe Moana o Ngā Hapū o Ngāti Porou Act 2019 (takutai moana legislation).

Takutai moana rights

Takutai moana groups who have, or are seeking, recognition of customary rights under the 
Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011 will be invited to engage in regional 
hui and other processes. In recognition of customary interests in the common marine and 
coastal area, takutai moana legislation includes significant resource management rights for 
hapū/iwi/Māori. 

The Crown is committed to upholding these rights in the reform. There are nearly 600 
applications for recognition of customary interests, which collectively cover the entire 
coastline of Aotearoa from the wet part of the beach out to 12 nautical miles (the edge 
of the territorial sea). Some of the applications have already been determined, with 
customary marine title or protected customary rights recognised by the Government. 

The resource management rights of takutai moana groups include: 

• the right to give or decline permission for certain resource consents

• the ability to prepare a planning document that influences regional planning

• the right to carry out protected customary activities without a resource consent
(eg, tauranga waka, using wai for rongoā)

• the right to be notified of certain resource consent applications.
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Engagement through regional hui with takutai moana applicants and rights holders 
will inform upcoming decisions on how the rights will be effectively transitioned to 
the future system.

Working w ith local government
Engagement with local government was enhanced in September 2021 with the 
establishment of the Local Government Steering Group to advise the Government on the 
RM reforms. 

The Group comprises local government elected members and senior council executives. 

MfE worked with LGNZ and Taituarā – Local Government Professionals Aotearoa to 
ensure the Group’s members are reflective of the range of New Zealand’s councils, 
including territorial, regional and unitary councils from metropolitan, provincial and rural 
areas. 

Implementing the NBA and SPA
Ensuring an effective implementation of the future system, and smooth transition to it, is 
critical to achieving the objectives of the reform. 

Transition pathways are being developed to identify options for how best to transition 
key components of the RMA (eg, national direction, plans and consents) into the future 
system. The transition pathways will need to recognise the capability and capacity of 
people to participate effectively in the delivery of the future system and achieve the 
objectives of the reform. 

A ‘model project’ will be developed to support, test and demonstrate the implementation 
of the future system. The first phase of this project will be the testing of the new system 
through the development of plan prototypes. Following this, the Government intends 
to work with a selected region to prepare a model RSS and an NBA plan to test the 
implementation of the system and provide learnings to other regions. Expressions of 
interest will be sought from regions to participate in the model project. 

A culture, capacity and capability work programme will promote, support and respond to 
the needs of the future system, identifying new skills and capabilities and the nature of 
system culture change required. 

A digital transformation work programme recognises that technology is integral to 
the future system to improve efficiency and to enable hapū/iwi/Māori and others to 
participate more fully in the system. This work will explore the role central government 
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and/or regions could have in the provision and support of digital technologies.

How r esource management reform relates 
to other Acts and government w ork 
The RMA interacts with a range of other legislation, including the Local Government Act 
2002, Land Transport Management Act 2003, Conservation Act 1987 and Building Act 
2004.

Substantive changes to these Acts are not proposed as part of this reform. However, 
minor changes may be made to ensure they work with the NBA and SPA. 

Freshwater Māori rights and interests 
An objective of the RM reforms is to give effect to the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi 
and provide greater recognition of te ao Māori, including mātauranga Māori. 

The Government has committed to working to achieve efficient and fair allocation of 
freshwater resources, having regard to all interests, including Māori and existing and 
potential new users. 

The Government provided an assurance that the exposure draft of the NBA would not 
preclude any potential options for addressing Māori freshwater rights and interests and 
their consideration as part of ongoing discussions with hapū/iwi/Māori. This will continue 
to be the case in the current engagement process.

Three Waters reform
The Three Waters reform is focused on improving the regulatory and service delivery 
arrangements for three waters infrastructure (drinking water, wastewater and 
stormwater). The new multiregional water service entities will need to operate within the 
resource management system.

Three Waters reform relates to the delivery of drinking water, wastewater and stormwater 
services. RM reform relates to protecting and restoring the environment while better 
enabling development. 

Officials are working together to ensure the new water entities:

• give effect to existing and future environmental regulation to improve the
environmental performance of three waters systems

• enable housing and urban development and support an integrated approach to land
use and infrastructure planning, with the expectation that the entities will provide
technical support for the development of the new long-term RSSs, which are discussed
from page 24.
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Both reform programmes are looking at how to address water as a taonga of particular 
significance and importance to Māori, and the Crown’s duty to protect Māori rights 
and interests under Te Tiriti. Both recognise the intergenerational importance of health 
and wellbeing. The new water entities will be required to respond to Te Mana o Te Wai, 
as expressed in the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020, made 
under the RMA.

Review into the future for local government
Local government will play an important role in implementing the NBA and SPA. 
The role of local government in the future will therefore affect how the future  
resource management system will operate. 

In April 2021, the Minister of Local Government established the Review into the Future 
for Local Government. The review provides local government with an opportunity to 
comment on how New Zealand’s system of local democracy needs to evolve to improve 
the wellbeing of our communities and environment, actively embody Te Tiriti partnership, 
and be fit for the future. 

The local government review will help to identify what local government does, how it 
does it, and how it pays for it. The review panel published its interim report in October 
2021 (see appendix 5).  

The prospective outcomes of RM reform are flexible enough to not limit the outcomes 
of the review. 



Transforming our resource management system

Part two:

Components of  
the future resource 
management 
system
Wāhanga Tuarua: Ngā waehanga 
matua o te pūnaha whakahaere 
rauemi o anamata

18

Transforming our resource management system



 19

Transforming our resource management system

Regional 
Spatial 
Strategies

Natural and Built 
Environments Act Strategic Planning Act

National Planning 
Framework

Natural and Built 
Environments plans

How the future system will work

Strategic Planning Act 
The SPA will integrate with the NBA and other legislation relevant to land, urban 
development, and the coastal marine area. The SPA will provide strategic direction by 
requiring the creation of long-term RSSs. These will identify areas that are:

• suitable for development

• need to be protected

• require infrastructure

• vulnerable to climate change effects and natural hazards.

RSSs will integrate with other relevant documents like NBA plans and the National 
Planning Framework (NPF). 

One regional spatial strategy will be developed for each region, with flexibility to address 
issues within and across regions. The strategy will be prepared by a joint committee 
comprising representatives from hapū/iwi/Māori, local and central government. RSSs 
would integrate with other relevant documents like NBA plans and the NPF. 

Other significant legislation that the SPA will integrate includes the Local Government 
Act 2002, Land Transport Management Act 2003 and Climate Change Response Act 
2002. These other Acts are important parts of the resource management system, and 
substantive changes to them are not proposed as part of this reform.
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Natural and Built Environments Act
The NBA will be an integrated statute for land use and environmental protection that 
works in tandem with the SPA. As the primary replacement for the RMA, it will set 
out how the environment is to be protected and enhanced and will promote positive 
outcomes for natural and built environments.

Achieving positive outcomes and strengthening limits 

A criticism of the RMA is that it focuses too much on managing adverse effects on the 
environment and not enough on promoting more positive outcomes across all aspects of 
wellbeing. The NBA will specify outcomes that decision-makers will be required to promote 
for natural and built environments. Outcomes will also guide RSSs under the SPA.

The NBA will include a mandatory requirement for the Minister for the Environment to 
set environmental limits for aspects of the natural environment, to protect its ecological 
integrity and human health. 

These limits will be framed as a minimum acceptable state of an aspect of the 
environment, or a maximum amount of harm that can be caused to that state. Timing and 
transitional arrangements will be taken into account in setting limits.

Managing environmental effects

The NBA will carry over the RMA’s requirement to ‘avoid, remedy or mitigate’ adverse 
effects of activities on the environment. This will ensure a management framework exists 
for all adverse effects, including those not covered by limits or outcomes.

The NBA will also ensure that measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate effects do not place 
unreasonable costs on development and resource use. Although the NBA will intentionally 
curtail subjective amenity values, this will not be at the expense of quality urban design, 
including appropriate urban tree cover.

Te Tiriti o Waitangi and te ao Māori in the system

The NBA will also improve recognition of te ao Māori and Te Tiriti o Waitangi.

This includes reference in the Act’s purpose to Te Oranga o te Taiao, a concept intended 
to encapsulate the intergenerational importance of the health and wellbeing of the natural 
environment. 

As set out in the exposure draft for the NBA, decision-makers would be required ‘to give 
effect to’ the principles of Te Tiriti, replacing the current RMA requirement to ‘take into 
account’ those principles. 
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Providing clear national direction

The NPF will provide strategic and regulatory direction from central government. 
The NPF will play a critical strategic role, setting limits and outcomes for natural and 
built environments, as well as ways to enhance the wellbeing of present and future 
generations. 

NBA plans

As recommended by the Randerson Panel, one NBA plan will be developed for each 
region. The plan will be prepared by a joint committee comprising representatives from 
hapū/iwi/Māori, local government, and potentially a representative appointed by the 
Minister of Conservation. 

NBA plans are intended to bring efficiencies into the system by providing consistency 
across a region and more effectively implementing the NPF.

The process for developing NBA plans is largely informed by the model used to develop 
the Auckland Unitary Plan and aims to incentivise all participants to engage early with the 
best information available. An independent hearings panel would hear submissions and 
make recommendations to the decision-makers. 

Consenting

Consent activity classes and notification rules will be standardised, with key requirements 
set out in NBA plans rather than assessed on a case-by-case basis. This will increase 
certainty and efficiency and drive a reduction in the volume of resource consents. 

Compliance, monitoring and enforcement 

A broader range of tools will be available to support effective compliance, monitoring 
and enforcement.
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NPF: National Planning Framework  /  RSS: Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) 
NBA: Natural and Built Environments plans  /  CME: Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement

Main components of the future resource 
management system and how  
they fit together
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National planning framework
Central government will issue an NPF under the NBA that provides a set of mandatory 
national policies and standards. These will include natural environmental outcomes,  
limits and targets. 

The NPF will also provide direction on resource management matters that must be consistent 
throughout the system. This may include methods, standards and guidance to support 
regional spatial strategy development. The NPF will also consolidate existing national 
direction. It will play a role in resolving conflicts between outcomes in the system. 

The NPF will provide strategic and regulatory direction from central government. The 
NPF is important for ensuring the future resource management system will be more 
efficient. 

Detailed decisions on the process for developing the NPF are still to be made. The policy 
intent includes effective public consultation, a role for Māori that gives effect to the 
principles of Te Tiriti, and independent advice to inform decision-making.

Scope of the NPF

The exposure draft stated that the NPF must cover areas like air quality, freshwater, 
indigenous vegetation, greenhouse gasses, housing supply and infrastructure. 

The NPF is expected to: 

• contain environmental limits, targets and other provisions, such as methods and rules
to direct and guide anyone exercising functions and powers under the Act

• help in resolving conflicts that are the most appropriate to resolve at the national level

• provide direction on resource management matters that benefit from consistency
throughout the system

• provide direction on plan-making

• include standards for common construction and development activities (eg, erosion
and sediment control and noise and vibration).

Development of NPF

The Randerson Panel recommended a board of inquiry process for the preparation and 
review of national direction, with an alternative process for less substantive changes. 

The process to develop the NPF must be transparent and allow for flexibility, to ensure 
its development is proportionate to the scope of the direction. The process must allow for 
expertise, including mātauranga Māori, to inform decision-making. 
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Regional spatial strategies 
RSSs will require multiple groups to work together to identify how the region will grow 
over the next 30 years. The RSSs will provide firm direction on integrating decisions 
on land use, urban development, infrastructure, environmental protection and climate 
change.

The RSSs will not be operative; rather they will guide NBA plans and coordinate 
investment from the public and private sector.

Developing RSSs will ensure key decisions and trade-offs could be identified and resolved 
at the regional level, reducing the need for these issues to be relitigated in NBA plans and 
individual consents.

RSSs will also help groups to identify areas of mutual benefit and potential conflict earlier 
on. This will allow interactions between outcomes to be managed in a more strategic way, 
for example, by designating areas for development or for protection.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
What role does the national planning framework (NPF) need to play to 
resolve conflicts that currently play out through consenting? 

How would we promote efficiency in the Board of Inquiry process while 
still ensuring its transparency and robustness? 

How often should the NPF be reviewed, bearing in mind the relationships 
between the NPF, regional spatial strategies and Natural and Built 
Environments Act plans?

The Randerson Panel also recommended that national direction should only be prepared 
by the Minister for the Environment (with the Minister of Conservation where currently 
involved under the RMA), to ensure the integrity and cohesion of national direction and 
the outcomes sought are not undermined. It is proposed that the Minister for the 
Environment would make final decisions (with the Minister for Conservation where 
appropriate).

Review of NPF

The Randerson Panel recommended that national direction should be reviewed at least 
every nine years. No decisions have yet been made on this matter.
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Scope of RSSs

RSSs will need to uphold relevant Te Tiriti settlements and customary rights, and will:

• set long-term objectives for urban growth and land-use change

• help ensure development and infrastructure is provided in the right places and in a
coordinated way

• help identify areas to be protected from inappropriate development or change, such
as areas with highly productive soils, or significant natural areas

• support development capacity and infrastructure provision, including by identifying
indicative future infrastructure corridors, or areas to improve housing supply,
affordability and choice

• support climate change mitigation and adaptation, and natural hazard risk reduction.

Boundaries for RSS will be based on regional and unitary council boundaries, with 
provision to address cross-boundary issues. The approach for Te Tau Ihu (top of the South 
Island) is still under consideration and subject to further advice. 

Development of RSSs

One RSS will be developed for each region by RSS joint committees comprising 
representatives from hapū/iwi/Māori, local and central government. 

The exact membership of these committees is still under consideration, as discussed 
below. Bodies represented on RSS committees will have statutory duties and obligations, 
with agencies and public and private infrastructure providers providing the committees 
with technical support. 

It is currently proposed that RSSs will be reviewed every nine years with full public 
engagement.

Provision could also be made for full or partial reviews within cycles, if necessary. The 
SPA will not prescribe a single process for public engagement on RSS development, 
allowing each committee to devise a process that will work for their region. The SPA 
would, however, require certain engagement outcomes to be achieved through the 
processes devised by each committee. 

Review of RSSs

It is currently proposed that RSSs will be reviewed every nine years with full public 
engagement.
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NBA plans
As recommended by the Randerson Panel, one NBA plan will be developed for each 
region. The plan will be prepared by a joint committee comprising representatives from 
hapū/iwi/Māori, local government, and potentially a representative appointed by the 
Minister of Conservation. 

Initial consideration has been given to several sub-regional NBA plans being developed, 
then incorporated into a regional NBA plan. This could allow regions with different 
communities to take a more nuanced approach to regional planning. 

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
To what degree should regional spatial strategies (RSSs) and implementation 
agreements drive resource management change and commit partners to 
deliver investment?

How can appropriate local issues be included in RSSs?

With regional and unitary council boundaries proposed for RSSs, how should 
cross-boundary issues be addressed?

Implementing RSSs

RSSs will identify where infrastructure investment is required. To coordinate investment, 
the Randerson Panel recommended that project and site-level detail should be provided 
through separate implementation agreements. 

Implementation agreements would allow central and local government, hapū/iwi/Māori, 
infrastructure providers and stakeholders to agree to advance more detailed project 
planning for certain infrastructure or environmental remediation projects. It would also 
allow them to begin business case processes and apportion funding responsibility across 
central and local government. 

The extent to which implementation agreements should bind the delivery partners is still 
under consideration. A spectrum of options is available, including:

• self-enforcing through mutual obligation, supported by incentives and good
relationships

• contracts enforceable through the courts

• legally binding with sanctions for non-compliance in the SPA.
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This would consolidate over 100 existing policy statements and plans across the system 
into around 14 plans (subject to decisions for Nelson/Marlborough/Tasman – Te Tau Ihu), 
simplifying and improving integration of the system.

Having one plan per region that covers resource use, allocation and land-use management 
is expected to better bring efficiencies into the system by integrating plan provisions and 
implementing the NPF.

NBA plans are a significant change to the system. It is important to check in on how they 
will work in practice and examine the implications for those that will be responsible for 
preparing and implementing these plans. 

Development of NBA plans

The process for developing NBA plans varies from the way existing regional and district 
plans are made. An NBA plan process may involve:

• facilitating early and better public participation during policy development, ensuring all
types of feedback received have weight throughout the plan development process

• providing an early and sustained role for hapū/iwi/Māori entities in the plan
development process

• drawing in diverse community feedback on plans, and requiring those preparing the
plan to seek a wide range of views, including from communities that have traditionally
been hard to connect with

• providing for local place-making in the plan-development process. This could be
through local plans, such as those developed under the Local Government Act 2002
(eg, town centre plans, local community plans) and structure plans

• ensuring a robust plan through use of an independent hearings panel

• appeals based on the model used for the Auckland Unitary Plan process, that is,
rehearing of any independent hearings panel recommendations not accepted by the
joint committee

• allowing local government and hapū/iwi/Māori entities to participate in the
submissions and hearings phases of plan development.

Review of NBA plans

Work is under way to consider how often NBA plans would be reviewed. 

A range of plan change approaches would be available to enable the process to be 
proportionate to the plan change sought. Private plan changes would be possible but 
restricted in scope and as to when they may occur.
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How the NPF, RSS and NBA will work together
RSSs and NBA plans are designed to give effect to the provisions of the NPF. 

If there are conflicts between different directions or outcomes shaping an RSS that cannot 
be resolved through the spatial strategy process, it is proposed that the NPF direction will 
take priority.

RSSs will have sufficient legal weight on NBA plans to ensure that any significant strategic 
decisions made through the strategy are not revisited or relitigated when preparing NBA 
plans. 

Local authority long-term plans, annual plans, infrastructure strategies and land transport 
plans would be required to take active steps towards the RSS, while having flexibility to 
consider timing and sequencing, and matters outside the resource management system as 
required by their respective legislation.

RSS and NBA joint committees 
The Randerson Panel recommended that joint committees be established to develop 
and make decisions on RSS and NBA plans. 

Joint committee composition 

There will be one joint committee for NBA plans and another for RSS. 

RSS joint committees will have representation from local government, hapū/iwi/Māori 
and central government. 

NBA joint committees will have representation from local government and hapū/
iwi/Māori. Consideration is also being given to the Randerson Panel’s proposal for a 
representative of the Minister of Conservation. 

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
Do you agree with the Randerson Panel’s recommendation to have one 
combined Natural and Built Environments Act (NBA) plan per region? 

Would there be merit in enabling sub-regional NBA plans that would be 
incorporated into an NBA plan?

What should the role of local authorities and their communities be to support 
local place-making and understanding of local issues in NBA plans?

Will the proposed plan-making process be more efficient and effectively 
deliver planning outcomes?
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Proposals for joint committees 

Proposals for RSS and NBA joint committees align with the objective to improve system 
efficiency and effectiveness and reduce complexity. 

A challenge in working this through is how to retain local democratic input where final 
plan-making decisions are held by a joint committee. 

Proposals being considered include: 

• RSS and NBA joint committees not requiring common membership across both
committees (but regions may wish to)

• structure and composition of committees being determined on a
region-by-region basis

• a preference (not requirement) for representation of all local authorities in the region
on the committees

• joint committees being provided with full autonomy on final decisions, supported
by feedback from local authorities and hapū/iwi/Māori

• joint committees establishing sub-committees to give effect to local voice where
it does not conflict with NPF, RSS or Treaty partnership obligations

• the establishment of a secretariat to support the committees (ie, to prepare the
regional spatial strategy and NBA plan). This would include how committees could
draw staff and resources from existing local authorities in the region, and how
technical and mātauranga Māori expertise is provided for

• subject to agreement by PSGEs, existing governance arrangements to be provided
for through Te Tiriti partnership entities to uphold Treaty settlements, takutai moana
rights and existing voluntary arrangements in the future system.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
How could a joint committee model balance effective representation with 
efficiency of processes and decision-making?

How could a joint committee provide for local democratic input?

How could a joint committee ensure adequate representation of all 
local authority views and interests if not all local authorities are directly 
represented?

Are sufficient accountabilities included in the proposed new integrated 
regional approach to ensure the strategies and plans can be owned and 
implemented by local authorities? 

How should joint committees be established? 
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5  A consent is not required if identified parties gave their written approval (similar to section 87BA of the RMA), or a suitable management  

plan is prepared by a suitably qualified person.

Consenting
Resource consents are still expected be part of the future resource management system. 
The NPF and NBA plans will play an important role in consenting by:

• providing direction on where consents are needed and what activity definition
(eg, controlled or discretionary) they will be

• providing direction on what level of notification will be required. This may include
precluding involvement for some activities that have already been litigated through
NBA plans

• permitting activities subject to conditions, to ensure environmental protections
remain. Conditions could include development standards (eg, erosion and sediment
control) and require third party approvals or certifications

• providing clear processes for decision-making on consents.

This is expected to create a more efficient consenting system, improve certainty for 
decision-makers, and reduce the number of consents required. 

New activity definitions 

The Randerson Panel recommended that the existing RMA resource consent types remain 
in the future system, that is, land use consent, subdivision consent, coastal permit, water 
permit and discharge permit. The Government agrees.

The Panel also recommended that the current list of activities categories remain, except 
for the non-complying category.

The Government is proposing to reduce the number of activities categories from six (in 
the RMA) to four (in the NBA). Although the terminology would be similar to that in the 
RMA, changes are proposed to the definitions of the categories and in associated legal 
requirements. The four categories are:

• permitted: activities where positive and adverse effects (including cumulative and
those relevant to outcomes) are known. There will be a slight expansion in the scope
of permitted activities 5

• controlled: activities where potential positive and adverse effects (including
cumulative and those relevant to outcomes) are generally known, but where tailored
management of effects is required. There will be limited discretion to decline
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Compliance, monitoring and enforcement
The future resource management system must be supported by a robust and effective 
compliance, monitoring and enforcement (CME) regime.

Proposed changes to CME include:

• broadening the cost recovery provisions for CME in the NBA, allowing for costs to be
recovered for compliance monitoring of permitted activities and investigations of non-
compliant activities

• ensuring compliance and enforcement decision-making is independent and not subject
to inappropriate influence or bias

• a substantial increase in financial penalties, broadening the range of offences subject
to fines for commercial gain, and increasing the statute of limitations to 24 months

• prohibiting the use of insurance for prosecution and infringement fines

• allowing consent authorities to consider an applicant’s compliance history in the
consent process

• providing for alternative sanctions to traditional enforcement action and providing for
new intervention tools, including enforceable undertakings and consent revocation.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
Will the proposed future system be more certain and efficient for plan users 
and those requiring consents? 

• discretionary: activities that are less appropriate, have effects that are less known
(or go beyond boundaries), and activities that were unanticipated at the time of plan
development. Councils will have a broad discretion to seek information and the ability
to decline

• prohibited: activities do not meet outcomes and/or breach limits; no applications
will be allowed.

Put simply, in terms of allowing a particular activity, these are yes (permitted), 
probably (controlled), maybe (discretionary) and no (prohibited).

Changes to the system could clarify and explicitly enable permitted activities to require 
a third-party certification, thus allowing a more proportional and efficient approach. 

Potential examples are farm plans prepared by a suitably qualified professional, and 
a cultural values assessment prepared by an iwi within an area identified as having 
significant value to Māori.



32  

Transforming our resource management system

Monitoring and system oversight
Monitoring and oversight is fundamental to the operation of the resource 
management system. 

Monitoring

Monitoring provides information to help set environmental limits, track progress towards 
desired targets and outcomes, and let decision-makers know about the consequences of 
their actions. 

The proposed approach to monitoring will include: 

• a suite of tools in the NBA to direct monitoring

• consistent and regular local-level environmental monitoring
and reporting

• enabling Māori to be involved in developing and undertaking monitoring
and reporting activities

• clear connections between the NBA and national environmental reporting under the
Environmental Reporting Act 2015

• stronger requirements for responsible bodies to investigate, evaluate and respond
when this monitoring identifies problems that need to be addressed.

Carrying out compliance, monitoring and enforcement

It is expected councils will continue to be responsible for the delivery of CME services, 
including decision-making about when to take enforcement action and what type of 
action to take.

The Randerson Panel recommended the establishment of CME regional hubs, which 
would be structurally separate to councils. Decisions on hubs and CME institutional 
arrangements are to be deferred for the time being.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
Do you agree with the proposed changes to compliance, monitoring and 
enforcement provisions and tools? 

How practical will the proposals be to implement?
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System oversight

System oversight ensures there is transparency and accountability for the performance of 
the system and the delivery of its objectives.

The following functions of system oversight are proposed to be reflected in the future 
system: 

• stronger regulatory stewardship and operational oversight of the system by central
government and other independent oversight bodies

• regular reporting to Parliament on the performance of the system, in relation to
environmental limits, targets and outcomes of the NBA

• legislated requirements for central government to respond to national level reports on
the state of the environment and system performance

• independent oversight of system and agency performance, to provide accountability
and impartial analysis and advice

• mechanisms to monitor how the system gives effect to the principles of Te Tiriti

• a range of powers for ministers to intervene and direct the system.

Carrying out monitoring and oversight

It is expected councils will continue to be responsible for undertaking monitoring, with 
greater opportunities for Māori to be involved in monitoring activities. 

Central government is expected to play a stronger role in providing oversight of the 
system alongside independent bodies such as the Parliamentary Commissioner for the 
Environment and the proposed national entity for enabling Māori involvement at the 
national level.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
Will these proposals lead to more effective monitoring and oversight 
of the system?

Will the system be able to adequately respond and adapt to changing 
circumstances?
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Roles and responsibilities 
This section sets out the roles and responsibilities for the main decision-makers in the 
system: 

• local government

• hapū/iwi/Māori

• central government.

Role of local government in the future system
Local authorities will have important roles in the future resource management system. 
We are seeking input from local government on ways to ensure community input and 
local voices in the system are preserved or improved, and on the type of relationship and 
interactions local authorities need with the RSS and NBA plan joint committees.

The proposed role of local government in the future system is outlined below. Note that 
this is subject to further decisions.

RSS and NBA plan development

Local authorities will: 

• play an essential connecting role between local communities and RSS and NBA
plan development. Local authorities will support effective community engagement
processes to ensure RSS and NBA plans enable local place-making and will give effect
to significant views through governance and decision-making arrangements

• contribute to RSS and NBA plan development, including through provision of
information, resource and expertise. Involvement of councils through the secretariat
will provide an avenue for council input into drafting

• provide local plans to inform strategy and plan development. Specifically, it is intended
the NBA will provide for place-shaping documents, such as local plans, under the Local
Government Act 2002 (eg, town centre plans, community plans)

• support engagement with local communities on strategies and plans, and collaborating
with hapū/iwi/Māori, building off existing trusted relationships

• review and provide feedback on draft strategies and plans, potentially through
timebound review stages.

Joint committees

Local authority appointments to RSS and NBA joint committees would be responsible for 
giving effect to local voice. It is expected other governance roles would be provided for 
local government through potential cross-regional and sub-regional sub-committees.
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RSS and NBA plan implementation

Regional councils will retain responsibility for natural resource functions, and territorial 
authorities will retain their core land use and subdivision responsibilities.

Local authorities will implement RSSs through local authority plans and functions under 
the Local Government Act 2002 and through implementation agreements. 

Compliance, monitoring, enforcement and oversight 

Local authorities will continue to be responsible for the delivery of CME services, 
including decision-making on when to take enforcement action and what type of action 
to take. 

Local authorities may be required to provide consistent and regular local-level 
environmental reporting, and would likely have roles in monitoring the implementation of 
RSS and regulatory instruments under NBA plans.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
What does an effective relationship between local authorities and joint 
committees look like?

What other roles might be required to make the future resource management 
system effective and efficient?

What might be required to ensure the roles and responsibilities of local 
authorities can be effectively and efficiently delivered?
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  NBA Plan Development Process 

Local authority 
participation is critical and 
integral to the preparation 

of the RSS

Local authority 
participation is critical and 
integral to the preparation 

of the NBA plan

Local authority 
representation on RSS Joint 

Committees

Local authority 
representation on NBA Plan 

Joint Committees

Local Authorities implement the RSS and NBA Plans through local  
place-making plans and other strategies to respond to the challenges 

and desired outcomes through Long-term Plans

Participation in sub-
regional and cross-

regional optional sub-
committees

Participation in  
sub-regional and  

cross-regional optional 
sub-committees

Local place making plans 

RSS Development Process 

Implementation plans and optional implementation  agreements
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Role of hapū/iwi/Māori in the future 
system
The proposed system provides more effective roles for hapū/iwi/Māori entities across 
the future system. New roles will be established for them in governance and decision-
making on plans and strategies, and in developing and undertaking monitoring and 
reporting activities, as outlined below. 

Decisions are yet to be finalised on who or what groups participate in the new 
system. Varied feedback from Māori has been received. Feedback is sought on this 
and on appropriate terminology that is inclusive of hapū/iwi/Māori.

National entity

• A national entity would be established to enable Māori as Treaty partners to
participate in decision-making at a national level.

• Possible roles for the entity could include input into the development of the NPF,
appointing Māori members to any board of inquiry process, and in system oversight
and monitoring (including monitoring of Te Tiriti performance).

RSS and NBA plans

• Hapū/iwi/Māori appointments to RSS and NBA joint committees (alongside
local government appointments) would be worked through region by region,
but 50/50 governance is not proposed.

• Hapū/iwi/Māori would be involved in RSS and NBA plan development processes.

• Treaty settlements that have governance arrangements through PSGEs be fully
transitioned into the new system as will takutai moana rights.

• The Mana Whakahono ā Rohe process6 would be enhanced by better enabling Māori
participation in the system through an integrated partnerships process that would
integrate with the existing RMA tools for transfers of powers and joint management
agreements.

• Clearer signalling will be ensured through NBA plans of who in the regions
(hapū/iwi/Māori) must be consulted or notified for consents.

6   A way for tangata whenua and local authorities to work together on environmental issues under the Resource Management Act 1991  

  (RMA)
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WHAT DO YOU THINK?
National entity 

• What functions should a national Māori entity have?

• What should the membership and appointments process be for the
entity?

Joint committee composition

• Should parties in a region be able to determine their committee 
composition?

• What should be the selection and appointments processes for joint 
committee members?

• Are sub-committees needed to meet regional needs including
Treaty settlements?

• How do we best provide for existing arrangements (eg, Treaty settlement 
or other resource management arrangements)?

Enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe arrangements, integrated with 
transfers of powers and joint management agreements

• How could an enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe process be enabled
that is integrated with transfers of powers and joint management
agreements?

• What should be covered in the scope of an enhanced Mana Whakahono
ā Rohe and what should be mandatory matters?

• What are the barriers that need to be removed, or incentives added,
to better enable transfers of powers and joint management agreements?

Joint committees 

• Appropriate weighting would be given to Māori technical inputs (including roles in
the secretariat and through iwi management plans).

Compliance, monitoring, enforcement and oversight 

• Opportunities would be made available to provide a more strategic role for Māori in
the system and to strengthen the role of Māori in consenting and CME services.
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Objectives, outcomes, roles and options

An enabling mechanism to support 
committees established through 
Treaty settlements and through other 
means, and takutai moana rights, to 
be upheld. Could also enable new 
arrangements without having to rely 
on settlements.

The Mana Whakahono ā Rohe process would be 
enhanced by better enabling Māori participation 
in the system through an integrated partnerships 
process that would integrate with the existing RMA 
tools for transfers of powers and joint management 
agreements.

Enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe arrangements 
can help to document how hapū/iwi/Māori 
participate in regional spatial strategy (RSS) 
and Natural and Built Environments Act (NBA) 
plan development, consenting and compliance, 
monitoring and enforcement (CME).

Enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe arrangements 
provide opportunities for a more strategic role for 
Māori in the system and to strengthen the role of 
Māori in consenting and CME services.

Objectives and outcomes

Treaty partnership entities Objectives and outcomes

Te Oranga o te Taiao

Must uphold for the natural environment: its health, 
its intrinsic relationship with iwi and hapū, the 
interconnectedness of all its parts, and its capacity 
to sustain all life.

Intergenerational wellbeing
Use of the environment is enabled to support the 
wellbeing of current and future generations.

Principles of Te Tiriti 
All people performing functions and duties under 
the Act must give effect to the principles of Te 
Tiriti.

Environmental limits

Minimal acceptable state of an aspect of the 
environment and maximum amount of harm to 
protect the ecological integrity of the natural 
environment and human health.

Environmental outcomes and targets

Outcomes for the benefit for the environment 
across: the natural and built environments (in both 
urban and rural areas); cultural values; and natural 
hazards climate change mitigation and adaptation. 
These can be achieved through setting targets.
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• System oversight and monitoring,
including monitoring of Tiriti
performance.

• Input into National Planning Framework
(NPF) development.

• Appointments of any Māori members to
the NPF Board of Inquiry.

• Not to usurp the mana of hapū/iwi/Māori
at place.

• Details of governance and plan
development worked through region by
region, including mātauranga Māori input.

• Upholding the integrity of existing
arrangements (including Treaty
settlements, takutai moana and other
resource management and non-statutory
arrangements).

• Engagement with hapū/iwi/Māori at
various stages of the RSS and NBA plan
development process.

1. The entity has both Māori and crown
appointees, or is solely a Māori entity.

2. For Māori appointments: from national
Māori organisations, an electoral college- 

 type model or through a self-identification  
process.

1. The composition of joint
committees in regional governance is
worked through region by region.

2. Appointment processes are set in
legislation or through a self-identification
process.

National entity

Joint committees

Proposed roles for the national entity

Māori participation in RSS and NBA  plans

Options for who participates

Options for who participates
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NPF: National Planning Framework  /  RSS: Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) 
NBA: Natural and Built Environments plans  /  CME: Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement
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WHAT DO YOU THINK?
How should funding be distributed across taxpayers, ratepayers 
and individuals?

How should Māori participation be supported at different levels of 
the system?

Funding in the future system 
To work effectively, the future system requires appropriate funding mechanisms for its 
different roles and activities. 

MfE is exploring what provisions and guidance can be provided in the future system, to 
set clear expectations regarding who should pay for what, and to support the availability 
and use of appropriate funding tools. 

Proposals will use existing guidance on charging in the public sector and look at applying 
this to the context of the future resource management system.

Role of central government in future system 
Central government will have a strengthened role in the future system. This includes:

• the Minister for the Environment having responsibilities for the NPF, and central
government having responsibilities to ensure the NPF is implemented through the
RSSs and NBA plans

• central government making appointments to RSS committees and having
responsibilities through RSS implementation agreements (if this tool is adopted)

• central government having key responsibilities in monitoring, reporting and responding
to the performance of the system

• central government being expected to play a stronger role in providing oversight of
the system alongside independent bodies such as the Parliamentary Commissioner for
the Environment and the proposed national entity for enabling Māori involvement at
the national level.
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Next steps 
MfE thanks you for engaging with this material which sets out the main components of 
the future resource management system and roles and responsibilities within it. 

The feedback gathered will be collated by officials. It will then be analysed and used to 
inform the development of the legislation. We will provide participants with a report of 
their forum or hui with us. 

Written feedback is also welcome until 28 February 2022. You can send this and any 
further questions you may have to MfE at RM.reform@mfe.govt.nz.
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Appendix 1: List of resource management 
reform questions for discussion
National Planning Framework

What role does the National Planning Framework (NPF) need to play to resolve conflicts 
that currently play out through consenting? 

How would we promote efficiency in the Board of Inquiry process while still ensuring 
its transparency and robustness? 

How often should the NPF be reviewed, bearing in mind the relationships between the NPF, 
regional spatial strategies and Natural and Built Environments Act plans?

Regional spatial strategies 

To what degree should regional spatial strategies (RSSs) and implementation agreements drive 
resource management change and commit partners to deliver investment?

How can appropriate local issues be included in RSSs?

With regional and unitary council boundaries proposed for RSSs, how should cross-boundary 
issues be addressed?

NBA plans

Do you agree with the Randerson Panel’s recommendation to have one combined Natural 
and Built Environments Act (NBA) plan per region? 

Would there be merit in enabling sub-regional NBA plans that would be incorporated into 
an NBA plan?

What should the role of local authorities and their communities be to support local place-
making and understanding of local issues in NBA plans?

Will the proposed plan-making process be more efficient and effectively deliver planning 
outcomes?

RSS and NBA joint committees 

How could a joint committee model balance effective representation with efficiency of 
processes and decision-making?

How could a joint committee provide for local democratic input?

How could a joint committee ensure adequate representation of all local authority views and 
interests if not all local authorities are directly represented?

Are sufficient accountabilities included in the proposed new integrated regional approach 
to ensure the strategies and plans can be owned and implemented by local authorities? 

How should joint committees be established? 
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Consenting
Will the proposed future system be more certain and efficient for plan users and those 
requiring consents?

Compliance, monitoring and enforcement 
Do you agree with the proposed changes to compliance, monitoring and enforcement 
provisions and tools? 
How practical will the proposals be to implement?

Monitoring and system oversight
Will these proposals lead to more effective monitoring and oversight of the system?

Will the system be able to adequately respond and adapt to changing circumstances?

Role of local government in the future system 
What does an effective relationship between local authorities and joint committees look like?

What other roles might be required to make the future resource management system 
effective and efficient?

What might be required to ensure the roles and responsibilities of local authorities can be 
effectively and efficiently delivered?

National Māori entity 
What functions should a national Māori entity have?

What should the membership and appointments process be for the entity?

Joint committee composition

Should parties in a region be able to determine their committee composition? 

What should be the selection and appointments processes for joint committee members? 

Are sub-committees needed to meet regional needs including Treaty settlements?

How do we best provide for existing arrangements (eg, Treaty settlement or other resource 
management arrangements)?

Enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe arrangements, integrated 
with transfers of powers and joint management agreements

How could an enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe process be enabled that is integrated with 
transfers of powers and joint management agreements?

What should be covered in the scope of an enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe and what 
should be mandatory matters? 

What are the barriers that need to be removed, or incentives added, to better enable transfers 
of powers and joint management agreements?

Funding in the future system 
How should funding be distributed across taxpayers, ratepayers and individuals?

How should Māori participation be supported at different levels of the system?
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Appendix 2: Summary of hapū/iwi/Māori feedback

Te Oranga o te Taiao and Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi
• Support for Te Oranga o te Taiao

but suggestions to include
stronger wording to include
intrinsic relationship with te taiao

• Questions raised about how the
Tiriti clause will be interpreted
and monitoring of system
performance in general

• An interest in mana whenua and
iwi involvement in the monitoring
of Tiriti performance

Outcomes 
• Interest in how the reform

would practically deliver
better outcomes for hapū and
landowners

• Concern that the future resource
management system may not
be strong enough to challenge
council decisions

• Some questions were raised
about how iwi management plans
will be included in Natural and
Built Environments Act (NBA)
plans

Governance and participation 
• Mātāwaka and mana whenua

roles should be defined but
separate

• Legislation may define functions
and purpose for roles, but who
fills those positions should be
decided by iwi

• Issues of conflict of interest
for hapū with both election
processes and kaitiaki performing
multiple functions within the
system

• Support for elevating hapū/
iwi environmental management
plans but acknowledge that
this will likely put pressure
on capacity, capability and
relationship with council

• Strong interest in how the Tiriti
clause will be interpreted and
performance will be monitored

• Suggestions offered to
strengthen Tiriti clause, with
some favouring giving effect to the
articles of Te Tiriti rather than the
principles

• General support for inclusion
of Te Oranga o te Taiao in the NBA
Bill’s purpose, but a desire for
stronger language to require it to
be upheld and reflect relationship
between hapū/iwi/Māori
and te taiao

• Concerns about how tikanga Māori
concepts and te reo Māori will be
incorporated into legislation and
how they may be interpreted, for
example, Te Oranga o te Taiao, mana
whenua, mātauranga

• Support for incorporating
existing hapū/iwi management
plans in regional strategies but
acknowledgement of potential
issues, such as capacity, that may
make this difficult

• Due to multiple reforms occurring
at the same time and capacity issues,
an extended window to provide
feedback would have been
preferred

• Allow for engagement and
co-governance options with hapū
as well as iwi

Te Oranga o te Taiao 

• Support for Te Oranga o te Taiao;
submitters stressed the importance
of upholding it and using the term
‘require’ rather than ‘enable’

• Interpret all outcomes through
the lens of Te Oranga o te Taiao;
should act as korowai across
system, including National Planning
Framework (NPF)

• Te Oranga o te Taiao should be
reflected regionally, and integration
throughout system will be important

Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

• Widespread support for te Tiriti
clause but noted further guidance
and support needed to ensure Treaty 
obligations are clear, but consistency 
across Acts desired and concern
about balance between principles
and articles

• Clarity of the role of local government
in te Titiri partnerships desired and
national guidance on how to give
effect to the principles of te Tiriti

Outcomes and environmental limits 

• Concern with lack of hierarchy of
outcomes and potential for
inappropriate trade-offs

• Environmental limits must be set at
regional level with iwi and hapū and 
using mātauranga Māori; national
limits not flexible enough to deal with
local application

• A clear link is needed between limits
and Te Oranga o te Taiao, in line
with kaupapa Māori

• Biophysical limits alone
not consistent with tikanga
Māori because they do not factor
in holistic wellbeing of complex,
interconnected systems

Feedback from regional 
engagement with Māori

Common 
themes 

Feedback from hapū/iwi/
Māori submissions  
on the Natural and Built 

Environments Bill exposure draft 
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Feedback from regional 
engagement with Māori

Common 
themes 

Feedback from hapū/iwi/
Māori submissions  
on the Natural and Built 

Environments Bill exposure draft 

Governance and participation 

• Support for single NBA plan per 
region, giving effect to hapū/iwi/
Māori management plans, integrated
management framework with
provisions to resolve outcomes

• Support for 50/50 partnership
at national and regional levels,
co-governance with iwi and hapū
and support for mana
whakahaere councils; includes
reference to hapā mana
motuhake

• Support for national Māori entity for
monitoring Tiriti performance, NPF 
and Tiriti policies

• Co-development of NPF with hapū/
iwi is critical

• Expectation that bespoke
arrangements will account for Treaty 
settlements

Use of te reo Māori 
• Many submitters implored the

Crown to take caution in 
implementing tikanga-based concepts
and terms, to avoid diluting their 
meaning and/or status in tikanga 
Māori terms

Capacity and engagement 
• A longer window for feedback

would have been better because
some submitters were not able to
fully canvass the view of their own
constituents

• Funding in the current system for 
hapū/iwi/Māori participation has
been inadequate, and areas that will
need greater funding in the future
include implementation, monitoring
and enforcement

• Increased funding needed for 
the development of hapū and iwi 
management plans, and funding to
implement them in partnership with
planning committees and councils

Use of te reo Māori 
• Concern raised about the

appropriateness and
interpretation of
incorporating te reo and
mātauranga
into the legislation, including
mauri and mana whenua

• Council’s capability will be
crucial in the success of the
new system, especially the
implementation of te ao Māori
concepts

Capacity and engagement
• Concerns about ability to engage

with multiple government
reforms within short timeframes

• Hapū, iwi and Post Settlement
Governance Entities require
stronger support, including
funding, to engage so that they
can adequately understand and
respond to resource management
reform

• Requests to continue to engage
at regional level, including directly
with hapū



48  

Transforming our resource management system

Appendix 3: Summary of local 
government feedback 
This table is collated feedback from local government chief executive forum and steering 
group meetings in 2021. A prominent theme throughout this feedback is the lack of local 
government capacity to engage due to significant reforms: resource management and 
three waters, and the overarching review of local government.

Te Tiriti and strategic role 
for Māori 

While supportive of a greater role for Māori in the RM system, 
more clarity is required about how this is to be achieved and 
supported (ie, resourcing, iwi capacity for engagement, increasing 
central and local government te ao Māori capability)

Relationship between central and 
local government

Need for a collaborative, long-term approach, especially in 
the transition phase. Local government will need to be well 
connected and well informed; an advisory group could be useful

Local views and placemaking
Concern that local views are not going to be reflected in plans 
and strategies. The effects on local communities (ie, reducing to 
14 plans) also need to be understood

Governance and decision-making

Joint committees

Uncertainty of future form and function of local government and 
concerns around stronger regional council role 

Community and iwi representation is crucial in governance and 
decision-making

Unsure how joint committees will be established

Local representation is required, balancing technical expertise 
with elected members (who have democratic accountability) 

National direction
There is a need for a joined-up policy approach at the national 
level, with existing conflicts between pieces of national direction 
resolved

Transition to new system and 
implementation

There needs to be a clearer path and timeframes for transition, 
and it should sequenced correctly with implementation. A 
transitional body could be useful for guidance through the 
transition to the new system, as well as a regional transitional 
manager for each region 

The model project Clarity is needed on the model project. The timeframes are 
unrealistic and the model project may drag out the process

Common themes Feedback
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Regional spatial strategies

The Strategic Planning Act needs to be developed in an integrated 
way, with a clear vision. 

Clear direction is required on what the regional spatial strategies 
(RSSs) are trying to achieve. There is concern existing regional 
structures are not well suited to creating and implementing RSSs; 
there is support for retaining existing regional boundaries. RSSs 
should also have more weight in decision-making processes

Joint committees will need an enduring presence

Sub-regional plans Sub-regional plans and growth strategies are needed in the 
resource management system

Implementation agreements Implementation agreements are essential but there is uncertainty 
on how to bind all parties, also creates additional complexity

National Planning Framework 
(NPF)

Significant work is needed to deliver the NPF for providing 
sufficient guidance for Natural and Built Environments Act (NBA) 
plan process. Meaningful engagement with public and hapū/iwi/
Māori is required

NBA plans
Uncertainty about how NBA plans differ from current plans. Need 
sub-regional plans and separate resource allocation plans for 
combined plans

NBA plan-making process
Develop RSS first to guide NBA plans and support engagement 
at beginning of process. There is uncertainty on how the new 
process will differ from existing process

Appeals 
Need to restrict appeals to questions of law only. Resourcing for 
final decision-making bodies is needed so appeals are heard faster 
and to enable higher quality decision-making

Consenting Activity categories need a clear intent and notification needs to 
be reviewed. Environment Court direct referral should be retained

Compliance, monitoring and 
enforcement (CME)

National oversight is needed to support local government in 
the CME space. There is concern regional CME hubs may take 
functions away from the local community. Councils also have a 
lack of capacity to provide CME services, and there is a general 
lack of detail of how CME will work in practice.

Monitoring and oversight 

Suggested co-designed monitoring frameworks. There is 
uncertainty on whether monitoring will be a local or regional role, 
and how outcomes are monitored. Need to integrate existing and 
new data collection platforms

Funding New funding tools are needed for effective delivery of plans

Infrastructure pathways
Infrastructure needs a strategic, long-term approach. Need 
to determine how infrastructure is defined and the relevant 
pathways for different infrastructure types

Common themes Feedback
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Appendix 4: Glossary of terms

CAA Climate Adaptation Act

CME Compliance, monitoring and enforcement

FILG/TWMT Freshwater Iwi Leaders Group/Te Wai Māori Trust

KWM Kāhui Wai Māori

LGA Local Government Act 2002

LGNZ Local Government New Zealand

LTMA Land Transport Management Act 2003

MACA Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011

MOG Ministerial Oversight Group

exposure draft Exposure draft of the Natural and Built Environments Bill

MfE Ministry for the Environment

NBA Natural and Built Environments Act

NES National Environmental Standard

NPF National Planning Framework

RMA Resource Management Act 1991

RM reform Resource management system reform

RSS Regional spatial strategy

SPA Strategic Planning Act

Te Tau Ihu top of the South Island

Te Tiriti o Waitangi the Treaty of Waitangi

TTK or FOMA/KWM/NZMC Te Tai Kaha, which consists of the Federation of Māori 
Authorities, KWM, and the New Zealand Māori Council

Term Definition
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Appendix 5: Resource management  
reform key documents

New Zealand Productivity Commission. 2017. Better urban planning: Final report

Resource Management Review Panel. 2020. New Directions for Resource 
Management in New Zealand – Report of the Resource Management Panel Review 

Environmental Defence Society. 2019. Reform of the Resource Management System:  
A model for the future. Synthesis report

Ministry for the Environment. 2021. Extracts from Waitangi Tribunal commentary, 
findings and recommendations on the Resource Management Act 1991

Cabinet paper: Reforming the resource management system 2020

Ministry for the Environment. 2021. Interim regulatory impact statement: Reforming 
the resource management system

Natural and Built Environments Bill – Parliamentary paper on the exposure draft

Ministry for the Environment. 2021. Departmental Report on the Natural and Built 
Environments Bill exposure draft 2021

Report of the Environment Committee. 2021. Inquiry on the Natural and Built 
Environments Bill: Parliamentary Paper 

https://www.productivity.govt.nz/assets/Documents/0a784a22e2/Final-report.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/rm-panel-review-report-web.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/rm-panel-review-report-web.pdf
https://www.eds.org.nz/assets/Publications/RMLR%20Model%20for%20the%20Future_WEB.pdf?k=fed3e5b176
https://www.eds.org.nz/assets/Publications/RMLR%20Model%20for%20the%20Future_WEB.pdf?k=fed3e5b176
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Extracts-from-Waitangi-Tribunal-commentary-findings-and-recommendations-on-the-RMA.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Extracts-from-Waitangi-Tribunal-commentary-findings-and-recommendations-on-the-RMA.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Cabinet-papers-briefings-and-minutes/cabinet-paper-reforming-the-resource-management-system_1.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/7-Interim-regulatory-impact-statement-Reforming-the-resource-management-system-signed-15-06-2021.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/7-Interim-regulatory-impact-statement-Reforming-the-resource-management-system-signed-15-06-2021.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Parliamentary-Paper-on-the-Exposure-Draft-of-the-NBA.pdf
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-NZ/53SCEN_ADV_111944_EN7947/04507cf313c5dd512769fbce7387db0e4d5974d2
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-NZ/53SCEN_ADV_111944_EN7947/04507cf313c5dd512769fbce7387db0e4d5974d2
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-NZ/SCR_116599/0935c4f14c63608e55c528b75167a69daee92254
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-NZ/SCR_116599/0935c4f14c63608e55c528b75167a69daee92254
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Resource Management System Reform 

File No.:   
 
    

 

Te take mō te pūrongo 
Purpose of the report  
1. To set out the key matters for input into Transforming Aotearoa New Zealand’s resource 

management system: Our future resource management system - materials for discussion 
and invite local board input. 

Whakarāpopototanga matua 
Executive summary  
2. The Government is undertaking comprehensive reform of the resource management 

system. The scale of reform is substantial and will have significant impacts on Auckland 
Council.  

3. The Ministry for the Environment (MfE) has released engagement materials – Transforming 
Aotearoa New Zealand’s resource management system: Our future resource management 
system – with input requested from Auckland Council by 28 February 2022.  

4. This input will be the third submission the council has made on these reforms. Earlier 
submissions were in response to:  
a) Transforming the resource management system: opportunities for change - Issues and 

options paper as part of the Resource Management Review Panel’s review of the 
resource management system 

b) An exposure draft of the Natural and Built Environments Bill, which was subject to an 
inquiry by the Environment Select Committee.  

5. The council’s input will inform the final bills likely to be introduced in the second half of 2022 
and expected to be in place by the end of 2023. The council will have the opportunity to 
submit on the bills when they are introduced. 

Ngā tūtohunga 
Recommendation/s  
That the Waiheke Local Board: 
a) provide feedback on the Transforming Aotearoa New Zealand’s resource management 

system: Our future resource management system - materials for discussion document to 
inform the council’s draft submission. 

Horopaki 
Context  
6. The Government is undertaking comprehensive reform of the resource management 

system. This will entail the repeal of the Resource Management Act (RMA) and enactment 
of three pieces of legislation: a Natural and Built Environments Act, a Strategic Planning Act, 
and a Climate Adaptation Act. The scale of reform is substantial and will have significant 
impacts on Auckland Council.  

7. Cabinet adopted the following objectives for reform: 

• protect and where necessary restore the natural environment, including its capacity to 
provide for the wellbeing of present and future generations 

• better enable development within environmental biophysical limits including a 
significant improvement in housing supply, affordability and choice, and timely 
provision of appropriate infrastructure, including social infrastructure 
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• give effect to the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and provide greater recognition of te 
ao Māori, including mātauranga Māori  

• better prepare for adapting to climate change and risks from natural hazards, and 
better mitigate emissions contributing to climate change 

• improve system efficiency and effectiveness, and reduce complexity, while retaining 
appropriate local democratic input. 

8. Cabinet also agreed to the repeal and replacement of the RMA with three pieces of 
legislation: 

• the Natural and Built Environments Act (NBA) to provide for land use and 
environmental regulation (this would be the primary replacement for the current RMA). 
It would require a single national planning framework (NPF), which would set national 
direction and environmental limits, and require Natural and Built Environments Act 
plans (NBA plans)  

• the Strategic Planning Act (SPA) to integrate with other legislation relevant to 
development (such as the Local Government Act and Land Transport Management 
Act) and require long-term, regional spatial strategies (RSSs)  

• the Climate Adaptation Act (CAA) to enable and address issues associated with 
managed retreat and funding and financing adaptation.  

9. This diagram sets out at a high level how the NBA, SPA, CAA and their respective 
instruments would interact in the new system. 

 
 

10. It is intended that the NBA and SPA be introduced to Parliament in the third quarter of 2022 
and be passed within the current parliamentary term.  

11. The CAA is expected to be introduced in early 2023 but will not be passed before the 2023 
General Election. However, public consultation on key CAA policy decisions is expected to 
take place in early 2022 alongside consultation on the National Adaptation Plan required under 
the Climate Change Response Act 2002. 

Formal engagement with Auckland Council on resource management system reform 

12. The first stage of this reform commenced in 2019 with the Resource Management Review 
Panel (the Panel). The Panel reported back to the Minister for the Environment in June 2020 
in its report New Directions for Resource Management in New Zealand. The report set out a 
proposed future resource management system, including indicative drafting of legislation for 
key provisions.  

13. The NBA exposure draft release on 29 June 2021 and the subsequent select committee 
inquiry intended to enable early public engagement on some aspects of the proposed 
legislation and inform the development of the final bill. 
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14. The NBA exposure draft was limited in its scope, mostly focusing on principles, outcomes, 
national direction, environmental limits and planning governance.  

15. The discussion document, Transforming Aotearoa New Zealand’s resource management 
system: Our future resource management system - Materials for Discussion, can be found at 
the following link: https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Our-future-resource-
management-system-materials-for-discussion.pdf  

Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu 
Analysis and advice  
Summary of discussion document  
Purpose  

16. The document Transforming Aotearoa New Zealand’s resource management system: Our 
future resource management system - Materials for Discussion (discussion document) sets out 
a number of issues for input. These span the scope of the NBA and SPA and include:  

• national planning framework  

• regional spatial strategies  

• NBA plans  

• RSS and NBA joint committees  

• consenting  

• compliance, monitoring and enforcement  

• monitoring and system oversight  

• role of local government in the future system  

• national Māori entity  

• joint committee composition  

• enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe arrangements, integrated with transfers of powers 
and joint management agreements 

• funding in the future system.  
17. This engagement is targeted to key parties involved in the resource management system. 

Mana whenua are being engaged in parallel. The Ministry for the Environment (MfE)  ran an 
engagement session with the Tāmaki Makaurau Mana Whenua Forum on 18 November 2021 
and with elected members in attendance at the Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) 
Auckland Zone meeting on Friday 10 December.  

18. Auckland Council’s earlier submissions provide strong direction on many of the questions 
contained in this discussion document. See Attachment A for a compiled list. 

National Planning Framework (NPF) 

19. The NPF will replace the current system of national direction and provide an integrated set of 
mandatory national policies and standards. These will include natural environmental 
outcomes, limits and targets.  

20. The NPF will also provide direction on resource management matters that must be consistent 
throughout the system. This may include methods, standards and guidance to support regional 
spatial strategy development. It will play a role in resolving conflicts between outcomes in the 
system.  

Regional Spatial Strategies (RSSs) 

21. RSSs will identify areas that are:  

• suitable for development  

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Our-future-resource-management-system-materials-for-discussion.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Our-future-resource-management-system-materials-for-discussion.pdf
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• need to be protected  

• require infrastructure  

• vulnerable to climate change effects and natural hazards.  
22. One regional spatial strategy will be developed for each region, with flexibility to address 

issues within and across regions. The strategy will be prepared by a joint committee 
comprising representatives from hapū/iwi/Māori, local and central government. RSSs would 
integrate with other relevant documents like NBA plans and the NPF.  

23. Other significant legislation that the SPA will integrate includes the Local Government Act 
2002, Land Transport Management Act 2003 and Climate Change Response Act 2002. These 
other acts are important parts of the resource management system, and substantive changes 
to them are not proposed as part of this reform.  

Natural and Built Environments Act (NBA) Plans 

24. NBA plans will be land use / resource management plans similar in role to the current 
Auckland Unitary Plan.  

25. One NBA plan will be developed for each region. The plan will be prepared by a joint 
committee comprising representatives from hapū/iwi/Māori, local government, and potentially a 
representative appointed by the Minister of Conservation.  

26. NBA plans are intended to bring efficiencies into the system by providing consistency as a 
region and more effectively implementing the NPF.  

27. Initial consideration has been given to several sub-regional NBA plans being developed, then 
incorporated into a regional NBA plan. This could allow regions with different communities to 
take a more nuanced approach to regional planning.  

28. There is the potential to provide for local place-making in the plan-development process. This 
could be through local plans, such as those developed under the Local Government Act 2002 
(eg, town centre plans, local community plans) and structure plans. 

29. The process for developing NBA plans is largely informed by the model used to develop the 
Auckland Unitary Plan and aims to incentivise all participants to engage early with the best 
information available. An independent hearings panel would hear submissions and make 
recommendations to the decision-makers. 

RSS and NBA joint committees 

30. There will be one joint committee for NBA plans and another for RSS. RSS joint committees 
will have representation from local government, hapū/iwi/Māori and central government. 
NBA joint committees will have representation from local government and hapū/iwi/Māori. 
Consideration is also being given to the RM Review Panel’s proposal for a representative of 
the Minister of Conservation.  

31. A secretariat will be established in each region to support the committees (i.e., to prepare 
the regional spatial strategy and NBA plan). This would include how committees could draw 
staff and resources from existing local authorities in the region, and how technical and 
mātauranga Māori expertise is provided for.  

32. Subject to agreement by Post-Settlement Governance Entities, existing governance 
arrangements are to be provided for in the future system through Te Tiriti partnership 
entities. These entities will uphold Treaty settlements, takutai moana rights and existing 
voluntary arrangements.  

Consenting 

33. The Government is proposing to reduce the number of activities categories from six (in the 
RMA) to four (in the NBA). Although the terminology would be similar to that in the RMA, 
changes are proposed to the definitions of the categories and in associated legal 
requirements. The four categories are:  
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• permitted: activities where positive and adverse effects (including cumulative and those 
relevant to outcomes) are known. The scope of permitted activities will be slightly 
expanded  

• controlled: activities where potential positive and adverse effects (including cumulative 
and those relevant to outcomes) are generally known, but where tailored management 
of effects is required. There will be limited discretion to decline  

• discretionary: activities that are less appropriate, have effects that are less known (or 
go beyond boundaries), and activities that were unanticipated at the time of plan 
development. Councils will have a broad discretion to seek information and the ability 
to decline  

• prohibited: activities do not meet outcomes and/or breach limits; no applications will be 
allowed.  

Compliance, monitoring and enforcement 
34. Proposed changes to compliance, monitoring and enforcement (CME) include:  

• broadening the cost recovery provisions in the NBA, allowing for costs to be recovered 
for compliance monitoring of permitted activities and investigations of noncompliant 
activities  

• ensuring compliance and enforcement decision-making is independent and not subject 
to inappropriate influence or bias 

• a substantial increase in financial penalties, broadening the range of offences subject 
to fines for commercial gain, and increasing the statute of limitations to 24 months  

• prohibiting the use of insurance for prosecution and infringement fines  

• allowing consent authorities to consider an applicant’s compliance history in the 
consent process  

• providing for alternative sanctions to traditional enforcement action and providing for 
new intervention tools, including enforceable undertakings and consent revocation. 

35. It is expected councils will continue to be responsible for the delivery of CME services 
including decision-making about when to take enforcement action and what type of action to 
take.  

Monitoring and system oversight 

36. Monitoring provides information to help set environmental limits, track progress towards 
desired targets and outcomes, and let decision-makers know about the consequences of 
their actions.  

37. The proposed approach to monitoring will include:  

• a suite of tools in the NBA to direct monitoring  

• consistent and regular local-level environmental monitoring and reporting  

• enabling Māori to be involved in developing and undertaking monitoring and reporting 
activities  

• clear connections between the NBA and national environmental reporting under the 
Environmental Reporting Act 2015  

• stronger requirements for responsible bodies to investigate, evaluate and respond 
when this monitoring identifies problems that need to be addressed. 

38. System oversight ensures there is transparency and accountability for the performance of 
the system and the delivery of its objectives.  

39. The following functions of system oversight are proposed to be reflected in the future 
system:  
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• stronger regulatory stewardship and operational oversight of the system by central 
government and other independent oversight bodies  

• regular reporting to Parliament on the performance of the system, in relation to 
environmental limits, targets and outcomes of the NBA  

• legislated requirements for central government to respond to national level reports on 
the state of the environment and system performance 

• independent oversight of system and agency performance, to provide accountability 
and impartial analysis and advice  

• mechanisms to monitor how the system gives effect to the principles of Te Tiriti  

• a range of powers for ministers to intervene and direct the system.  
40. It is expected councils will continue to be responsible for undertaking monitoring, with 

greater opportunities for Māori to be involved in monitoring activities. 
41. Central government is expected to play a stronger role in providing oversight of the system 

alongside independent bodies such as the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment 
and the proposed national entity for enabling Māori involvement at the national level.  

Role of local government in the future system 

42. The proposed role of local government in the future system is outlined below. Some of these 
are subject to further decisions. These delineate the roles of local government from joint 
planning committees for unitary authorities.  
In RSS and NBA plan development  

• play an essential connecting role between local communities and RSS and NBA 
plan development. Local authorities will support effective community engagement 
processes to ensure RSS and NBA plans enable local place-making and will give 
effect to significant views through governance and decision-making 
arrangements  

• contribute to RSS and NBA plan development, including through provision of 
information, resource and expertise. Involvement of councils through the 
secretariat will provide an avenue for council input into drafting  

• provide local plans to inform strategy and plan development. Specifically, it is 
intended the NBA will provide for place-shaping documents, such as local plans, 
under the Local Government Act 2002 (eg, town centre plans, community plans)  

• Collaborate with hapū/iwi/Māori to review and provide feedback on draft 
strategies and plans, potentially through timebound review stages.  

Joint committees  

• Local authority appointments to RSS and NBA joint committees would be 
responsible for giving effect to local voice. It is expected other governance roles 
would be provided for local government through potential cross-regional and sub-
regional sub-committees.  

RSS and NBA plan implementation  

• Regional councils will retain responsibility for natural resource functions, and 
territorial authorities will retain their core land use and subdivision responsibilities. 
As a unitary authority, the council retains both regional and territorial functions. 

• Local authorities will implement RSSs through local authority plans and functions 
under the Local Government Act 2002 and through implementation agreements. 

Compliance, monitoring, enforcement and oversight  
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• Local authorities will continue to be responsible for the delivery of CME services, 
including decision-making about when to take enforcement action and what type 
of action to take 

• Local authorities may be required to provide consistent and regular local-level 
environmental reporting and would likely have roles in monitoring the 
implementation of RSS and regulatory instruments under NBA plans. 

Timeframe for development of feedback on the discussion document  

Milestone Date 
Report to Planning Committee 3 February 2022 

Deadline for incorporated feedback 14 February 2022 

Deadline for appended feedback 17 February 2022 

Consultation period closes 28 February 2022 

Further material 

43. Existing agreed positions in the council’s recent submissions are mainly from: 

• Auckland Council’s submission on the Natural and Built Environments Bill, August 2021 

• Auckland Council’s submission on Transforming the resource management system: 
opportunities for change - Issues and options paper, February 2020. 

Tauākī whakaaweawe āhuarangi 
Climate impact statement  
44. The decision to submit on the discussion document will not alter emissions or alter our 

adaptation to the impacts of climate change. 
45. The document acknowledges addressing climate change challenges as being a key 

consideration in future-proofing our resource management system. 
46. A reformed resource management system is expected to significantly impact Auckland 

Council’s roles and responsibilities as Auckland prepares for and adapts to the effects of 
climate change. 

Ngā whakaaweawe me ngā tirohanga a te rōpū Kaunihera 
Council group impacts and views  
47. The council group was involved in establishing existing council positions. Substantive 

Council-Controlled Organisations (CCOs) have also been asked for their input on this 
discussion document. 

48. The decision to submit on the discussion document will not impact on the council group. 
There are likely to be impacts from resource management system reform across the council 
group, although the nature and scale of these impacts will not be clear until the final 
legislation is produced.  

Ngā whakaaweawe ā-rohe me ngā tirohanga a te poari ā-rohe 
Local impacts and local board views  
49. Wide resource management system reform will impact on the role and function of council, as 

well as several of its key strategic documents. This could have flow on impacts on the 
governance model of Auckland Council including the role of local boards. 

50. Local board feedback is being sought on the discussion document and will be incorporated 
into the council’s final submission as appropriate.  Local boards provided strong direction 
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through the development of Resource Management System Reform, and this will inform the 
overall direction of the submission. 

Tauākī whakaaweawe Māori 
Māori impact statement  
51. The Independent Māori Statutory Board (IMSB) secretariat have been engaged in the 

development of this submission. MfE have engaged directly with the Tāmaki Makaurau 
Mana Whenua Forum in this process and sought their input on the discussion materials.  

52. Resource management system reform is likely to be of significant interest to and impact on 
Māori. An explicit objective of reform is ‘give effect to the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi 
and provide greater recognition of te ao Māori, including mātauranga Māori’.  

53. The discussion document outlines a number of ways that this is proposed to be achieved. 
National Māori entity 

54. A national entity would be established to enable Māori as Treaty partners to participate in 
decision-making at a national level.  

55. Possible roles for the entity could include input into the development of the NPF, appointing 
Māori members to any board of inquiry process, and in system oversight and monitoring 
(including monitoring of Te Tiriti performance).  

Joint committee composition 

56. Hapū/iwi/Māori appointments to RSS and NBA joint committees (alongside local government 
appointments) would be worked through region by region, but 50/50 governance is not 
proposed.  

57. Treaty settlements that have governance arrangements through PSGE will be fully 
transitioned into the new system as will takutai moana rights.  

Enhanced Mana Whakahono ā Rohe arrangements, integrated with transfers of powers and joint 
management agreements 

58. Mana Whakahono ā Rohe: Iwi Participation Arrangements are a tool designed to assist 
tangata whenua and local authorities to discuss, agree and record how they will work 
together under the Resource Management Act (RMA). This includes agreeing how tangata 
whenua will be involved in decision making processes. 

59. The Mana Whakahono ā Rohe process would be enhanced by better enabling Māori 
participation in the system through an integrated partnerships process that would integrate 
with the existing RMA tools for transfers of powers and joint management agreements.  

Ngā ritenga ā-pūtea 
Financial implications  
Funding in the future system 

60. To work effectively, the future system requires appropriate funding mechanisms for its 
different roles and activities.  

61. The MfE is exploring what provisions and guidance can be provided in the future system, to 
set clear expectations regarding who should pay for what, and to support the availability and 
use of appropriate funding tools. Proposals will use existing guidance on charging in the 
public sector and look at applying this to the context of the future resource management 
system.  

62. Implementation and operation of the new resource management system will require 
significant investment from the council. Central government’s approach to sharing these 
costs is unclear. These costs will be driven by factors such as the transition from the current 
system, establishment and support of joint committees, development of new plans and 
strategies, changed workforce needs, and increased legal action. In addition, there are likely 
to be impacts on the ways the council approaches financial and infrastructure planning. 
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Ngā raru tūpono me ngā whakamaurutanga 
Risks and mitigations  
63. The decision to submit on the discussion document carries no risk. 
64. There are many possible financial, legal, strategic and reputational risks to the council 

associated with resource management reform. These will be identified and addressed as the 
reform programme progresses. 

Ngā koringa ā-muri 
Next steps  
65. Staff will seek delegation for approval of the council’s formal input at the Planning 

Committee on 3 February 2022. 
66. Staff will utilise previous submissions to develop a draft submission for engagement across 

the council family and with elected members and members of the IMSB. 
67. Local boards’ formal feedback on the discussion document will be appended to the Auckland 

Council submission on this matter. 
68. The SPA and NBA are likely to be introduced in the third quarter of 2022 and their progress 

through the house is likely to take around eight months. This will include the usual 
opportunity to submit to the select committee. 

69. Below are the key dates for input into the submission: 

• 14 February 2022: deadline for feedback to be considered in the council’s submission.  

• 17 February 2022: final date for any formal local board feedback to be appended to 
the submission. 

• 28 February 2022: The final submission will be approved under delegated authority. 

Ngā tāpirihanga 
Attachments 
There are no attachments for this report.       

Ngā kaihaina 
Signatories 
Authors Jacob van der Poel - Advisor Operations and Policy  
Authorisers Carol Hayward - Team Leader Operations and Policy 

Louise Mason - GM Local Board Services 
Manoj Ragupathy - Local Area Manager  
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LOCAL BOARD UPDATE 

 
To: Waiheke Local Board  
    
From: Steve Hickey (Senior Policy Advisor), Community and Social Policy  
       
Date:  27 January 2022 
 
Subject: Public feedback on proposal to make a new Signs Bylaw 2022  
 

 
1. Purpose 

To inform you of local and Auckland-wide feedback to the proposal to make a new Auckland Council 
and Auckland Transport Ture ā-Rohe mo nga Tohu 2022 / Signs Bylaw 2022 and associated controls.   

2. Background 

Two bylaws currently regulate most signs in Auckland: 

• The Auckland Council and Auckland Transport Ture ā-Rohe mo nga Tohu 2015 / Signage Bylaw 
2015 and associated controls 

• Te Ture ā-Rohe mo nga Tohu Pānui Pōti a Auckland Transport 2013 / the Auckland Transport 
Election Signs Bylaw 2013. 

The Signage Bylaw minimises risks to public safety, prevents nuisance and misuse of council 
controlled public places, and protects the environment from negative sign impacts. 

The Election Signs Bylaw addresses public safety and amenity concerns from the negative impacts of 
election signs. 

In August 2021, the Governing Body and Board of Auckland Transport adopted a proposal for public 
consultation to make a new Auckland Council and Auckland Transport Ture ā-Rohe mo nga Tohu 
2022 / Signs Bylaw 2022 and associated controls (GB/2021/103; Board of Auckland Transport 
decision 26 August 2021, Item 10). 

The proposal was publicly notified for feedback from 22 September to 27 October 2021. During that 
time, council received feedback from 76 individuals and 31 organisations.  

Staff have prepared a summary of local feedback (below). Attachment A contains a summary of all 
public feedback. Attachment B contains a copy of local feedback. 

3. Discussion  

One person from the local board area provided feedback to the proposal, who supported Proposals 
2B, 4, 6, 7A, 9, 11A and 11B, and opposed Proposals 3A, 7B, 8 and 12. Opinions were not provided 
about the remaining proposals. 

In contrast, there was majority support for all proposals (except Proposals 9 and 13A) from all 
people who provided feedback Auckland-wide. 

Support of proposal in the local board area 

Topic Local board feedback Auckland-wide feedback  
Support Opposition Support Opposition 

P1: Banners 0 per cent 0 per cent 73 per cent 22 per cent  
P2A: Election signs (9-week display) 0 per cent 0 per cent 53 per cent 36 per cent  
P2B: Election signs (directed at council-controlled parks 
or reserves, or at an Open Space Zone) 

100 per cent 0 per cent 63 per cent 35 per cent  

P2C: Election signs 0 per cent 0 per cent 67 per cent 21 per cent  

http://infocouncil.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/Open/2021/08/REG_20210817_AGN_10506_AT_WEB.htm
http://infocouncil.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/Open/2021/08/GB_20210826_MIN_10141_WEB.htm
https://at.govt.nz/media/1986992/at-board-minutes-open-26-august-2021-appr.pdf
https://at.govt.nz/media/1986992/at-board-minutes-open-26-august-2021-appr.pdf
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Topic Local board feedback Auckland-wide feedback  
Support Opposition Support Opposition 

P3A: Event signs (temporary sales) 0 per cent 100 per cent 54 per cent 34 per cent  
P3B: Event signs (election sign sites and not-for-profits) 0 per cent 0 per cent 59 per cent 27 per cent  
P3C: Event signs 0 per cent 0 per cent 78 per cent 7 per cent  
P4: Free-standing signs 100 per cent 0 per cent 66 per cent 14 per cent  
P5A: Portable signs (City Centre Zone) 0 per cent 0 per cent 65 per cent 20 per cent  
P5B: Portable signs 0 per cent 0 per cent 74 per cent 8 per cent  
P6: Posters 100 per cent 0 per cent 76 per cent 16 per cent  
P7A: Real estate signs (Heavy Industry Zones) 100 per cent 0 per cent 56 per cent 32 per cent  
P7B: Real estate signs 0 per cent 100 per cent 62 per cent 24 per cent  
P8: Stencil signs 0 per cent 100 per cent 71 per cent 13 per cent  
P9: Vehicle signs 100 per cent 0 per cent 40 per cent 43 per cent  
P10: Verandah signs 0 per cent 0 per cent 54 per cent 18 per cent  
P11A: Wall-mounted signs (Heavy Industry Zones) 100 per cent 0 per cent 60 per cent 24 per cent  
P11B: Wall-mounted signs 100 per cent 0 per cent 59 per cent 24 per cent  
P12: Window signs 0 per cent 100 per cent 69 per cent 28 per cent  
P13A: Major Recreational Facility Zones 0 per cent 0 per cent 48 per cent 10 per cent  
P13B: Open Space Zones 0 per cent 0 per cent 59 per cent 21 per cent  
P13C: Commercial sexual services 0 per cent 0 per cent 73 per cent 20 per cent  
P14A: General (safety and traffic) 0 per cent 0 per cent 67 per cent 13 per cent  
P14B: General (tops of buildings) 0 per cent 0 per cent 79 per cent 18 per cent  
P14C: General (illuminated signs) 0 per cent 0 per cent 74 per cent 8 per cent  
P14D: General (business that cease trading) 0 per cent 0 per cent 58 per cent 37 per cent  
P15: Controls and approvals 0 per cent 0 per cent 52 per cent 24 per cent  
P16: Enforcement powers and penalties, and savings 0 per cent 0 per cent 62 per cent 7 per cent  
 

Key themes from the Auckland-wide feedback highlighted issues with illuminated signs (Proposal 
14C), general rules for event signs (Proposal 3C), portable signs (Proposal 5B), posters (Proposal 6) 
and the rules for signs advertising commercial sexual services (Proposal 13C).  

4. Recommendation / Action 

That the local board consider the public feedback to the proposal to make a new Auckland Council 
and Auckland Transport Ture ā-Rohe mo nga Tohu 2022 / Signs Bylaw 2022 and associated controls.   

5. Next Steps 

Staff will seek your views on how the Bylaw Panel should address matters raised in public feedback 
to the proposal at your February 2022 business meeting. You will also have the opportunity to 
present your views to the Bylaw Panel at a meeting on 28 March 2022. 

The Bylaw Panel will consider all formal local board views and public feedback on the proposal, 
deliberate and make recommendations to the Governing Body and the Board of Auckland Transport 
in April 2022.  

The Governing Body and Board of Auckland Transport will make a final decision on whether to 
adopt the proposal in April and May 2022 respectively. 

 Attachments: 

 Attachment A – Feedback summary report  

Attachment B – Copy of local feedback  
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Proposed Signs Bylaw 2022 
FEEDBACK OVERVIEW 
Te take mō te pūrongo 

Purpose of the report 
The information in this report summarises feedback received during the consultation period of 22 September to 
27 October 2021 on the proposed Signs Bylaw 2022. 

Whakarāpopototanga matua 

Executive summary 

We identified that we can manage the issues caused by signs more effectively and efficiently by combining and 
updating the current Signage Bylaw 2015 and Election Signs Bylaw 2013 into a new Signs Bylaw 2022. 
 
We received public feedback via an online form and email. This feedback includes the submissions of four 
individuals and organisational representatives who participated in virtual Have Your Say events. 
 
Overall: 

• A total of 107 pieces of feedback were received 
• 90 pieces of feedback (83 per cent) were received via the online form 
• 28 pieces of feedback were received via email 
• We heard from 32 organisations (30 per cent of all submissions). 

 
PLEASE NOTE:  
Percentages may not add to 100 per cent because: 

• a single comment can be attributed to multiple themes. 
• figures have been rounded 
• submitters may have provided incomplete age, gender and ethnicity information. 
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Consultation items 
Proposal 1 – Banners: Clarify current rules, including the placement and conditions for the display of banners  
Proposal 2 – Election signs: 
• Proposal 2A:  Clarify that election signs may be displayed on some sites for nine weeks and are permitted 

on billboards and poster board sites  
• Proposal 2B:  Prohibit election signs directed at a council-controlled park, reserve or Open Space Zone  
• Proposal 2C:  Clarify the current rules, including to remove Entrust from the types of permitted election 

signs  
Proposal 3 – Event signs: 
• Proposal 3A:  Allow people to advertise temporary sales (like garage sales) on the day of the event  
• Proposal 3B:  Allow event signs to use election sign sites and clarify that community events must be 

provided by not-for-profit groups  
• Proposal 3C:  Clarify the current event sign rules, including their definition and placement  
Proposal 4 – Free-standing signs: Clarify current rules, including the definition and separation distances for 
free-standing signs 
Proposal 5 – Portable signs: 
• Proposal 5A:  Increase the area where portable signs are prohibited to cover the entire City Centre Zone  
• Proposal 5B:  Clarify current rules, including the definition and placement of portable signs  
Proposal 6 – Posters:  Clarify current rules, including that poster board sites require approval  
Proposal 7 – Real estate signs: 
• Proposal 7A:  Increase the maximum area of certain flat wall-mounted real estate signs in Heavy Industry 

Zones to 6m2   
• Proposal 7B:  Clarify current rules, including the maximum number and placement of real estate signs 
Proposal 8 – Stencil signs: Clarify current rules, including the definition and placement of stencil signs  
Proposal 9 – Vehicle signs: Clarify the current rules, including when a person may display a sign on a vehicle 
and what rules regulate signs advertising a vehicle for sale  
Proposal 10 – Verandah signs: Clarify the current rules, including the definition of verandah 
Proposal 11 – Wall-mounted signs: 
• Proposal 11A:  Increase the maximum area of flat wall-mounted signs in Heavy Industry Zones to 6m2  
• Proposal 11B:  Clarify the current rules, including locations, separation distances and dimensions  
Proposal 12 – Window signs: Clarify current rules, including that there are no restrictions on window signs in 
the City Centre Zone  
Proposal 13 – Special rules for certain signs: 
• Proposal 13A:  Clarify rules for signs in Major Recreational Facility zones and the conditions for their 

display  
• Proposal 13B:  Clarify the rules for signs in Open Space Zones, including which signs do not require an 

approval  
• Proposal 13C:  Clarify a limit of one sign per commercial sexual service premises  
Proposal 14 – General rules for all signs: 
• Proposal 14A:  Clarify the rules that ensure signs do not endanger public safety, cause a nuisance or affect 

the safe, efficient movement of traffic or vessels 
• Proposal 14B:  A person must not alter the top of a building to display a sign 
• Proposal 14C:  Clarify the rules for illuminated signs, including that signs must use static images and 

lighting, and that the person displaying the sign must demonstrate it is compliant 
• Proposal 14D:  Clarifying rules for businesses that have ceased to trade, including when and where signs 

must be removed 
Proposal 15 – Controls (additional rules) and Approvals (permissions): Clarify ability for council to make 
additional rules and to approve signs that do not comply with the Bylaw 
Proposal 16 – Enforcement powers, penalties and transitional rules (how the new rules apply to existing 
signs): To clarify the current enforcement powers and penalties and how we transition to the new rules 
Other feedback 
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Who we heard from 

The tables below indicate the demographic profile of those that answered the demographic questions. 
 

 

AGE Male Female Other 
gender 

Total % 

< 15 0 0 0 0 0% 
15 – 24 0 0 0 0 0% 
25 – 34 3 5 0 8 10% 
35 – 44 8 3 0 14 18% 
45 – 54 12 4 0 18 23% 
55 – 64 12 5 0 18 23% 
65 – 74 7 5 0 13 17% 
75 + 3 3 0 6 8% 
Total  77 100% 

 
 

ETHNICITY # % 

European 62 77% 
 Pākehā/NZ European 54 67% 
 Other European 8 10% 
Māori 5 6% 
Pasifika 2 2% 
 Samoan 2 2% 
 Cook Islands Māori 0 0% 
 Tongan 0 0% 
 Other Pasifika 0 0% 
Asian 3 4% 
 Chinese 0 0% 
 Korean 0 0% 
 South East Asian 2 2% 
 Indian 1 1% 
 Other Asian 0 0% 
Middle Eastern/Latin American/African 2 2% 
Other (incl. Kiwi/New Zealander) 0 0% 
Total 81 NA 

 

 

 
 
Feedback was received via an online form: 90 (83 per cent) and via email: 18 (17 per cent).  
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The table below indicates the total number of pieces of feedback received by the local board that submitters live 
in.  
 

LOCAL BOARD Total  Percentage 

Albert-Eden 7 7% 
Aotea/Great Barrier 0 0% 
Devonport-Takapuna 3 3% 
Franklin 4 4% 
Henderson-Massey 8 7% 
Hibiscus and Bays 4 4% 
Howick 6 6% 
Kaipātiki 2 2% 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 1 1% 
Manurewa 1 1% 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 13 12% 
Ōrākei 7 7% 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 1 1% 
Papakura 0 0% 
Puketāpapa 2 2% 
Rodney 7 7% 
Upper Harbour 5 5% 
Waiheke 1 1% 
Waitākere Ranges 1 1% 
Waitematā 9 8% 
Whau 6 6% 
Regional organisation 14 13% 

Not supplied 4 4% 
Outside Auckland 1 1% 

TOTAL 107 100% 
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Urupare 
Feedback 

1. Banners 

Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including the placement and conditions for the display of banners  

We want to provide rules that are more certain.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for banners, for example to clarify that:   
• banners that are displayed on a site (such as over a private road on a commercial property) and that 

are visible from a council-controlled public place or the Auckland transport system must only 
advertise products, services, goods or events available from or taking place on the site  

• banners over private property must comply with health and safety legislation  
• banners on council-controlled public places require an approval (for example, by Auckland Council or 

Auckland Transport)  
• banners may need to comply with rules for other sign types and may be displayed at any location if 

they comply with those rules. 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field.  

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 41 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Almost three quarters (73 per cent) of submitters agreed with the proposed changes to the current rules. 
 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 30 73% 

Disagree 9 22% 

Other 2 5% 

TOTAL 41 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

32 per cent: Amend content, appearance and application rules 
(6 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “Banners on private sites should not be restricted to only advertising 

goods or events available on that site.” 
• “You need rules on the removal of these items, the colours, animations 

or apparent movements / changes in their displays.” 
• “Should apply to whole city not just centre.” 

73%

22%

5%

0%

Agree

Disagree

Other



DRAFT 

Auckland Insights | Democracy and Engagement January 2022 Page 6 of 62 

 

 

THEMES TOTAL % 

Amend content, appearance and application rules 6 32% 

Ensure adequate enforcement 4 21% 

Add rules for safety / environmental protection 4 21% 

Restricts private property rights 3 16% 

No reason 3 16% 

Banners create safety risks / worsen visual amenity 2 11% 

Reasonable / useful 2 11% 

Imposes unnecessary restrictions  2 11% 

Restrict display period for banners 2 11% 

Only allow banners on private property 2 11% 

Prohibit / reduce number of banners 2 11% 

Amend approval requirements 1 5% 

.  
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11%

11%
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11%

11%
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2. Election signs 
Proposal 2A:  Clarify that election signs may be displayed on some sites for nine weeks and are 
permitted on billboards and poster board sites  

We want to provide rules that:  
• align with central government legislation  
• treat election signs consistently with how the Bylaw enables other temporary sign types for 

specific time periods.  

The Electoral Act 1993 sets a nine-week period before an election where a bylaw cannot prohibit or restrict 
the period of display of an election sign under three square metres (3m2) in area.  

We are proposing to:  
• clarify that election signs may be displayed in places they would not otherwise be allowed, for nine 

weeks before an election   
• add related information notes about the council-controlled public places approved for the display of 

election signs and about central government regulations rules for election signs.  

Please note that election signs would be permitted at all times in the nine-week period (except on polling 
day) in places that allow advertising about activities unrelated to the site. This includes poster board sites 
and billboards.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 47 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Just over half of submitters (53 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify rules relating to election signs. 
 

 
  
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 25 53% 

Disagree 17 36% 

Other 5 11% 

TOTAL 47 100% 
 

Main theme 
 

 

26 per cent: Amend permitted election signs 
(8 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “I don't think we should have any election signs in Auckland on public 

property at all.” 
• “Election signs should be banned on ALL privately owned properties aside 

from the MP's residential and office properties.” 
• “There should be no limits on the placement of election signs providing it 

is done with the permission of the landowner.”  
  

53% 36%

11%

Agree

Disagree

Other
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Amend permitted election sign sites 8 26% 

Amend display period 7 23% 

Election signs can create public safety risks / worsen visual amenity 5 16% 

Over-exposes public to election signs / nine weeks is too long 5 16% 

Election signs are irrelevant or unnecessary 5 16% 

Reasonable / useful 4 13% 

Require election signs to be removed after display period / be removed or repaired 
immediately after damage 3 10% 

Amend election sign appearance / quantity / application rules 3 10% 

Advantages currently elected members / incumbents 2 6% 

Compromises fair elections 2 6% 

Require election signs to not block traffic movement / visibility 2 6% 

Unnecessary to limit display period of election signs 1 3% 

Add infringement fees/fines for bylaw breaches 1 3% 

No reason 1 3% 
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Proposal 2B:  Prohibit election signs directed at a council-controlled park, reserve or Open Space 
Zone  

We want to provide rules that protect the amenity of council-controlled parks, reserves and Open Space 
Zones.  

We are proposing to add a new rule that does not allow election signs on private property to be primarily 
directed at a council-controlled park, reserve or Open Space Zone. For example, under this rule an election 
sign on a residential fence directly opposite one of these spaces would be prohibited.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rule for election signs directed at a council-controlled park, reserve 
or Open Space Zone? 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 48 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over half of submitters (63 per cent) agreed with the proposal to add a new rule to protect the amenity of 
council-controlled parks, reserves and Open Space Zones. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 30 63% 

Disagree 17 35% 

Other 0 0% 

I don’t know 1 2% 

TOTAL 48 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

26 per cent: Restricts private property rights 
(9 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “People should have the right to display an election sign, no matter where 

their property is. This is an unnecessary and unreasonable change.” 
• “Private property is just that, don't need council dictating everything.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Restricts private property rights 9 26% 

Election signs are irrelevant or unnecessary 8 24% 

Permit election signs on private property opposite a council controlled park, reserve or 
Open Space Zone 8 24% 

Unnecessary / unclear 6 18% 

Prohibit at additional locations 5 15% 

Unnecessarily limits freedom of expression in a democratic society 4 12% 

Restrict display period / require signs to be removed at end of period 3 9% 

Election signs worsen visual amenity  2 6% 

Advantages currently elected members / incumbents 2 6% 

No reason 2 6% 

Encourages fair elections 1 3% 

Restrict permitter location based on candidate status 1 3% 

Add infringement fees / fines 1 3% 

Regulate colours, animations and changeable messages of election signs 1 3% 
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Proposal 2C:  Clarify the current rules, including to remove Entrust from the types of permitted election 
signs  

We want to provide rules that reduce repetition, remove contradictions and treat similar types of signs 
consistently.  

We are also proposing for example to:  
• clarify where signs can be installed to increase certainty  
• clarify that all election signs must comply with the special and general rules in Subparts 2 and 3 of 

Part 2 of the new bylaw.  

We are also proposing to remove the rule allowing the display of election signs related to Entrust.  

Entrust is the only Auckland energy trust that the Election Signs Bylaw 2013 allows to display election signs. 
This proposed rule change aims to:  

• treat all of Auckland’s energy trusts consistently  
• focus on enabling more significant types of elections that currently use election signs.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 48 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over half of submitters (67 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify the current rules, including to 
remove Entrust from the types of permitted election signs.  

 
 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 32 67% 

Disagree 10 21% 

Other 2 4% 

I don’t know 4 8% 

TOTAL 48 100% 

 
 

Main theme  

29 per cent: Allow Entrust election signs 
6 comments) 

 

 

• Comments included: 
“Entrust is the only energy trust that has an elected board, and a widespread 
electoral base.  It should be treated differently.” 

• “I think modifying [the rules for the Entrust election signs] to show when the 
elections are and where to access the information on nominees for the 
board…”  

 
  

 

67%
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Allow Entrust election signs 6 29% 
Encourages fair elections 4 19% 
Removes inconsistency  3 14% 
Candidates can use alternative advertising methods 3 14% 
Enable other energy trusts to use election signs / Permit either all or no Auckland energy 
trusts to display election signs 3 14% 
Too restrictive 2 10% 
Entrust should be treated differently  2 10% 
Prohibit all election signs 2 10% 
Election signs worsen visual amenity  1 5% 
Election signs are irrelevant or unnecessary 1 5% 
Restrict the appearance / content of Entrust signs 1 5% 
Enforcement is lacking 1 5% 
Clarify / amend relationship with central electoral process 1 5% 
No reason 1 5% 
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3. Event signs 

Proposal 3A:  Allow people to advertise temporary sales (like garage sales) on the day of the event  

We want to address a gap in the Bylaw by adding rules about signs that advertise temporary sales of goods on 
residential properties, for example ‘garage sales’.  

We are proposing to introduce new rules that treat these ‘temporary sale of goods’ signs in a similar way to 
real estate signs.  

• People advertising a temporary sale of goods would be allowed to use one wall-mounted or free-
standing sign and three directional signs.  

• The signs would only be able to be displayed on the day of the sale.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 41 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Just over half of submitters (54 per cent) agreed with the proposal to allow people to advertise temporary 
sales (like garage sales) on the day of the event.  

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 22 54% 

Disagree 14 34% 

Other 4 10% 

I don’t know 1 2% 

TOTAL 41 98% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

52 per cent: Increase display period / require removal the day after the sale  
(14 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “It should be 1 week before. So anyone driving past will know it’s on.” 
• “I think it should be allowed to advertise from 3 days before the sale to 

generate awareness. On the date is too late.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Increase display period / require removal the day after the sale 14 52% 

Insufficient time to promote event  13 48% 

Signs are often not removed after event 4 15% 

Creates barriers to selling products  4 15% 

Reasonable / useful 3 11% 

increases enforcement costs 3 11% 

People would not comply with rules  2 7% 

Fine any temporary sale sign that is not removed 2 7% 

Apply further conditions 2 7% 

Amend placement rules / conditions 1 4% 
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Proposal 3B:  Allow event signs to use election sign sites and clarify that community events must 
be provided by not-for-profit groups  

We want rules that provide opportunities to advertise major, regional, sub-regional and community events 
while reducing potential nuisance and clutter.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for event sign sites, for example to:  
• allow the display of event signs on the same roadside sites as election signs  
• clarify that community event signs (for events that attract participants from, or have significance to, a 

local area) that are on sites associated with the community may only be displayed if the event is 
provided by a not-for-profit group. 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 41 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Just over half of submitters (59 per cent) agreed with the proposal to allow event signs to use election sign 
sites and clarify that community events must be provided by not-for-profit groups. 
 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 24 59% 

Disagree 11 27% 

Other 5 12% 

I don’t know 1 2% 

TOTAL 41 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

42 per cent: Allow additional groups to display community event signs 
(10 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “There are some great events that benefit the community but may be run by 

a business.” 
• “Events should still be able to be run by profitable groups and be given the 

same opportunities with regard to signage as everyone else.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Allow additional groups to display community event signs 10 42% 

Commercial events have the same benefits to the community as not-for-profit events 7 29% 

Creates barriers to holding community events 7 29% 

Limit display period and require signs to be removed after period / be removed or 
repaired immediately after damage 4 17% 

Reasonable / useful 3 13% 

Amend association between election signs and event signs 3 13% 

Allowing event signs to use election sign sites creates clutter / worsens visual amenity / 
may influence negative behaviour 2 8% 

Add further placement / appearance rules 2 8% 

Clarify proposal  2 8% 

Allow additional display locations 1 4% 

Add infringement fees / fines for bylaw breaches 1 4% 

No reason 1 4% 
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Proposal 3C:  Clarify the current event sign rules, including their definition and placement  

We want to provide rules for event signs that increase public safety and that address gaps and contradictions in 
the current rules.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs promoting events, for example to:   
• clarify that event signs do not include real estate or election signs  
• clarify ‘community events’ as events that attract participants from, or have significance to, a local area  
• clarify that 'regional events’ include sub-regional events attracting participants from multiple local areas.  
• add a related information note with a list of council-controlled locations where people can display event 

signs  
• clarify that there is a maximum projection of 0.03m metres (3 centimetres) from the wall for flat-wall 

mounted event signs on a ground floor  
• move rules unrelated to event signs to separate clauses (for example rules about approving a dedicated site 

for event signs to a new clause 34 and references to signs on major recreational facilities to a new clause 20) 
clarify that free-standing community event signs are allowed 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 41 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over three-quarters (78 per cent) of submitters agreed with the proposal to clarify the current event sign 
rules, including their definition and placement.  
 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 32 78% 

Disagree 3 7% 

Other 4 10% 

I don’t know 2 5% 

TOTAL 41 95% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

27 per cent: Reasonable / useful 
(4 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “We welcome this opportunity for additional signage for our events.” 
• “These kind of signs are one of the few methods local not-for-profit 

organizers can use to inform the local public about their community event. 
So indeed, there needs to [be] places to put up these signs.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Reasonable / useful 4 27% 

Clarifies rules  3 20% 

No reason 2 13% 

Broaden definition of event and include greater restrictions 2 13% 

Adds unnecessary bureaucracy and costs  1 7% 

Events may be managed by other legislation or regulations 1 7% 

People would not comply with rules  1 7% 

Clarify proposal 1 7% 

Add rules for public safety 1 7% 

Allow a sponsor's name on a not-for-profit event sign 1 7% 
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4. Free-standing signs 

Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including the definition and separation distances for free-standing 
signs 

We want to provide rules that are more certain and reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to update the current free-standing sign rules, for example to clarify that these signs:   
• include large portable signs that can’t be easily moved by hand   
• need to be separated by 10 metres if they are on the same site and by two metres if they are on different 

sites.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open comment 
field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 50 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Two thirds (66 per cent) of submitters agreed with the proposal to clarify current rules, including the 
definition and separation distances for free-standing signs. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 33 66% 

Disagree 7 14% 

Other 6 12% 

I don’t know 4 8% 

TOTAL 50 92% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

24 per cent: Add rules to better protect public safety  
(7 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “'One-stop-shop' the way to go!" 
• “Simpler, the better.” 
• “People will have a clear picture of what is or is not permitted.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 

66%

14%

12%

8%

Agree

Disagree

Other

I don't know



DRAFT 

Auckland Insights | Democracy and Engagement January 2022 Page 20 of 62 

 

 

THEMES TOTAL % 

Add rules to better protect public safety 7 24% 

Amend separation distance rules 6 21% 

Unnecessary / unclear 5 17% 

Negative impacts from placement / size rules 4 14% 

10m separation distance is too large 3 10% 

Mitigates safety risks  2 7% 

Restricts private property rights  2 7% 

Add maximum sign size 2 7% 

Clarify definition and external regulation 2 7% 

Amend enforcement approach 2 7% 

Prohibit or reduce other types of signs 2 7% 

No reason 2 7% 

Freestanding signs worsen visual amenity 1 3% 
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5. Portable signs 

Proposal 5A:  Increase the area where portable signs are prohibited to cover the entire City Centre 
Zone  

Portable signs are currently prohibited in a number 
of streets in the City Centre Zone. 
This removes potential safety risks, nuisance and 
clutter. It also improves accessibility for pedestrians 
who are mobility or vision impaired, 
and prioritises the area for pedestrians and place-
making activities.  

We are proposing to expand the area where 
portable signs cannot be displayed.  

The proposed area covers any council-controlled 
public places within or immediately adjacent to the 
City Centre Zone of the Auckland Unitary Plan. This 
would include:  
• footpaths on Queen Street and Karangahape 

Road  
• civic spaces such as Aotea Square, Freyberg 

Place, Khartoum Place, Queen Elizabeth Square 
and St Patrick’s Square.  

The map on the right shows the City Centre Zone 
where we propose that portable signs cannot be 
displayed.  

Key:   Business – City Centre Zone (shaded red) 

 

 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 
(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 50 selected a response to this question) 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Two thirds (66 per cent) of submitters agreed with the proposal to Increase the area where portable signs 
are prohibited to cover the entire City Centre Zone. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 33 66% 

Disagree 10 20% 

Other 4 8% 

I don’t know 3 6% 

TOTAL 50 100% 
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Main theme 
 

 

25 per cent: Disadvantages businesses 
(9 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “Seems unreasonable at this time, during a lockdown, with months or 

perhaps years of reduced foot traffic, in addition to the havoc and reduced 
pedestrians caused by the CRL development, to then add another restriction 
in place for City Centre business.” 

• “These businesses are already struggling to get foot traffic and you are just 
making it harder to get noticed or point to the direction of their business 
when it's tucked away in a corner or upstairs etc.” 

 

 

 

THEMES TOTAL % 

Portable signs create nuisance / worsen visual amenity 9 25% 

Disadvantages businesses 9 25% 

Portable signs create safety risks  8 22% 

Extend prohibited area 7 19% 

Reasonable / useful 5 14% 

Regulate rather than prohibit portable signs 4 11% 

Amend rules to consider local context 3 8% 

Remove / do not increase prohibited area 3 8% 

Inadequately considers context of area 2 6% 

No reason 1 3% 
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Proposal 5B:  Clarify current rules, including the definition and placement of portable signs  

We want to provide rules that are more certain and less repetitive.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for portable signs, for example to clarify:   
• the definition by including examples of portable signs   
• the definition by specifying that in order to be ‘portable’ one person must be able to move the sign 

with their hands or a non-mechanical trolley   
• that portable signs can be displayed on sites that are not council-controlled public places (such as a 

footpath within a private commercial property).  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 50 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Nearly three quarters (74 per cent) of submitters agreed with the proposal to clarify current rules, including 
the definition and placement of portable signs. 

  

 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 37 74% 

Disagree 4 8% 

Other 5 10% 

I don’t know 4 8% 

TOTAL 50 100% 

 
 

Main theme 
 

 

36 per cent: Prohibit portable signs in certain areas / certain portable signs 
 (10 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “We ask that portable signs also be prohibited in neighbourhood centre 

zones.” 
• “No portable signs in public places please.” 
• “We recommend that clause 11(1) of the proposed Signs Bylaw 2022 be 

amended so that bollard sleeves are included as a type of portable sign and 
prohibited.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Prohibit certain portable signs 10 36% 

Clarifies rules / is reasonable 9 32% 

Signs can create public safety risks / nuisance   6 21% 

Amend definition of portable sign 6 21% 

Amend or clarify placement / duration rules 6 21% 

Impractical / ineffective / unnecessary 4 14% 

Portable signs create safety risks / worsen visual amenity 3 11% 

Add rules to better protect public safety 3 11% 

Improve operational practice 3 11% 

No reason 3 11% 

Portable signs inappropriate in Neighbourhood Centre Zones 1 4% 
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6. Posters 
Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including that poster board sites require approval  

We want to provide rules that reflect current practice.   

We are proposing to update the current rules for posters, for example to clarify that a poster board site must be 
approved before it can be installed.   

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 37 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over three quarters (76 per cent) of submitters agreed with the proposal to clarify current rules, including 
that poster board sites require approval.  

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 28 76% 

Disagree 6 16% 

Other 2 5% 

I don’t know 1 3% 

TOTAL 37 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

33 per cent: Amend or clarify approval process 
(6comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “Approval process should take into account the number of existing poster 

sites in the area. The city centre has too many billboards, posters etc.” 
• “Do not agree with needing to have an approval for a poster board site if it is 

private property.” 
• “It also appears … that some posters are permitted without an approval. 

These appear to be signs that relate to an event. … [W]e recommend an 
amendment to clauses 13(2) and 13(3) to make this clear.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 

THEMES TOTAL % 
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Amend or clarify approval process 6 33% 

Reasonable / useful 5 28% 

Unnecessary / too restrictive 5 28% 

Signs on facades of premises have negative impacts 3 17% 

Prohibit on premises façades in Neighbourhood Centre Zones  3 17% 

Add definition of façade poster sign 3 17% 

Clarify wording 3 17% 

Posters provide economic / social benefits 2 11% 

There are issues with approval process 2 11% 

Maximum size provisions are inappropriate 2 11% 

Negative impact on poster users / arts organisations 2 11% 

Further prohibit or allow posters 2 11% 

Amend maximum size / number 2 11% 

Amend Bylaw purpose wording 2 11% 

No reason 2 11% 

Digital posterboard rules are inadequate 1 6% 

Add a fine for not removing signs 1 6% 

Clarify transitional provisions 1 6% 

 

33%

28%

28%

17%

17%

17%

17%

11%

11%

11%

11%

11%

11%

11%

11%

6%

6%

6%

Amend or clarify approval process

Reasonable / useful

Unnecessary / too restrictive

Signs on facades of premises have negative impacts

Prohibit on premises façades in Neighbourhood Centre Zones

Add definition of façade poster sign

Clarify wording

Posters provide economic / social benefits

There are issues with approval process

Maximum size provisions are inappropriate

Negative impact on poster users / arts organisations

Further prohibit or allow posters

Amend maximum size / number

Amend Bylaw purpose wording

No reason

Digital posterboard rules are inadequate

Add a fine for not removing signs

Clarify transitional provisions



DRAFT 

Auckland Insights | Democracy and Engagement January 2022 Page 27 of 62 

7. Real estate signs 
Proposal 7A:  Increase the maximum area of certain flat wall-mounted real estate signs in Heavy 
Industry Zones to 6m2   

We have heard a range of views about the size of real estate signs in Heavy Industry Zones of the Auckland 
Unitary Plan (areas that allow industrial activities that may produce odour, dust and noise). Currently, these signs 
can have a maximum area of 5m2, if they are attached to the wall of a building.  

We are seeking feedback on whether to increase the maximum area of flat wall-mounted signs on buildings in 
Heavy Industry Zones to 6m2.   

These zones have a lower priority on amenity and contain larger buildings that are often set back further from the 
road. Having larger signs would allow people involved with real estate to display more information to their 
customers.  

Real estate signs that are attached to fences or walls that are not part of a building would continue to have a 
maximum area of 2.88m2.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 34 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over half of submitters (56% per cent) agreed with the proposal to increase the maximum area of certain 
flat wall-mounted real estate signs in Heavy Industry Zones to 6m2. 
 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 19 56% 

Disagree 11 32% 

Other 1 3% 

I don’t know 3 9% 

TOTAL 34 100% 

 
Main theme 

 

 

36 per cent: Proposal is unnecessary 
(5 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “There is no need for increasing signage size. Anyone wanting additional 

information can access it by contacting the associated agent, or online.” 
• “They don't need bigger signs. They are quite visible as they are.” 
• “Don't need any bigger, more hideous real estate signs that are there for 

months and months.” 

THEMES TOTAL % 
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Proposal is unnecessary  5 36% 

Reasonable / useful 4 29% 

Increases signage in Auckland  3 21% 

Provides unintended benefits to agencies 3 21% 

Flat wall-mounted real estate signs unnecessary  2 14% 

Prohibit real estate advertising 1 7% 

Prohibit distracting real estate signs 1 7% 

No reason 1 7% 
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Proposal 7B:  Clarify current rules, including the maximum number and placement of real estate signs 

We want to provide rules that reflect current practice and reduce risk of nuisance.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for real estate signs, for example to:   
• clarify that real estate signs are allowed for each property in a sub-division or housing development  
• update rules about separation distances, including specifying when signs on grass verges and kerbs must 

comply with rules for the distance signs must be set back from a kerb face in clause 24  
• clarify that real estate signs attached to or secured by a vehicle directly outside the property must not 

protrude from the side of the vehicle  
• clarify that directional real estate signs (signs directing people to a property) can be placed on the ‘three 

nearest intersections’ to the property being sold.  

Please note that the Bylaw currently permits illuminated real estate signs, including in Residential Zones. These 
signs must comply with the illumination rules for all illuminated signs. Maximum light levels depend on the size of 
the illuminated area of the sign and whether there is street lighting.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 34 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over half of submitters (62 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify current rules, including the 
maximum number and placement of real estate signs 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 21 62% 

Disagree 8 24% 

Other 1 3% 

No response 4 12% 

TOTAL 34 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

31 per cent: Real estate signs cause public safety risks 
(5 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “Yes, some of those signs are a road hazard.” 
• “Currently a lot of these signs make sightlines difficult when driving as they 

obstruct the view for the driver.” 
• “In the past I have encountered real estate signs intruding onto the 

footpath…” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Real estate signs create safety risks  5 31% 

Provides unintended benefits to agencies 4 25% 

Further regulate real estate signs 4 25% 

Will have negative societal impact 3 19% 

Creates clutter 3 19% 

Real estate signs are unnecessary  3 19% 

Unnecessary / too restrictive 2 13% 

Proposal is reasonable / useful 1 6% 

Amend rules for housing developments 1 6% 
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8. Stencil signs 
Proposal: Clarify current rules, including the definition and placement of stencil signs  

We want to provide rules that are more certain and reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for stencil signs, for example to:   

• clarify that a stencil sign can also be a ‘wall-mounted’ or window sign  

• clarify that a stencil sign on a council-controlled public place requires an approval (for example, from 
Auckland Council or Auckland Transport)  

• move references to approval matters (including prohibited areas) to Part 3 (Controls and Approvals) of 
the proposed new bylaw. 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 24 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over two thirds of submitters (71 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify current rules, including the 
definition and placement of stencil signs. 
 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 17 71% 
Disagree 3 13% 
Other 0 0% 
I don’t know 4 17% 

TOTAL 24 100% 

 
 

Main theme  

50 per cent: Clarifies rules / provides consistency 
(3 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “The clarification of what constitutes a stencil sign and where and how they 

can be displayed should remove any confusion for people wishing to display 
them.” 

• “The need for approval from Auckland Council or Auckland Transport to 
display a stencil sign in a council-controlled public place maintains 
consistency with other signs…” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Clarifies rules / provides consistency 3 50% 

No Reason 2 33% 

Controls / approvals reduce adaptability 1 17% 

Ensure fair / reasonable approval charges 1 17% 

 
  

50%

33%

17%

17%

Clarifies rules / provides consistency

No Reason

Controls / approvals reduce adaptability

Ensure fair / reasonable approval charges



DRAFT 

Auckland Insights | Democracy and Engagement January 2022 Page 33 of 62 

9. Vehicle signs 
Proposal:  Clarify the current rules, including when a person may display a sign on a vehicle and what rules 
regulate signs advertising a vehicle for sale  

We want to provide rules that are easier to read and understand.   

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs on vehicles to:   
• add a related information note about rules for the sale of a vehicle set out in the Auckland Transport 

Traffic Bylaw 2012  
• clarify the circumstances in which a sign may be displayed on a vehicle, including a real estate sign and an 

election sign.  
 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 29 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Less than half (40 per cent) of submitters agreed with the proposal to clarify the current rules, including 
when a person may display a sign on a vehicle and what rules regulate signs advertising a vehicle for sale. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 12 40% 

Disagree 13 43% 

Other 2 7% 

I don’t know 3 10% 

TOTAL 24 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

33 per cent: Prohibit certain vehicle signs / practises 
(5 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “I submit that large advertising signs on a trailer, parked on the road solely 

for the purpose of advertising, are a visual polluter and unnecessary road 
safety issue and should be banned.” 

• “Regulate the heck out of the people who try to sell cars out on the streets… 
I just don't want to see unsightly 'for sale' car signs where the vehicle clearly 
hasn't moved.” 

• “No signs on vehicles please.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Prohibit certain signs / practises 5 33% 

Remove rules for vehicle signs 4 27% 

No reason 4 27% 

Imposes unnecessary restrictions  2 13% 

Restricts private property rights  2 13% 

 

  

33%

27%

27%

13%

13%

Prohibit certain signs / practices

Remove rules for vehicle signs

No reason

Imposes unnecessary restrictions

Restricts private property rights



DRAFT 

Auckland Insights | Democracy and Engagement January 2022 Page 35 of 62 

10. Verandah signs 
Proposal:  Clarify the current rules, including the definition of verandah 

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty.  

We are proposing to update the current verandah signs rules, for example to make them easier to read and 
understand.   

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open comment 
field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 28 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Just over half of submitters (54 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify the current rules, including the 
definition of verandah. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 15 54% 

Disagree 5 18% 

Other 2 7% 

I don’t know 6 21% 

TOTAL 28 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

21 per cent: Does not consider amenity values 
(3 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “[A]n allowance for 50% of sign to display advertising is too generous…. In 

neighbourhood centre zones, we believe this advertising detracts from 
neighbourhood amenity values.” 

• “[T]here are existing signs erected on top of verandas in our area, that in our 
view add to the vibrancy and colour of our business precinct.” 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THEMES TOTAL % 
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No reason 5 36% 

Does not consider amenity values 3 21% 

Reasonable / useful 2 14% 

Too restrictive / impractical 2 14% 

Rules are contradictory 2 14% 

Compliance is low 1 7% 

Permits too much advertising area 1 7% 

Remove all rules for verandah signs  1 7% 

Prohibit verandah signs 1 7% 

Amend conditions 1 7% 
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11. Wall-mounted signs 
Proposal 11A:  Increase the maximum area of flat wall-mounted signs in Heavy Industry Zones to 6m2  

We have heard a range of views about the size of signs in Heavy Industry Zones of the Auckland Unitary Plan 
(areas that allow industrial activities that may produce odour, dust and noise). Currently, these signs can have a 
maximum area of 5m2.  

We are seeking feedback on whether to increase the maximum area of flat wall-mounted signs to 6m2 in Heavy 
Industry Zones.   

These zones have a lower priority on amenity and contain larger buildings that are often set back further from the 
road. Having larger signs would allow businesses to display more information to their customers. 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open comment 
field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 42 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over half of submitters (60 per cent) agreed with the proposal to increase the maximum area of flat wall-
mounted signs in Heavy Industry Zones to 6m2. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 25 60% 

Disagree 10 24% 

Other 0 0% 

I don’t know 7 17% 

TOTAL 42 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

24 per cent: Will have negative impacts 
(4 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “It is visual pollution and only promotes consumption.” 
• “Larger signage with longer messages will distract drivers.” 
• “It’s already ugly.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Will have negative impacts 4 24% 

Reasonable / useful 3 18% 

Increases signage in Auckland  3 18% 

Unnecessary 2 12% 

Reduce / remove restrictions 2 12% 

Limit size and number of signs 2 12% 

Ban most public advertising  1 6% 

No reason 1 6% 
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Proposal 11B:  Clarify the current rules, including locations, separation distances and dimensions  

We want to provide rules that reflect current practice, are more certain and improve safety.  

We are proposing to update the current wall-mounted signs rules, for example to clarify that:   
• these signs can be displayed on fences  
• there is a five-metre separation distance between horizontal wall-mounted signs  
• flat-wall mounted signs on the ground floor of a building can project a maximum of 0.03 metres (3 

centimetres) from the wall.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 41 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over half of submitters (59 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify the current rules, including 
locations, separation distances and dimensions.  
 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 24 59% 

Disagree 10 24% 

Other 4 10% 

I don’t know 3 7% 

TOTAL 41 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

20 per cent: Unnecessary / conflicts with other rules 
(4 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “Unless there is a hazard created, don't change.” 
• “Conflicts with other rules about … advertising signs on fences.” 
• “I haven't seen any complaints in our local paper.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Unnecessary / conflicts with rules 4 20% 

Reasonable / useful 4 20% 

Prohibit wall-mounted signs in specific areas 4 20% 

Will result in negative impacts 3 15% 

Regulate colour, content and safety 3 15% 

Regulatory gap for exterior wall wraps  2 10% 

Clarify 30mm projection  2 10% 

Amend definition of sign 2 10% 

Prohibit / reduce other sign types 2 10% 

Signs are beneficial to businesses  1 5% 

Maximum depth prevents illumination  1 5% 

Treat businesses / industries equally 1 5% 
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12. Window signs 
Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including that there are no restrictions on window signs in the City 
Centre Zone  

We want to provide rules that are more certain.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs in windows, for example to clarify that there are no 
restrictions on window signs in the City Centre Zone of the Auckland Unitary Plan.   
This recognises the unique vibrant urban environment of the city centre. Other areas such as town centres have 
restrictions on the percentage of window area that a window sign can cover. 
 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 29 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over two thirds of submitters (69 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify current rules, including that 
there are no restrictions on window signs in the City Centre Zone. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 20 69% 

Disagree 8 28% 

Other 0 0% 

I don’t know 1 3% 

TOTAL 29 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

24 per cent: Restrictions are necessary in the City Centre Zone 
(4 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “The trend in lower Queen Street for complete window coverage makes the 

street front impersonal.” 
• “Signage does not make a precinct ‘vibrant’, that's just nonsense, and an 

abuse of language.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Reasonable  4 24% 

Restrictions are necessary in City Centre Zone 4 24% 

Window signs are beneficial to businesses 3 18% 

Provides health and safety benefits 2 12% 

Worsens visual amenity  2 12% 

Inappropriate for high-end retailers  2 12% 

Disadvantages businesses outside city centre 2 12% 

Does not reflect best practice 2 12% 

Treat City Centre Zone the same as equivalent zones 2 12% 

No reason 2 12% 

Advertising contributes to climate change 1 6% 

Restrict window signs in City Centre Zone 1 6% 
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13. Special rules for certain signs 
Proposal 13A:  Clarify rules for signs in Major Recreational Facility zones and the conditions for their 
display  

We want to provide rules that are easier to read and understand.  

We are proposing for example to:  
• separate rules for signs in Major Recreational Facility Zones from rules for major and regional event signs.  
• clarify the conditions that need to be met in order to display a sign on a site in a Major Recreational 

Facility Zone.  
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Nearly half of submitters (48 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify rules for signs in Major 
Recreational Facility zones and the conditions for their display. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 14 48% 

Disagree 3 10% 

Other 2 7% 

I don’t know 10 34% 

TOTAL 29 100% 

 
 

Main theme 
 

 

38 per cent: Unnecessary 
(3 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “In Orewa there has never been a problem with signage along the Beach 

Highway. It is well self-monitored.” 
• “I think the facilities can regulate themselves on this one.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Unnecessary 3 38% 

Reasoning unclear  2 25% 

May affect Māori facility co-use / needs 1 13% 

Inadequately meets community club needs 1 13% 

Make the rules more certain 1 13% 
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Proposal 13B:  Clarify the rules for signs in Open Space Zones, including which signs do not require an 
approval  

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty, that group similar rules together, and 
that make the bylaw easier to comply with.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs in Open Space Zones, for example to:  
• clarify the conditions signs must meet to be displayed without an approval  
• move references to signs that do require an approval to Part 3   
• clarify that signs on boundary fences with an Open Space Zone require council approval (for example, 

from Auckland Council or Auckland Transport)  
• make rules easier to read and understand.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 29 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over half of submitters (59 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify the rules for signs in Open Space 
Zones, including which signs do not require an approval. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 17 59% 

Disagree 6 21% 

Other 2 7% 

No response 4 14% 

TOTAL 29 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

30 per cent: Unnecessary regulation 
(3 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “Signs on boundary fences with an Open Space Zone should not require 

council approval if they are on the private landowner’s property.” 
• “Boundary fences. Why??” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Unnecessary regulation  3 30% 

Proposed changes are unclear  3 30% 

Clarifies the rules  2 20% 

Restricts private property rights 2 20% 

Region-wide rules are inappropriate  1 10% 

Loosen approval requirements 1 10% 

Apply national water safety standard 1 10% 

Tighten approval requirements 1 10% 

No reason 1 10% 
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Proposal 13C:  Clarify a limit of one sign per commercial sexual service premises  

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty.  

We are proposing to clarify that commercial sexual service premises are limited to one sign per premises 
advertising their services.  

The current rules remain unchanged. Signs:  
• have a maximum area of 0.33 square metres in a residential zone and 1 square metre in all other zones  
• must be a wall-mounted sign attached to either a fence or a wall of the premises  
• may only contain the name of the operator or registered business, the street number, and the telephone 

number of the service  
• must not contain flashing lights, changeable message signage, or sexualised shapes or images.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 30 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Nearly three quarters of submitters (73 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify a limit of one sign per 
commercial sexual service premises. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 22 73% 

Disagree 6 20% 

Other 1 3% 

I don’t know 1 3% 

TOTAL 30 100% 

 

  

Main theme 
 

 

38 per cent: Apply same rules to all businesses 
(5 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “If it is a legal business should not have separate rules.” 
• “While I understand that you are ‘clarifying’ rules, I do not agree because the 

rules should be the same for all business[es].” 
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38%

23%

15%

15%

8%

8%

Apply same rules to all businesses

No Reason

Improves treatment of sex workers

Reduce permitted display area

Commercial sexual services can use smaller signs

Clarify where sexual services are banned

THEMES TOTAL % 

Apply same rules to all businesses 5 38% 

No Reason 3 23% 

Improves treatment of sex workers  2 15% 

Reduce permitted display area 2 15% 

Commercial sexual services can use smaller signs 1 8% 

Clarify where sexual services are banned 1 8% 
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14. General rules for all signs 
Proposal 14A:  Clarify the rules that ensure signs do not endanger public safety, cause a nuisance or 
affect the safe, efficient movement of traffic or vessels 

We want to provide rules that reduce repetition and group similar rules together.  

We are proposing to update the rules about safety in clauses 23, 24 and 25, for example to:   
• combine similar traffic-related rules from the current Signage Bylaw 2015 and the current Election Signs 

Bylaw 2013 into one clause to reduce repetition (cl 24)  
• clarify that signs should not block kerb ramps or similar areas, to improve accessibility (cl 24)  
• add a related information note about relevant sign standards made by Auckland Transport and Waka 

Kotahi / New Zealand Transport Agency that must also be complied with (cl 24)  
• clarify that a sign must not use illumination, movement or materials that may cause a distraction to a 

person on navigable waters (cl 25).  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 39 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over two thirds of submitters (67 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify the rules that ensure signs 
do not endanger public safety, cause a nuisance or affect the safe, efficient movement of traffic or vessels. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 26 67% 

Disagree 5 13% 

Other 7 18% 

I don’t know 1 3% 

TOTAL 39 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

24 per cent: Should be more restrictive 
(11 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “That's necessary but hopelessly insufficient! You need to ban ALL animation 

/ movement on ALL signs visible to vehicle operators regardless of the type 
of vehicle.” 

• “[R]estrict the change of quick illumination levels. i.e. from dark coloured to 
bright as it provides a strobing effect.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Should be more restrictive 4 24% 

Reduces public safety risks and nuisance 4 24% 

Increase restrictions on number and placement of signs 4 24% 

Increasing use of illuminated signs is unsafe 3 18% 

Will not reduce public safety risks 3 18% 

Regulate illuminated signs 3 18% 

Proposal is reasonable 2 12% 

Add rules for signs on / near footpaths 2 12% 

Prohibit changeable message signs  2 12% 

Apply national water safety standard to signs 2 12% 

Require use of sustainable materials 1 6% 

Other Reason 1 6% 
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Proposal 14B:  A person must not alter the top of a building to display a sign 

To make the Bylaw easier to read and understand, we are proposing to create a separate clause 26 to prohibit a 
person from adding or extending a structure to the roof, architectural top, or above the outline of a building for 
the sole purpose of displaying a sign.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open comment 
field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 39 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Over three quarters of submitters (79 per cent) agreed with the proposal to prohibit a person from altering 
the top of a building to display a sign. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 31 79% 

Disagree 7 18% 

Other 1 3% 

I don’t know 0 0% 

TOTAL 39 100% 

 
 

Main theme 
 

 

22 per cent: Reduces public safety risks 
(11 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “Could see some pretty dodgy stuff being done that could get blown off.” 
• “Safety at all times in the Bylaw. People need to be careful the rules are clear 

and not adjust buildings to suit their signs if it is not in the Building code of 
that structure.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Reduces public safety risks  4 22% 

Proposal is reasonable 4 22% 

The rule is unnecessary 3 17% 

Improves visual amenity  2 11% 

Restricts private property rights 2 11% 

Clarify rules  2 11% 

Insufficient information to provide feedback 1 6% 
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Proposal 14C:  Clarify the rules for illuminated signs, including that signs must use static images and lighting, 
and that the person displaying the sign must demonstrate it is compliant 

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty and that reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to update the rules about illuminated signs in clauses 27 and 28, for example to clarify that:  
• changeable messages relate to transitions between static images and must not ‘shimmer’ or ‘sparkle’ (cl 

27)  
• luminance rules apply between ‘sunset and sunrise’ (cl 27)  
• the person who displays the sign must provide satisfactory evidence that the sign complies with the rules, 

if required by Auckland Council or Auckland Transport (cl 27 and 28)  
• a static illuminated sign must not be illuminated in a way that makes it appear to shimmer, sparkle or 

revolve (cl 28)  
• LED signs must comply with the maximum luminance standards for static illuminated signs (cl 28)  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 39 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Nearly two thirds of submitters (74 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify the rules for illuminated 
signs, including that signs must use static images and lighting, and that the person displaying the sign 
must demonstrate it is compliant. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 29 74% 

Disagree 3 8% 

Other 6 15% 

I don’t know 1 3% 

TOTAL 39 100% 

 

Main theme 
 

 

39 per cent: Causes distraction 
(7 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “Those lights can be a serious distraction and unsafe for drivers and cyclists 

alike.” 
• “The visual and light pollution, combined with the distraction caused, are 

damaging to the mental health of our population.” 
• “Bright lights to neighbour properties or passing public may be a distraction 

to a driver ….” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Causes distraction  7 39% 

Causes light pollution 5 28% 

Worsens residents' quality of life 5 28% 

Worsens visual amenity 4 22% 

Increase prohibitions 4 22% 

Increase restrictions 4 22% 

Adjust brightness limits 3 17% 

Creates safety hazards  2 11% 

Increases visual appeal in city  2 11% 

Inconsistent rules risk inconsistent enforcement  2 11% 

Creates waste  2 11% 

Changeable message rules are inappropriate 2 11% 

Increase compliance rules 2 11% 

Brightness limits are inappropriate 1 6% 

Full-motion video signs have no adverse effects 1 6% 

Allow full-motion video / animation 1 6% 

Causes distraction  7 39% 

Causes light pollution 5 28% 

Worsens residents' quality of life 5 28% 

Worsens visual amenity 4 22% 

Increase prohibitions 4 22% 

Increase restrictions 4 22% 
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Proposal 14D:  Clarifying rules for businesses that have ceased to trade, including when and where signs must 
be removed 

We want to provide rules that are easier to read and understand, that people can interpret with more 
certainty and that reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to make a separate clause 29 for businesses that cease to trade and to update the rules in this 
clause, for example to:   

• clarify the time period for the removal of signs of a business that has ceased to trade from ‘three calendar 
months’ to ‘60 working days’, to better account for public holidays  

• clarify that if the sign has historic heritage value or is an integral part of the structure of a building then 
the display area of a sign can be removed or covered.  

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 39 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Nearly two thirds of submitters (56 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify rules for businesses that 
have ceased to trade, including when and where signs must be removed. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 22 56% 

Disagree 14 36% 

Other 2 5% 

I don’t know 1 3% 

TOTAL 39 100% 
 

Main theme 
 

 

33 per cent: Removal time period is too long / unclear 
(6 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “60 working days is much harder to work out than 3 calendar months, it 

really doesn't matter if one business might have a day less than another one 
to take down signs. Stick with the easy to set deadline.”  

• “That is far too long! Three weeks is ample time to remove signage!” 
• “Get tougher: 30 days is more than long enough.” 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Removal time period too long / unclear 6 33% 

Reasonable 3 17% 

Reasoning unclear / insufficient 3 17% 

Impractical / unenforceable / too restrictive 3 17% 

Historic heritage value signs should remain 2 11% 

Clarify responsibility for 'ceased' business signs 2 11% 

Amend time period for removal 1 6% 

No reason 1 6% 
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15. Controls (additional rules) and Approvals (permissions) 

Proposal:  Clarify ability for council to make additional rules and to approve signs that do not comply 
with the Bylaw 

We want to provide rules that group similar rules together, that reflect current practice and that people can 
interpret with more certainty.  

We are proposing to create a new Part of the Bylaw that consolidates all the matters that Auckland Council and 
Auckland Transport can make a control (additional rule) for and how we may approve signs that do not comply 
with the Bylaw (permissions).   

We are proposing to update the current rules for controls, for example to:   
• specify locations and conditions of use of council-controlled public places to display event signs and 

election signs  
• specify areas of council-controlled public places where portable signs and stencil signs are prohibited  
• add a related information note about current controls and delegations, and the process for creating a 

control.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for approvals, for example to:   
• clarify that this Subpart applies to people who must obtain an approval  
• clarify those applications for approval which are intended to be provided for in appropriate circumstances 

(poster boards, cross street banners, event signs and signs in Open Space Zones) and clarify that all other 
applications will only be granted by exception  

• add a related information note about Auckland Council’s fee-setting process  
• add new criteria about conditions that the council or Auckland Transport may impose, from other 

bylaws that manage impacts similar to signs  
• make a separate clause about the review of approvals.  

 

Submitters were asked to choose a response option and then to provide a comment in an open 
comment field. 

(n=107 submitters made submissions but only 29 selected a response to this question) 
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
More than half of submitters (52 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify ability for council to make 
additional rules and to approve signs that do not comply with the Bylaw. 

 
 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 15 52% 

Disagree 7 24% 

Other 3 10% 

I don’t know 4 14% 

TOTAL 29 100% 
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Main theme 
 

 

23 per cent: Non-compliant signs should not be approved 
(3 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “I would be happy with rules that allowed council to apply additional 

restrictions, but not that allow council to waive restrictions built into the 
bylaw.”  

• “[A]llows for Council to violate the other rules for unspecified reasons (i.e., 
favouritism for relatives, political statements, etc.).” 

• “Why allow ANY ‘signs that do not comply with the Bylaw’?” 

 
 

 

 

THEMES TOTAL % 

Remove approvals process  4 31% 

Non-compliant signs should not be approved 3 23% 

Clarifies rules  2 15% 

Concern about inequitable enforcement 2 15% 

Clarify rules  2 15% 

Enable clubs on council land to advertise 1 8% 

Add NZTA-relevant assessment criteria  1 8% 

Other Reason 1 8% 

Remove approvals process  4 31% 
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16. Enforcement powers, penalties and transitional rules (how the new rules apply to 
existing signs) 

Proposal:  To clarify the current enforcement powers and penalties and how we transition to the new 
rules 

We want to provide rules that make the bylaw easier to understand and comply with, and provide for how the 
new bylaw will regulate signs that are already displayed or approved under the current rules.  

We are proposing to create two new Parts of the Bylaw. Part 4 would consolidate all of the Bylaw’s enforcement 
powers and penalties. Part 5 would clarify how we would transition to the new rules.  

We are proposing to update the current enforcement rules in the Bylaw, for example to:  
• clarify that enforcement action may be taken against people who fail to comply with an approval or who 

provide inaccurate information for an approval  
• add related information notes referencing the powers and penalties to enforce the Bylaw  
• move rules about removing signs from a business that has ceased to trade to a new clause (cl 29)  
• clarify that a person does not commit an offence if the reason they did not comply with the Bylaw was 

because they followed directions from Auckland Council or Auckland Transport.  

We are proposing to update the transition rules, for example to:   
• clarify that signs that currently comply with the Signage Bylaw 2015 or the Election Signs Bylaw 2013 can 

continue to be displayed, if they also comply with the general rules for all signs in Subpart 3 of the 
proposed new Bylaw  

• clarify the time period by which an existing sign and temporary sign must comply with the proposed new 
Bylaw  

• clarify that approvals and exemptions applied for or granted under the Signage Bylaw 2015 will continue 
to be processed or apply as if they were made under the proposed new Bylaw  

• clarify that we will use the Signage Bylaw 2015 to address any compliance and enforcement actions that 
started before the proposed new Bylaw comes into effect.  
 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 
Nearly two thirds of submitters (62 per cent) agreed with the proposal to clarify the current enforcement 
powers and penalties and how we transition to the new rules. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

RESPONSE TOTAL % 

Agree 18 62% 

Disagree 2 7% 

Other 6 21% 

I don’t know 3 10% 

TOTAL 29 100% 
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10%
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Other
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Main theme 
 

 

29 per cent: Proposal is reasonable / useful 
(2 comments) 

 

Comments included: 
• “Very comprehensive.” 
• “Making the information easier to understand … should increase the number 

of people willing to do the right thing.” 

 

 

 

 

THEMES TOTAL % 

Reasonable / useful 2 29% 

Clarify enforcement rules / process 2 29% 

Other reason 2 29% 

Remove approvals process 1 14% 

 
  

29%

29%

29%

14%
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Clarify enforcement rules / process

Other reason

Remove approvals process



DRAFT 

Auckland Insights | Democracy and Engagement January 2022 Page 61 of 62 

Other feedback 
Do you have any other comments on the proposed Signs Bylaw? 

Note: We are not seeking any public feedback on rules for sign types managed by other regulatory methods, for 
example billboards which are managed in the Auckland Unitary Plan.  

We are also not seeking any feedback at this time on whether this Bylaw should include rules relating to the 
regulation of alcohol advertising.  
 
Main theme 

 

 

15 per cent: Creates negative impacts 
(5 comments) 

 

 

Comments included: 
• “We seem to be getting buried under signage. West Auckland … is now super 

ugly, hard to decipher, confusing and downright dangerous when entering 
highway from driveways.” 

• “The type of signs which pose the greatest danger to blind and low vision 
folks are anything a cane would miss.” 

• “The new road signs made of lots of little lights are really difficult for me to 
see … [T]hey create light flares that get in the way of my vision at night.” 

• “Digital video signs flashing at intersections are distracting while driving and 
shouldn’t be allowed.”  

 
THEMES TOTAL % 

Creates negative impacts 5 13% 

Concern about submission process 5 13% 

Proposal increases clarity  5 13% 

Proposal needs clarification / contains regulatory gaps 4 11% 

Not relevant to Sign Bylaw consultation 4 11% 

Clarify the Bylaw  4 11% 

Protect Neighbourhood Centre Zones 3 8% 

Council / AT fail to meet Treaty obligations 3 8% 

Retain visual amenity purpose in current Bylaw 3 8% 

Concern about impact of proposal on Māori signage 2 5% 

Continue using Unitary Plan to regulate billboards 2 5% 

Bylaw has implications for business operations 2 5% 

Council and Auckland Transport have obligations to people with disabilities 2 5% 

Protect visual amenity of Neighbourhood Centre Zones  2 5% 

Rule changes are unnecessary 1 3% 

Compulsory display of street number rules not enforced 1 3% 

Maximum sizes inconsistent with standard sign material sizes 1 3% 

Bylaw regulates for inappropriate purpose 1 3% 
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THEMES TOTAL % 

Require display of business premises street number on signs 1 3% 

Enable clubs on council land to advertise 1 3% 

Use national water safety standard 1 3% 

Require signs to be kept tidy 1 3% 

Recognise rangatiratanga and exempt signs on marae 1 3% 

Promote use of electronic signage / central database 1 3% 

Regulate static signs being converted into digital billboards 1 3% 

Align maximum sizes with standard sign material sizes  1 3% 

Redistribute sign rules between Unitary Plan and bylaw 1 3% 

No reason 1 3% 
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Proposed Signs Bylaw 2022 
Aucklanders use signs every day to advertise goods and services and to communicate information.   

Signs can however also cause problems in relation to public safety, nuisance, misuse of council-controlled 
public places, the Auckland transport system and environment. For example, the number, size and location 
of signs can affect traffic safety, obstruct pedestrians and cause visual clutter. 

Note:    this version of the feedback form has been created for the purpose of publishing 
submissions. As such, contact and demographic information has been removed and handwritten 
submissions have been transcribed. 

Submitter details 

Your name and feedback will be included in public documents. All other personal details will be kept private. 

Name of organisation/business  

Your local board:Waiheke 

Source: Online 

 

Your feedback 

1. Banners 

Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including the placement and conditions for the display of banners  

We want to provide rules that are more certain.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for banners, for example to clarify that:   

 banners that are displayed on a site (such as over a private road on a commercial property) and that 
are visible from a council-controlled public place or the Auckland transport system must only 
advertise products, services, goods or events available from or taking place on the site  

 banners over private property must comply with health and safety legislation  

 banners on council-controlled public places require an approval (for example, by Auckland Council 
or Auckland Transport)  

 banners may need to comply with rules for other sign types and may be displayed at any location if 
they comply with those rules. 

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for banners? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Health and Safety does not encompass damage 
to wildlife or any protected trees, nor domestic pets. An excuse of a banner being allowed was used on a few 
occasions to hang animals in domestic and farm areas, the police had trouble prosecuting the persons 
responsible due in part in one instance because the act was not carried out by the owner despite the owner 
being present on the property/event and directly responsible for the banner, length of the ropes/strings and 
the persons on the property etc, and in turn because it was under animal welfare. Another instance followed 
with associates of the group where a domestic pet was deliberately strangulated and another had it's leg 
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dislocated and half removed by the banner, and because they could say the information about the banners 
and the ropes being legal and it being the owners fault, the persons were not prosecuted adequately, instead 
bringing the charge down to a trivial type of trespass-The persons responsible later on went on to be jailed 
and convicted of numerous offences, one included murder. Had the charge been able to be prosecuted 
properly in the first place, the whole lot, including the owner as required by law anyway, would have been 
subject to investigation and mental health review/intervention, most likely avoiding the greater incidents of 
harm.  This type of mentality unfortunately still exists, can be a result of trauma and abuse in a large 
proportion of NZ ethnicities and in some acquired cultural practice as well as peoples of Voodoo practicing 
countries where they may not even be aware they are participating in cruel/disproportionately-inappropriate 
activities, so it can not be eliminated as an issue or just left to be a commonsense issue. Additionally the 
programs in place in most areas for cruelty prevention and animal rights, and knowledge about domestic 
pets and their differences, is mainly done by volunteers and charities or private businesses.  This reflects 
extremely poorly on the ability of the governments to protect common justice and the otherwise innocent; and 
omitting things like animal protection would be neglectful and dissuade or disrupt the integration of laws ( as 
is now required and has been for some time (the integration)). People do not have access to the necessary 
referrals needed for assistance with pre-cruelty events (to assume so because a doctor of a middle income 
person can make referrals or because it doesn't happen among your friends or neighbors would be 
erroneous, and far removed from reality), those that are most likely to offend are most removed due to both 
social and financial positions within society, and will continue to cycle and spread the issue amongst their 
peers, alot of which will be influencers and dictate that culture to other follower groups.  The outcome if left 
unchecked is a return to previous habits and cycles, creating an issue of lack of understanding and 
acceptance of cruelty or a mass culture of ignorance towards cruelty, this will (and already has) effect most 
facets of society.  

https://www.wihumane.org/advocacy/laws/animal-abuse-violence 

https://oxfordmedicine.com/view/10.1093/med/9780198806653.001.0001/med-9780198806653-chapter-27 

https://www.oregonconservationstrategy.org/key-conservation-issue/barriers-to-animal-movement/ 

 

 

2. Election signs 

Proposal A:  Clarify that election signs may be displayed on some sites for nine weeks and are 
permitted on billboards and poster board sites  

We want to provide rules that:  

 align with central government legislation  

 treat election signs consistently with how the Bylaw enables other temporary sign types for 
specific time periods.  

The Electoral Act 1993 sets a nine-week period before an election where a bylaw cannot prohibit or restrict 
the period of display of an election sign under three square metres (3m2) in area.  

We are proposing to:  

 clarify that election signs may be displayed in places they would not otherwise be allowed, for nine 
weeks before an election   

 add related information notes about the council-controlled public places approved for the display of 
election signs and about central government regulations rules for election signs.  

Please note that election signs would be permitted at all times in the nine-week period (except on 
polling day) in places that allow advertising about activities unrelated to the site. This includes poster 
board sites and billboards.  
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What is your opinion on the proposed nine-week period for election signs? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? The piece about the poster and bulletin board 
etc needs changing because often the only community communication in some areas available to those with 
little funds are in fact these boards and advertising/bulletin spaces. This would effectively reduce the 
communication channels for those people often reducing the food and health networks they often use. 

 Again it is reducing the appropriation of community representatives to limits of previous financial gain or 
personal wealth and status, instead of actual ability and knowledge related to a positive position of healthy 
contribution within/for the community and all the individuals within it. Although there is some need for social 
interaction ability and general knowledge that may be in some ways related to financial status at one stage or 
another in a life time etc , it would be stereotyping, discrimination and erroneous thought that led to a belief 
that this was in fact true of all peoples or individuals, or even the norm'.  I have seen evidence in the past 
where tactics like mass plastering of political advertising materials has resulted in negative results for 
elections, mainly leaving the community members who were oblivious to the fact that politicians did not 
always live up to their word, and blinded to the fact that posters and the written word were not always 
healthy, mainly due to the cultural belief that the government is run by doctors, all politicians and similar 
candidates are doctors, or that anyone not a doctor and in the same or similar role must be of equivalent 
education and experience in the matters, and that in turn, all doctors words and intentions were for the good 
of each individual and the community as a whole, additionally that all these persons were infallible and 
godlike in status... I do not agree that posters and banners and billboards and other political materials in 
general should be plastered anywhere nor everywhere. It is a stressful enough process to live in modern 
society without the added stress of being reminded of another job or appointment pending or a foreign face 
not related to family or work, especially not twenty of them in a row on every surface possible (which would 
be the equivilent of the illegal practice of continuously flashing the same images or repeating the same 
meassage to someone to deceptively implant thoughts, reactions or unconscious associations), and the 
ramifications of the memory association and recall by tired individuals who may often be working, or active in 
the same manner as work, for sixty or more hours a week, nutritionally starved or sleep depraved or those 
who are still developing, or resigned to lower functioning brain activities etc , leaving them vulnerable to a 
type of mind conditioning or brain-washing. We do not allow such tactics or similar behaviors in NZ for 
activities such as political events nor even normal advertising, as they (the tactics such as brainwashing- 
mass plastering of political or other materials targeting susceptible and vulnerable persons) are considered 
military activities for special purposes only and there-for an abuse of position of power or authority in other 
professions or hands.  Supervision by an appropriately qualified and highly capable group of professionals 
would also be a requirement and NZ does not have the money for such an adventure so cannot guarantee 
the successful outcome of such an undertaking and therefor it would be rendered unconceivable and directly 
unprofitable in the future and the present. Additionally the practice of similar activities in foreign countries is 
frequently condemned, therefor it should not ever be practiced in our own country either.  

https://www.sleepandhealth.com/sleep-deprivation-and-mind-control/ 

https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0116906 

https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/319986 

'Sleep and food deprivation, coupled with rigid rules, help to break down a person's sense of self...' 
https://www.nzherald.co.nz/lifestyle/eight-steps-to-mind-control-how-cults-suck-ordinary-people-
in/JVANMWX7XTTXBC2AS2C3GN3SX4/ 

'A colloquial term, it is more generally applied to any technique designed to manipulate human thought or 
action against the desire, will, or knowledge of the individual. By controlling the physical and social 
environment, an attempt is made to destroy loyalties to any unfavourable groups or individuals, to 
demonstrate to the individual that his attitudes and patterns of thinking are incorrect and must be changed, 
and to develop loyalty and unquestioning obedience to the ruling party...'  
https://www.britannica.com/topic/brainwashing 



  76 

Proposed Signs Bylaw 2022 December 2021 Page 4 of 18 

'..."Sometimes the manipulation is done in such a slow, covert fashion—a slow burn, if you will—that the 
victim doesn’t even realize they’ve been brainwashed.” 

While brainwashing and manipulation are common tactics of cult leaders and dictators, gaslighting can occur 
in personal relationships and professional working relationships. “A gaslighter wants to gain power over their 
victims—to strip them away from their own thoughts and feelings,” Dr. Fox said. “They know very well what 
they are doing and have no desire to change that.”...' https://www.bannerhealth.com/healthcareblog/teach-
me/signs-you-might-be-a-victim-of-gaslighting 

Saul K. Padover PhD, Professor of History and Politics, 'The Art of Psychological Warfare' ; Psychological 
Warfare in an Age of Revolution, third paragraph, second sentence, : ' ...This use of the press, film, radio, 
and television as political and military instruments is unprecedented in the history of mankind. It presents 
both a challenge and a danger, primarily because the new media are geared to mass audiences and can be 
employed to reach hundreds of millions of people through their fears and other emotions, not infrequently the 
baser ones. 

In the Twentieth Century the mass media have been systematically employed by revolutionaries for the 
capture of power and for the subordination of the mind and will of their followers. Stalin and Hitler are 
amongst the most successful practitioners in this field.' 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/24354536 

'According to some psychological studies, however, it’s also fair to surmise that billboards are capable of 
engaging customers whether they’re consciously looking at an advert or not. 

While this may seem strange, it can be explained by the incredible processing abilities of the unconscious 
mind, which can comfortably process up to 11 million pieces of information per second' 

https://75media.co.uk/blog/psychological-billboard-advertising/ 

 

  

Proposal B:  Prohibit election signs directed at a council-controlled park, reserve or Open Space 
Zone  

We want to provide rules that protect the amenity of council-controlled parks, reserves and Open Space 
Zones.  

We are proposing to add a new rule that does not allow election signs on private property to be primarily 
directed at a council-controlled park, reserve or Open Space Zone. For example, under this rule an election 
sign on a residential fence directly opposite one of these spaces would be prohibited.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rule for election signs directed at a council-controlled park, 
reserve or Open Space Zone? 

Response: Agree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Maybe consider industrial/commercial based 
parks and playgrounds that are typically well contained within four walls like Lollipops, indoor McDonalds 
playgrounds etc for additional issues especially with VitD deficiency and subliminal effects etc... 

 

Proposal C:  Clarify the current rules, including to remove Entrust from the types of permitted 
election signs  

We want to provide rules that reduce repetition, remove contradictions and treat similar types of signs 
consistently.  

We are also proposing for example to:  
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 clarify where signs can be installed to increase certainty  

 clarify that all election signs must comply with the special and general rules in Subparts 2 and 3 of 
Part 2 of the new bylaw.  

We are also proposing to remove the rule allowing the display of election signs related to Entrust.  

Entrust is the only Auckland energy trust that the Election Signs Bylaw 2013 allows to display election signs. 
This proposed rule change aims to:  

 treat all of Auckland’s energy trusts consistently  

 focus on enabling more significant types of elections that currently use election signs.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for election signs? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? I agree except for the part about the Entrust 
elections. I think modifying it to show when the elections are and where to access the information on 
nominees for the board minus any photographic or other same information that may singal out or identify one 
individual in paticular. A lot of people dont even know what entrust is or why and how it was started, and so 
much misinformation surrounding that has been given to others that it would be good to keep it real and 
simple, and restricted to two colours. 

 

3. Event signs 

Proposal A:  Allow people to advertise temporary sales (like garage sales) on the day of the event  

We want to address a gap in the Bylaw by adding rules about signs that advertise temporary sales of goods 
on residential properties, for example ‘garage sales’.  

We are proposing to introduce new rules that treat these ‘temporary sale of goods’ signs in a similar way to 
real estate signs.  

 People advertising a temporary sale of goods would be allowed to use one wall-mounted or free-
standing sign and three directional signs.  

 The signs would only be able to be displayed on the day of the sale.  

What is your opinion on the proposal for rules for signs advertising a temporary sale of goods? 

Response: Disagree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? The law needs to conform to the event 
restrictions placed on all residential zones, 'sales' can often be misconstrued in all sorts of ways by public 
and commercial vendors, and even used to hold paid commercial events. The rule/law whatever will need 
further definition and some more work to check other legislation around noise and what is being sold, how 
many people will attend, where they will park etc.It used to be that garage sales would attract only those in 
walking distance or those who came early in the morning and didnt cause traffic issues etc, but, now with 
social media advertising and any loose wording of published rules, all sorts of problems could ensue... 

 

Proposal B:  Allow event signs to use election sign sites and clarify that community events must be 
provided by not-for-profit groups  

We want rules that provide opportunities to advertise major, regional, sub-regional and community events 
while reducing potential nuisance and clutter.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for event sign sites, for example to:  
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 allow the display of event signs on the same roadside sites as election signs  

 clarify that community event signs (for events that attract participants from, or have significance to, a 
local area) that are on sites associated with the community may only be displayed if the event is 
provided by a not-for-profit group. 

What is your opinion on the proposal for rules for event sign sites?  

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Needs more clarification, and grammar 
checking...How will this effect and coincide with current advertising and Communications Industry Standards 
and codes as well as legislation? How will this impact areas that political signs are displayed in and how will 
you prevent association of events with political-parties and dates etc they are not at all affiliated with, as this 
can cause major problems especially in popular mass events such as Big Day out, RaggaMuffin, one off 
large festivals etc -as if those political parties or persons ' gifted, got or achieved' those things for people, 
when often the opposite is true and changes in legislation twenty years before, instigated by a private group 
of individuals, is actually what got them an event on a farm along with alot of preparation by civil 
personnel/public persons.  We do not want people associating the effects of, or consumption of goods 
whether illicit, illegal, or otherwise at a festival with a certain politician or political party either, as a 
disproportionate number of persons in the community have a type of memory recall that is often 
subconscious and may lead them to consume substances that were consumed at the event or to even act as 
if they were there because a politician or their party is seen somewhere etc, without our close knit 
communities that we enjoyed previously, there may be no way to decode this odd behavior and the risks to 
the individual and public health are important above an advertising sign tbh . On the same note, there is also 
the issue of the persons raised in the old school systems where physical and psychological punishments of a 
nature now banned, and the children who were effected by the teachers still left in the system after the laws 
came into effect, are all still alive, meaning that they may be unfairly effected and treated without 
understanding by medical and other authorities as well as general public. The government and masses of 
the current day are quick to forget in the name of keeping people happy, and this is causing problems in a 
society where the vast majority of people who were intended to form the most important parts of the wheels 
are continually left out, but still paying the biggest price for this change and forgetfulness- lives are expected 
to span approximately 120 years minus infractions for genetic difference/illness, self inflicted harm and other 
accidents, legislation should generally reflect this, why is legislation changing so quickly to satisfy the needs 
of a people not even in the majority of the workforce yet and not addressing those who most probably wont 
reach the NZ expected life expectancy due to all the failures of previous and some recent, governments and 
authorities.  For the same reasons as the brainwashing and mind distortion addressed in the other comments 
I've made, already addressed in part by advertising standards, industry standards etc surrounding subliminal 
messaging and unconscious/conscious associations, rules and legislation against certain similar practices in 
political events and parties or by political individuals running for position etc, and the requirements for 
integrated practice and laws, I'm not sure this is the best idea for now. 

 

Proposal C:  Clarify the current event sign rules, including their definition and placement  

We want to provide rules for event signs that increase public safety and that address gaps and contradictions 
in the current rules.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs promoting events, for example to:   

 clarify that event signs do not include real estate or election signs  

 clarify ‘community events’ as events that attract participants from, or have significance to, a local area  

 clarify that 'regional events’ include sub-regional events attracting participants from multiple local areas.  

 add a related information note with a list of council-controlled locations where people can display event 
signs  
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 clarify that there is a maximum projection of 0.03m metres (3 centimetres) from the wall for flat-wall 
mounted event signs on a ground floor  

 move rules unrelated to event signs to separate clauses (for example rules about approving a dedicated 
site for event signs to a new clause 34 and references to signs on major recreational facilities to a new 
clause 20)  

 clarify that free-standing community event signs are allowed.  

What is your opinion on the proposal for rules for event signs? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? In many areas Real Estate and other activities 
such as garage sales are considered events for legislation purposes. Many housing and development areas 
already have private stipulations separate from council that reinforce zoning or planning laws and rules, as 
well as codes of conduct for owners and their guests. This was applied to individual streets as small 
communities as well as many Maori owned properties and Maori majority communities, this was separate but 
in addition to American led developments and co-op type developments because of a lack of protection 
offered to regular residents by law enforcement and the laws of the time in the way they where enacted as 
the policy changed and went through various upheavals. I think for example, the need for real estate to be 
included due to activities that already cause issues known as 'viewings'. Often done enmasse they are 
disruptive and cause traffic issues and community problems as well as waste time for the vast majority of 
people attending as out of the 60 odd visitors present in one sitting, only one or two will get the tenancy. An 
allowance was given of an hour in some areas for this to take place, but, it was found that the real estate 
persons did not have the required knowledge of the area nor the house nor access to private stipulations and 
initiatives either, this was due to the fact that regulations had been changed without proper consultation, by 
the new centrally formed councils, and allowed some licensing authorities to grant preliminary licenses which 
were sufficient for a licensed real estate broker to supervise an apprentice who carried the preliminary 
license. Foreign real estate agents were banned at some point and rental agents were not required to be 
licensed either and the problems compounded from there, unfortunately not eliminating the lack of education 
or adherence to rules and covenants made by developers and landowners, but simply ignoring them and 
causing more damage, even going to the extent of casting out the owners of properties so that new 
neighbors could achieve the otherwise illegal development or action that they wanted but were otherwise 
banned from, and continuously opposed from carrying out by the actual owners and others who knew the 
private covenants or stipulations existed. Often in a lot of areas there is no other protection for people still 
other than to ban events, including real estate. For this reason I think the Real Estate sign and event policy 
needs a rethink, and for the similar reason of a person in a trusted position misusing that position, and 
additionally protection from those in a position of power who often aren't as qualified or experienced as they 
think they are, such as politicians, who may erect a sign then hold a gathering of people in a house or 
neighborhood and facilitate the spread of erroneous knowledge or facts. It has happened before so no doubt 
it will happen again. 

 

4. Free-standing signs 

Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including the definition and separation distances for free-standing 
signs 

We want to provide rules that are more certain and reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to update the current free-standing sign rules, for example to clarify that these signs:   

 include large portable signs that can’t be easily moved by hand   

 need to be separated by 10 metres if they are on the same site and by two metres if they are on 
different sites.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for free-standing signs? 
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Response: Agree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Additionally define between which constitutes 
that what is a 'permenant' sign; alongside or connecting to rules that explain the process for 
erecting/establishing permanent signs/signage, and all the relevant legislation  that 'may or may not' apply -
industry codes, best practice, advertising standards, design standards etc, and, give people who have 
knowledge of such rules and practice a way to record complaints, as they are integrated also with practice, 
and lead back to industry secrets and protections in order to address things like common theft of professional 
texts, misappropriation,  ID theft, reputation management, copy-catting, intelectual property etc etc 

 

5. Portable signs 

Proposal A:  Increase the area where portable signs are prohibited to cover the entire City Centre 
Zone  

Portable signs are currently prohibited in a number of streets in the City Centre Zone. This removes potential 
safety risks, nuisance and clutter. It also improves accessibility for pedestrians who are mobility or vision 
impaired, and prioritises the area for pedestrians and place-making activities.  

We are proposing to expand the area where portable signs cannot be displayed.  

The proposed area covers any council-controlled public places within or immediately adjacent to the City 
Centre Zone of the Auckland Unitary Plan. This would include:  

 footpaths on Queen Street and Karangahape Road  

 civic spaces such as Aotea Square, Freyberg Place, Khartoum Place, Queen Elizabeth Square and 
St Patrick’s Square.  

 

The following map shows the City Centre Zone where we propose that portable signs cannot be displayed.  
 

Key:   Business – City Centre Zone (shaded red) 
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What is your opinion on the proposal to increase the prohibited area for portable signs to include the 
entire City Centre Zone? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Some allowance needs to be made for 
emergencies, road works/construction and things like 'wetfloor' signs which may in fact cover a hazard 
themselves...Does the rule include swinging signage or signage displayed from a roof or boardwalk cover? a 
flag for example or a sign hung safely at a good height underneath a footpath covering attached to the shop 
it is intended for? This is important because many shop keepers still employ these types of signage which 
they bring in each evening, and put out again in the morning. They are not permanently affixed, so 
temporary, as are flags mounted in a similar fashion out of the way on a roof. Will you change the rules for 
Americas cup and favor foreign people ? or Christmas Events and the  Sky City and impeed the shop 
keepers who want to hang such signs or flowers for example which are very important in alot of commercial 
and high traffic zones? Your reasoning for the application of such a law may be sound, but the effected 
personage and smaller communities that are the ones actually dealing with the ramifications of those 
changes may need cost effective or free alternatives and ideas for other options as well as a period of grace. 
 
 

Proposal B:  Clarify current rules, including the definition and placement of portable signs  

We want to provide rules that are more certain and less repetitive.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for portable signs, for example to clarify:   

 the definition by including examples of portable signs   

 the definition by specifying that in order to be ‘portable’ one person must be able to move the sign 
with their hands or a non-mechanical trolley   

 that portable signs can be displayed on sites that are not council-controlled public places (such as a 
footpath within a private commercial property).  
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What is your opinion on the proposed rules for portable signs? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? I would need alot more information on the 
businesses in the area and the scope of the area covered by council as opposed to businesses, for example, 
hotels that may in fact have a much larger frontage and pathway despite not being high traffic areas, or 
markets who might have a lawful size pull off to place signage, but in a council controlled area as opposed to 
private, who may use pallets for example in a tidy but 'farmers market' or other designer trend type manner 
to create impact, prevent dispersal by wind which can be quite strong on the waterfront at times even on a 
good day, or to keep costs down and one off events like seafood festivals affordable...How will the changes 
address those needs and what are going to be the alternatives when a flag cant be seen or read for the state 
of the wind and smaller signage is rendered unusable? The nature and culture of the port and waterfront in 
part of this area has always been around market type events and well dressed but what would be considered 
'permenant' by the above standards, types of 'tables' or display units etc usually part of the showcase for the 
event, and often the business also, itself... 

 

6. Posters 

Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including that poster board sites require approval  

We want to provide rules that reflect current practice.   

We are proposing to update the current rules for posters, for example to clarify that a poster board site must 
be approved before it can be installed.   

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for posters? 

Response: Agree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Assuming that poster board refers to the walls 
and areas available for pasting temporary posters for advertisement of concerts and other such events or 
local business specials such as 'double salad burger mondays at Fred's'  etc ... Will this effect areas typically 
used by poster pasters and how will you alert them to the fact? 

 

 

7. Real estate signs 

Proposal A:  Increase the maximum area of certain flat wall-mounted real estate signs in Heavy 
Industry Zones to 6m2   

We have heard a range of views about the size of real estate signs in Heavy Industry Zones of the Auckland 
Unitary Plan (areas that allow industrial activities that may produce odour, dust and noise). Currently, these 
signs can have a maximum area of 5m2, if they are attached to the wall of a building.  

We are seeking feedback on whether to increase the maximum area of flat wall-mounted signs on 
buildings in Heavy Industry Zones to 6m2.   

These zones have a lower priority on amenity and contain larger buildings that are often set back further 
from the road. Having larger signs would allow people involved with real estate to display more information to 
their customers.  

Real estate signs that are attached to fences or walls that are not part of a building would continue to have a 
maximum area of 2.88m2.  
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What is your opinion on the proposal to increase the area of flat wall-mounted signs on the walls of 
buildings in Heavy Industry zones? 

Response: Agree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change?  

 

Proposal B:  Clarify current rules, including the maximum number and placement of real estate signs 

We want to provide rules that reflect current practice and reduce risk of nuisance.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for real estate signs, for example to:   

 clarify that real estate signs are allowed for each property in a sub-division or housing development  

 update rules about separation distances, including specifying when signs on grass verges and 
kerbs must comply with rules for the distance signs must be set back from a kerb face in clause 24  

 clarify that real estate signs attached to or secured by a vehicle directly outside the property must not 
protrude from the side of the vehicle  

 clarify that directional real estate signs (signs directing people to a property) can be placed on the 
‘three nearest intersections’ to the property being sold.  

Please note that the Bylaw currently permits illuminated real estate signs, including in 
Residential Zones. These signs must comply with the illumination rules for all illuminated signs. Maximum 
light levels depend on the size of the illuminated area of the sign and whether there is street lighting.  
 

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for real estate signs? 

Response: Disagree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Some of the policy/rule adjustments include 
socially irresponsible as well as what could be considered somewhat illegal practices ... 

 

8. Stencil signs 

Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including the definition and placement of stencil signs  

We want to provide rules that are more certain and reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for stencil signs, for example to:   

 clarify that a stencil sign can also be a ‘wall-mounted’ or window sign  

 clarify that a stencil sign on a council-controlled public place requires an approval (for example, from 
Auckland Council or Auckland Transport)  

 move references to approval matters (including prohibited areas) to Part 3 (Controls and Approvals) 
of the proposed new bylaw. 

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for stencil signs? 

Response: Disagree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Controls and approvals are subject to change 
and be interpreted differently at times (qualifications where relevant knowledge is taught may change for 
example which may effect interpretation or how exemption is applied, but with the issue in the main body 
instead of supplementary or additional tables the matter is firm regardless, which may protect incoming ships 
with timber or metal for example, or people with stenciled work items like wood framing for construction on a 
building etc from theft or other mishaps when designer stores may sell similar items stenciled in the area, or 
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even in the more commercial and industrial areas it may protect workers or pedestrians from being confused 
by misplaced signage or even in the opposite used for alerting workers or the public to danger and hazards 
when a physical sandwich board type sign is not appropriate or available  ) , allow for exemption, where as a 
legislation or body act or rule is not subject to change. The change would also unfairly limit businesses in the 
area that may need to change tact to avoid thefts or misappropriation, copycatting, etc . A stencil sign usually 
refers to a painted on advertisement using a type of 'stencil' as the template for that work, and is usually 
more than appropriate for a port area as well as industrial. Care may need to be taken around preventing 
loss of culture of the area and defining between industrial and port styled residential and commercial etc. 

 

9. Vehicle signs 

Proposal:  Clarify the current rules, including when a person may display a sign on a vehicle and 
what rules regulate signs advertising a vehicle for sale  

We want to provide rules that are easier to read and understand.   

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs on vehicles to:   

 add a related information note about rules for the sale of a vehicle set out in the Auckland Transport 
Traffic Bylaw 2012  

 clarify the circumstances in which a sign may be displayed on a vehicle, including a real estate sign 
and an election sign.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for signs on vehicles? 

Response: Agree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change?  

 

10. Verandah signs 

Proposal:  Clarify the current rules, including the definition of verandah 

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty.  

We are proposing to update the current verandah signs rules, for example to make them easier to read and 
understand.   

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for verandah signs?  

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change?  

 

11. Wall-mounted signs 

Proposal A:  Increase the maximum area of flat wall-mounted signs in Heavy Industry Zones to 6m2  

We have heard a range of views about the size of signs in Heavy Industry Zones of the Auckland Unitary 
Plan (areas that allow industrial activities that may produce odour, dust and noise). Currently, these signs 
can have a maximum area of 5m2.  

We are seeking feedback on whether to increase the maximum area of flat wall-mounted signs to 6m2 in 
Heavy Industry Zones.   
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These zones have a lower priority on amenity and contain larger buildings that are often set back further 
from the road. Having larger signs would allow businesses to display more information to their customers. 

What is your opinion on the proposal to increase the area of flat wall-mounted signs in Heavy 
Industry Zones? 

Response: Agree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change?  

 

Proposal B:  Clarify the current rules, including locations, separation distances and dimensions  

We want to provide rules that reflect current practice, are more certain and improve safety.  

We are proposing to update the current wall-mounted signs rules, for example to clarify that:   

 these signs can be displayed on fences  

 there is a five-metre separation distance between horizontal wall-mounted signs  

 flat-wall mounted signs on the ground floor of a building can project a maximum of 0.03 metres (3 
centimetres) from the wall.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for wall-mounted signs? 

Response: Disagree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Conflicts with other rules about fence 
advertising signs/advertising signs on fences 

 

12. Window signs 

Proposal:  Clarify current rules, including that there are no restrictions on window signs in the City 
Centre Zone  

We want to provide rules that are more certain.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs in windows, for example to clarify that there are no 
restrictions on window signs in the City Centre Zone of the Auckland Unitary Plan.   

This recognises the unique vibrant urban environment of the city centre. Other areas such as town centres 
have restrictions on the percentage of window area that a window sign can cover. 

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for window signs? 

Response: Disagree 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? I dont want to see the inside of someones 
vagina in a window, why no restrictions?. Signs in windows can be just as intrusive and alarming if not 
undertaken correctly. Some design and other knowledge may be needed for that rule... 

 

13. Special rules for certain signs 

Subpart 2 of Part 2 of the proposed new Bylaw contains rules that signs must comply with. 

Proposal A:  Clarify rules for signs in Major Recreational Facility zones and the conditions for their 
display  
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We want to provide rules that are easier to read and understand.  

We are proposing for example to:  

 separate rules for signs in Major Recreational Facility Zones from rules for major and regional event 
signs.  

 clarify the conditions that need to be met in order to display a sign on a site in a Major Recreational 
Facility Zone.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for signs in Major Recreational Facility zones? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? How will this effect co-use with Maori and 
cultural needs where the recreational areas also form in part, a means to addressing a cultural need?  

 

Proposal B:  Clarify the rules for signs in Open Space Zones, including which signs do not require an 
approval  

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty, that group similar rules together, and 
that make the bylaw easier to comply with.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for signs in Open Space Zones, for example to:  

 clarify the conditions signs must meet to be displayed without an approval  

 move references to signs that do require an approval to Part 3   

 clarify that signs on boundary fences with an Open Space Zone require council approval (for 
example, from Auckland Council or Auckland Transport)  

 make rules easier to read and understand.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for signs in Open Space Zones? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Need more information... 

 

Proposal C:  Clarify a limit of one sign per commercial sexual service premises  

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty.  

We are proposing to clarify that commercial sexual service premises are limited to one sign per premises 
advertising their services.  

The current rules remain unchanged. Signs:  

 have a maximum area of 0.33 square metres in a residential zone and 1 square metre in all other 
zones  

 must be a wall-mounted sign attached to either a fence or a wall of the premises  

 may only contain the name of the operator or registered business, the street number, and the 
telephone number of the service  

 must not contain flashing lights, changeable message signage, or sexualised shapes or images.  
 

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for signs advertising commercial sexual services? 

Response: Other 
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Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? I thought sexual services were banned in most 
residential areas, for the same reason they cant operate next to or in close proximity of a school. 

 

14. General rules for all signs 

Subpart 3 of Part 2 of the proposed new Bylaw contains rules that all signs must comply with. 

Proposal A:  Clarify the rules that ensure signs do not endanger public safety, cause a nuisance or 
affect the safe, efficient movement of traffic or vessels 

We want to provide rules that reduce repetition and group similar rules together.  

We are proposing to update the rules about safety in clauses 23, 24 and 25, for example to:   

 combine similar traffic-related rules from the current Signage Bylaw 2015 and the current Election 
Signs Bylaw 2013 into one clause to reduce repetition (cl 24)  

 clarify that signs should not block kerb ramps or similar areas, to improve accessibility (cl 24)  

 add a related information note about relevant sign standards made by Auckland Transport and Waka 
Kotahi / New Zealand Transport Agency that must also be complied with (cl 24)  

 clarify that a sign must not use illumination, movement or materials that may cause a distraction to a 
person on navigable waters (cl 25)  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules about safety? 

Response:Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change?  
 

Proposal B:  A person must not alter the top of a building to display a sign 

To make the Bylaw easier to read and understand, we are proposing to create a separate clause 26 to 
prohibit a person from adding or extending a structure to the roof, architectural top, or above the outline of a 
building for the sole purpose of displaying a sign.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for the tops of buildings? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? conflicting, need more information... 

 

Proposal C:  Clarify the rules for illuminated signs, including that signs must use static images and 
lighting, and that the person displaying the sign must demonstrate it is compliant 

We want to provide rules that people can interpret with more certainty and that reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to update the rules about illuminated signs in clauses 27 and 28, for example to 
clarify that:  

 changeable messages relate to transitions between static images and must not ‘shimmer’ or 
‘sparkle’ (cl 27)  

 luminance rules apply between ‘sunset and sunrise’ (cl 27)  

 the person who displays the sign must provide satisfactory evidence that the sign complies with the 
rules, if required by Auckland Council or Auckland Transport (cl 27 and 28)  

 a static illuminated sign must not be illuminated in a way that makes it appear to shimmer, sparkle or 
revolve (cl 28)  
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 LED signs must comply with the maximum luminance standards for static illuminated signs (cl 28)  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for illuminated signs? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change?  

 

Proposal D:  Clarifying rules for businesses that have ceased to trade, including when and where 
signs must be removed 

We want to provide rules that are easier to read and understand, that people can interpret with more 
certainty and that reflect current practice.  

We are proposing to make a separate clause 29 for businesses that cease to trade and to update the rules in 
this clause, for example to:   

 clarify the time period for the removal of signs of a business that has ceased to trade from ‘three 
calendar months’ to ‘60 working days’, to better account for public holidays  

 clarify that if the sign has historic heritage value or is an integral part of the structure of a building 
then the display area of a sign can be removed or covered.  

What is your opinion on the proposed rules for businesses that have ceased to trade? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Not enough clarification nor information. There 
will be more complications with historic buildings and the wording of the reason for the rule/legislation 
change etc 

15. Controls (additional rules) and Approvals (permissions) 

Proposal:  Clarify ability for council to make additional rules and to approve signs that do not comply 
with the Bylaw 

We want to provide rules that group similar rules together, that reflect current practice and that people can 
interpret with more certainty.  

We are proposing to create a new Part of the Bylaw that consolidates all of the matters that Auckland 
Council and Auckland Transport can make a control (additional rule) for and how we may approve signs that 
do not comply with the Bylaw (permissions).   

We are proposing to update the current rules for controls, for example to:   

 specify locations and conditions of use of council-controlled public places to display event signs and 
election signs  

 specify areas of council-controlled public places where portable signs and stencil signs are 
prohibited  

 add a related information note about current controls and delegations, and the process for creating a 
control.  

We are proposing to update the current rules for approvals, for example to:   

 clarify that this Subpart applies to people who must obtain an approval  

 clarify those applications for approval which are intended to be provided for in appropriate 
circumstances (poster boards, cross street banners, event signs and signs in Open Space Zones) 
and clarify that all other applications will only be granted by exception  

 add a related information note about Auckland Council’s fee-setting process  
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 add new criteria about conditions that the council or Auckland Transport may impose, from other 
bylaws that manage impacts similar to signs  

 make a separate clause about the review of approvals.  

What is your opinion on the proposal to update the current rules for controls and approvals? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change? Often there are already adequate rules and 
legislation present if integrated with other sectors of industry etc, these should be thoroughly investigated 
first... 

 

16. Enforcement powers, penalties and transitional rules (how the new rules apply to 
existing signs) 

Proposal:  To clarify the current enforcement powers and penalties and how we transition to the new 
rules 

We want to provide rules that make the bylaw easier to understand and comply with, and provide for how the 
new bylaw will regulate signs that are already displayed or approved under the current rules.  

We are proposing to create two new Parts of the Bylaw. Part 4 would consolidate 
all of the Bylaw’s enforcement powers and penalties. Part 5 would clarify how we would transition to the new 
rules.  

We are proposing to update the current enforcement rules in the Bylaw, for example to:  

 clarify that enforcement action may be taken against people who fail to comply with an approval or 
who provide inaccurate information for an approval  

 add related information notes referencing the powers and penalties to enforce the Bylaw  

 move rules about removing signs from a business that has ceased to trade to a new clause (cl 29)  

 clarify that a person does not commit an offence if the reason they did not comply with the Bylaw 
was because they followed directions from Auckland Council or Auckland Transport.  

We are proposing to update the transition rules, for example to:   

 clarify that signs that currently comply with the Signage Bylaw 2015 or the Election Signs Bylaw 
2013 can continue to be displayed, if they also comply with the general rules for all signs in Subpart 
3 of the proposed new Bylaw  

 clarify the time period by which an existing sign and temporary sign must comply with the proposed 
new Bylaw  

 clarify that approvals and exemptions applied for or granted under the Signage Bylaw 2015 will 
continue to be processed or apply as if they were made under the proposed new Bylaw  

 clarify that we will use the Signage Bylaw 2015 to address any compliance and enforcement actions 
that started before the proposed new Bylaw comes into effect.  

What is your opinion on the proposal to update the current rules for enforcement and transition? 

Response: Other 

Tell us why, and if there is anything you would change?  
 

17. Other feedback 

Do you have any other comments on the proposed Signs Bylaw? 
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Note: We are not seeking any public feedback on rules for sign types managed by other regulatory methods, 
for example billboards which are managed in the Auckland Unitary Plan.  

We are also not seeking any feedback at this time on whether this Bylaw should include rules relating to the 
regulation of alcohol advertising  

Important privacy information 

The personal information that you provide in this form will be held and protected by Auckland Council in accordance with 
our privacy policy (available at aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/privacy and at our libraries and service centres) and with the 
Privacy Act 1993. The privacy policy explains how we can use and share your personal information in relation to any 
interaction you have with the council, and how you can access and correct that information. You should familiarise 
yourself with this policy before submitting this form. 
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