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Allie Dunn

From: Lucy Waldron <lucy@animalnutrition.co.nz>

Sent: Monday, 5 August 2019 5:36 PM

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Response to dog control draft

Many thanks for sending round the information. I am a dog owner and have bred world class dogs, as well as being 

an active researcher into animal feeding with the dog unit at Massey. I think that we should approach this from a 

practical point on view and not be swayed by the legislation overseas that has singularly failed to work (dangerous 

dogs act, anti-docking laws etc). It would be good to know 1. How many problem dogs are registered or have a 

suitable home compared to registered animals and 2. How much these cost the council per year. In many areas of 

NZ new dog regulations have been passed by councils – but these do not address those animals owned by 

unsuitable people, are not registered and seem to cause the majority of nuisance. It would be a mistake to penalise 

responsible dog owners who register their animals and try to do all the right things, but end up paying for those who 

do not.  In addition, welfare of the dogs must be considered, and dogs should always be removed from situations of 

neglect and abuse and rehomed. Some greater powers regarding the ownership of dogs could be considered. 

Currently the SPCA has a policy of putting down certain animals – ones which are vicious or beyond vet help I can 

agree with, but not healthy dogs that have just failed to find a home. The focus should be on ‘marketing’ them for 

rehoming, and it would be good to see money put aside for that. Indiscriminate and uncontrolled breeding is an 

issue with problem dogs, when owners see it as a way to making a quick buck, to the detriment often of the bitch 

and her pups. Perhaps problem dogs, especially those from fighting breeds,  when picked up, should be 

automatically neutered if they are ‘repeat offenders’ and the owner asked to pay off the cost (over time perhaps) to 

remove the animal from the gene pool and make the owners financially responsible for it. Sadly there will always be 

bad owners, who do not have well behaved animals and do not care for them properly. However, money usually 

talks and financial penalties can be the best deterrent. My own dogs are house pets as well, and have a large run 

and warm kennels when I am out, as well as free run of the garden when I am at home. Perhaps some rules for dogs 

regarding the five freedoms exacted on farm animals should be applied within the brief? 

Please feel free to contact me if necessary 

Dr Lucy Waldron 

PhD RNutr (UK NZ) R Fellow (Massey) NZARN, AAS 

PO Box 119 | Feilding 4740 | New Zealand 

Tel +64 (0)6 328 9026 | Mob +64 (0)21 743374| 

Overseas +44(0)7816673199 
www.animalnutrition.co.nz 

If you have received this message in error, or are not the expected recipient, please ignore this message and any 

information it contains. 
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Allie Dunn

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Kate Fergusson
Monday, 5 August 2019 5:44 PM 
MDC Submissions

Dog Control 

I write to express a huge concern I have about the lack of sufficient dog poo dumpsters in the town of Feilding, there 

are a huge number of dogs and responsible owners in the town but absolutely not any where near enough facilities 

to place dog poo,  would love to see this visited at a council meeting sometime soon. Many thanks.� �  

Sent from my iPhone 
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Monday, 5 August 2019 8:55 PM

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Dog Control Submitted

Name: Debbie Edwards 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on 

behalf of this organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Dog 

Control Bylaw do you agree 

with and why? (Please be as 

specific as possible): 

What aspects of the Dog 

Control Bylaw do you 

disagree with and why? 

(Please be as specific as 

possible): 

Any other comments related 

to this bylaw?: 

multi-dog permit - proposal states a new multi-dog permit is required for 

change of address, or number of dogs - that is a given. Please can the change 

of dog breed requires a new multi-dog permit please be explained? If a dog 

dies and you adopt a new dog - do you have to reapply? 
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Tuesday, 6 August 2019 10:09 AM

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Dog Control Submitted

Name: Aimee Hamlin 

Organisation: 
DogsNZ, Feilding Dog Training Club, Manawatu Toy Dog Club, 

Wanganui Toy Dog Club 

This submission is made on 

behalf of this organisation: 

Email: a.hamlin@massey.ac.nz

Phone: 0276141066 

Address: 37 Gladstone St, Feilding 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: Yes 

What aspects of the Dog 

Control Bylaw do you agree 

with and why? (Please be as 

specific as possible): 

Removal of the Feilding CBD as a prohibited area. Great move. 

What aspects of the Dog 

Control Bylaw do you 

disagree with and why? 

(Please be as specific as 

possible): 

Clarification needed for sections 11.9/23.6: I have a multi dog permit 

currently, I am a DogsNZ registered breeder, active in dog sports, CGC and 

breed showing. I am involved with my breed rescue (I'm about it in fact). I 

register all dogs on my property including rescues, rehomes & 

puppies(Cont'd) 

Any other comments related to 

this bylaw?: 

over 3mths old that I have not yet found homes for. Will I have to re-apply 

every time I want to keep a puppy or register a rescue/rehome dog or can I 

apply for a blanket permit (above the number of dogs I currently have)? 

This seems a lot of extra paperwork for someone trying to do things right. 
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13th August 2019 

Submission on the proposed Manawatū 

District Council Animal Bylaw 2019 

Emailed to: submissions@mdc.govt.nz 

From: Forest & Bird 
PO Box 631  
Wellington 6140  
Attn: Tom Kay 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand (Forest & Bird) is New

Zealand’s largest independent conservation organisation. It is independently funded by

private subscription, donations and bequests. Forest & Bird’s mission is to protect New

Zealand’s unique flora and fauna and its habitat. Key matters of concern therefore relate to

the protection of ecological values, particularly the sustainable management of New

Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity, natural landscapes, and publicly owned land, rivers and

lakes.

2. Forest & Bird’s submission relates to Part Three ‘Cats’ and Part Seven ‘Encouraging

Nuisances’ of the proposed Bylaw.

3. Forest & Bird wish to be heard in support of this submission.

SUBMISSION 

Guiding legislation 

4. Under the Resource Management Act (1991) Manawatū District Council have a responsibility

for:

…the control of any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or 

protection of land, including for the purpose of— 

(iii) the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity:

Royal Forest and Bird Protection 

Society of New Zealand Inc. 

Head Office: 

PO Box 613 

Wellington 

New Zealand 

P: +64 4 3857374 

www.forestandbird.org.nz 

#006
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5. In regard to bylaws, Forest & Bird understand the Local Government Act 2002 to be the

guiding legislation for the creation of bylaws by local authorities. We note the highlighted

parts of sections of 145, 146, and 147 of the act below.

145 General bylaw-making power for territorial authorities  

A territorial authority may make bylaws for its district for 1 or more of the following 

purposes:  

(a) protecting the public from nuisance:

(b) protecting, promoting, and maintaining public health and safety:

…

146 Specific bylaw-making powers of territorial authorities

Without limiting section 145, a territorial authority may make bylaws for its district

for the purposes—

(a) of regulating 1 or more of the following:

…

(v) keeping of animals, bees, and poultry:

…

151 General provisions applying to bylaws made under this Act

…

(1) A bylaw may require anything to be done in any manner, or within any time, that

is required by the local authority or by a person referred to in the bylaw.

6. Given these guiding documents, MDC has a responsibility to control the effects of cats in the

region on indigenous biodiversity, public nuisance, and public health and safety, and may

regulate the keeping of cats to control these effects. It has the jurisdiction to require

“anything to be done in any manner” to achieve this.

The Impact of Cats 

7. All cats (domestic and feral) pose a significant risk to native and endemic birds, lizards, and

insects throughout New Zealand. The detrimental direct effect of cats on populations of

native species has been widely recognised and documented.1,2,3

8. Cats and—in particular—feral cats pose an additional indirect risk to human and wildlife

health through the transfer or diseases such as toxoplasmosis.

9. Toxoplasma gondii (the pathogen behind toxoplasmosis) is a major pathogen of humans and

animals causing miscarriage, abortion, and a range of other outcomes. It can also cause sub-

clinical (non-lethal) effects in intermediate hosts, such as behavioural changes, which may

1
 https://zslpublications.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1017/S095283690200328X 

2
 https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0006320709004133 

3
 https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/pests-and-threats/animal-pests/feral-cats/ 

9

https://zslpublications.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1017/S095283690200328X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0006320709004133
https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/pests-and-threats/animal-pests/feral-cats/
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contribute to diminishing an animal’s ability to survive and to reproduce, such as through 

increasing the risk of predation.4 

10. Toxoplasma gondii occurs all around the wold and can infect all warm-blooded animals.

However wild and domestic cats are the only known definitive hosts, shedding oocysts in

faeces (i.e. they are the ones that readily spread the parasite). Young cats shed more

oocytes into the environment than adult cats, however adults also shed oocytes. Cats are

more likely to be infected if they eat wild prey (e.g. mice and rats), so this may mean that

feral cats are the biggest ‘contributors’ of oocysts into the environment. However, we don’t

know this for sure.

11. Toxoplasma gondii can be transmitted to all hosts by ingestion of food and water

contaminated with oocysts. Transmission can also occur by eating infected meat, or

congenitally, by transplacental infection (from mother to offspring through the placenta).

12. Toxoplasmosis is said to be present in a high percentage of New Zealand people5, has

significant risks to pregnant women, and has been found in and contributed to the death of

a number of native species—including most recently Hector’s and Maui dolphins6.

Toxoplasmosis has also caused the death of kākā, kiwi, and kereru,7 and has been implicated

as contributing to the cause of death of a New Zealand sea lion.8

13. While the fatal risk of toxoplasmosis should be of greatest concern, Forest & Bird also note

the potential nuisance caused by cats in residential areas through their ‘wandering’ nature

and wide range, including possible impacts on rubbish collection services; early childhood

and day-care centres (e.g. through faecal contamination of sandpits, etc.); school, home and

community gardens; and amenity values for residents around private property; among other

issues.

14. Policies in the Animal Bylaw should reflect the impact that domestic and feral cats (and cat

colonies) have on—and the risk they pose to—humans and native wildlife in particular, but

should also reflect these wider issues.

The Bylaw 

15. Forest & Bird are supportive of Councils that take a progressive approach to cat

management in order to reduce the impact on native species.

4
 Carlson-Bremer D, Colegrove KM, Gulland FMD, Conrad PA, Mazet JAK, Johnson CK. Epidemiology and 

pathology of Toxoplasma gondii in free-ranging California sea lions (Zalophus californianus). Journal of Wildlife 
Diseases 51, 362–73, 2015 doi: 10.7589/2014-08-205 
5
 http://www.stuff.co.nz/national/10056562/Cats-will-damage-your-mind-Morgan 

6
 https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/pests-and-threats/diseases/toxoplasmosis-and-hectors-and-maui-dolphin/ 

7
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/261836844_Four_Cases_of_Fatal_Toxoplasmosis_in_Three_Speci

es_of_Endemic_New_Zealand_Birds 
8
 Roe WD, Michael S, Fyfe J, Burrows E, Hunter SA, Howe L (2017) First report of systemic toxoplasmosis in a 

New Zealand sea lion (Phocarctos hookeri). N Z Vet J 65:46–50 

10

http://www.stuff.co.nz/national/10056562/Cats-will-damage-your-mind-Morgan
https://www.doc.govt.nz/nature/pests-and-threats/diseases/toxoplasmosis-and-hectors-and-maui-dolphin/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/261836844_Four_Cases_of_Fatal_Toxoplasmosis_in_Three_Species_of_Endemic_New_Zealand_Birds
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/261836844_Four_Cases_of_Fatal_Toxoplasmosis_in_Three_Species_of_Endemic_New_Zealand_Birds
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16. We support Part Seven of the Bylaw regarding the supporting of stray animals. This is an

extremely important clause that contributes usefully to the clear delineation of ‘domestic’

and ‘feral’ animals.

17. We have suggestions, however, in regard to Part Three of the bylaw, which reads:

10 Number of Cats on Premises 

10.1 Any person Keeping cats must not Keep, on any one Rateable Property in 

the District, more than four cats over the age of three months. 

10.2 On a Rateable Property that contains more than one dwelling, no more than 

one cat over the age of three months per dwelling is allowed to be Kept. 

10.3 Clauses 10.1 and 10.2 do not apply to: 

(a) Any cats over the age of three months being kept for no longer than 14 days; and

(b) Lawfully established Vets, SPCA or similar registered charities, and boarding

premises.

11 Cats becoming a Nuisance or Injurious to Health 

If, in the opinion of any Enforcement Officer, the Keeping of any cats on a Premises 

is, or is likely to become a Nuisance do all or any of the following: 

(a) reduce the number of cats kept on the Premises;

(b) take other such precautions as may be considered necessary by the Council

Officer to reduce the Nuisance effects.

Compliance with a notice under clause 11.1 must take place within the time 

specified in such notice, not being less than 14 days. 

18. Forest & Bird consider this to be insufficient to reduce the impact of cats on native wildlife

and human health and lacking when compared to bylaws controlling cat ownership in other

districts. We suggest alternative wording (changes underlined), as below:

10 Number of Cats on Premises 

10.1 Any person Keeping cats must not Keep, on any one Rateable Property in 

the District, more than three cats over the age of three months without a 

permit issued under this Bylaw. 

10.2 If the Council issues a permit to a person to keep more than three cats 

under clause 10.1 then the permit holder must comply with the conditions 

of that permit. 

11
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11 Keeping of Cats 

Every person who keeps cats must ensure: 

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

b. Cats over six (6) months are de-sexed (unless kept for breeding purposes and are

registered with a nationally recognised cat breeders’ body) 

12 Cats becoming a Nuisance or Injurious to Health 

12.1 If, in the opinion of any Enforcement Officer, the Keeping of any cats on a 

Premises is, or is likely to become a Nuisance, do all or any of the following: 

(a) reduce the number of cats kept on the Premises;

(b) take other such precautions as may be considered necessary by the Council

Officer to reduce the Nuisance effects.

12.2 Compliance with a notice under clause 11.1 must take place within the time 

specified in such notice, not being less than 14 days. 

19. Requiring individuals to microchip their cats allows for a clear delineation between those

that are ‘domestic’ and those that are ‘feral’. Domestic cats include those animals that are

microchipped or clearly identifiable so as to be returned to their owners if found, while feral

cats would include any others. Clear delineation allows Council and community groups to

intervene with cat control programmes if/where feral animals are having a significant impact

on native wildlife. Such delineation is likely to become increasingly important as we move

towards the Predator Free 2050 goal and trap technologies develop to detect which cats are

and are not target animals.

20. Requiring cats to be desexed is vital to reducing the risk of increases in feral cat populations

and the follow on effects for native wildlife.

21. The suggested wording would bring the MDC’s bylaw in line with that of Wellington City9

and Palmerston North City10 Council bylaws (both of which require microchipping), and

make it more consistent with other districts’ such as the Wairarapa11 (which limits the

9
 https://wellington.govt.nz/services/consents-and-licences/animals/new-bylaw-on-microchipping-cats 

10
 https://www.pncc.govt.nz/council-city/bylaws-regulations/dogs-and-other-animals/cats/ 

11
http://www.swdc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/Part%206%20Keeping%20of%20Animals%20Poultry%20and%20

Bees%20Bylaw_Current_0.pdf 

12

https://wellington.govt.nz/services/consents-and-licences/animals/new-bylaw-on-microchipping-cats
https://www.pncc.govt.nz/council-city/bylaws-regulations/dogs-and-other-animals/cats/
http://www.swdc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/Part%206%20Keeping%20of%20Animals%20Poultry%20and%20Bees%20Bylaw_Current_0.pdf
http://www.swdc.govt.nz/sites/default/files/Part%206%20Keeping%20of%20Animals%20Poultry%20and%20Bees%20Bylaw_Current_0.pdf
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number of cats on a property to 3). It would also be consistent with the goals of ‘Predator 

Free 2050’ and the emerging goals of the NZ Biodiversity Strategy.  

22. We also note that Southland’s recently proposed Pest Management Plan initially included a

similar proposal that would have prevented cat ownership in some areas unless the cats

were microchipped, registered, and desexed.

Other Considerations 

23. The council may like to consider including a policy or note within the bylaw stating its

opposition to feral cat populations, or promoting the eradication of feral populations, in

order to assist in the achievement of its aims for native wildlife. This could form the start of

any educational material on responsible cat ownership.

24. If there is to be any informational or educational material produced to accompany the bylaw

it should emphasise the importance of responsible cat ownership. Positive language should

be used to promote responsible actions (such as cat containment and the use of brightly

coloured collars and bells) as best practice when describing ownership. Emphasis should be

placed on the benefit of these actions to the owner; the health and safety of their cat, their

family, and the native wildlife in their backyard and wider region.

25. Every native bird, lizard and insect in the Manawatū is a valuable natural asset. While the

intrinsic value of our native species is unquantifiable, the amount of time, energy, and

money that Forest & Bird members, local community groups, DOC, and Council staff have

invested in protecting these species is very real. Council must ensure that the bylaw is

consistent with its aims to protect and promote native wildlife (including those in its local

plans and the national ‘Predator Free 2050’ aims), not only for its intrinsic value to the

community and the Manawatū as a whole, but as a matter of efficient resource allocation.

SUBMISSION ENDS 

13
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Nichole Ganley

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 14 August 2019 4:08 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Dog Control Submitted

Name: Michael Duindam 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on 
behalf of this organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: Yes 

What aspects of the Dog 
Control Bylaw do you agree 
with and why? (Please be as 

specific as possible): 

I support the proposal to delete Feilding CBD from the prohibited area 
schedule (excluding organised events). I support the proposal to make the 
Feilding CBD a Dog on Leash location (except when organised events are 
on) 

What aspects of the Dog 
Control Bylaw do you 
disagree with and why? 
(Please be as specific as 

possible): 

I oppose the identification of Kowhai Park as a prohibited area. I consider 
that this should be an on leash location (excluding the duck pond and aviary 
area). I often park at the Kowhai Park carpark and walk my dog (on leash) 
through the bush to Rata Street and then do a loop to Kitchener Park. 

Any other comments related 
to this bylaw?: 

Make Kowhai Park an on leash location (excluding the duck pond and 
aviary area). Many people already use Kowhai Park as a start/finish location 
for walking their dogs, probably unaware that it is currently prohibited to do 
so. Existing safe use (on leash) should be legitimised in the Bylaw.  

14
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Nichole Ganley

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 14 August 2019 7:16 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Dog Control Submitted

Name: Natalya Duindam 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on behalf of this 
organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Dog Control Bylaw do 
you agree with and why? (Please be as 

specific as possible): 
Support dogs being on leash in CBD 

What aspects of the Dog Control Bylaw do 
you disagree with and why? (Please be as 

specific as possible): 

Kowhai Park being a prohibited area for dogs. This should be 
an on leash area, so you can walk through as part of Kitchener 
Park loop. 

Any other comments related to this 
bylaw?: 

15
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Manawatu District Council 

Draft Animal Bylaw 2019 

Submission by: 

Evan Lloyd 

Email: 

I do not wish to speak in support of my submission. 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit on the Animal Bylaw Review. My submission relates to Part 

2 – Bee Keeping. 

I am a hobby beekeeper and an active member of the Manawatu Beekeepers Club.  I have a current 

permit for two hives in the Feilding urban area. 

While the attempt to remove the erroneous wording in the current Bylaw is to be commended, I 

believe that Manawatu District Council have taken the wrong approach in its review of urban 

beekeeping.  Pre-consultation results showed that 20 submitters believed that a permit system was 

required, and Council have used that as justification to maintain or strengthen the permitting regime.  

However, 21 people said that a permit was not required or suggested that a more relaxed system was 

appropriate.  Seven more made ‘other’ comments. 

It is unclear to what extent Council has a problem with urban beekeeping, or what perceived problem 

will result if the rules were to be relaxed.  Many Councils have practically deregulated beekeeping but 

it’s not apparent in the Statement of Proposal that Council has asked any of them what their 

experience has been. 

The Manawatu Beekeepers Club made a pre-consultation submission and offered to assist Council 

with the review.  Sadly, Council did not take up that offer and instead elected to make a phone call to 

Apiculture NZ.  This organisation represents only a small proportion of beekeeper and has an average 

reputation at that.  It’s particularly disappointing Council sought advice from a single source.  

I disagree with the requirement to obtain a permit along with the associated fee.  Beekeeping is 

already an activity that requires hives and apiaries to be registered by law with a national agency and 

there is a corresponding annual fee.  A Council fee would be an additional financial burden on the bee 

keeper.  

It is clear in the Statement of Proposal that permit applicants will be required to obtain the consent of 

“Affected Parties” and Council appear to have the view that this will extend beyond immediate 

neighbours.  While it’s true that bees can forage up to 3 kms in any direction, the reality is that once 

they have left their hive and risen above a few meters, they are unlikely to be noticed by anyone, let 

alone cause a nuisance.  It is unnecessary, and unreasonable in my opinion, to expect permit applicants 

to obtain the consent of anyone other than adjoining occupiers or neighbours (if there must be a 

permitting system at all). 

#013
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Many people do not understand the vital role bees play in our natural ecosystems and some may have 

an unfounded fear of them.  Gaining consent from people over an extended area is likely to be difficult, 

if not impossible. The requirement may lead to bees being kept without a permit. 

I urge Council adopt a more enlightened and liberal approach to urban beekeeping.  There are many 

good examples around New Zealand including Wellington City Council, Hutt Council, Auckland Council, 

and, closer to home, the district councils of Tararua, Ruapehu and Horowhenua.  A number of these 

councils opt for education rather than resorting to a bylaw.  Wellington City Council is a good example 

https://wellington.govt.nz/services/consents-and-licences/animals. 

Hutt City Council, for example, have this simple statement in their bylaw: “No person may keep bees 

in such a way as to cause (or be likely to cause) nuisance, offence or be injurious to health”. 

I recommend that the wording of the Animal Bylaw 2019, Part 2 – Bee Keeping be replaced in toto 

with wording as follows: 

 “The Council recognises that bees occupy a unique niche in the urban ecosystem and responsible 

bee-keeping can bring many benefits to the local environment. 

No person may keep bees in such a way as to cause (or be likely to cause) nuisance, offence or be 

injurious to health”. 

Additional Comments 

Bees in general are by far the most important pollinators in both agricultural and natural ecosystems.  

Feral bee colonies have all but disappeared since the arrival of varroa in New Zealand in 2000.  One 

third of everything we eat is pollinated by bees and there is now heavy reliance on managed bees to 

carry out this vital function.  Council should be encouraging sustainability and urban bee keeping 

rather than actively discouraging it through a strict regulatory framework that I believe is unwarranted 

and unnecessary.  

It’s slightly ironic that September is Bee Aware Month and Council is looking to make urban 

beekeeping even more difficult.  Twenty-five councils around the country have signed up for the Bee-

Friendly Council Garden Challenge and other promotional activities.  Manawatu District Council is 

clearly not one of them. 

Part 2 of the proposed Animal Bylaw 2019 is a significant deterrent to urban bee keeping and I urge 

Council to take a much more enlightened approach. 
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Friday, 17 May 2019 11:59 AM

To: Jeremy Savell; MDC Submissions

Subject: Proposed Plan Change 64 Submitted

First name: Brenda Mary 

Physical Address: 

Last name: Nettle 

Phone (day): 

Mobile: 

Email: 

Could you gain an advantage in trade 

competition through this submission?: 
No 

Are you directly affected by an effect 

of the subject matter that: a) 

Adversely affects the environment; 

and b) Does not relate to trade 

competition or the effect of trade 

competition: 

Yes 

The specific provisions of the 

proposal that my submission relates 

to are as follows (please give details): 

6. Consequential amendment to the Explanation for the Rural Zone

and Nodal Areas in Section 4 of the District Plan to remove

reference to kennels as a non-complying activity in the Nodal Areas.

My submission is that (Summarise 

the nature of your submission. Clearly 

indicate whether you support or 

oppose the specific provisions or wish 

to have amendments made, giving 

reasons): 

I wish to oppose the specific provision to remove reference to 

kennels as a non-complying activity in the Nodal Areas, or, 

alternatively, specifically to that Nodal Area which is within 1km of 

Pohangina Hall. I live in the Pohangina Nodal Area. There are 

already quite a few dogs in this Nodal Area, and the number of 

barking and aggressive dogs is increasing. This means that when 

locals are out and about - for instance going for a walk around what 

we call the "big block" (the loop consisting of Pohangina, Kuku and 

Finnis Roads) or the "short block" (the loop consisting of Finnis & 

Pohangina Roads plus Ruru & Kiwi Streets) currently involves 

being barked at by quite a number of dogs aggressively rushing up 

to their fences at pedestrians. Quite a lot of locals, including myself, 

frequently walk these routes. This creates stress and fear of attacks 

and intimidation by dogs. This is worsened by the increasing 

number of dog owners taking their unrestrained dogs for a walk 

around the Nodal Area, so that pedestrian members of the public 

using both streets/roads and public facilities (including but not 

limited to the Pohangina School Reserve, Domain with its picnic 

tables and carpark, Pohangina Hall, Pohangina Cemetery, County 

Fayre, Libray & Civil Defence Centre, Community/Methodist 

Church, Wetlands, Branch Road Walkway, etc) are also 

increasingly subjected to being approached by unrestrained dogs 

and an increasing fear, stress and intimidation by dogs. Dog owners 

who take these dogs walking in the Pohangina Nodal Area are not 

restricted to people who live in the Pohangina Nodal Area. Rather it 

includes quite alot of people who drive to Pohangina Nodal Area 

#014
(Referred from Plan 
Change 64 Hearing)
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specifically to walk their dogs around this Nodal Area because they 

perceive it to be an appropriate environment to walk their dogs - 

because there are restrictions on walking dogs in DoC and Totara 

Reserve walkways, and some dog owners often live on smallish 

properties - too small to exercise their dogs on their own property - 

along narrow, winding country roads or 100 kph roads such as 

Pohangina Road, Pohangina Valley East Road, Valley Road etc, 

which are neither pleasant nor safe for dog-walking, and these dog 

owners will drive considerable distances to come and walk their 

dogs in Pohangina Nodal Area, usually unrestrained and without 

doggy-do bags. As a consequence the sheer number of dogs in 

Pohangina Nodal Area in public streets and amenities is already 

disproportional to the number of dogs living here. Local dogs 

behind fences and gates rush up and bark aggressively as each of 

these other dogs and their owners pass by. The effect is dangerous, 

stressful and intimidating to all those in hearing range who live here. 

Locals have been discussing these worsening dog problems for 

some time now with each other. Some residents have ceased the 

enjoyable past-time of walking around the Nodal Area for fear of 

encountering and being rushed at by dogs both unrestrained and 

restrained behind fences and gates and on the streets, roads and 

public amenities. These include parents and care-givers of babies 

and small children who live here who choose no longer to walk their 

little ones or take their prams and strollers around, and adults who 

have simply had enough of the fear and intimidation, and the 

anxiety experienced. Even on Branch Road Walkway off Kuku 

Road, which is clearly signed "No Dogs", some dog-owners regard 

it as their right to take their unrestrained dogs, which is also 

stressful and intimidating to walkers enjoying this very pleasant 

amenity. I have read much of the documentation about this proposal 

to remove the reference to "kennels" as a non-complying activity in 

the Nodal Areas, and yet I cannot find any reasoned arguments for 

doing so as part of this Proposed Plan Change 64. The Pohangina 

Nodal Area doesn't need any more dogs than it already has, whether 

in kennels or not, and whether "boarding, breeding and training" or 

any other kind of kennels or dog ownership. I don't have any other 

objection to the Proposed Plan Change 64, but I do strongly disagree 

with removing reference to kennels as a non-complying activity in 

the Nodal Area within 1km of Pohangina Hall (and quite probably 

all the Nodal Areas in Manawatu District Council, though I can only 

speak for my own experience here in Pohangina).  

I/we seek the following decision from 

the Manawatu District Council (give 

precise details): 

Romove the following Specific change from Plan Change 64 "6. 

Consequential amendment to the Explanation for the Rural Zone 

and Nodal Areas in Section 4 of the District Plan to remove 

reference to kennels as a non-complying activity in the Nodal 

Areas" 

Do you wish to speak in support of 

your submission: 
Yes 

If others make a similar submission, 

would you consider presenting a joint 

case with them at the hearing?: 

Yes 
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 4 September 2019 7:47 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: Shaun Ruddle  

Organisation: 

This submission is made on behalf of this organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you agree with and 

why? (Please be as specific as possible): 
None of the keeping of Bees proposed changes 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you disagree with 

and why? (Please be as specific as possible): 

I support the submission that the Manawatu 

beekeepers club have proposed. 

Any other comments related to this bylaw?: 

#015
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 4 September 2019 7:48 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: Sarah McMillan 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on behalf of this 

organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you 

agree with and why? (Please be as specific as 

possible): 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you 

disagree with and why? (Please be as specific 

as possible): 

In regards to the keeping of bees: I support the changes to 

the bylaw presented by the Manawatu Beekeepers Club. 

Any other comments related to this bylaw?: 
Please see the Manawatu Beekeepers submission as I fully 

support their stance. 

#016
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Fill out the form to make a submission on the Animal Bylaw Review: 

Name  ..............................................................................................................................

Organisation  ..................................................................................................................

This submission is made on behalf of this organisation         (tick box if applicable)

Contact details

Email  ..............................................................................................................................    Phone  .......................................

Address  ..........................................................................................................................

Withhold my contact details 

Please be aware that all submissions will be made publicly available, including being placed on our 
website. You may request that your contact details (but not your name) remain confidential. 
If you want us to withhold your contact details, please let us know by ticking this box

Council Hearing

A hearing for the bylaws and policy review will be held on Monday 16 September 2019. 
Would you like to speak to Council in support of your submission?

Yes No  (If you tick yes, we will be in touch after 5 September with an allocated speaking time).

Please turn over to give feedback

Please return your feedback to:

Manawatū District Council
135 Manchester Street
Private Bag 10 001
Feilding 4743

Or email your submission to 
submissions@mdc.govt.nz

Alternatively, you can go online to 
www.mdc.govt.nz/have-your-say 
and fill in the online submission form.

Animal 
Bylaw Review
Submission Form

Submissions close at 5:00pm on
Thursday 5th September 2019.

#017
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What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you agree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible) 

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you disagree with and why? (Please be as specific as possible) 

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

Any other comments related to this bylaw?

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................
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Manawatu Beekeepers Club Inc. - MDC Bees bylaw submission 
 

The Manawatu Beekeepers Club is a group of beekeepers from all around the greater Manawatu 
District. Our focus is on educating both beekeepers and the public about all things beekeeping. 

We would suggest utilising the wording of the Bees section (Part 7) of the PNCC Animals and Bees 
Bylaw 2018 or something very similar. 

In 2011 the Palmerston North City Council reviewed and updated their Animals and Bees Bylaw, and 
we made submissions to that review. We were very pleased with the outcome from that process, 
and that they took many of our suggestions on board to make beekeeping in urban areas a simple 
and enjoyable process. 

Like the MDC they had proposed to have permits and consent from neighbours. After receiving 
submissions from the club and other beekeepers, they revised their proposed bylaw, removing those 
requirements. We would hope that you would also be open to doing the same. 

The requirement for consent from affected parties is particularly vague when talking about bees – I 
may consider that nobody will be affected by a well placed beehive, with the majority of immediate 
neighbours having no idea that they have a beehive next door. It could also be argued that as bees 
can routinely fly 3km, that everyone in Feilding would need to give consent as those bees may be 
visiting their gardens. Add to that the fact that many people cannot tell the difference between bees 
and wasps, know very little about honey bees and often have an unfounded fear of anything that 
looks like a wasp. This can easily result in one neighbour negatively affecting the chances of getting a 
permit. 

Beekeeping is already a regulated activity, with all hives being required to be registered with the AFB 
Management Agency and attracting an annual fee (which is likely to increase threefold over the next 
5 years). Adding another fee to it, and requiring consent from multiple parties is, in our opinion, 
likely to result in most people simply never applying for a permit, and keeping a hive or two anyway. 

As with the PNCC bylaw, we recommend the removal of the permit and consent requirements from 
the bylaw. Over 50% of your submissions on the draft bylaw agreed with this position. 

To avoid problems with too many hives on a given urban property the PNCC bylaw has a limit on hive 
numbers based on the section size, with a maximum of 8 hives on a 2001m2 or larger section. A 
permit is required for hives in excess of what is allowed under their bylaw. 

I recently spoke with the compliance officer (Jason) for the PNCC bees bylaw, and he stated that 
over the last 12 months they have been contacted six times in relation to beehives in their urban 
area. Five of those resulted in no action, and were primarily about educating the beekeeper’s 
neighbours. The sixth was regarding a beekeeper who had more hives than were allowed for his 
section size without a permit, and the beekeeper was already planning on moving them to another 
site. The PNCC recently reviewed their animals and bees bylaw, and there were no significant 
changes to the bees section, which also suggests it has been working very well for them. 

The Manawatu Beekeepers Club has experienced beekeepers available to assist with any issues that 
may arise from urban hives if your compliance officers don’t have sufficient beekeeping knowledge 
to answer and questions or complaints directed to the MDC. Most complaints can be resolved simply 
by repositioning hives to redirect their flight path to a more appropriate direction. We also have 
beekeepers available to collect any swarms that may happen in the MDC area. 
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If you are not able/willing to make the suggested changes we would request that the following be 
included in the bylaw:  

All beekeepers must, by law, register their hives with the Management Agency, National Foulbrood 
Pest Management Plan 

Your proposal states that AsureQuality is the body to register with, but this is incorrect. 

Apiculture NZ is not a governing body in any way – they are one of a number of industry groups 
atpresent, and represent only a small proportion of beekeepers in their membership. We suggest 
you replace 9.5a(i)  with the Management Agency as above as any legal requirement will be imposed 
by them. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Paul Jenkin 
Manawatu Beekeepers Club 
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 4 September 2019 8:04 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: Nick Moses 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on 

behalf of this organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal 

Bylaw do you agree with and 

why? (Please be as specific as 

possible): 

What aspects of the Animal 

Bylaw do you disagree with 

and why? (Please be as 

specific as possible): 

The new restriction and need for permits for keeping bees in urban areas. I 

keep bees at several locations, friends houses and my own. This is now a 

further hurdle to keep bees along with all the other disease prevention 

legislation, and will likely discourage a lot of people from the pastime. 

Any other comments related 

to this bylaw?: 

The old bylaw regarding keeping bees was simple. It baffles me why the 

change is necessary. We should be encouraging people to keep bees!  

#018
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 4 September 2019 8:09 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: Nathlie Ruddle 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on behalf of this 

organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you agree with 

and why? (Please be as specific as possible): 

I disagree with the Bee bylaw proposal and permits 

mentioned within the clauses. 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you disagree 

with and why? (Please be as specific as possible): 

I object the bee bylaw and support the Manawatu 

Beekeepers Club submission 

Any other comments related to this bylaw?: 

#019
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 4 September 2019 8:25 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: Sarah Wilkin 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on behalf of this organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you agree with and 

why? (Please be as specific as possible): 

I support the submission of the Manawatu 

Beekeepers Club. 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you disagree with and 

why? (Please be as specific as possible): 
I want it to be easy to keep urban bees. 

Any other comments related to this bylaw?: 

#020
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Wednesday, 4 September 2019 9:11 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: bryce morgan 

Organisation: Southern Skies Honey 

This submission is made on behalf of this 

organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you agree with 

and why? (Please be as specific as possible): 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw do you disagree 

with and why? (Please be as specific as possible): 

Any other comments related to this bylaw?: 
I support the changes to the bylaw presented by the 

Manawatu Beekeepers Club 

#021
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Thursday, 5 September 2019 12:03 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: Melissa Tran-Trung 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on behalf 

of this organisation: 

Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 

Withhold my contact details: Yes 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw 

do you agree with and why? (Please 

be as specific as possible): 

Part Two. Beekeeping . As the law stands in place now, I agree that 

there should be so many hives pers square metre. The rules about 

where the hives should be placed I believe are fair.  

What aspects of the Animal Bylaw 

do you disagree with and why? 

(Please be as specific as possible): 

Looking at the new proposed law I dont believe one should have to 

hold a permit for bees. It will discourage the farming of bees which 

are much needed.  

Any other comments related to this 

bylaw?: 

#022
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Thursday, 5 September 2019 2:02 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: Bylaw Review: Animal Submitted

Name: Gareth Bellamy 

Organisation: 

This submission is made on 

behalf of this organisation: 

Email: garethdjbellamy@gmail.com 

Phone: +64278387420

Address: mangnakio rd 

Withhold my contact details: 

Council Hearing: 

What aspects of the Animal 

Bylaw do you agree with and 

why? (Please be as specific as 

possible): 

What aspects of the Animal 

Bylaw do you disagree with and 

why? (Please be as specific as 

possible): 

I do not support the requirement for permit for bee hives in urban areas. 

Please use what PNCC has in its bylaw for hives in Urban areas, which 

is based on LOT size/hive numbers. 

Any other comments related to 

this bylaw?: 

please use the excellent example in Palmerston North City Council 

Bylaw PNCC, which covers this very well and allows hives, but the 

requirement for a permit is based on LOT size and hive numbers, thank 

you 

#023
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Allie Dunn

From: Yumiko Olliver <manager@feildingpromotion.co.nz>

Sent: Thursday, 5 September 2019 4:21 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Cc: Jason Smith

Subject: Dog By-law submission

Good afternoon. 

I attempted to submit online, however the forms cut off the content after about four lines. 

Yumiko Olliver, submitting on behalf of Feilding and District Promotion Inc 

Email: manager@feildingpromotion.co.nz 

021517991 

61 Aorangi Street 

Railway Station 

You do not need to withhold my details 

I do not wish to speak to council. 

Aspects we agree with on the Dog Control Policy and bylaw and additional comments: 

We support MDC's position on including leashed dogs in the CBD, with the focus being on owner responsibility to 

comply with the obligations as outlined in Part 4. 

Allowing dogs in the CBD brings Feilding into line with communities internationally, it enhances community and 

individual wellbeing. 

We would also like to note that it aligns with the concept of creating opportunities for social capital to occur 

(creating opportunities for engagement in community spaces) by bringing dog owners together and helping non-dog 

owners understand dog safety and responsibility. We appreciate that dogs are not permitted during organised 

events in the Feilding CBD. 

FDP surveyed Farmers Markets Stallholders and the FM Management Committee with regards to the by-law and 

received no concerns, hence we believe that dogs on leashes will be welcomed in that space also. 

We believe that having a dog-friendly CBD is positive for Feilding and support MDC’s approach. 

Yumiko Olliver 

Director 

Ph: 06 3233318  Cell: 021517991 

Office hours: Monday to Friday 9am – 3:00pm 

#025
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