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Background

 Last reviewed in 2010

 New legislation implemented in 2013
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Statutory Requirements

 Must be satisfied that the level of crime or
disorder experienced before the bylaw was
made is likely to return if the bylaw does not
continue.

 Is a reasonable limitation on people’s rights
and freedoms.

 Bylaw is proportionate given the likely crime
or disorder.
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Overview of provisions

 Liquor control areas
 Bulls – CBD and Bulls Domain and Haylock Park

 Marton – CBD and Marton Park and Centennial Park

 Taihape – CBD and Memorial Park and Robin Street
park

 Hunterville – CBD and Queens Park

 Liquor control area restrictions
 Cannot consume, bring into, or possess liquor (even if

in a vehicle).

 Exemption for unopended
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Overview of provisions cnt

 Temporary liquor control areas

 Ability for Council to put in place for up to 14 days

 Public can apply

 Enforcement

 By the police
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Changes?

 No changes recommended

 Pre-consultation with community
committees/boards recommended
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Next Steps

 Comment from community
committees/boards

 Further consideration by PPL - August 2018?

 Adoption for consultation by Council -
August

 Consultation - September
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Draft National Planning
Standards

Policy/ Planning Committee

12 July 2018
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Background

3

 The draft planning standards focus on
aligning the structure, form, e-delivery and
some common content of RMA plans

 The Ministry for the Environment are seeking
formal submissions on the draft planning
standards

Timeframes

 The Government is proposing a 5 year
implementation period for most plans and a
7 year implementation for Councils that have
recently concluded a major plan process
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Part/ Chapter structure

 Introduction and general provisions

 Tangata whenua

 Strategic Directions

 District-wide matters

 Area specific matters

 Zone chapter structure; will standardise the
names of zones

 Schedules, appendices and maps
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EW1

Form Standards

 Electronic accessibility and functionality

 Making plans available online

 Baseline accessibility and functionality

 Easy access, hyperlinked, keyword search, easily
identified as a district plan

 12 month timeframe
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ePlan requirement

 What is an ePlan?

 Fully interactive with embedded GIS system

 Required after 5 years
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Form Standards Cont.

 Mapping

 Will set consistent colours and symbols and some
common overlays

 Spatial planning tools

 Overlays, precincts
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Content and Metric Standards

 Noise and vibration metrics

 Standardised to reflect NZ’s latest relevant
acoustic standards

 Definitions

 Definitions in RMA plans are currently variable

 109 definitions being introduced with more to
come
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How it affects us

 Structure changes

 Not a major difference

 Zones – just one zone name to change ‘Rural
Living to Rural Residential’

 Electronic accessibility

 We are nearly meeting baseline requirements

 eplan requirement

 Cost, internet connectivity, user uptake
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How it affects us (cont.)
 Mapping
 No real changes

 Spatial planning tools
 No real changes

 Noise and vibrations metrics
 No real changes

 Definitions
 The changes to some definitions will mean that

some of our rules will change

 There are advantages and disadvantages
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Submission Points

 Agree with structure changes

 Raise concerns with ePlan requirement

 Government funding

 Agree with standardised definitions

 Roll out of all standardised definitions - want
them within 5 years or the ability to incorporate
into next plan review
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Next Steps

 Draft submission – 9 August 2018 - PPL

 Submissions close 17 August 2018
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International Visitor Conservation
and Tourism Levy

(IVL)

Spending the revenue
Response to MBIE consultation

July 2018

1

Current mechanisms

 Tourism Infrastructure Fund (TIF): $100 million over 4
years in co-funding with local councils for public visitor-
related infrastructure);

 Provincial Growth Fund (PGF) where project proposals
demonstrate potential employment growth

 Increased appropriation for Department of Conservation
(DoC) and consideration of pricing options and revenue
generation for DoC facilities);

 Enquiry into local government costs and revenue (will
include visitor infrastructure issues);

 GPS on land transport recognizes importance of transport
connections enabling tourists to access destinations.
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How much

 Proposal is for levy to be between $25 and
$35

 Estimated revenue is between $57 million
and $80 million in 2020.

 MBIE interested in a comment on the
preferred rate (and why).

 Note: Australian and Pacific Island citizens and permanent

residents are exempt.
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Government view of spending options

 Local infrastructure – e.g. toilets, carparks,
playgrounds, walking tracks;

 “Support for system change that creates sustainable
funding sources for local infrastructure”;

 Strategic investments to support tourism
development in emerging regions;

 Support for tourism businesses – e.g. business
incubators and skills development;

 Conservation and biodiversity activity;

 Conservation visitor infrastructure and facilities.
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Allocation process options

 Advisory – like the Tourism Infrastructure Fund –
Ministerial decision on applications reviewed by
an advisory panel (includes tourism and local
council representatives);

 Centralised – like the Provincial Growth Fund –
Ministerial decision based on officials’
assessment of applications;

 Delegate to sectors – i.e. split funding between
DoC, LGNZ and Tourism New Zealand who would
determine application process and allocations .
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Issues

 Long-term, strategic view v. immediate needs
(including consequences of natural disasters)

 Landscapes and natural scenery = current top
factor for 46% of international visitors.

 Adequate local amenities key for supporting
visitor experiences but difficult for councils with
high visitor to ratepayer ratios.

 TIF and PGF are not long-term; the IVL is long-
term;

 How much co-investment to target?
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