
32. While uncertainty and regulatory inefficiency can arise where local authorities are given overlapping responsibilities or powers under the Bills, uncertainty can also emerge where roles and responsibilities set out in the Bills may overlap with roles and responsibilities of other parties under other legislation.  
33. Decision requested: Ensure regional council roles and responsibilities are clearly set out and avoid duplication of or misalignment with territorial authority roles and responsibilities, as well as with frameworks established under other legislation. 
New Submission Point
The intent of the Planning Bill is to remove unnecessary controls over land use and development on private property. The Council acknowledges this as one of the intentions however notes that restrictions can still be imposed through covenants under the Property Law Act 2007, that similarly restrict development. Council considers that, for the simplification in the Planning Bill to be effective, there needs to be less ability to restrict development through covenants. 
Some examples across Otago that ORC is familiar with includes covenants that restrict where clotheslines can be located, whether domestic pets can be properly contained, colours of buildings and minimum floor areas for dwellings. These types of restrictions apply in perpetuity and removing them is a lengthy and costly High Court process.
Decision requested: ORC requests that equivalent changes are made to the Property Law Act 2007, to restrict the ability to impose private covenants on matters that may equally impinge on private property rights, to ensure the benefits of the changes to the Planning Bill are fully realised. 
2. Submissions on the Planning Bill 
1. Spatial Planning Staging 
34. The Bill, as currently drafted, will require multiple first-generation plan processes to be initiated at the same time across the country. This will result in bottlenecks and delays in implementing plans, and risks communities, iwi/hapū, sector stakeholders, and technical experts being unable to participate meaningfully. We submit that Hearing Panels would be under-resourced to test evidence and resolve issues efficiently and there may be a shortage of appropriately qualified Commissioners to hear plans. This would significantly reduce the quality of information available to decision-makers, weaken public confidence in outcomes, and increase the likelihood that disputes are pushed into legal challenge rather than being resolved through robust plan engagement. 

