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ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 

  PAGE 

1. MEETING OPENING  

2. APOLOGIES  

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Notification from elected members of: 

3.1 Any interests that may create a conflict with their role as an elected 
member relating to the items of business for this meeting; and 

3.2 Any interests in items in which they have a direct or indirect 
pecuniary interest as provided for in the Local Authorities (Members’ 
Interests) Act 1968 

 

4. OFFICER REPORTS   

 4.1 PROPOSED DISTRICT PLANNING FEES 2019-20 

Report of the General Manager – Corporate and Regulatory dated 7 
April 2020 
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5. MEETING CLOSURE  
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Council 

Meeting of 16 April 2020 

Business Unit:  Corporate and Regulatory 
Date Created:  07 April 2020 

Consideration of Submissions on District Planning Service Fees and 
Charges 

Purpose 

To present submissions received on the proposed District Planning Service Fees and Charges for 
Council consideration.  

Significance of Decision 

The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy was triggered by matters discussed in this report. 
The Council was required to consult on its proposed fees and charges for District Planning Services.  

Recommendations 

1 That the Council considers and notes the matters raised by submitters on the proposed District 
Planning Service Fees and Charges for the 2020-21 year.  

2 That the Council accepts the submission from Geoworks Ltd and reinstates the lodgement fee 
basis for notified and limited notified applications and public works designations.  

3 That the Council declines the submission from Michael Duindam but notes that once the 
sectional review of the Council’s District Plan had been completed and made operative officers 
could then consider the overall effect of an instant resource consent at the level of Restricted 
Discretionary.  

Report prepared by: 
Allie Dunn 
Governance Team Leader 

Approved for submission by: 
Shayne Harris 
General Manager - Corporate and Regulatory 
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1 Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes 

1.1 Relationship to the Council Outcomes that underpin the Council’s Vision: 

Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawatū District – the best lifestyle in New Zealand 

Manawatū District 
protects the natural 
environment through 
stewardship of the 
District’s natural and 
physical resources. 

Manawatū 
District attracts 
and retains 
residents and 
businesses. 

Manawatū District 
develops a broad 
economic base 
from its solid 
foundation in the 
primary sector. 

Manawatū District is 
connected via quality 
infrastructure, 
services and 
technology. 

Manawatū 
District’s built 
environment is 
safe, resilient 
and attractive. 

Manawatū District 
Council is a 
customer-focussed 
and efficient 
organisation. 

  

2 Background 

2.1 Prior to fixing fees under Section 36(2) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the District 
Planning service charges), the Council is required to consult on the proposed fees using the 
special consultative procedure of the Local Government Act 2002.  

2.2 The charges enable the Manawatū District Council to recover the costs of processing 
applications, monitoring consents, notice of requirement designations and private District Plan 
changes.  

2.3 The Council adopted a Statement of Proposal at its meeting held Thursday 5 March 2020.  The 
Statement of Proposal was made available via the Council’s “Have Your Say” website and 
copies at the Council’s main Administration building and the Feilding Public Library.  

2.4 The submission period ran from Friday 6 March 2020 until Monday 6 April 2020. 

3 Discussion and Options considered 

3.1 Two submissions were received on the Council’s proposed fees and charges for District 
Planning Services. Copies of these submissions are appended to this report.  

3.2 Neither of the submitters wished to be heard in support of their submission.  Council is asked 
to consider the matters raised by the submitters and decide whether they wish to accept or 
decline the submissions made.  

Submission 001 – Geoworks Ltd 

3.3 The submission from Geoworks Ltd notes the Council’s proposal to move away from its 
lodgement fee system to an hourly rate system. They make the following points in their 
submission: 

• Concern at the cost of the use of Planning consultants over the past year and the
detrimental impact this has on clients trying to budget for their projects;

• Concern that final invoices often exceed the lodgement fee;

• Preference for a set fee to provide an incentive for the planning officer to process the
application within that envelope and to give certainty of cost to the client.
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Submission 002 – Michael Duindam 

3.4 The submission from Michael Duindam proposes that the Council introduce a new fee for 
instance resource consents similar to that used by the Palmerston North City Council.  His 
submission proposes the fee would cover applications for minor non-compliances that are not 
able to be addressed as a minor boundary encroachment.  His submission expressed concern 
that applicants were currently required to apply for Restricted Discretionary consent for such 
matters and the cost associated with doing so.  

Officer’s Comment on matters raised in submissions 

Submission 001 

3.5 Following consideration of the internal processes and implementation of the electronic 
resource consent system the planning ‘lodgement’ fees are able to remain in place. Further 
processing beyond the lodgement fee would continue to be based on an hourly rate for the 
processing planner. 

3.6 Therefore officers propose that the fees and charges schedule not change from the previous 
year in this regard, and reinstate the lodgement fee system previously used. 

3.7 The only change would relate to the Council’s own internal invoicing process due to the 
introduction of the electronic resource consenting system which was implemented on 23 
March 2020. 

3.8 From this date the fees would be calculated in the same manner as per the ‘lodgement fees 
and any additional charges’ which would be specified in the schedule, however the fees would 
not be invoiced to the customer until the consent decision was issued. 

3.9 Therefore consultants such as Geoworks would still be able to provide estimates as previously.  

3.10 It is noted that from officers’ experience the applications have become more complex over the 
last two years and were often not complete, leading to longer processing timeframes.   

3.11 It would still be a responsibility of the applicant and their agents to ensure that applications 
were complete and robust before submission to Council to ensure costs were kept to a 
minimum. 

Submission 002 

3.12 Officers do not consider the implementation of an instance resource consent type of fee to be 
appropriate at this point in time due to a number of reasons, including: 

• it is difficult for the applicant to determine when the encroachment is minor;

• the plan does not determine severity of the effect;

• the application must also be accompanied by written approvals by all parties considered
affected which is also difficult for the applicant to determine.

3.13 Officers advise they would not consider this type of fee at all for a subdivision consent.  They 
note there were too many variables in a subdivision that would require assessment time 
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beyond the proposed fee amount and they did not feel it would be appropriate that the rate 
payer should cover that.  

3.14 Council fees comparisons are not reliable as there are many variables including funding split 
ratios and District Plan rules and their interpretation.  In terms of the Palmerston North City 
Council instant consent it only relates to dwellings that do not comply with separation distance 
rules for front boundaries or Crown land. 

3.15 Currently the Manawatū District Council’s District Plan is undergoing a sectional review so 
there are still instances where the activity status is not appropriate for the ‘effect’ that is being 
generated, or in some cases, an effect has not been anticipated at all.  Therefore the consent 
sits at a Restricted Discretionary status.  

3.16 When the Council’s District Plan has been reviewed entirely and made operative, officers could 
then consider the overall effect of an instant resource consent at the level of Restricted 
Discretionary.  

4 Operational Implications 

4.1 The Council must use its best endeavours to meet the timelines set by the Resource 
Management Act 1991 for processing consent applications. This means that external expertise 
must be used when internal resources do not have the capacity to meet these timeframes. 
The Council charges fees to cover actual and reasonable costs incurred, using the applicable 
staff charge-out rate together with the costs associated with employing the services of 
professional consultants where necessary.  

5 Financial implications 

5.1 The costs for undertaking the District Planning activity have been budgeted for in the Annual 
Plan 2020-21.  It was originally proposed to move from an upfront lodgement fee being paid 
on application to charging at actual cost basis at the completion of the consent, in anticipation 
of how the new electronic resource consenting system was expected to operate.  The system 
was implemented on 23 March 2020 and is able to operate on a lodgement fee basis. 
Therefore it is proposed to accept the submission from Geoworks to return to a lodgement fee 
basis The remaining fees and charges have been increased generally by inflation.  

6 Statutory Requirements 

6.1 Section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991 sets out the criteria for setting 
administrative charges to recover the reasonable costs incurred by the Council in respect of 
the activity to which the charge relates.   

6.2 The charges are set for specific activities where the benefit is obtained by the persons 
accessing those services as distinct from the community as a whole.   

6.3 Under Section 36 (2) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Council is required to use the 
Special Consultative Procedure to fix administrative charges in relation to the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  
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6.4 The special consultative procedure followed is set out in Section 83 of the Local Government 
Act 2002.  This section also requires the inclusion of a Statement of Proposal with the 
documentation for public consultation.  

7 Delegations 

7.1 The Council has the responsibility for setting the Council's strategic direction, which includes 
adoption of fees and charges for services provided. 

8 Consultation 

8.1 The consultation period ran from 6 March 2020 to 6 April 2020. 

8.2 During the consultation period the public were  informed and able to participate and respond 
to the proposed District Planning fees and charges by using www.haveyoursay.kiwi, Manawatū 
District Council website and by viewing hard copies of the 2020-21 Statements of Proposal at 
Council’s reception area of the Administration Building in Feilding, and also at the Feilding 
Library. 

9 Cultural Considerations 

9.1 There are no cultural considerations to be taken into account in relation to this paper. 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 The proposed fees and service charges relating to District Planning services were adjusted by 
inflation and rounded to the nearest dollar to ensure recovery of costs incurred. 

10.2 The Local Government Act’s special consultative procedure was followed to consult the 
community on the proposed increases. Two submissions were received in response raising 
matters for Council’s consideration.  

11 Attachments 

• Submission 001 – Geoworks Ltd

• Submission 002 – Michael Duindam
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VIA EMAIL 001
Manawatū District Council District Planning Service Charges 2020-21 

Greetings, 

Just a few short words to the SOP as above; 

We note you are proposing a move away from the lodgement fee system to an entirely hourly rate 
system for consent processing. 

We are concerned at the high use of Planning Consultants over this past year and note this has had a 
detrimental impact upon our clients when trying to budget for their projects. There have been 
several instances where the final invoice has far exceeded the lodgement fee. There should be a ‘no 
surprises’ approach and communication so that clients can more easily budget for their 
projects/developments and we can advise accordingly. 

Because Councils can charge whatever they like, moving to an hourly rate system erodes honesty, 
trust, and accountability in the system. A set fee provides a stimulus to the processing officer to get 
on and process the application without unnecessary fuss or fanfare. It is obviously in planning 
consultants best interests to create fuss and fanfare and balloon out their input into the process. This 
is not ideal and not sustainable – particularly given the unknown economic horizon when we come 
out of this Covid-19 lockdown. 

It will be difficult to guestimate Councils processing fees which have the potential to balloon out 
even more than they do now, when based on an hourly rate system. 

Our bottom line is that if Council do move to an hourly rate system, that they are consistent and 
remain accountable. Remaining consistent will allow and assist Geoworks to provide rough 
estimations to clients. Accountability ensures honesty and integrity in the system. 

As has been widely publicised recently, Councils have wide ranging abilities to charge whatever they 
like. Not knowing what their total processing fees may be makes it difficult to advise clients. 

I note that submissions close on 5 April 2020. Given the current Covit-19 lockdown, we do not wish 
to be heard but trust that you take the above comments on board when considering the SOP on 
Manawatū District Council District Planning Service Charges 2020-21. 

Kind regards 

Bill Jamieson 
Senior Planner 
Geoworks Ltd 
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Allie Dunn

From: seamless@mdc.govt.nz

Sent: Saturday, 4 April 2020 2:42 pm

To: MDC Submissions

Subject: District Planning Fees 2020-21 Submitted

Name: Michael Duindam 

Organisation: 

This submission is 

made on behalf of 

this organisation: 

Email: Michael.duindam@gmail.com 

Phone: 0276309625 

Address: 6a Sandon Road, Feilding  

Withhold my contact 

details: 

Council Hearing: 

Your Submission: 

I believe that MDC should introduce a new fee for instant resource consents like PNCC. These 

would cover applications for minor non compliances that cannot be addressed as a minor 

boundary encroachment. Currently applicants are required to get Restricted Discretionary 

consents for matters that could readily be addressed through a streamlined pathway, 

especially where environmental effects are less than minor, and therefore do not trigger 

notification. Paying close to $1200 for a minor non-compliance is disproportionate to the 

effects. Introducing a fee for instant consents would be a sensible and customer friendly 

change that MDC should adopt. 

002
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