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About Hospitality New Zealand: 
 
1. As the representative voice of the hospitality and tourism sector, Hospitality New Zealand 

(Hospitality NZ) takes immense pride in advocating for the interests of over 2,500 diverse 
businesses, including cafés, restaurants, bars, nightclubs, commercial accommodation, 
country hotels, and off-licences.  

 
2. With a history spanning over 120 years, we have been steadfast in our commitment to 

fostering a thriving and responsible sector.  
 

3. This submission relates to the Hospitality Review.  
 

4. Enquiries relating to this submission should be referred to Sam MacKinnon, Head of 
Communications and Advocacy, at sam@hospitality.org.nz or 021 026 72441. 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
5. Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the Ministry for Regulation’s review into 

hospitality.   Hospitality NZ views this review as timely.   
 
6. The hospitality sector – a combination of accommodation and food services businesses – had 

revenues of $21.4b in the year to March 2025 (5% of national GDP).  The contribution to GDP 
is essentially the returns of labour (salaries and wages) and returns to capital (profits, after 
accounting for taxes etc). The GDP contribution in the year to March 2025 was $9.1b, or just 
over 2% of New Zealand’s GDP.   

 
7. The Tourism Satellite Account (FY2024) notes that 44% of food and beverage services is for 

tourists (both international and domestic).  This demonstrates how integral a thriving 
hospitality industry is to supporting the recovery of tourism and the Government’s doubling 
exports goal.  Tourists distribute their spending money across the country and don’t tie their 
spending to weekends.   

 
8. The hospitality sector directly employed 193,000 people in the year ended March 2025, 

accounting for 6.7% of all jobs. Another 28,000 jobs were supported in suppliers.  Jobs in the 
hospitality sector and its suppliers totalled 221,440 in March 2025, or 7.7% of all jobs. 

 
9. As the review’s Terms of Reference state, the hospitality industry interacts with a myriad of 

ministerial portfolios, and therefore faces legislative impacts that are seen in isolation, rather 
than holistically as a set of rules that guide how the industry operates.   

 
10. While it is difficult to place a dollar figure on the opportunity costs related to the scale and 

impact of regulations facing the sector, we would consider this figure to be considerable.  
Whether it be rising compliance costs, difficulty expanding premises or hiring skilled staff, or 
vague visibility on next steps or timelines, these all weigh on a hospitality business owners 

mailto:sam@hospitality.org.nz
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decision-making around investment.  We would expect there to be a significant impact on 
productivity and growth in the sector as a result of these regulations. 

 
11. While we note that the Ministry is rightly trying to avoid duplication of work underway, we 

also note a number of current proposals and initiatives are yet to pass into law.  We are raising 
these as key elements we hope the review will recommend, and be prioritised.   

 
12. We have also sought to lay out a number of issues we hear regularly from across our 

membership.  This submission is not to be considered to cover everything that hospitality 
businesses find difficult to navigate – some members have noted with us that given their 
tenure in the sector they simply find ways to navigate issues to the point they may not 
consider them issues.  This is not necessarily indicative of legislation working well, but rather 
that businesses want to get on with business rather than trying to push back on regulations. 

 
13. Consistent themes across a range of issues focus on the subjectivity of decision-making (often 

when these relate to decision-making devolved to local government authorities); the 
replication that occurs across compliance activities (requiring a business to provide councils 
and authorities with the same information for different certifications); and the cost attached 
to compliance.   

 
14. Hospitality NZ believes that some areas of legislation (particularly sale and supply of alcohol 

requirements) require a level of objective guidance or expectations for local authority 
processes to ensure greater consistency of decisions and outcomes. 

 
15. Regarding replication of providing details when filling out compliance forms, much of this 

duplication could be improved through agency record keeping, particularly at local 
government level.   We encourage regulatory bodies to adopt and integrate with Business 
Connect, a government-run organisation looking to make it faster and simpler to deliver 
government digital services that benefit New Zealand businesses.  Business Connect can 
centralise data, making it easier for regulatory bodies to access necessary information without 
requiring multiple submissions. This would significantly reduce the compliance burden on 
businesses and improve efficiency. 

 
16. We also believe that a review of cost recovery methods across central and local government 

should be considered.  Costs associated with remaining compliant presents one of the biggest 
challenges for hospitality operators.  Given the funding constraints within local government, 
we have also seen an increase in compliance costs.  For example, in 2024, Porirua City Council 
proposed and passed a 428% increase in liquor licensing fees.  While this may have technically 
complied with cost recovery rules, this cost imposition is significant, and by no means the only 
jurisdiction increasing its compliance costs. 

 
17. Finally, we note from communication with the Ministry, the definition of ‘hotel’ within the 

scope of the review may have unintentionally narrowed the base of accommodation providers 
who considered themselves out of scope.  This may mean there are some accommodation 
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specific issues that have not been surfaced because the businesses impacted considered 
themselves out of scope of the review. 

 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
18. The below section notes specific areas of regulation and their impact on the sector.  The ‘focus 

of regulations’ column aligns with the specific feedback asked through the survey form. 
 
Food safety requirements 
 
19. We acknowledge the importance of a strong food safety regime – indeed hospitality has a 

strong interest in maintaining high standards to ensure public confidence in dining out is 
maintained.  However, we believe better alignment with real world kitchen operations is 
important to ensure the regime supports the sector to innovate and grow while also 
supporting public confidence. 

 
Issue Key frustrations Focus of regulations Recommendations/ 

Progress 
Food control 
plans in print 
versions are 
unwieldy and 
digital versions 
are difficult to 
customise. 

Language can be too 
technical (and therefore 
difficult to train staff to 
understand), and are hard 
and expensive to amend. 

It takes too much time to 
comply with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are difficult 
to understand; The 
requirements don’t make 
sense for my situation; 
The penalty for breaching 
the requirements is too 
high. 

Minister Andrew 
Hoggard 
announced some 
upcoming changes 
in October, but 
with limited detail. 

Requiring 
paper records 
in the kitchen 
area takes up 
too much 
space, and the 
process is 
onerous and 
prescriptive. 

While some tools exist for 
businesses to manage 
their record keeping, food 
safety requirements for 
record keeping and risk 
management get in the 
way of running efficient 
kitchens and carry 
significant risks if not 
carried out properly. 

It takes too much time to 
comply with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are difficult 
to understand; The 
penalty for breaching the 
requirements is too high. 

Kitchen 
licences limit 
flexibility. 

Limited flexibility impacts 
on business innovation 
and expansion. 

The requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation; The 
requirements are 
enforced too strictly. 

Verification 
outcomes from 
inspections are 
inconsistent 

Not consistent within 
councils and between 
councils (e.g. some have 

It costs too much money 
to comply with the 
requirements; The 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/cake-makers-get-slice-red-tape-relief
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/cake-makers-get-slice-red-tape-relief
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within and 
across council 
jurisdictions. 

said their verification 
takes 30 to 60 minutes 
while others have said it 
takes 3 to 4 hours).  Cost 
of verification is 
increasing, and some 
have concerns that 
councils who charge for 
verification time (rather 
than a fixed charge) are 
doing prolonged 
verifications and finding 
minor faults so they can 
return and charge more.  
In some areas, 
particularly rural areas, 
venues are required to 
cover travel costs for 
verifiers as well as 
inspections. 

requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 

Food 
businesses are 
charged the 
Food Levy by 
site rather than 
by size of 
business. 

Because the levy is not 
charged on a scale, small 
cafes or bars with few 
staff are paying the same 
Food Levy rate as much 
larger businesses like 
supermarkets.   

It costs too much money 
to comply with the 
requirements; The 
requirements don’t make 
sense for my situation. 

Enable the food 
levy to be scaled 
based on business 
size. 

 
Sale and supply of alcohol requirements 
 
20. Sale and supply of alcohol requirements are the primary area of frustration for our 

membership.  Hospitality NZ continues to be actively involved in alcohol policies and licensing 
issues, ensuring the sector, local communities and our members have fit-for-purpose settings 
and rules governing the sale and consumption of alcohol. 

 
21. Given a liquor licence is the key asset enabling a venue to run, most operators take great care 

to ensure they are complying with their licence conditions at risk of losing their licence to 
operate.  This has led to a power imbalance whereby licensing authorities can push for certain 
conditions under threat of challenging a licence on renewal and taking a decision to a district 
licensing committee.   

 
22. We regularly hear complaints from our membership about pressure on licence holders from 

council inspectors or Police, inconsistent decision-making, subjective conditions, local alcohol 
policies, vexatious objections, poor hearing processes, and delayed responses from 
authorities. 
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23. We believe significant amendments to the licensing structure are required to ensure greater 
consistency in outcomes, more objectivity and certainty as to what a licence holder can be 
challenged on, and stronger enforcement of requirements on authorities to ensure timely 
decisions are made.   

 
Issue Key frustrations Focus of regulation Recommendation/ 

Progress 
Multi-agency 
involvement. 

The current alcohol 
licensing framework 
requires involvement from 
multiple agencies, 
including Council licensing 
teams (Licensing 
Inspectors), District 
Licensing Committees 
(DLCs), the Police, and 
Medical Officers of Health. 
While each of these 
agencies plays a vital role 
in ensuring public safety 
and compliance, the lack of 
a coordinated or integrated 
approach leads to 
duplication of efforts and 
inefficiencies.  Each agency 
independently assesses 
applications and often 
requests similar 
information, resulting in 
overlapping reviews that 
prolong decision-making 
and increase 
administrative burdens 
(including financial costs) 
on all parties involved.  In 
particular, the delegates of 
the Medical Officer of 
Health have strayed into 
matters with which they 
have no expertise 
(hospitality training, design 
and layout, amenity and 
good order). 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are not 
specific or strong 
enough; The penalty 
for breaching the 
requirements is too 
high. 

Stronger 
directives 
required for what 
is in and out of 
scope.  Most 
agencies rely on 
‘intent of the Act’, 
but this measure 
is very subjective. 

Extensive 
documentation 
and consultation 
requirements for 
the applicant, 

Applicants seeking an 
alcohol licence are 
required to provide 
extensive documentation 
and undergo multiple 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 

Streamline 
processes for 
those who have 
held licences 
previously and 
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councils and 
agencies. 

rounds of consultation 
with local authorities and 
statutory agencies. This 
includes detailed business 
plans, management 
policies, evidence of staff 
training, and information 
about the surrounding 
environment. Councils and 
regulatory agencies must, 
in turn, review and assess 
these submissions.  While 
these requirements are 
intended to support 
informed decisions and 
public safety, in practice, 
they often go beyond what 
is necessary for routine or 
low-risk applications, 
leading to unnecessary 
complexity, delays, and 
added costs for all 
involved. 

with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are 
difficult to 
understand; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently;  
The penalty for 
breaching the 
requirements is too 
high. 

can demonstrate 
a track record of 
good operations. 

Delays in hearings 
and decisions 
increase costs for 
licence applicants 
and councils. 

Delays in scheduling and 
conducting DLC hearings 
and in issuing decisions 
are a major source of cost 
and frustration for 
applicants and Councils 
alike.  Many hearings are 
triggered by objections 
that do not materially 
relate to the application 
but still require DLC 
consideration under the 
current framework.  The 
Sale and Supply of Alcohol 
(Community Participation) 
Amendment Act 2023 has 
resulted in template 
objections being lodged 
where the named objector 
has not written the 
objection and, in many 
cases, has not read the 
application.  A single public 
objection means a public 
hearing must be convened.  

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 
 

Enforce timelines 
for reporting back 
and increase 
thresholds for 
objections. 
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This means the licensing 
or renewal process can 
extend by weeks or even 
months.  Councils, 
meanwhile, must commit 
staff time and legal 
resources to prolonged 
hearing processes, 
diverting resources from 
other public service 
priorities. 

Special licensing 
processing times. 

Those organising events 
must apply for special 
licences to sell alcohol at 
their event.  This also 
applies to venues who are 
hosting events that may 
run longer than the hours 
they are licenced for.  
Licensing inspectors often 
make their decision on 
whether or not they grant 
a licence (and what 
conditions they will place 
on granting the licence), 
well after an event has 
been planned, tickets sold, 
and alcohol purchased.  
This uncertainty 
disincentivises event 
planners, and leaves them 
beholden to licensing 
agencies when conditions 
are applied. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are 
enforced too strictly;  
The penalty for 
breaching the 
requirements is too 
high. 

Introduce a 
minimum 
timeframe for 
licensing 
authorities to 
grant a licence, 
and ensure 
consistency of 
conditions. 

Overuse or 
strategic use of 
objections. 

We have growing concerns 
about the 'weaponisation' 
of the objections process 
by some public health 
advocacy groups.  While 
community perspectives 
are important, there is 
evidence that certain 
groups routinely lodge 
objections not based on 
the merits of specific 
applications but as a 
broader anti-alcohol 
strategy.  This can have the 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are not 
specific or strong 
enough; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation; The 

Reduce grounds 
for objections to 
meet a relevance 
threshold through 
the SSAA and 
introduce fees for 
objections 
(refundable if 
objection is 
upheld). 
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effect of systematically 
delaying or obstructing 
legitimate license 
applications, even from 
compliant and responsible 
operators.  This pattern of 
strategic opposition 
creates significant cost and 
uncertainty for business 
owners and licensing 
agencies alike. It 
undermines the perceived 
fairness of the licensing 
process, diverting limited 
public resources and 
incurring unjustified costs 
to public agencies. 

requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 

Objections to a 
licence application 
can be located 
anywhere. 

Similar to the above, the 
coordination of objections 
often means objectors are 
located outside of a 
community where a licence 
holder is based.  This leads 
to hearings and expense 
and uncertainty for the 
applicant, when the 
objector often does not 
have any specific 
objections to that licence. 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements. 

Minister Nicole 
McKee has 
announced some 
reforms in this 
space, but no 
timeline for 
adoption. 

Objectors cannot 
be cross-examined 
in a hearing. 

Objectors are able to say 
what they like without 
evidence in a hearing, and 
applicants have been 
unable to reply or question 
statements. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are not 
specific or strong 
enough; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation. 

Minister Nicole 
McKee has 
announced some 
reforms in this 
space, but no 
timeline for 
adoption. 

Allowance only for 
objections to be 
lodged. 

Licensing processes only 
allow for objections to be 
lodged, but supporters are 
given no forum to speak in 
favour of a license 
application.  This results in 
DLCs only hearing negative 
inputs on a licence 
applicant, and disregards 

The requirements 
don’t make sense for 
my situation; The 
requirements are 
enforced too strictly. 
 

Allow for 
submissions in 
support of licence 
applications from 
the community. 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-reforms-improve-alcohol-regulation
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-reforms-improve-alcohol-regulation
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-reforms-improve-alcohol-regulation
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-reforms-improve-alcohol-regulation
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positive community 
engagement or 
acknowledging that the 
majority of a community 
may want a venue to 
operate. 

Lack of thresholds 
for objections.  

Lack of thresholds for 
objection lead to 
inefficient use of public 
resources and cost to 
businesses, especially 
where repetitive or 
template-based objections 
can trigger hearings 
unnecessarily. 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation. 
 

Reduce grounds 
for objections to 
meet a relevance 
threshold through 
the SSAA and 
introduce fees for 
objections 
(refundable if 
objection is 
upheld). 

Inflexible 
community 
participation 
mechanisms. 

Currently public notices 
and the right to object are 
mandated, even for low-
risk license renewal 
applications. There is no 
prioritisation given to 
higher-risk renewals where 
the licensee may have 
breached the law, or in the 
case of new license 
applications from 
operators new to 
hospitality. 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; 
The requirements 
don’t make sense for 
my situation; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 
 

Introduce a "fast-
track" renewal 
pathway for 
licensees with a 
clean compliant 
record, and allow 
DLCs discretion to 
waive hearings 
where no 
substantial/site 
specific objection 
is raised. 

Risk ratings. Similar to the above, a 
number of operators have 
a strong a track record of 
no issues or challenges 
from Police or council 
inspectors – but this is not 
taken into consideration in 
our licensing regime like it 
is with other regimes 
where track record is 
considered (such as with 
food safety).  

The requirements 
don’t make sense for 
my situation. 

Introduce a "fast-
track" renewal 
pathway for 
licensees with a 
clean compliant 
record, and allow 
DLCs discretion to 
waive hearings 
where no 
substantial/site 
specific objection 
is raised. 

Licensing 
authorities need to 
seek 
determinations by 
going to hearing. 

Licensing authorities may 
develop a view on what 
should or shouldn’t be 
permitted under a licence.  
To set a precedent, they 
must take a licence 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 

This may be 
resolved by 
strengthening the 
directives of what 
is in and out of 
scope. 
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application or renewal to 
hearing to get a 
determination, dragging a 
business through this 
process to achieve their 
outcome. 

with the 
requirements. 

Cost of alcohol in 
on-premise 
environments vs 
off-premise. 

There is a significant 
disparity between the cost 
of alcohol purchased on-
premise (i.e. a hospitality 
venue) versus in an off-
premise environment – 
despite the stricter rules 
for on-prem given 
operators manage point of 
consumption as well as 
point of sale.  This price 
disparity incentivises 
consumers to drink in off-
premise environments, 
reducing oversight and 
impacting hospitality’s 
viability.    

The requirements 
don’t make sense for 
my situation. 

Introduce a 
differential excise 
tax for kegs, 
incentivising on-
premise 
consumption. 

Easter Trading 
rules. 

Easter Trading rules set 
conditions of trade for on-
premise over Easter 
weekend as restricted 
trading days – four days 
each with a different set of 
rules.  One such rule is 
requiring meals be served 
with drinks ordered.  Each 
year, operators must 
educate their teams and 
customers on the rules to 
comply with legislation. 

The requirements are 
difficult to 
understand; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 

A member’s bill 
on this issue is 
awaiting second 
reading. 

Duplication of 
applications across 
on and off-
licenses. 

Some venues hold a tavern 
licence and are required by 
their local council to file 
two separate applications 
– one for their on-premise 
part of the business and 
one for off-prem.  The 
application is essentially 
the same but allows a 
council to charge two 
application fees. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 

Enable tavern 
licences to be 
combined for the 
same site. 
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Duty Manager 
requirements. 

Duty managers are 
required on site at all 
times, with duty manager 
licences managed by local 
councils.  We consider it to 
be more efficient to require 
all venue workers to have 
completed a service of 
alcohol certification, 
removing the need for duty 
managers. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements. 

Enable duty 
manager 
requirements to 
be waived if all 
staff have 
completed 
responsible 
service of alcohol 
training. 

Duty Manager 
notifications. 

If a duty manager changes 
within a business, venues 
are required to notify their 
local council typically 
within two working days.  
This can be for adding, 
deleting, or notifying of 
acting or temporary 
managers.  Some 
inspectors have challenged 
operators on missing a 
name, even though a venue 
has all duty manager 
certificates on site and can 
produce them at time of 
inspection.   

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; 
The requirements 
don’t make sense for 
my situation; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 

Request an 
update once a 
month or remove 
requirement 
altogether. 

Grandparents not 
classified as 
guardians. 

Grandparents are not 
classified as guardians 
under the Act, which 
means technically 
grandparents are unable to 
take their grandchildren 
into supervised 
environments (those 
environments permitting 
under 18s under 
supervision). 

The requirements are 
difficult to 
understand; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation. 

Enable 
commonsense 
over who is 
considered a 
guardian. 

Determining 
designations on a 
licence. 

Some venues have 
multiple designations on 
their licence with some 
areas allowing all ages, 
some requiring supervision 
and some restricting 
access.  This creates 
confusion for customers 
regarding where they can 
sit in a venue. 

The requirements are 
difficult to 
understand; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation. 

Enable flexibility 
on designations. 
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0% alcohol 
options. 

All businesses are required 
to have low-alcohol 
options available for 
customers – with the rise 
of 0% beverages, these are 
not considered under the 
Act to satisfy low-alcohol 
requirements, and 
businesses are holding 
stock purely for this 
purpose. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 

Minister Nicole 
McKee has 
announced some 
reforms in this 
space, but no 
timeline for 
adoption. 

 
Health and safety at work requirements 
 
Issue Key frustrations Focus of regulations Recommendations/ 

Progress 
Requirement to 
display Certificate 
of Authority when 
providing private 
security. 

Issued by the Private 
Security Personnel 
Licensing Authority 
(PSPLA), a COA is required 
for various roles, such as 
security guards, crowd 
controllers, and property 
guards.  A COA is required 
to be displayed but 
includes the personnel’s 
full name and photograph 
– presenting a personal 
safety issue when dealing 
with (and often removing) 
dangerous individuals and 
gang members.   

The requirements 
don’t make sense for 
my situation; The 
requirements are 
enforced too strictly; 
The penalty for 
breaching the 
requirements is too 
high. 

Enable more 
flexibility or 
certainty around 
the safety caveats 
requiring display. 

Location 
Compliance 
Certificate (LCC) for 
gas storage. 

Annual compliance checks 
require staff training every 
renewal, regardless of if 
the staff have changed.  
The LCC also requires 
there is trained first aid 
certified staff on the 
register (typically duty 
managers), adding 
additional costs. 

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements. 

Review the gas 
storage 
requirements. 

 
Building and premise requirements (including fire and emergency requirements) 
 
24. Hospitality necessarily interacts regularly with local councils across a range of premise 

specific licensing and registration requirements.  In some instances, this leads to 
inconsistent decision making and differing rules based on incentives outside of the intent of 

https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-reforms-improve-alcohol-regulation
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/government-reforms-improve-alcohol-regulation
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regulations.  Processing times have also been a frustration with council regulators in some 
areas not reviewing applications in a timely manner. 

 
25. It’s also worth noting that current processes leave the business owner carrying significant 

risk.  A building consent and subsequent construction must be completed before a liquor 
licence can be applied for. This means a venue owner has to make the building investment 
before any guarantee a liquor licence will be granted and carry that risk. 

 
Issue Key frustrations Focus of regulations Recommendations/ 

Progress 
Noise complaints. Inner city music-focused 

and/or late-night venues 
have faced noise 
complaints from 
neighbours (who in some 
cases have recently moved 
into inner city living), and 
councils employ a one 
warning approach before 
sound gear is confiscated. 

The requirements are 
not specific or strong 
enough; The 
requirements are 
enforced too strictly; 
The penalty for 
breaching the 
requirements is too 
high. 

Strengthen 
thresholds for 
noise complaints, 
especially for inner 
city venues. 

Small venue 
improvements 
requiring full 
building code 
update. 

Some members have 
reported that when 
looking to make relatively 
small improvements to 
their venue (refresh venue 
bathrooms for example), 
the consents process 
requires a full building 
update to meet the 
building code – this 
disincentivises any minor 
improvements to be made 
at all. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation. 

Enable small 
improvements to 
be made. 

Building Warrant 
of Fitness. 

Building WOFs are 
required annually and 
include a full review of all 
building systems to 
ensure the building and 
its systems are being 
maintained.  This incurs 
significant expense to the 
business owner, 
particularly where 
councils can set their own 
fee structures and charge 
additional fees for 
processing and 
inspections.  

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are 
difficult to 
understand; The 
 requirements are 
enforced too strictly; 
The penalty for 
breaching the 

Review the 
onerous nature of 
Building WOFs. 
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requirements is too 
high. 

Double checking 
Building Warrant 
of Fitness and fire 
inspections.  

Businesses have to 
conduct fire inspections to 
ensure systems are 
working, and complete a 
Building WOF.  This is 
increasingly conducted by 
a service provider and 
then double checked by 
councils.  These 
inspections have then 
resulted in additional 
costs to modify or upgrade 
areas of the building to be 
compliant even if a 
business has regularly 
passed building warrant of 
fitness checks.  This covers 
all accommodation and 
food and beverage 
operators.   

It takes too much 
time to comply with 
the requirements; It 
costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements don’t 
make sense for my 
situation; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently. 
 

Reduce double 
checking of 
compliance. 

Outdoor dining. Councils often laud 
outdoor dining for 
vibrancy but charge 
exorbitant fees with vague 
rationale (Queenstown 
compared their outdoor 
dining space ‘value’ with 
commercially rented space 
across all industries). 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are not 
enforced consistently.  

Standardise 
outdoor dining 
processes, and 
introduce stronger 
processes for 
councils to charge 
and raise fees. 

Licensing for 
sandwich boards. 

Venues are required to 
apply for licences to 
advertise on footpaths 
which carry a registration 
fee. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements. 

Introduce stronger 
processes for 
councils to charge 
and raise fees. 

Signage 
requirements. 

Venues are required to 
display signage related to 
not serving intoxicated 
patrons, duty manager on 
duty, evacuation plans, 
licensing registration, and 
food ratings among 
others.   

The requirements are 
difficult to 
understand; The 
penalty for breaching 
the requirements is 
too high. 

Review volume of 
signage 
requirements. 

Disparity with food 
trucks. 

As acknowledged through 
this process, hospitality 
businesses with a physical 
premises face a broad 

The requirements are 
not enforced 
consistently.  
 

Improve level 
playing field for 
food trucks vis a 
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range of requirements to 
operate.  Comparatively, 
food trucks face minimal 
requirements but often 
take business away from 
brick-and-mortar 
premises.  Councils should 
give some consideration 
to the uneven playing 
field currently in action. 

vis brick and 
mortar operations. 

 
Transport requirements 
 
26. Nothing to note. 
 
Employment requirements (e.g., ACC, tax, and leave requirements) 
 
27. Employment law requirements can be particularly challenging in hospitality because of the 

high prevalence of part-time work, casual employment, and high turnover of staff.  
 
Issue Key frustrations Focus of regulations Requirements/ 

Progress 
Sick leave is not 
pro-rated. 

No pro-rating of sick leave 
means new employees are 
automatically entitled to ten 
days.  Many members have 
raised with us that some 
new employees will use 
their entire entitlement in 
the first month and then 
resign – the business has to 
pay them for leave for next 
to no return. 

It costs too much 
money to comply with 
the requirements; The 
penalty for breaching 
the requirements is 
too high. 

Minister 
Brooke van 
Velden has 
announced 
changes to 
come to the 
Holidays Act. 

Casual employment 
is not well-defined.   

The definition of who is and 
who is not a true casual 
employee is confusing and 
can leave employers open to 
employment disputes.   

The requirements are 
not specific or strong 
enough; The penalty 
for breaching the 
requirements is too 
high. 

Better define 
what 
constitutes 
‘casual 
employment’.  

Section 150A of the 
Employment 
Relations Act is not 
enforced. 

By refusing to give effect to 
Section 150A of the 
Employment Relations Act, a 
whole industry of 
unqualified employment 
advocates to profit from 
generating employment 
disputes.   

The requirements are 
not specific or strong 
enough; The 
requirements are not 
enforced at all. 

Enforce Sector 
150A. 
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Accessing a migrant 
workforce. 

The immigration system is 
relatively inaccessible for 
hospitality businesses with 
the primary interactions 
being the Accredited 
Employer Work Visa which 
involves a business applying 
for accreditation, then 
conducting a job check for 
the specific role they wish to 
hire for, then making an 
offer to a migrant – these 
fees have all recently 
increased.  The Skilled 
Migrant Category offers no 
realistic pathways to 
residency for hospitality 
workers. 

It takes too much time 
to comply with the 
requirements; It costs 
too much money to 
comply with the 
requirements; The 
requirements are 
difficult to understand; 
The requirements are 
enforced too strictly; 
The penalty for 
breaching the 
requirements is too 
high. 

Enable 
hospitality to 
access 
migrant 
labour 
effectively, to 
fill the 
workforce 
gaps the 
industry has. 

 
Consumer protection requirements (e.g., fair trading requirements, consumer guarantees) 
 
Issue Key frustrations Focus of regulations Recommendations/ 

Progress 
Ban on surcharges. The recently proposed 

surcharge ban limits cost 
recovery elements for 
hospitality businesses, 
who are paying significant 
merchant service fees to 
accept payments. 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with the 
requirements. 

Merchant service 
fees regulated at 
payment provider 
level.  Bill is 
awaiting Select 
Committee report 
back. 

 
Other issues raised 
 
Issue Key frustrations Focus of regulations Recommendations/ 

Progress 
Short-term rental 
accommodation. 

Short-term rental 
accommodation properties 
operate without the same 
compliance as traditional 
accommodation.  This 
creates an uneven playing 
field and an inability for 
councils to manage them 
effectively. 

Requirements are not 
strong enough; 
Requirements (where 
applicable) are not 
enforced 
consistently. 

Introduce level 
playing field for 
short-term rentals 
vis a vis 
commercial 
accommodation. 

Qualmark 
registration.  

Tourism NZ requires 
Qualmark registration for 
an accommodation 
property to be included in 

It costs too much 
money to comply 
with requirements; 
The requirements are 

Expand the 
certification 
criteria to include 
other pseudo-
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Tourism NZ’s promotional 
campaigns.  Qualmark 
registration is intensive 
and costly and this 
requirement prevents 
many properties from 
being able to gain 
promotion via Tourism NZ 
channels.   

not enforced 
consistently. 

certifications for 
more properties to 
qualify for Tourism 
NZ promotion. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
28. Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the Ministry for Regulation Hospitality 

Review.   
 

29. We are willing to discuss any of the issues raised here in more depth. 


