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“…organisations, promoters, voluntary organisations and businesses have become involved in staging events in many different spaces across the city… the entire city becomes a stage…”
(Richards & Palmer, 2012, p. 27) 
Abstract: Innovative uses of land, air and water for staging events are increasingly encouraged by various bodies at all levels of government to support cities and urban development policies. In some cities, the outcome is a continual stream of events, some highly mobile, with novel locations and with times and duration pursued to maximise outcomes. But event regulation is confused, uncertain and lacking in transparency. Much is known about how to run events, yet scholarly literature is scarce on their regulation and the efficacy of the related local government process. The aim of this paper is to address the research gap by investigating the regulation of temporary land uses for public, commercial and private events using a case study of local government event regulation in the NSW Hunter Valley. This qualitative research interprets primary data from interviews of government legislators, local government event assessors and event organisers with secondary data from government legislation, policy and procedure documents, reports and practice notes. Cultural-historical activity theory(CHAT) is used to collect and analyse data to find patterns, draw meaning and make inferences about the event regulation process. Preliminary results have identified tensions between bureaucratic and neoliberal principles, inadequate rules, jurisdictional overlap and lack of transparency of process, leading to perceived issues of bias, uncertainty and individual “rules”. This research can help improve event regulation processes by making transparent the rules, tools, values and outcomes applied and promoted by local governments to allow events. 
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Introduction

Innovative uses of land, air and water for staging events are encouraged by all levels of governments to support cities and urban development policies and have created an events “…boom in the second half of the twentieth century”(Cudny, 2016, p. 29). Events are now flexible, highly mobile, less costly and more efficacious compared to traditional city planning actions (Richards & Palmer, 2012). However, the regulation of events is confused, lacks transparency and has not been a significant consideration in the urban planning and government regulatory process (Bishop & Williams, 2012). However, to improve the process, we need to determine how it works and why it works the way it does. Qualitative research techniques are applied to provide rich descriptions of the bureaucratic game of event regulation in local government. The purpose of this paper is to describe how the regulation of events works, the diversity of controls and the role of officials in eleven (11) local government authorities in the NSW Hunter Valley. These local councils play many roles in events as operators or providers, venue owners or regulators.  So, naturally, they encourage events for various reasons including, but not limited to, acting as facilitators of community development, generators of income from their own venues or protecting public safety. 

The following sections present a critical analysis of the role of bureaucracy, the appearance of red tape and individual rules in the spatial and temporal regulation of events. This discussion is followed by description of the research methodology.

Events as a Temporary Use
Temporary use is a recent entry in land-use planning terminology (Lepska, 2012) and an emerging urban trend, attracting popular, policy and academic attention (Bishop & Williams, 2012; Overmeyer, 2007). Current debates discuss temporary land uses under many names including “pop-up”, “temporary urbanism” (Kossak, 2012), “temporary city” (Greco, 2012), “inter-while – meanwhile or interim” (Reynolds, 2011). Often, temporary land uses are seen as a stopgap, only allowed until something permanent can take place (Bishop & Williams, 2012). Since the late 1990s, temporary uses have been conceptualised as ‘catalysts’ of urban development or as ‘pioneers’ of economic regeneration and new urban cultures (Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2015). Planning for temporary land use is a relatively new process often considered provisional or secondary to the main aim of land use planning that has focussed on controlling permanent developments (Lehtovuori & Ruoppila, 2012; Németh & Langhorst, 2014). Events are part of the temporary use debate and have become “… a prominent planning tool to advance local urban and economic development, consumer experiences and city images.”(Jakob, 2013, p. 448) with local government having the “…responsibility for the development of events…” (Whitford, 2004, p. 83). Even with this growth of events “the investment of cities in events does not follow a common strategy…”(Ziakas, 2016, p. 79) and an events strategy is more often a list of commercial or community activities that claim to unite the event providers (Dragin-Jensen, Schnittka, & Arkil, 2016). 
Events in the context of this paper such as markets and gatherings for  community, sporting, music, art and agricultural purposes, provide environmental, economic and social benefits (Getz & Page, 2016). Events may include activities which use private or public space — be it land, a building, water or in the air, to provide experiences for tourists, visitors and residents in the following categories:
· Cultural Celebrations 	—festivals, carnivals or parades.
· Business and Trade 	—meetings, markets, filming, exhibitions or corporate events.
· Arts & Entertainment	—concerts and shows, art exhibits, circuses or ceremonies.
· Sport and Recreation	—boat races, surf carnivals, fun events or sport festivals.
· Political & State 	—summits, royal spectacles, VIP visits or military exercises.
· Private Functions 	—rites of passage, parties, reunions or weddings (Getz, 2008).
Researchers have observed that the diversity of type and format of events creates many policy and practice issues for government and is problematic within the regulation framework (Bishop & Williams, 2012; Colomb, 2012). Whilst much is known about how to manage events, there is scant scholarly literature on their regulation and the efficacy of related local government processes.
Because of the diversity of events defining and categorising is problematic and  “it is quite difficult to find an all-embracing definition” (Jago & Dwyer, 2006, p. 1) ‘Hallmark’, ‘iconic’, ‘premier’, ‘mega-events’, ‘signature’ and ‘major’ are all terms used to describe events (Getz, 2012). Mega-events - large scale leisure and tourism events such as the Olympic Games (Roche, 1994) and hallmark events – where the event and destination are inseparably linked e.g. such as Mardi Gras (Getz & Page, 2016) have received the most attention based on the expectation that they bring the most benefits to a community (Ziakas, 2014). Some definitions incorporate key criteria such as the amount of investment, the target market, economic benefits, impact on a destination’s image and identity and destination regeneration (Getz, 2015). For the purposes of this paper, events are defined as “an occurrence at a given time and place for special and noteworthy reasons” (Getz, 2012, p. 37) and further clarified by Jakob (2013, p. 448) as a “deliberate organisation of a heightened emotional and aesthetic experience at a designated time and space”. The diversity of definitions of events adds to the uncertainty of the regulatory process but, in this paper, it is not necessary to progress this aspect of the debate. 
Events are held almost anywhere (Getz, 2012; Gibson & Stewart, 2009; Johansson & Kociatkiewicz, 2011). Some events are held in formal, purpose-built facilities with associated complementary infrastructure such as amenities and car parking. Many events are not context specific and are highly mobile, with new locations such as a market on a road, cinema in a park, swimming race across a harbour or a concert in a winery and at times pursued to maximise outcomes (Getz & Page, 2016; Hall, 2006). Mobile events may require temporary facilities such as mobile stages, amenities and food kiosks to allow vacant, public or private space to be used so that after the event, the space is reinstated to the pre-event use and condition. Yet this is not always achieved. 

In most modern societies, the use of any space, whether it be for the construction of a building or the running of a street market, requires a licence, lease, permit, or an approval issued by a government department or agency. Generally, to obtain such an approval requires the submission of an application and liaison and interaction with government officials who implement policies, regulations and practices to regulate all land uses. Regardless of these concerns, there is a growing number and diversity of events in many locations.

Proliferation of Events
Events are increasingly permitted by governments as part of capacity-building (Benneworth & Dauncey, 2010), to expand economic linkages (Çela, Knowles-Lankford, & Lankford, 2007), to facilitate regional development (Getz, 2009; Gibson, 2013) and urban re-vitalisation and regeneration (Hollows, Jones, Taylor, & Dowthwaite, 2013). Since the 1980s, there has been extraordinary growth in the number of events (Brown, 2014). Governments stage events to stimulate the visitor economy, increase the number of destinations and attract tourists at particular times of the year (Bull, 2004), sometimes in an ad hoc way (Pugh & Wood, 2004). From time to time, events emerge from a government authority as an idea to attract a large numbers of visitors in a short time-frame, without long-term investments or the building of special facilities, or to achieve a social, political or economic outcome (Arcodia & McKinnon, 2004). Smith (2012) observes that events are increasingly used as instruments for re-imaging cities and as a viable way of reinvigorating towns without the cost of major development actions. Some governments aim for events all year round and try to fill the events calendar by growing small events, creating new events, invigorating existing events, bidding for major events or emulating other successful events (Richards & Palmer, 2012). Some events are held with the “grace and favour” of a local community, either because they are charity events, deemed “good for the town” or because they have a cultural or historical precedent, whilst other events have grown from blankets on the grass to internet-based pre-booked events. In many instances, planning for events just amounts to a catalogue of activities (Dragin-Jensen et al., 2016). 
Traditionally, cities and towns have used public spaces such as parks and squares for events (Richards & Palmer, 2012). With the urbanisation of cities, the use of public spaces for events is increasing and “at the turn of the twentieth century, … events … were staged on public streets” (Smith, 2016, p. 24). Smith (2014) has noted a transformation in this historical activity with the redesigning of many public spaces to accommodate events being triggered by the increasing cost of permanent venues together with the difficulty posed by the related complex and time-consuming approval process. Other public spaces such as beaches, bushland reserves and marine parks  have become venues when a promoter’s desire for a scenic location or “unique selling proposition” (Hall & Page, 2015) is combined with flexibility provided by temporary infrastructure.  Also “events are more flexible than [when] certain types of fixed physical infrastructure [is involved]…cost less and achieve greater impact in the short-term” (Richards & Palmer, 2012, p. 19). These new spaces are in locations historically not considered by regulators as feasible venues for events (Bishop & Williams, 2012; Briassoulis, 2002). Yet, rules and practices are just as necessary to manage the challenges of such events.
Other factors have contributed to the increase in the number and type of events: changes to work and leisure habits, more free time, the increasing popularity of the gap year, more tourism developments and increasing mobility (Getz & Page, 2016) The not-for-profit sector has an increased market orientation and an improved understanding of the role that events can play in education and research (Crowther, 2014). The music industry has found that live concerts have superseded album sales as its primary source of income (Hracs, Seman, & Virani, 2016). Events as part of the night-time economy have provided new ways of socialising and entertainment (Rowe, Stevenson, Tomsen, Bavinton, & Brass, 2008) and have developed markedly in European and North American cities over the past 10 years (Evans, 2011) creating an additional temporal dimension to the regulatory process. The growth of worthy causes requiring special events 'days' and 'years' adds to the diversity of events (Richards & Palmer, 2012) in public spaces. Smith (2016) noted that the recent introduction of air races creates another spatial dimension to the location of events. In addition to this increased diversity of location, duration and timing of events, the evolution of events from community-based activities to commodified productions has further disrupted the event regulation environment. 
Event Regulation in NSW
All societies have some mechanism to manage and allocate land uses (Healey, 1997). In NSW, all land use regulation is the responsibility of the state government, with most decision making for proposals delegated to local government (M. Kelly & Gilg, 2000). Councils have powers under several legislative provisions to enable them to control events, with the main rules drawn from the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP and A) and the Local Government Act 1993 (LGA) (Williams & Maginn, 2012). The regulation of land uses under the NSW EP and A Act has been difficult, with ongoing efforts to simplify and streamline the legislation and its implementation (Gleeson, 2003; Williams & Maginn, 2012). In 2004, a state-wide legislative template called the Standard Instrument Local Environmental Plan (SILEP)("NSW Standard Instrument (Local Environmental Plans) Order 2006," 2006) standardised planning controls into a common structure and language for local government planning controls, to remove complexity and confusion, reduce delay and improve practice consistency (Selmon, 2012). Included in the 2006 SILEP was a new clause which standardised the process for controlling temporary land uses including events (NSW Department of Planning, 2006). All events, regardless of size, location or duration require a development approval. The LGA gives local councils regulatory control over aspects of events such as the use of public land and parks, public roads, sale of food, installation of temporary structures and the management of traffic (Dredge, 2001). Regardless of the legislative control of events given to local government the State Government has special state-wide legislation to intervene in the regulation of events (Dredge et al., 2010; Reis & Sperandei, 2014). In 2009, local government was excluded from regulating major events ("NSW Major Events Act," 2009 ) and in 2017, car racing in Newcastle ("NSW Motor Racing (Sydney and Newcastle) Act," 2008). The confusion and jurisdictional overlap of several different legislative environments creates uncertainty for all participants
Research Methodology
This research uses a qualitative methodology with a social constructionist ontology in the interpretivist paradigm (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Qualitative methods allow exploration of human experience, perceptions, motivations and behaviour and are “uniquely suited to ‘opening the black box’ of organizational processes, the ‘how’, ‘who’ and ‘why’ of individual and collective organized action.”(Doz, 2011, p. 583). Rich and thick descriptions drawn from interviews and data from documents are analysed in a cyclical, comparative process to generate themes and patterns (Punch, 2012) to answer : How does the regulation of events operate?

This paper reports on a case study of events regulation in the NSW Hunter Valley region (informally referred to as ‘The Hunter’). The Hunter is a significant tourist destination, with 9.5 million annual visitors (NSW Department of Trade and Investment, 2013) and has a multitude of regulatory processes and a substantial history of events providing many examples of event regulation. Local councils were purposefully selected based on review of events, websites, calendars and regulation policies

Primary qualitative data was collected from 46 semi-structured interviews. Legislators from state government agencies were purposefully selected to give their insights in the historically context and evolution of rule development and implementation. Local government general managers in the Hunter were interviewed to provide their knowledge of the translation of policies and rules from the state to local level and how they perceived event regulation in their Council. These nine key informants provided an appreciation of context and the political nuances of event regulation. Event assessors in local government and state government who were responsible for the daily regulation of events were interviewed to provide their knowledge of the process from the perspective of their individual roles such as Senior Planning Assessment Officer, Marketing & Tourism Coordinator, Traffic Manager and an Event Liaison Officer. Additional data was drawn from twelve interviews of the purposefully selected event organisers — commercial, community and the Hunter local government staff responsible for events — with the objective of detailing their experiences and testing the validity of the data given by the government officials. All participants provided written consent and were anonymous. Several participants declined recorded interviews and did not respond to request for verification of the interview summaries. Secondary data were sourced from government policy and procedure documents, reports and practice notes accessed mostly from public websites.

Cultural-historical activity theory (CHAT) is a sensitising construct applied to generate and interpret data (Bakhurst, 2009; Rohrer-Murphy, 1999) and to explain the whole by looking at the components (Chaiklin, 2001). CHAT is consistent with qualitative research (Hasan & Kazlauskas, 2014) and provides a robust framework for analysing professional work practices (Avis, 2009) with a focus is upon the event regulation activity system.

Findings
 
The following preliminary findings results are the product of an analysis drawing from CHAT however, a detailed description of the methodology is beyond the scope of this paper.

Bureaucracy
One of the first findings of this study in the Hunter Valley where this research was conducted was the central role of bureaucracy. Local government in the Hunter has multiple roles in relation to events: attracting, partnering, funding (either in-kind or with grants), producing, promoting, regulating, liaising, facilitating and managing. These multiple roles for the Hunter councils in events is not perceived as an issue with councils unaffected by any conflict between their often simultaneous roles of land owner, promotor or assessor of events (Interview 7, 2015). 
The most often cited motivation by councils for encouraging events “… is economic development — pure and simple…” (Interview 6, 2015). At the officer level, the economic driver is contextualised as part of a longer-term vision — “Events are about promoting the city … [which] gets exposure, an economic injection and visitors may come back to visit, play or work... People have a good experience and this may become a factor in their decision to invest in the city.” (Interview 32, 2015). Notwithstanding this desire for events, the planning and regulation of events in the Hunter is not a strategically structured process for its councils, which operate under the neoliberal principle of allowing the market to decide the type, location and form of events. This passive tactic is plainly described in this interview response: “I can't see us specifically asking people to come and have certain activities…We wouldn't be going out and proactively asking to please come and run your event” (Interview 12, 2014).
Another finding was the absence of reliable data on the costs, benefits, number and location of events in the Hunter which would assist with the regulation process. The lack of suitable data was noted by several local government regulators, who stated, “there is no tracking system for events … where everyone knows what's going on and who is doing what” (Interview 23, 2015). Also, “…there has never been surveys of the local businesses to determine the benefits some of these events”. (Interview 9, 2016). Furthermore, this study’s attempts to obtain data about events from government agencies were unsuccessful, with “commercial in confidence” or “internal uses only” used as a justification not to releases data resulting in any costs or benefits of events being hypothetical and unverifiable. Even with this lack of data, observations revealed a growth in the number and type of events in the region: “in the old days, there was one or two concerts a year and New Year's Eve, but by the mid to late 90s and the Olympics you would be having an event each month” (Interview 1, 26 November 2014). Some regulators suggested that the events “...market has changed…[so that] more obscure events try to capture spectators and participants” (Interview 36, 2015).
Procedures are integral part of the Hunter councils’ regulation and are mostly checklist based and often computer-generated, with the key criteria focused on public safety and promotion of the area. The financial economic benefit is the prime consideration over social and cultural expectations with the key regulation criteria being “the level of benefit to the community is the major criteria — almost dollars versus discomfort“ (Interview 8, 2015). 
There is confusion about to whom they are responsible to in the event regulation process — the community, the event operator, their manager, the local environment or an elected local councillor. With many customers, professional obligations are diverse and sometimes conflicting making the regulation of events inconsistent and uncertain. Within this confusion, there is a broader local government issue that events on council land should not be controlled in the same manner as those on other land. This confusion is encapsulated by the following statement from an interviewee: “…if council owned the land, it should not have to do a DA[development application] …process is simple — if the event is on council land, there is a licence, but on private land events follow a DA process”. (Interview 32, 2015). 
The regulatory setting seems to push the bureaucracy in two different directions — one favouring the provision and implementation of rules and the other leaning toward purely economic considerations.
Red Tape
The government land use regulation process has created “a significant amount of red tape at State and Local Government levels to secure approvals for events and festivals ” (NSW Visitor Economy Taskforce, 2012, p. 95) with different approaches to the regulation of public, private or commercial events creating significant inconsistencies. Despite their having procedures and policies, the Hunter councils depend on improperly prepared and implemented processes which do not meet the stated objectives originally set, and are perceived as hampered by what Bozeman (2000) called “red tape”. Many of the interviewees noted that the “…process for events will be never black-and-white because there is no governing or directing framework within our planning legislation to help” (Interview 11, 2015). In the absence of rules, the approach in some Hunter councils is to borrow rules from other councils; this is justified under the umbrella of applying best practice but it has created problems for event regulation, particularly when “nobody read the rule” (Interview 32, 2015).

The red tape in the Hunter’s councils is eloquently outlined in two interviewees’ observations: “The regulation of events has been a grey area with confusion about the DA and incomplete process and uncertainty about the authority to make a decision” (Interview 24, 2015) and “…[there is] often confusion with council of what defines a temporary structure and how long it can be in place — or even whether it requires a DA” (Interview 35, 2015). Discussions with state legislators noted that “about three quarters of the festivals and events are not dealt with under the planning process.”  (Interview 3, 2014).

Jurisdictional red tape occurs in the Hunter when councils share event regulation with other agencies and quasi-government bodies such as Forests NSW, Roads and Maritime Services, National Parks and Wildlife, Crown Land, Trusts and Showgrounds and Marine Park Authorities.  The resulting diversity of event-regulating processes creates red tape for local government officials over legal jurisdictions, conflicting priorities and land tenure boundaries. 
Another complexity is the recent involvement of local government in the regulation of events on a river, stream or watercourse, whether tidal or non-tidal, and various harbours as a result of water being defined as land and captured by the temporary use clause (Interview 13, 2015). Theoretically, this places local government as an additional regulatory authority for water based events such as boat festivals, powerboat races or local triathlons. 

The outcome is regulatory complexity with the frustration noted by an interviewee who stated  that it is “…a hard process to figure out…a bit of a black box ”(Interview 27, 2015).

My Rules
This finding identified biases and individual professional approaches to regulation events. Most event regulations in the Hunter have a bias toward simpler rules for some events when a “council differentiates in the processing between commercial and community events” (Interview 5, 2015). Mostly this approach is contained in policies. But there are instances where community events are underestimated, say in terms of impact or participant numbers, to ensure a simpler process, say no DA. Biased considerations are built into “a model system with weighting. We score some aspects more heavily than others to achieve our tourism direction… to drive this place outside big tourism times” (Interview 18, 2015).
In the Hunter, many local government professionals have a role in regulation of events: urban or social planners; development control officers; community engagement; tourism or economic development managers; risk assessors; place-makers; urban designers. For example, the regulation of events in a public park may be the responsibility of the open space manager despite “… council’s parks people [having] as their prime objective growing grass, not allowing events…” (Interview 33, 2015). 
An event on private land falls within the jurisdiction of the town planner and “planners have forms and a process geared around building things and subdivisions, not events” (Interview 19, 2015). The application of events regulations by different professions is further exacerbated by these professionals being in different departments with different agendas and performance targets. The outcome is that there is a handful of bureaucrats who are informally quite powerful as to which events they allow or refuse with one assessor stating “I hate to see something in the community not go ahead because of a piece of paper” (Interview 19, 2015).

Discussion
Events have become more commercialised and integrated into neoliberal place-marketing agendas and are closely aligned with free market values and the deregulated direction of neoliberal principles (Cudny, 2014). Despite this neoliberal context, local government regulates the type, location and other aspects of events applies in a formal and impersonal way from a Weberian perspective (Beetham, 1996) using a combination of formal institutional practice, scientific knowledge, evangelism and routinized procedures (Healey, 1997). But Council officials may use different interpretations, motives and approaches which create uncertainty and ambiguity for the event organisers, the community and other regulators. These processes of procedural fairness maintain reliability, protect impartiality and remove opinions divorcing the administration of public life from private moral stances but it is questionable whether the assessment of events with the local government’s preoccupation with “civic boosterism” (Waitt, 2001) would foster this separation.  Indeed, Kelly and Smith (2008) characterise the NSW local government regulatory environment in which these decisions are made as volatile and constantly changing. 
To ensure certainty and transparency in the functioning of governments individual decision making is discouraged (Allen, 2004; Sewell & Barker, 2006 ) in the Hunter by many standardised checklists and ‘tick-the -box’ system for events regulation. This replaces individual discretion with an “iron cage” (Ritzer, 2013; Weber, 1968). Whilst meeting the formal and impersonal context of Weberian principles, the checklist also achieves the neoliberal drive for efficiency in government by limiting the use of discretion as well as providing data to measure the speed of decision making (Allmendinger, Tewdwr-Jones, & Morphet, 2003). The role of the official is often questioned particularly when regulations and related work practices are not progressing according to an event proposer’s expectation, the outcome is often blamed on excessive paperwork, tangled rules or lethargic bureaucratic behaviour (Bozeman & Feeney, 2011). 
Even though many see red tape as something problematic that must be overcome, there is another viewpoint — “One man’s red tape is another’s treasured procedural safeguard.”(Kaufman, 1977, p. 4). An additional complication is that all rules are interpreted and implemented by government officials who may have their own considerations. Lipsky’s (2010) theory of discretion provides some guidance to the use of “my rules” by officials. Lipsky describes public sector professionals as “street-level bureaucrats” who balance the rigidity of rules and the need for flexibility and compassion. Lipsky provides insights into these bureaucrats’ shortcuts, coping mechanisms, rules of engagement, rule flexibility and process simplification. When regulating events, bureaucrats apply personal beliefs and norms about fairness (Hupe & Buffat, 2014) and dilemmas are often resolved “through recourse to their own moral judgements” (Abram, 2004, p. 25). As Smith (2016) suggests, “…because an event is a temporary phenomenon environmental damage will be temporary too. This a commonly cited assertion…,”(p. 160) an assertion which further questions the role of officials in the implementation of the rules.
Even though local government advocates community debates, the regulation of events occurs with limited community consultation as to the number, location and type of events, preservation of the events’ character and location, resource usage and management of community resources and expectation (Ziakas, 2010). The outcome is a reactive approach addressing each event in isolation from any framework (Pugh & Wood, 2004). Without such a framework, it is difficult to balance the demands of neoliberalism and bureaucracy resulting in a confused and uncertain decision making environment. To achieve a transparent, logical approach to regulation of events, Getz suggests that the community “cannot expect rational and sustainable decision making until and unless there is full, open and honest public discourse on events”(2012, p. 351). 


Conclusions
This paper commenced noting that innovative land, air and water based events are increasingly encouraged and permitted by governments to support cities and urban development policies. Some events are held fixed formal, purpose-built physical infrastructure, whilst new spaces historically not considered by regulators are used as venues. This prompted a research question seeking to describe the regulation of events process in this time of change and as a gap in the research. By examining the local government event regulation process, tensions were exposed between bureaucratic and neoliberal principles, inadequate rules, jurisdictional overlap and lack of transparency of process, leading to perceived issues of bias, uncertainty and individual “rules”. Even though bureaucracy was a major impediment viewed as red tape and with officials using shortcuts, rule flexibility and process simplification, it is a necessary mechanism to manage the process of decision-making in the neoliberal government structures.
This paper has demonstrated that the efficacy of the regulation of events by local governments in the Hunter is a contested and confused activity with councils having a multitude of inputs and playing many roles as events operators or providers, venue owners or regulators. 
In conclusion, further work needs to be done to tease out what happens, more than just describing but to explore the tensions and contradictions and the cultural and historical context of the process. There is a need for a more sophisticated analysis using the framework of CHAT as a useful heuristic to see how things look from the perspective of the various subjects, to capture data, identify the historically accumulating tensions, inform the analysis and to make sense of individual actions in the regulation of events – essentially, we now know what is happening but further work is required to understand why. When complete the final outcomes of this research can assist with the debate about regulation of events as well as related policy development and implementation. 
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