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VICTORIA NEIGHBOURHOOD ASSOCIATION REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 

Presented by Marjorie Manthei 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

i. One of the main issues confronting residents in the Victoria Neighbourhood Association 

Inc (VNA) area is the interface between Victoria Street and the adjacent Central City 

Residential Zone neighbourhood since new and/or larger bars opened after the earthquakes. 

 

ii. The almost immediate and ongoing negative effects on residential amenity has provided 

clear evidence of why a cluster of late-night bars trading later than 1:00 am is incompatible 

with a residential area, regardless of whether there is a designated Entertainment and 

Hospitality Precinct (EHP). 

 

iii. Not all EHPs need to be the same—in fact there is strong support for differentiation, as set 

out in the VNA’s Statement of Evidence (16/2/16) and this Rebuttal.  

 

iv. The purpose of this Rebutall is three-fold:  

 explain why the VNA has now changed its position on retaining the Rules associated 

with 6.9 Sale of Alcohol and agree with Mr Lawn (on behalf of the Crown), Ms 

McLaughlin (City Council), Mr Willis (Crown) and Mr Dodd (District Health Board) 

that the Rules should be deleted (we have an alternative proposal to Ms McLaughlin, 

however).  Refer paras 5 – 10, including Table 1 

 

 refute many of the statements made by the Pacific Park witnesses in their Statements 

of Evidence.  Refer paras 14 – 15, including Table 2 and Attachments 1 - 3 

 

 provide a definition of ‘late night’ in case the Independent Hearings Panels decides 

one is needed.  Refer paras 11 - 13 

 

INTRODUCTION 

  

1 My full name is Marjorie Manthei.  I am representing the Victoria Neighbourhood 

Association Inc (VNA), submission #3611 / FS5068.  I confirm this is lay evidence. 
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2 Background information about the VNA, the residential area and my role are covered in 

the Chapter 13 Opening Statement (4/1/16), Rebuttal Evidence (13/2/16) and Chapter 6 

Statement of Evidence (16/2/16).   

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

3 The purpose of this Rebuttal is to 

 

3.1 Explain why the VNA has changed its position on retaining the Rules associated 

with 6.9 Sale of Alcohol, with reference to the following Statements of Evidence: 

 

 Alastair Lawn (for the Crown, #2387 / FS3721), 17/2/16; 

Note that when preparing this Rebuttal, I contacted Mr Lawn by telephone on 

22/2/16 to seek clarification on some aspects of his Statement of Evidence on 

behalf of the Crown. 

 

 Alison McLaughlin (for the City Council), 4/2/16; 

 

 Evan Harris (witness for Pacific Park #3459 / FS5045), 17/2/1; 

 

 Kelly Andrew (for the City Council), 4/2/16; 

 

 Andrew Willis (for the Crown, #3721), Chapter 13:  Central City 

 

3.2 Refute claims in the following witness statements for Pacific Park Ltd (#3459 / 

FS5045):1 

 

 Tony W Astle, 17/2/16; 

 

 Christopher P Casserley, 17/2/16; 

 

 Darren Tait, 17/2/16; 

 

 Brett Giddens, 17/2/162. 

 

                                                      
1 All witnesses referred to submission #3372, which we assume is incorrect.  Pacific Park is #3459. 
2 We also read witness statements from Richard Driver and Maxwell Bemner, 17/2/16 
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4 We also have provided a definition of ‘late night’ in the context of sale of alcohol, although 

the VNA does not think a definition is needed. 

 

REASONS FOR CHANGING OUR POSITION RE 6.9 SALE OF ALCOHOL 

 

5 In the VNA’s Statement of Evidence dated 16/1/16, we concluded that 6.9 Sale of Alcohol 

should be retained, rather than an amended policy being incorporated into 6.1 Noise and all 

other references to sale of alcohol deleted.3 

 

6 We also sought the adoption of the notified or amended versions of 6.9 objectives and 

policies, as well as the relevant policies and rules under 6.1 Noise4. 

 

7 However,  we have now changed our position on the retention of 6.9.2 Rules, having given 

further consideration to the Statements of Evidence from the following: 

 

7.1 Alastair Lawn (on behalf of the Crown #2387 / 3721), 17/2/16; 

 

7.2 Evan Harris (on behalf of Pacific Park #3459/5045), 17/2/16; 

 

7.3 Alison McLaughlin (Christchurch City Council), 4/2/16; 

 

7.4 Andrew Willis (rebuttal evidence on behalf of the Crown #3721), 26/1/16.5 

 

8 The VNA now supports the deletion of 6.9.2 Rules, but has an alternative proposal to the 

one suggested by Ms McLaughlin (refer paras 9 – 10 (including Table 1, below).  The 

reasons for this shift are: 

 

8.1 Mr Lawn’s expanded analysis of the relationship between resource consent and 

alcohol licensing processes (paras 5.4 – 5.8 and 7.2 – 7.3) and the description of the 

Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act appeals process (paras 8.10 – 8.12); 

 

                                                      
3 Refer Chapter 6, Statement of Evidence (#3611 / FS5068) paras 38 – 53, set out in two tables.  
4 The summary, with Decisions Sought and a rationale for each, is set out in two tables on pages 12 – 19 of  that 

Evidence.  Some of our thinking has  now changed, so the summary has been replaced by an updated version in this 

Rebuttal. 
5 Rebuttal Evidence re Proposal 13:  Central City, paras 7.1 – 7.3 re proposal 6.9 Sale of Alcohol. 
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8.2 Mr Lawn’s suggestion that the District Plan includes direct reference to the SSAA 

process and criteria for assessing license applications (para 6.3)6; 

 

8.3 Ms McLaughlin’s emphasis on managing off-site noise and amenity effects and 

ensuring protection for residential areas (paras 58.3 e – f and 5.8.4 b – c), as well as 

her differentiation of Entertainment and Hospitality Precincts (paras 58.5 a – b); 

 

8.4 Mr Harris’s useful summary of the ‘historic precincts’ (paras 17.1 – 17.4) and the 

shortcomings of Ms McLaughlin’s proposed description of Category 2 EHPs, other 

than Victoria Street (paras 20 – 35);7 

 

8.5 The VNA’s own experience with the non-notified status of most resource consent 

applications, resulting in uncontested decisions (refer para 5.8 of Mr Lawn’s 

evidence and 58.4g of Ms McLaughlin’s evidence); 

 

8.6 Mr Willis’s explanation of the Crown’s position (paras 7.1 – 7.3 in the Chapter 13 

Rebuttal). 

 

THE VNA’S REVISED POSITION RE 6.9 SALE OF ALCOHOL AND 6.1 NOISE 

 

9  Based on the above reasons, the VNA’s position is as follows (refer Table 1, paras 10.1 – 

10.7 for details): 

 

9.1 Delete 6.9.2 Rules, but retain a separate Sale of Alcohol section (6.9), rather than 

incorporating policies and/or objectives into 6.1 Noise; 

 

9.2 Retain 6.9.1 Objectives and Policies, but with further amendments; 

 

9.3 Adopt VNA’s amended version of proposal 6.1.1.1.6 (Ms McLaughlin, 4/2/16), but 

as part of 6.9—not 6.1 Noise; 

 

9.4 Add a Note to 6.9 that refers to the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 criteria and 

process, as an alternative to the current 6.9.2 Rules (as suggested by Mr Lawn); 

 

                                                      
6 The VNA suggests reference to the Local Alcohol Policy, if there is one, is also included. 
7 We disagree with his conclusions that Victoria Street is not residential (paras 29, 30 and 35) and that the Town Hall 

and planned Convention Centre are too far away from the Category 1 Precinct for visitors staying near Victoria Street to 

patronise (paras 30 – 31). 
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9.5 For completeness include a Note explaining the relationship between the District 

Plan and a Local Alcohol Policy if one is in place; 

 

9.6 Under 6.1 Noise 

 

 adopt VNA’s proposed amendment to 6.1.1.1.2 and 6.1.1.1.5 Policies;  

 

 retain the notified version of 6.1.4.1 noise standards;  

 

 retain 6.1.4.2.10 covering outdoor areas of licensed premises. 

 

10 The above recommendations are set out in more detail below.  The rationale for VNA’s 

proposals that have not changed is covered in paras 38 – 53 of the VNA’s Statement of 

Evidence, 16/2/16.  

 

Table 1:  VNA’s Current Position and Decisions Sought 

 VNA’s Current Position Decisions Sought by the VNA 

10.1 Adopt notified version of 

Objective 13.4.8.1.1 (6.9.1.1), 

with VNA’s proposed amendment 

shown in red  

6.9.1.1 (13.4.8.1.1) Objective:  Late-night sale 

and supply of Alcohol 

(a)  The adverse effects of late-night sale and 

supply of alcohol on residential amenity, 

particularly sleep disturbance, noise and alcohol-

related anti-social behaviour, are avoided or 

effectively managed and remedied, with input 

from residents in the immediate area as to the 

effectiveness of the remedies. 

10.2 Adopt VNA’s proposed 

amendments to the 26/11/15 

version of Policy 6.9.1.1.1 

(incorporating some of the 

proposals from Ms McLaughlin’s 

4/2/16 proposals) 

 

Note that the ‘Decisions Sought 

by VNA’ in Column 2 differ 

slightly from what is proposed in 

our 16/2/16 Statement of 

Evidence (pp 12 – 17).  In 

particular 

 deletion of 6.9.1.1.1 (a) (iv), 

shown in red on page 14 of 

the 16/2/16 evidence—it is 

6.9.1.1.1 Policy:  Entertainment and Hospitality 

Precincts 

(a) Avoid the adverse effects of late-night sale of 

alcohol on residential areas by: 

(i)  restricting the hours during which alcohol 

can be sold from on-licenses in close 

proximity to residential areas, unless 

negative effects on residential amenity can be 

avoided; 

Amended version, taking into account Ms 

McLaughlin’s proposed 6.1.1.1.6 i; 

(ii)  encouraging late-night entertainment and 

hospitality activities in identified precincts by 

providing a range of trading hours in those 

precincts depending on the proximity to 

residential areas; 
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now combined with  (a) (i), 

as shown in Column 2; 

  minor revisions to 

6.9.1.1.1.(a) (v) re Victoria 

Street EHP; 

 additional proposal for (a) 

(vi), EHP Category 2, which 

was not covered in our 

16/2/16 evidence 

(iii) delete reference to additional acoustic 

insulation 

(iv) recognising that Entertainment and 

Hospitality Precinct 1 is the most appropriate 

location for late-night entertainment and 

hospitality activities such as night-clubs and 

bars;   

Ms McLaughlin’s proposed Policy 6.1.1.1.6 

iv 

(v)  recognising that the Victoria Street 

Entertainment and Hospitality Precinct 2 is 

adjacent to an established Central City 

Residential Zone and that the most 

appropriate entertainment and hospitality 

activities are cafes, restaurants and licensed 

premises with more restricted trading hours 

than Precinct 1,  compatible with residential 

activities;                          

Amended version of Ms McLaughlin’s 

proposed 6.1.1.1.6 v; 

(vi) recognising that the balance of the 

Entertainment and Hospitality Precinct 2 is 

within the Central City Business or Mixed 

Use Zone and is intended to encourage an 

array of entertainment and hospitality 

activities, including late-night bars, clubs and 

restaurants, provided adverse effects on 

residential amenity is managed. 

Amended version of Ms McLaughlin’s 

proposed 6.1.1.1.6 vi, taking into account 

evidence statements from Mr Harris8 and Mr 

Willis9 

10.3 Delete 6.9.2  Rules (13.14.8.2.1 – 

13.14.8.2.2.4) 

and 

6.9.3 Matters of Discretion 

(13.14.8.3.1 – 13/14/8/3/2) 

See explanation in paras 5 – 9, above. 

10.4 Adopt notified version of 

13.14.1.1.2 Policy, with VNA’s 

amendments (shown in red), 

based on A McLaughlin’s 4/2/16 

proposal 

6.1.1.1.2 Policy:  Noise during night time 

(a) Manage noise levels during night time to 

protect the amenity values of residential and 

other sensitive environments, with particular 

attention to noise levels that interfere with sleep. 

                                                      
8 Statement of evidence on behalf of Pacific Park (#3459/5045),  Chapter 6:  General Rules, 16/2/16, paras 19 – 28. 
9 Rebuttal evidence on behalf of the Crown (#3721), Chapter 13:  Central City, 26/1/16, paras 6.3 – 6.21. 
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10.5 Adopt 26/11/15 version of 6.1.1.1 

5 Policy (13.14.4.1.1.3), with 

further amendment based on Mc 

Laughlin’s 4/2/16 proposal shown 

in red 

6.1.1.1.5 Policy:  Entertainment and hospitality 

activities in precinct areas and key locations in 

the Central City 

(a) To enable entertainment and hospitality 

activities and temporary events that contribute to 

Christchurch’s economic, social, and cultural 

well-being to occur in the Entertainment and 

Hospitality precinct or identified facilities, 

whilst ensuring the adverse noise effects of 

activities on the surrounding community and 

environment are avoided.  If adverse effects do 

occur, particularly in residential areas adjacent 

to a Precinct, they will be managed effectively to 

a level consistent with residential amentiy 

expectations. 

10.6 Retain notified version of 

13.14.4.4 (6.1.4.1  

6.1.4.1 Zone noise standards 

Table 2 (b) Category 2 

10.7 Retain notified version of 

13.14.4.5.6 (6.1.4.2.10), with the 

minor amendments incorporated 

into the 4/2/16 proposal 

6.1.4.2.10 Licensed Premises Outdoor Areas in 

the Central City 

(a)  Outdoor areas of premises licensed for the 

sale, supply and/or consumption of alcohol 

located within Category 1 or 2 precincts shall be 

set back by at least 25m from the boundary of 

any premise or site that is a Category 3 area 

zoned Central City Residential or Central City 

Mixed Use, except that this shall not apply to 

sites that adjoin areas designated as ….. 

 

DEFINITION OF ‘LATE NIGHT’ 

 

11 It is not clear at what point the decision will be made about whether a definition of ‘late 

night’ in the context of the sale of alcohol is warranted (as submitted by Pacific Park10).  Ms 

McLaughlin refers to the possibility of a definition in her Statement of Evidence11, but 

agrees with Mr Stevenson12 and Mr Willis13 that it is not desirable.   

 

12 Our understanding is that a definition might be considered under Chapter 2:  Definitions.  

The VNA does not support the inclusion of a definition, unless it clearly signals (a) a range 

                                                      
10 Submission #3459 
11 Statement of Evidence, 4/2/16, paras 59.1 – 59.4 
12 Rebuttal Evidence, paras 12.5 – 12.7 
13 Rebuttal Evidence, 26/1/16, paras 6.17 – 6.28 
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of times (b) a distinction between different Entertainment and Hospitality Precincts and (c) 

proximity to residential areas. 

 

13 In case the definition of ‘late night’ is considered under Chapter 6, the VNA proposes the 

following: 

 

Late-night:  After 11:00 pm or after 1:00 am or after 3:00 am, depending on the location 

of the licensed premises, taking into account differences in Entertainment and Hospitality 

Precincts, in particular the proximity to residential areas. 

 

REBUTTAL OF STATEMENTS MADE BY PACIFIC PARK WITNESSES 

 

14 We consider many of the witnesses’ points irrelevant to the considerations in front of the 

Independent Hearings Panel.  However, we have responded to them because of the number 

of incorrect or misleading statements, often by more than one witness.  These are 

summarised in the Table 2 (paras 15.1. – 15.5, below) and include the following: 

 

14.1 Description of Victoria Street (as a ‘residential area’ and pre-/post-earthquakes); 

 

14.2 Victoria Street Safe and Victoria Street Accord; 

 

14.3 Grounds for the proposed Chapter 6 Sale of Alcohol amendments; 

 

14.4 Descriptions of Category 1 and 2 Precincts. 

 

15 Table 2:  Rebuttal of Points made by Pacific Park Witnesses 

 Points by Pacific Park Witnesses VNA’s Response 

15.1 That Victoria Street is described as ‘a 

residential area’ in the new proposed 

Policy 6.1.1.1.6 (v) 

 Tony W Astle:  ‘In practical terms, I 

also believe the Policy shows CCC’s 

complete disregard of the actual 

Victoria Street environment—it is not 

residential’ [para 12.1];  

 Evan E Harris:  ‘….it is abundantly 

clear to me that Victoria Street is a 

commercial area’ (para 35; also para 

10.3). 

 Mr Astle and Mr Harris must have 

misread 6.1.1.1.6 (v), which states:: 

‘….recognising that the 

Entertainment and Hospitality 

Precinct 2 around Victoria Street is 

in an established residential area….’ 

[emphasis added]. 

 There is no suggestion that Victoria 

Street is residential, but the area 

around Victoria Street is 

Refer Attachment 1:  Map of area 
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 Points by Pacific Park Witnesses VNA’s Response 

 

 Victoria Street Precinct is different 

in this respect from other 

Entertainment and Hospitality 

Precincts (EHPs). It is the only street 

specifically identified in 6.1 Noise 

provisions (which no one has 

opposed), in the proposed 6.1.1.16 

Policy and in the Provisional Local 

Alcohol Policy. 

 Victoria Street’s close proximity to a 

residential area is one of the primary 

reasons it has been singled out.  

Misquoting the reference does not 

change that fact, and is not a 

rationale for altering 6.1.1.1.6 (v). 

15.2 That there appears to be no grounds 

for the proposed amendments 

differentiating the precincts 

 Mr Astle:  ‘…no other submitters 

asked for it [the proposed policy 

change]...No one asked for precincts 

to be categorised as the new policy 

does’ (para 11); 

and 

That any intention to limit trading 

hours on Victoria Street has come as a 

surprise (and is unfair because of 

financial commitments made by 

current operators) 

 Brett Giddens:  The bulk of his 

evidence relates to his investment, 

e.g. 

‘To lose the ability from late-

night trading when I have 

resource consents in place to 

provide for this would 

significantly impact the viability 

of my businesses to continue 

trading.  Personally if this 

happened, I would look to sell up 

 Many submitters to the alcohol-

related topics in Proposal 13:  

Central City referred directly to 

Victoria Street as an inappropriate 

location for late night trading and/or 

to differences in EHPs.   

 This should have given the 

witnesses a ‘heads up’ that there 

could be amendments to Chapter 6 

provisions, e.g. 

(i)  Opening Legal Submission 

11/2/1614, Canterbury DHB, 

paras 10 a – c; 

(ii) Rebuttal Evidence, 26/1/16, 

Mark Stevenson (CCC)15, with 

particular reference to Victoria 

Street (para 12.5), 

differentiation of precincts (para 

12.7) and different contexts 

(para 12.10); 

(iii) Statement of Evidence, 14/1/16, 

Stuart Dodd (CDHB)16,  para 11; 

(iv) Statement of Rebuttal, 26/1/16, 

Andrew Willis (Crown)17, which 

states that ‘The CCRP…clearly 

                                                      
14 Proposal 13:  Central City (#3696 / FS5063) 
15 Proposal 13:  Business + Mixed Use Zone:  Planning 
16 Proposal 13:  Central City (#3696 / FS5063) 
17 Proposal 13:  Central City (#3721):  Noise and Entertainment Precinct Provisions 
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 Points by Pacific Park Witnesses VNA’s Response 

all the businesses and cut my 

losses if at all possible.  I would 

not be seeking to locate into 

Precinct 1’ [para 76]; 

 ‘I believe that the Council is 

putting unrealistic importance on 

the Category 1 entertainment 

precinct as the destination for 

bars and nightclubs.  This shows 

me that the Council are ignoring 

the existing environment and 

also failing to acknowledge the 

significant investment placed on 

Victoria Street for such 

activities’ [para 70]  

 Tony Astle: ‘Should CCC’s policy be 

implemented Stealth Hospitality 

could be required to close its Victoria 

Street premises much earlier than the 

current 3:00am.  A two hour 

reduction in hours would have huge 

consequences….’ [para 21 – 22] 

….Stealth Hospitality took on 

considerable risk and exposure to 

invest in Victoria Street….current 

policies and actions of the CCC calls 

into question our ability to have 

confidence in any investment in 

Christchurch…’ [para 27]; 

 Darren Tait:   

‘It has been explained to me that this 

[current proposal] means  premises 

on Victoria Street could be required 

(in the reasonably near future) to 

close at earlier, or that new 

investment will have trading hours 

limited because of the labelling as a 

residential area….’ [para 6);   

Should Victoria Street premises be 

required to close early I am aware 

that the whole viability of Victoria 

Street as a precinct for late night 

hospitality will be in jeopardy…’ 

distinguishes,  in terms of noise, 

different anticipated 

environments within the 

entertainment and hospitality 

precincts themselves’ [para 4.1) 

 and that Pacific Park’s proposal 
‘is inconsistent with the CCRP as it 

seeks to identify at a policy level 

that the entertainment and 

hospitality precincts are uniformly 

suitable for late night (until 4am) 

sale of alcohol’ (para 4.1).   

Differentiating Precincts is clearly 

articulated in paras 6.8 – 6.16 and 

6.21; 

(v) Rebuttal Evidence, 13/1/16, 

Victoria Neighbourhood 

Association18, paras 12 – 18; 

(vi) Initial submission to Chapter 13 

from the Victoria 

Neighbourhood Association 

(#3611), 4/9/15, with direct 

reference to ‘avoiding the effects 

of late night trading in close 

proximity to residential areas 

and specific references to 

greater restrictions on Victoria 

Street’ [page 7); 

(vii)  Further submission from the 

VNA (#5068) in response to 

CERA’s submission (#3721), 

with specific reference to 

differences between Category 1 

and 2 Precincts (page 3); 

 It is unclear why the witnesses feel 

blindsided by the current proposals.  

There has been plenty of warning 

that trading hours on Victoria Street 

are likely to be more restricted than 

in other EHPs, e.g. background 

statements in Section 32 Reports, 

evidence from the above submitters 

and the Provisional Local Alcohol 

Policy.   

                                                      
18 Proposal 13:  Central City (#3611 / FS5068) in response to Papanui Rd Ltd (#3685/FS5017) and Pacific Park 

(#3459/FS5045) 
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 Points by Pacific Park Witnesses VNA’s Response 

[para 18]. 
 Most of the witnesses should have 

been aware of possible limits on 

Victoria Street hours before they 

opened their premises there and well 

before submissions re the District 

Plan opened. 

Refer Attachment 2:  Timeline 

15.3 That Victoria Street Safe (and the 

Accord) have resolved amenity and 

good order issues raised by residents 

 Christopher Casserly (Director, 

Management and Compliance 

Services, which runs Street Safe on 

behalf of the Accord): 

‘…compared to when we started 

patrols I would say there are now 

much lower numbers of public 

urination, we seldom see vomiting 

from intoxication, there is much less 

violence and vandalism, with 

incidents having dropped by around 

40 – 50%; levels of rubbish are much 

lower; and side-loading has been 

virtually eliminated’ [para 21]  

‘I do not consider there are any 

‘issues’ on Victoria Street such as to 

justify a policy like CCC is seeking.  

The issues present immediately post-

earthquake…have virtually 

disappeared’ [para 23]. 

 Brett Giddens:   

‘These initiatives have had a 

significant positive effect on Victoria 

Street:  while still sporadic, litter in 

the area has decreased;….pre-

loading and side-loading is almost 

non-existent (partly assisted by the 

re-establishment of buildings on 

vacant sites); and The Street Safe 

Ambassadors provide another set of 

eyes for on-site security’ [para 55]. 

 Brett Giddens:  

‘The Accord was established in 

December 2012.  Specifically, the 

 The VNA is pleased that members of 

the Accord are now acknowledging 

problems have occurred in the area.  

In other contexts, this has been 

denied. 

 However, the suggestion that these 

issues have been resolved, or that the 

situation has improved significantly, 

is false. 

 Examples selected from the VNA’s 

Log of Incidents illustrate ongoing 

problems from March 2012 -  January 

2016 (refer (pp 21 – 25 of the VNA’s 

Statement of Evidence, 16/2/16).  

 Since then, several more incidents 

have been recorded: 

(i) 31/1/16, 12:30 am (6 Beveridge 

Street), Lots of shouting on 

Montreal – Beveridge St; found 

broken glass on corner the next 

morning; 

(ii) 20/2/16, 1:30 pm (in front of 408 

Montreal Street), Large 

splattering of vomit outside 406 

Montreal Street; 

(iii) 20/2/16, 1:30 pm (accessway 

between Montreal – Victoria 

Street), Rubbish, including 

evidence of pre- and/or side-

loading; 

(iv) 24/2/16, 1:20 pm (accessway), 

Rubbish, including evidence of 

pre- and/or side-loading still 

there. 

Refer Attachment 3, photographic 

evidence 
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 Points by Pacific Park Witnesses VNA’s Response 

Accord seeks to promote and enforce 

the safe and responsible sale and 

supply of alcohol within the Victoria 

Street Precinct with the aim of 

reducing the incidence of alcohol 

related harm and off-site effects 

associated with the sale of liquor’ 

[para 50 – 50.1], emphasis added. 

‘As outlined above, the issues I 

accept were present post-earthquake 

have now dissipated’ [para 63]. 

 

 We are unsure whether the witnesses 

have purposefully misrepresented the 

current situation, or if they are out of 

touch and do not appreciate how 

ineffective Street Safe and the Accord 

are in dealing with issues that matter 

most to residents.   

 Either way, initiatives such as Street 

Safe are not the solution to problems 

arising from a cluster of late-night bars 

operating so close to a residential area. 

 The issues Street Safe was set up to 

address (e.g. vomit on the streets, 

public urination, vandalism and 

rubbish) are things residents should 

not have to put up with.   

15.4 That the reason residents now 

experience problems from licensed 

premises on Victoria Street is because 

we became accustomed to the quiet 

immediately after the earthquakes 

 Brett Giddens:   

‘Most of the premises [pre-

earthquakes] had a bar and 

restaurant element with licenses 

between 1AM  and 3AM.  There were 

a number of ‘pubs’ and late night 

establishments that traded from 2AM 

to 5AM to 24 hours.  I certainly 

recall a number of times frequenting 

the 24-hour Jolly Poacher in my 

youth.  The area had a late night 

economy underpinned by The Casino 

and The Carlton [para 41]. 

After the February 2011 earthquake 

the environment changed….There 

was no reason to come to the 

area….’ [para 42]….There was 

simply no activity in the area such 

that it did have the quietness of the 

suburban residential area which is 

not typical of any Central City 

environment.  It was a false amenity 

situation [para 44] 

 Mr Giddens and other operators on 

Victoria Street have presented this 

analysis before.  It is incorrect or 

misleading on several grounds. 

 There were only four licensed 

premises pre-earthquakes that 

operated primarily as bars, or 

morphed into bars at night:   

The Buck’s Head:  2:30 am 

license (previously the Jolly 

Poacher, mentioned by Mr 

Giddens; it lost its 24-hour 

license because of infringements 

well before the earthquakes); 

Moji Restaurant & Tiger Bar:  

licensed to midnight; 

Costa Taverna: 1:00 am license 

Pucini:  3:00 am license 

 The casino and other 13 other 

premises, primarily restaurants (e.g. 

Aroy Thai, Hay’s Café, Kum Pun 

Thai, Spagalimis, Saggio di Vino), 

only six with licenses later than 1:00 

am.   

 The pre-earthquake environment was 

compatible with the adjacent 

residential area, reflected in the 
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 Points by Pacific Park Witnesses VNA’s Response 

‘Construction and the reintroduction 

of businesses (especially licensed 

premises) was therefore particularly 

noticeable to residents…’ [para 45]. 

Provisional Local Alcohol Policy 

and the proposed 6.1.1.1.6 (v) 

provisions. 

 In an attempt to put to rest the claims 

that Victoria Street has always been 

a ‘late night economy’, we have 

included a quote from the Alcohol 

Licensing Authority Decision 

granting a new license to Chinwag in 

April 2014.  Note that Mr Astle is a 

member of the Alcohol Accord. 

‘Mr Astle appreciated that Victoria 

Street has changed since the 

earthquake.  Prior to the 

earthquake the licensed premises in 

Victoria Street attracted an older 

type of clientele whereas today 

patrons using the various bars and 

restaurants are inclined to be 

younger, more noisy and create 

more nuisance.   

The behaviour of this new group of 

patrons in Victoria Street is 

unacceptable to Mr Astle and he is 

hoping that the type of clientele will 

move away from Victoria Street in 

due course.  However, because of 

the current type of clientele 

favouring Victoria Street the 

proposed premises will need a 

doorman to keep the undesirables 

out of the premises…’ [para 7, 

28/3/14]. 

15.5 That the Victoria Street Accord’s 

‘branding’ initiative would resolve 

other negative effects of late-night 

trading 

 Brett Giddens:  ‘I am working (along 

with other members of the Accord) to 

develop a branding initiative that 

would achieve exactly this [a ‘high 

end destination’ that would ‘ensure 

Victoria Street remains upmarket’].  

That initiative is coming at a 

significant cost to myself and other 

members, but we consider the 

 An independent body known as the 

Victoria Streetscape Project has been 

working on street branding for several 

years.  Some things have been 

achieved, but there is little that can be 

done to influence who sets up their 

business on Victoria Street or their 

‘brand’. 

 The particular branding initiative 

described by Mr Giddens will have no 

say in (i) who applies for an alcohol 

license (ii) the hours they operate or 

(iii) their ‘brand’.   
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 Points by Pacific Park Witnesses VNA’s Response 

investment will assist with the growth 

of all businesses on Victoria Street) 

i.e. not just hospitality, and not just 

members of the Accord’ [para 62.1). 

 To date, no member of the Accord has 

filed an objection (or supported the 

VNA’s objections) to alcohol licenses 

from applicants that do not reflect the 

desired ‘brand’, e.g. Calendar Girls 

and Castrol’s Garage. 

 There are no criteria in either the 

resource consent process or the Sale 

and Supply of Alcohol Act related to 

‘brand’.  It is not a relevant 

consideration. 

 There is no requirement for any 

premises to join the Accord, which 

has no status other than a voluntary 

group with a cost-sharing model. 
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    Attachment 1:  Map showing Victoria Street (pink), with adjacent 

residential areas (yellow) 
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ATTACHMENT 2:  TIMELINE RE 1:00 TRADING ON VICTORIA STREET 
 

1) Cruz opens (transferred license), followed 

by Revival Bar (with temporary consent) 
May 2011, October 2011 

2) King of Snake opens August 2012 

3) Pre-consultation material re a Christchurch 

Local Alcohol Policy available for comment 

March 2013 

24 April 2013:  VNA’s first formal deputation to 

the City Council re 1:00 am maximum trading 

hours for Victoria Street (supported by Police and 

Canterbury DHB) 

4) Draft LAP approved by Council for 

consultation; intention to limit trading on 

Victoria Street to 1:00 am signalled. 

16 May 2013 

5) LAP consultation period opened, including 

1:00 closing on Victoria Street. 

31 May – 1 July 2013 [hearings held 29 July – 2 

August 2013] 

6) VNA’s formal submission to CCC re 

licensed premises on Victoria Street, 

supporting 1:00 am closure; submissions 

from Police, Medical Officer and other 

health professionals also in support. 

12 June 2013 

7) Tequila Mockingbird opens July 2013 

8) Response to request from the Victoria 

District Alcohol Accord for list of VNA 

issues re Victoria St; preference for 1:00 am 

closing clearly articulated again. 

15 July 2013  

9) VNA, Police, Canterbury Medical Officer 

and other health professionals presented 

their case at various CCC meetings and sub-

committees (all publicly accessible and all 

supporting 1:00 am closure for Victoria 

Stree.t)  

From 20 July 2013 onwards 

10) CCC summaries of consultation re LAP, 

including 1:00 am closure for all licensed 

premises on Victoria Street. 

July – August 2013 

11) Provisional LAP approved by previous City 

Council. 
7 October 2013 

12) Mashina opens 

Mexicano’s opens, followed by Dirty Land 

The Bog opens 

Chinwag opens 

Boo Radley’s [above Tequila] opens 

October 2013 

November 2013 / March 2014 

March 2014 

August 2014 

November 2014 

13) Decision to notify Provisional LAP made by 

current City Council. 

28 May 2015 [publicly notified 6 June 2015; 

appeals period ends 7 July 2015] 

14) Prehearing Conference scheduled by the 

Alcohol Regulatory and Licensing Authority 
24 March 2016 
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ATTACHMENT 3:  SELECTED PHOTOGRAPHIC EVIDENCE  
[refer to Selected Examples from Log of Incidents for details] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20/2/16, 1:30 pm 

 

Montreal Street, by accessway to Victoria 

Street  [across from residences] 

 

Rubbish, including signs of pre- or side-

loading in vicinity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

21/2/16 

Overflowing rubbish bin in corner of 

former More FM building, facing Montreal 

Street by accessway to Victoria Street 

Pre- and side-loading sighted on top of 

building since mid-2015 

Accord agreed to arrange for disposal at 

meeting 24/9/15 (Darren Tait and Tracey 

Chambers) 
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Fresh urine north of The Bog:  14 March 

2015, 11:45 PM [an hour later, observed a 

male urinating against a wall one block 

north]   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fresh vomit across from The Bog, 6 March 

2015, 10:32 PM         

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                     

 

 

 

                    

 

       

 Migrating from one bar to another  

 15/3/15, 12:19 am 

 

   

 

 Vomit and urine (Montreal – Salisbury Street corner, outside Castol’s, 18/3/15 


