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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Alison McLaughlin.  My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief dated 4 February 2016.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under the 

Code of Conduct.  However I note that on this issue I am providing my 

professional opinion which may not align with the views of the elected 

members. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed by 

the following submitters on 17 February 2016 with regards to the provisions for 

section 6.9 Sale of Alcohol: 

 

(a) Mr Astle for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(b) Mr Bonis for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(c) Mr Bremner for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(d) Mr Casserly for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(e) Mr Copeland for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(f) Mr Diver for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(g) Mr Dodd for the Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB) (#3696); 

(h) Mr Giddens for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(i) Mr Harris for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(j) Mr Lawn for the Crown (#3721); 

(k) Dr Manthei for the Victoria Neighbourhood Association (VNA) 

(#3611); 

(l) Mr Murdoch for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(m) Mr Samson for Pacific Park (#3459); 

(n) Mr Tait for Pacific Park (#3459); and 

(o) Mr Willis for the Crown (#3721). 
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2.2 This evidence includes the following attachments: 

 
(a) Attachment A: 6.9 Sale of Alcohol being part of the Further Revised 

Proposal. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 Having given further consideration to the evidence provided by the submitters, 

I recommend that the Panel retain the rules relating to Sale of Alcohol with a 

policy framework similar to that proposed in the November 2015 revised 

Proposal but with some minor amendments.  I have been particularly 

influenced by the following considerations: 

 

(a) Mr Bonis's concerns that the "policy-only" approach supported in my 

evidence-in-chief would not clearly align with the objectives or 

methods of implementation; 

(b) issues of scope related to the version of the proposal accompanying 

my evidence in chief; 

(c) evidence from Mr Bonis, Mr Bremner and Mr Giddens regarding the 

acceptance by a number of licenced premises owners of the current 

regime requiring both a resource consent and a licence as providing 

certainty for applicants (and I would add the wider community).  

 

3.2 I consider firstly whether District Plan provisions are necessary to manage the 

effect of late night activities, then I go on to consider various options, and 

finally I deal with scope issues. 

 

4. ARE DISTRICT PLAN PROVISIONS NECESSARY TO MANAGE THE EFFECTS OF 

LATE-NIGHT ACTIVITIES? 

 

Can the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 and/or a Local Alcohol Policy manage all 

of the effects? 

 

4.1 While I agree with Mr Lawn
1
 that changes introduced to the Sale and Supply of 

Alcohol Act 2012 (SSAA) allow District Licencing Committees (DLCs) to 

consider “amenity and good order” effects in their assessment of licensing 

 
 
1  Evidence of Alastair Lawn for the Crown #3721, paragraph 5.1. 

3723 CCC - Rebuttal Evidence of Alison McLaughlin - Sale of Alcohol
Page 4 of 21



 

27424633_1.docx                 3 

 

application and that this would enable consideration of off-site noise effects 

and anti-social behaviour, I do not agree that this form of assessment should 

replace the functions served by the District Plan sale of alcohol provisions for 

the reasons I explain below. 

 

4.2 I also agree with Mr Lawn that Local Alcohol Policies (LAPs) can include 

policies on the location of premises with respect to broad areas (such as 

residential zones)
2
 and can consider whether any further licences should be 

issued within a particular part of a district
3
. I note, however, that the provisional 

Christchurch LAP, currently under appeal (and therefore not yet in force), does 

not include policies restricting sale with respect to residential areas or cap 

licences with respect to specific parts of the District and that a new LAP would 

need to be prepared to address those issues. 

 

4.3 Decisions on licences would need to be made against the criteria in sections 

105 and 106 of the SSAA which include whether amenity and good order are 

likely to be reduced but also whether or not amenity and good order have 

already been so badly affected that one more licenced premises would not 

increase the effects by a more than minor extent
4
. Notwithstanding this, DLCs 

can also, under section 105(1)(i)(ii) decline a licence.  

 

4.4 While I accept that sections 105 and 106 of the SSAA provide DLCs with the 

ability to look at density effects, I do not consider that this process provides 

certainty to applicants, particularly in the absence of a LAP identifying the 

areas in which density is a concern.  

 

4.5 The purpose of the SSAA is to minimise alcohol-related harm
5
 and LAPs 

cannot include policies on matters relating to anything other than licensing
6
 

such as encouraging the co-location of compatible activities in particular 

centres or precincts to provide economic benefits for those activities or 

including provisions to foster investment certainty in particular areas.  The 

purpose of the RMA is different
7
 and it is evident from the matters in 

section 5(2) of the RMA that the breadth of considerations is wider than under 

the SSAA. 

 
 
2  Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012, section 77(a). 
3  Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012, section 77(d). 
4  Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 sections 105(h) and 105(i). 
5  Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 section 4. 
6  Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 section 77(3). 
7  Section 5(1) RMA. 
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4.6 I note that LAPs can contain policies but do not include standards or rules, for 

example, with respect to noise, setbacks, etc. The District Plan is able to 

include rules and standards that provide additional certainty and consistency 

for both applicants and the community.  

 

4.7 While I agree with Mr Lawn that it would be useful to provide an advice note of 

the kind he suggests if any provisions are retained
8
, I do not consider that this 

note would provide sufficient certainty to applicants to replace the Plan 

provisions. I consider that the certainty (and consistency) sought by applicants 

relates to the hours they are likely to be permitted with respect to specific 

locations and that simply alerting them to the need to apply for a licence under 

the SSAA would not provide this certainty.  

 
Are other District Plan provisions managing effects not covered by the SSAA and/or a 

LAP? 

 

4.8 There are other District Plan objectives, policies and methods relating to this 

issue as noted by Mr Bonis
9
.  

 

4.9 These include: 

(a) Objective 3.3.1 to expedite the recovery of Christchurch in a way that 

fosters investment certainty but also meets the community’s needs 

for social and cultural wellbeing;  

(b) Objective 3.3.14 to minimise conflicts between incompatible activities 

and avoid conflicts where there may be significant adverse effects on 

the health, safety and amenity of people and communities; 

(c) Objective 6.1.1.1 to manage adverse noise effects on amenity values 

to a level consistent with the anticipated outcomes of the receiving 

environment; 

(d) Policy 6.1.1.1.1 to manage adverse noise effect by imposing limits on 

the sound level of noisy activities, requiring sound insulation for 

receivers and managing the location of sensitive activities;  

(e) Policy 6.1.1.1.2 to manage noise levels during night time to protect 

the amenity values of residential environments; 

 
 
8  Evidence of Alastair Lawn for the Crown #3721, paragraph 6.3. 
9  Evidence of Matthew Bonis for Pacific Park #3459 paragraph 44. 
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(f) Policy 6.1.1.1.5 to enable entertainment and hospitality activities to 

occur in entertainment and hospitality precincts whilst ensuring 

adverse noise effects are managed to a level consistent with the 

anticipated outcome for the receiving environment; 

(g) Objective 14.1.4 to achieve high quality residential environments with 

a high level of amenity; 

(h) Policy 14.1.1.2A to restore and enhance residential activity in the 

Central City by assisting in the creation of new inner city residential 

neighbourhoods; 

(i) Objective 15.1.5 to encourage entertainment and hospitality activity in 

defined precincts and (in the Central City) manage the extent to 

which these activities occur outside the precincts; 

 

4.10 I note that Objective 3.3.1 does not refer to fostering investment certainty for 

commercial projects alone. There is also a need to consider fostering certainty 

for investment in other activities such as residential developments which 

support commercial activities. Victoria Neighbourhood Association has sought 

an amendment to Policy 14.1.1.2A supported in Mr Blair’s revised proposal to 

add reference to “the protection of existing amenity of inner city residential 

neighbourhoods”.  

 

4.11 The District Plan includes noise provisions but these relate only to noise 

effects generated on site. As noted in Dr Manthei’s evidence, many of the 

more significant adverse effects relate to noise generated off site and to 

activities, such as anti-social behaviour that are not specifically noise effects
10

.  

 

4.12 Mr Bonis notes
11

 that the issue is also managed to some extent through the 

Commercial zone provisions which establish a hierarchy of centres and sets 

out, in Policy 15.1.2.1, appropriate activities for those centres. These include: 

 

(a) In the Central Business District, “dining and night life, entertainment, 

[…] and tourism activities”. 

(b) In Key Activity Centres, “entertainment (including […] restaurants, 

bars”. 

(c) In Neighbourhood Centres, “entertainment (cafes, restaurants and 

bars)”. 

 
 
10 Evidence of Dr Manthei for Victoria Neighbourhood Association paragraphs 39, 43. 
11 Evidence of Matthew Bonis for Pacific Park (#3459) paragraph 72. 
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4.13 These activities would need to comply with noise standards for on-site noise, 

but outside the Central City, there are no requirements for acoustic attenuation 

for residences near the smaller neighbourhood centres and, in the absence of 

the provisions of section 6.9 or something similar, no District Plan provisions 

managing other adverse effects of late-night activities on residential amenity. 

Even in the Central City, the requirements for noise attenuation only apply to 

new developments. In established residential areas where there is not much 

new construction, the opportunity to provide for a precinct through 

requirements for noise attenuation in existing residential areas is minimal 

compared with the precincts in the Central City.  

 

 Could other methods be used to manage those effects? 

 

4.14 The evidence for Pacific Park
12

 describes a number of voluntary measures 

undertaken by the operators on Victoria Street to mitigate effects on residential 

amenity including the establishment of the Victoria Street Accord and the 

Victoria Street Safe programme.  

 

4.15 While these programmes are commendable and show a clear intention to 

implement responsible management practices, I do not consider that voluntary 

measures alone could manage the effects. These depend on a level of 

cooperation, good will, organisation and resourcing that may not be found in 

every centre. This is acknowledged in Mr Casserly’s evidence where he 

describes the difficulties in convincing hospitality operators in other areas to 

fund a similar programme
13

.   

 

5. OPTIONS FOR MANAGING EFFECTS 

 

Option 1: Delete section 6.9 in its entirety and rely on other methods and plan provisions 

 

5.1 Having considered the submitters' evidence, I do not support deleting section 

6.9 in its entirety for the reasons set out in section 4 above.  

 

 

 

 
 
12 Evidence of Christopher Casserly #3459. 
13 Evidence of Christopher Casserly #3459 paragraph 29. 
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 Option 2: Retain section 6.9 with minor amendments 

 

5.2 I do not agree with Mr Lawn that retaining the provisions would necessarily 

create a duplication of process
14

 in all circumstances. Licence applications are 

required to provide a certificate of compliance with the District Plan
15

. My 

understanding from discussions with the resource consents planners and the 

Council's licensing inspectors is that at present the assessment of potential 

effects on amenity is done as part of the resource consenting process and the 

resource consent is provided with the licence application to demonstrate that, 

in terms of the location itself, effects on amenity can be managed. If any 

further assessment is done through the licencing process on effects on 

amenity and good order, it is in respect of proposed management practices or 

the character of the licensee.  

 

5.3 While the SSAA could theoretically allow the entire assessment to be done as 

part of the licensing process, doing the assessment as part of a consenting 

process may provide more certainty to the applicant at the beginning (i.e. 

before the premises are built if that is the case) rather than at the end. The 

RMA also provides for direct notification of affected parties and provides more 

certainty for applicants on the suitability of the location for a licensed premises 

in that the resource consent applies to the site and is transferable between 

owners while the licence applies to the licensee and expires when the 

premises are sold.  

 

5.4 I agree with Mr Lawn that there is a risk of conflicting conditions in terms of 

hours imposed by the resource consent and the licence. However, my 

understanding is that in practice the hours on the resource consent establish a 

baseline of what is generally appropriate from an RMA effects perspective 

considering the location and surrounding environment of the premises. The 

hours of the licence are determined by a wider range of factors including the 

object of the SSAA to minimise alcohol-related harm, suitability of the 

applicant, design and layout of the premises, systems in place to ensure 

compliance, and matters raised by the Police and licensing inspectors (such 

as compliance history, alcohol related incidents in the neighbourhood, etc). So 

while an assessment of a location for a resource consent may find that 2am or 

 
 
14 Evidence of Alastair Lawn for the Crown (#3721) paragraph 5.4 
15 Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012, s100(f) 
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3am is suitable, an assessment of the factors described above may lead to a 

conclusion that an earlier time is appropriate.  

 

5.5 I do not consider that this is an inherent conflict between the hours because in 

general I think it is unlikely that the DLCs would have regard to the 

assessment for the resource consent and then determine that later hours 

would be appropriate. In this scenario, however, I understand that the 

application would need to comply with the hours on both the consent and the 

licence (i.e. in effect, the earlier hours would prevail). There is also the 

potential opportunity through reviews of the licence or the resource consent 

conditions to improve the alignment between the hours if appropriate.  

 

 Option 3: Delete the rules and rely on a policy 

 

5.6 I agree with Mr Bonis that including policies of the type proposed in my 

evidence in chief and deleting the rules in section 6.9 would not provide a clear 

connection between the objectives, policies and methods
16

 and would not be 

the most appropriate way to achieve the relevant objectives. 

 

5.7 While I do not agree that it would be an “orphan” policy in that it would relate to 

the objectives and policies set out in 4.9 above and would be implemented 

through the rules when considered for Discretionary or Non-Complying 

activities (i.e. for development exceeding the noise limits by more than 10dB 

and for developments in the Central City Commercial Local zone over 250m
2
 

GFLA), I do not consider on further reflection that this would be more effective 

than having Plan rules specifically relating to the issue being addressed and 

creates a risk that the policy would be considered for applications where the 

relevance is less clear. 

 

5.8 The policy would be considered in the review of consent conditions on existing 

consents, but such a review under section 128 of the RMA would be 

discretionary and generally triggered by issues relating to impacts on 

residential amenity. I consider that it would be appropriate in such 

circumstances to have regard to a District Plan policy relating to managing the 

effects of late-night activities at the residential interface and that the policies in 

other chapters (e.g. 14.1.4 and 6.1.1.1.5) are relatively high level and do not 

 
 
16 Statement of Evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park dated 17 February 2016 #3459 paragraphs 17, 47. 
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provide sufficient guidance as to what "the anticipated outcomes of the 

receiving environment" are in all circumstances.  

 

5.9 As a point of clarification, the method of implementation for the policy in my 

evidence in chief was not intended to be through the licensing process or the 

development of a LAP as suggested by Mr Bonis
17

. Sections 105 and 106 of 

the SSAA set out the matters considered by DLCs in their assessment of 

licensing applications. These criteria do not include District Plan objectives or 

policies. The Council would need to have regard to District Plan objectives and 

policies in the drafting of a new draft LAP in accordance with s78(2)(a) of the 

SSAA but as far as I understand it the position would not predetermine the 

outcome of that process
18

. The policy itself would be implemented through 

consideration with respect to resource consent applications triggering 

Discretionary of Non-Complying consents (primarily for exceeding the noise 

standards).  

 

5.10 I agree with Dr Manthei that:  

 

(a) the different parts of the Entertainment and Hospitality Precincts have 

distinctly different characters and sit in different environments
19

;  

(b) this distinction is not fully captured in the notified objective and policy 

framework or the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP); and  

(c) the absence of rules relating to late-night trading near residential 

areas would create a less certain outcome in terms of what the 

anticipated outcome for those environments would be. There would 

still be noise rules specifying hours, but the effects of the activity go 

beyond on-site noise as noted by Dr Manthei
20

.  

 

5.11 Mr Bonis notes that a number of resource consents have been granted under 

the operative provisions that provide for trading until 3:00am. I would add, 

however, that those consents considered effects on residential amenity with 

respect to other existing consents and the environment at the time, not with 

respect to what the impact of the granting of an unlimited number of additional 

consents in the area would be. I do not consider, therefore, that the granting of 

 
 
17 Statement of Evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park dated 17 February 2016 #3459 paragraphs 51, 57; Astle 

#3459 section 9. 
18 Statement of Evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park dated 17 February 2016 #3459 paragraph 51. 
19 Evidence of Dr Marjorie Manthei for Victoria Neighbourhood Association, paragraph(v)(b). 
20 Evidence of Dr Marjorie Manthei for Victoria Neighbourhood Association, Attachment 2. 
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these consents amounts to a recognition of the Category 2 area around 

Victoria Street as a location where an unlimited quantum of “late-night” 

entertainment and hospitality activities should be “encouraged” in future
21

.  

 

5.12 While recognising that there has been significant investment in this area and 

that it has played a key role in bringing activity back into the Central City after 

the earthquakes
22

, there is clearly a tipping point beyond which the cumulative 

effects of late-night activities in this location will cause significant adverse 

amenity effects for residents and will deter future residential investment.   

 

5.13 While I agree with the Pacific Park evidence that Victoria Street itself is not a 

residential area
23

, the majority of the area surrounding it is characterised by 

residential uses, particularly north of Salisbury Street (see Figure 1 and 2 

below). 

 

 

Figure 1 Location of licensed premises (red stars and green squares) on Victoria Street 
relative to residentially zoned areas (in yellow). Red stars represent premises within 75m 
of a residential zone. Green squares represent premises more than 75m from a residential 
zone. 

 
 
21 Evidence of Matthew Bonis for Pacific Park paragraph 35. 
22 Evidence of Matthew Bonis for Pacific Park paragraph 38. 
23 Astle #3459 section 12.1. 
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Figure 2 Location of licensed premises relative to the entertainment and hospitality 
precincts. 

 

5.14 Mr Bonis argues in his evidence that the "policy only" approach could be seen 

as reinforcing and predetermining the outcomes sought in the Provisional 

LAP
24

. I note that the distinction between the precincts in terms of levels of 

noise provided for is also in the CCRP Noise and Entertainment provisions 

with which the proposed Replacement District Plan must not be inconsistent. 

The distinctions drawn between the precincts are not a result of anticipating 

the LAP so much as an attempt to maintain alignment with the CCRP.  

 

5.15 I acknowledge Mr Willis’ argument that the intention behind these rules was to 

create more enabling noise environments rather than to manage the activities 

themselves. However, I also note Policy 12.3.1 of the CCRP Noise and 

Entertainment Addendum to "manage the extent to which these activities can 

occur outside of the identified precincts". I do not consider that the noise 

provisions alone manage the establishment of activities outside the precincts 

in the absence of a rule like section 6.9. 

 

 
 
24 Statement of Evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park dated 17 February 2016 #3459 paragraph 53 
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5.16 I agree with Mr Bonis and the other witnesses providing evidence for Pacific 

Park
25

 that the policy proposed in my evidence in chief does not provide 

sufficient certainty around the outcomes anticipated for the different precincts. 

I agree that the policy causes confusion where it identifies activities anticipated 

by the precincts rather than focusing on the effects
26

.  The intention behind the 

policy was to provide for an enabling environment, particularly for Precinct 1, 

but then to recognise that some parts of Precinct 2 are near residential areas 

and consideration for management of effects on residential amenity would 

need to be provided there. However, on further reflection, I do not consider 

that singling-out of specific activities with respect to the different precincts is an 

effective way to do this.  

 

5.17 I agree with Mr Bonis that the policy proposed in my evidence in chief is overly 

prescriptive
27

 and, as stated above, does not achieve clear connections 

particularly with the methods through which it would be implemented. I 

consider that other alternative policies relating to late-night activities would 

have a similar issue in the absence of any rules besides the noise provisions 

which already have their own objectives and policies.  

 

 Option 4: Retain the rules but change focus to late-night trading 

 

5.18 I note that there are additional potential options for managing effects on 

residential amenity for late-night activities generally such as requiring consent 

for trading beyond certain hours within a certain distance of residential areas 

or capping the amount of late-night trading with reference to the size of 

particular centres.  However, such options are not clearly within the scope of 

the notified proposal, and would require further consideration.  

 

6. SCOPE FOR CHANGES 

 

6.1 Based on my understanding of the scope to make amendments to the policy, I 

consider that of the four options above, only option 1 (delete all of section 6.9) 

and option 2 (retain section 6.9 with minor amendments) are clearly within the 

scope of the notified proposal and the submissions.  I anticipate that scope 

issues will be dealt with in more detail in legal submissions. 

 
 
25 Statement of Evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park dated 17 February 2016 #3459 paragraph 28.1. 
26 Statement of Evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park dated 17 February 2016 #3459 paragraph 52; Harris 

#3459 section 19. 
27 Statement of Evidence of Matthew Bonis on behalf of Pacific Park dated 17 February 2016 #3459 paragraph 57. 
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7. PREFERRED OPTION 

 

7.1 Of the options in scope, option 2 would in my view be the most appropriate to 

achieving the purpose of the RMA and would be more effective than option 1. 

As stated above, deleting the provisions in their entirety (option 1) would 

provide less certainty to investors and to the community than option 2.  

 

7.2 While it is possible under both the SSAA or the RMA to assess amenity 

effects, I consider that the processes of evaluating the suitability of the location 

under the RMA and the suitability of the applicant and the proposed premises 

under the SSAA have different purposes reflecting on the one hand the RMA’s 

focus on managing adverse effects, and on the other the SSAA’s focus on 

minimising alcohol-related harm. Having District Plan rules covering opening 

hours, notwithstanding that a LAP under the SSAA can also set policies 

covering maximum trading hours is not in my view inconsistent with the 

Statement of Expectations and does not result in a duplication of process. 

There are additional benefits to having both processes including provision of 

more certainty earlier in the process, the ability to directly notify affected 

parties, and the ability to reduce duplication of the assessment of the suitability 

of the location when ownership is transferred.    

 

7.3 The revised proposal attached to this evidence reflects Option 2. In the 

attached revised proposal, I recommend accepting Pacific Park’s submission 

to replace “sleep disturbance” with “noise effects” in Objective 6.9.1.1 as I 

consider this includes sleep disturbance and allows for the assessment of a 

broader range of effects. I recommend rejecting Pacific Park’s submission to 

replace “avoid, remedy or mitigate” the effects with “manage” the effects. I 

agree with Victoria Neighbourhood Association that “manage” does not 

provide sufficient guidance as to the outcomes intended.  

 

7.4 I also suggest a rewording of Policy 6.9.1.1.1 to clarify that the two functions of 

the rules are to manage effects on residential amenity but also to encourage 

activities to locate in the precincts. I consider that this wording more clearly 

reflects the objective and methods. This accepts in part Pacific Park's 

submission seeking clarification as to whether or not late-night sale of alcohol 

is implied by "entertainment and hospitality activity" in the notified Objective 

13.1.1(a)(iv) (now Objective 15.1.5).  
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7.5 I also support deleting the matters of discretion relating to 6.9.3.2 compliance 

issues. I consider that these matters would be considered as part of an 

assessment of amenity under 6.9.3.1 and that it is not necessary to spell them 

out in more detail in a separate matter of discretion. Likewise I consider that 

6.9.3.1(a)(i)(C) can be simplified by deleting the reference to public intoxication 

which would fall under anti-social behaviour later in the same clause.  

 

7.6 Of all of the options, option 4 may provide a more effective and efficient 

outcome but is outside scope and would need further consideration.  

 

 

 

Alison McLaughlin 

1 March 2016 
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1  

Chapter 6 - General Rules and Procedures 
 

Key:  
 
The Revised Proposal is prepared for the purposes of the General Rules and Procedures 
hearing.  
 
The following text combines the notified Stage 2, Stage 3 and Central City versions of the 
General Rules and Procedures proposals.  
 
Proposal-wide changes: 

1. Delete section 13.14 Central City General Rules and Procedures of Proposal 13 
Central City and incorporate the relevant provisions in Proposal 6 General Rules and 
Procedures.  

2. Combine the notified Stage 2 and Stage 3 versions of the chapter.  
 
Text is colour coded and formatted as follows: 
 

Original 
Notified Text 

Proposed 
Amended Text 
in Response 
to 
Submissions  

Proposed 
Amended Text 
in Response to 
Informal and 
Formal 
Mediation 

Proposed 
Amended Text in 
Response to 
Submitter 
Evidence 

Submission giving 
scope for change 

Stage 2 and 
Stage 3 - 
Proposal 6 

Notified 
version 
amendment 
in response to 
submission 

Notified version 
amendment in 
response to 
submission 

Notified version 
amendment in 
response to 
submission 

[Christchurch City 
Council, #2123] 

Stage 3 - 
Proposal 13 
(Central City) 

Notified 
version 
amendment 
in response to 
submission 

Notified version 
amendment in 
response to 
submission 

Notified version 
amendment in 
response to 
submission 

[Christchurch City 
Council, #2123] 

Definitions 
that are relied 
on 
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6.9 Sale of Alcohol 
 

6.9.1 Objectives and Policies 
 

6.9.1.1  Objective - Late-night sale and supply of alcohol [13.14.8.1.1] 
 

a. The adverse effects of late-night sale or supply of alcohol on residential 
amenity, particularly noise effects, sleep disturbance [Pacific Park 
Investments #3459.2, page 5] and alcohol-related anti-social behaviour, are 
avoided, remedied or mitigated.  

 
 
6.9.1.1.1 Policy – Entertainment and hospitality precincts Late-night on-licensed 

premises [13.14.8.1.1.1] 
 

a. Late-night sale of alcohol from on-licences should be located within 
entertainment and hospitality precincts and avoided or its effects 
remedied or mitigated when located in close proximity to residential areas.  

 
a. Manage adverse effects of late-night on-licensed premises on residential 

amenity by: 
i. avoiding late-night sale of alcohol in close proximity to residential 

areas except where, having regard to the character, nature and 
anticipated outcome of the surrounding environment, effects can 
be remedied or mitigated; and 

ii. encouraging late-night entertainment and hospitality activities to 
establish in identified precincts. [Pacific Park Investments #3459.2-
4, page 7] 

 
 

6.9.2 Rules 
 
6.9.2.1  How to use the rules [13.14.8.2.1] 
 
6.9.2.2 The rules that apply to Sale of Alcohol are contained in the Activity Status Tables in 

6.9.2.2. 
 
6.9.2.3 Activity Status Tables 
 
6.9.2.2.1 Permitted Activities [13.14.8.2.2.1] 
 

The activities listed below are permitted.  
 
Activities may also be Restricted Discretionary as specified in Rule 6.9.2.2.3 below.   

 

Activity Activity Specific Standards 

P1 Legal sale and supply of alcohol except as 
restricted by RD1  

a. NIL  

 
 
6.9.2.2.2 Controlled Activities [13.14.8.2.2.2] 
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There are no Controlled activities.  

 
 
6.9.2.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities [13.14.8.2.2.3] 
 

The Activities listed below are Restricted Discretionary Activities.  
 
Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the 
Matters of Discretion as set out in the following table: 

 

Activity The Council’s discretion shall be 
limited to the following Matters: 

RD1    Sale or supply of alcohol between the 
hours of 11pm and 7am from any site 
located within 75m of a Residential 
zone except for sale or supply of 
alcohol: 
a. to any person residing on the 

premises; 
b. for consumption off the premises;  
c. authorised by a special licence; 
d. accompanying a meal served by a 

guest accommodation premises; 
e. in a Category 2 Entertainment and 

Hospitality Precinct (see the Central 
City Entertainment and Hospitality 
Precinct Overlay Planning Map) 
where the restricted hours are 
11pm to 7am along Victoria Street 
and 1am to 7am for other Category 
2 precincts.  

 

a. Amenity – 6.9.3.1 
b. Compliance Issues – 6.9.3.2 
[Crown #3721.27] 

 
6.9.2.2.4 Discretionary Activities [13.14.8.2.2.4] 
 

There are no Discretionary activities.  

 
6.9.2.2.5 Non-Complying Activities [13.14.8.2.2.5] 
 

There are no Non-Complying activities.  

 
6.9.2.2.6 Prohibited Activities [13.14.8.2.2.6] 
 

There are no Prohibited activities.  

 

6.9.3 Matters of Discretion 
 
6.9.3.1  Amenity [13.14.8.3.1] 

a. The extent to which late-night sale of alcohol the sale or supply of alcohol 
during restricted hours: [Crown #3721.27] 
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i is of a character, duration, scale and intensity consistent with residential 
amenity particularly with regard to: 

A. noise;  
B. traffic generation;   
C. public intoxication and associated anti-social behaviour; [Crown 

#3721.27] 
ii is are consistent with other existing and/or permitted uses in the area;  
iii can be managed in a way that mitigates adverse effects by means such as 

the provision of screening, buffer areas, local topography, or site layout 
including location of point of sale. 

 
6.9.3.2 Compliance Issues [13.14.8.3.2] 

a. Whether there have been issues or complaints with respect to effects from 
sale or provision of alcohol on the site; the nature, severity, frequency, and 
dates of those issues or complaints; and any remediating actions taken in 
response to them. [Crown #3721.27] 
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