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INTRODUCTION 

1. My full name is Daniel Ian Thorne. 

2. I am currently employed as a Senior Planner with Town Planning Group, 

a resource management and planning consultancy that provides planning 

and resource development advice to local authorities, government 

agencies and private clients throughout New Zealand.  

3. I hold a Bachelor's Degree in Environmental Management and a Post 

Graduate Diploma in Resource Studies (Distinction) from Lincoln 

University.  I am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute, and have over nine years' experience in the resource 

management field.   

4. I have prepared consent applications and plan change requests for a 

variety of activities across the South Island and regularly give expert 

planning evidence in respect of the same. The majority of my experience 

has been in the fields of urban development and telecommunications. I 

have more recently been involved with the rezoning of land for residential 

and business activities in Greater Christchurch, as well as the preparation 

of consent applications for large scale residential, commercial and 

industrial developments. 

5. I have previously provided planning evidence for the proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pCRDP) Stage 1 Residential and 

Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial hearings on behalf of Foodstuffs 

(South Island) Properties Limited and Foodstuffs South Island Limited 

(Submitter 705 and 1324).  

6. In preparing this evidence I have reviewed and considered: 

 the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

 the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

 the Central City Recovery Plan (CCRP); 

 the statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (the 

Order); 
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 Chapter 3 Strategic Directions of the Replacement District Plan 

(decision version dated 26 February 2015); 

 Chapter 15 (Commercial – Part) and Chapter 16 (Industrial – Part) of 

the Replacement District Plan (decision version dated 18 December 

2015); 

 the submission (3685) and further submission (5017) of Papanui 

Road Limited (PRL); 

 the revised version of the Central City proposal (dated 16 December 

2015); 

 the revised version of the General Rules and Procedures proposal 

(dated 26 November 2015); 

 the evidence in chief of Council's Planning Expert, Mr Mark 

Stevenson on Business and Mixed Use matters;  

 the evidence in chief of Mr Maxwell Bremner on behalf of Pacific Park 

Investments Limited; and  

 the evidence in chief of Mr James Murdoch on behalf of PRL. 

7. In preparing my evidence I have read and agree to comply with Code of 

Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 2014).  

This evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state that I 

am relying on facts or information provided by another person.  I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract 

from the opinions that I express. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

8. My evidence is prepared on behalf of PRL, and focuses on the two 

matters of concern identified in PRL's original submission 3685 which 

relate to the rezoning of the Carlton Bar and Eatery site at 1 Papanui 

Road ('The Carlton', as identified in Appendix A) to Central City 

Business, and the extension of the Category 2 Entertainment and 

Hospitality Precinct (EHP) over the same site.  

9. My evidence therefore addresses the following matters: 

(a) a summary of PRL's submission; 
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(b) consideration and assessment of the revised version of the 

Central City proposal with respect to the relief sought by PRL; 

and 

(c) conclusion based on my assessment of the submission, the 

evidence of Mr Murdoch and Mr Bremner, and the planning 

evidence of Mr Stevenson.  

10. Given the issues of concern for PRL are relatively specific and discrete, I 

have sought, as far as practicable, to be concise and succinct in drafting 

my statement.   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

11. This evidence is focused on PRL's original submission (3685) on the 

Central City proposal. PRL has sought, in its submission, that The Carlton 

be rezoned to Central City Business, and for it be included within the EHP 

which extends along Victoria Street south of Bealey Avenue.  

12. Mr Stevenson for the Council has recommended that the relief sought by 

PRL be rejected.  

13. I concur with Mr Stevenson's recommendation to reject PRL's submission 

point on the rezoning matter, albeit for different reasons to those outlined 

by Mr Stevenson. Based on my consideration of the higher order policy 

documents (CRPS, LURP and the CCRP) which all define a specific 

spatial area for the Central City, I do not support rezoning the Carlton Site 

to Central City Business. In my view, the fact that the Carlton site is 

located on but not within the five avenues, effectively provides a barrier to 

such an outcome from occurring.  

14. Based on the evidence of Mr Murdoch and Mr Bremner, and my own 

experience visiting the Victoria Street precinct, I respectfully disagree with 

Mr Stevenson's recommendation to reject PRL's submission point 

seeking the inclusion of The Carlton within the EHP. I consider there to 

be a clear linkage and relationship between The Carlton and the other 

entertainment and hospitality activities located along Victoria Street. To 

this end, I see merit in the Carlton site having planning provisions that 

support entertainment and hospitality activity akin to those that apply to 

the EHP within the Central City Business Zone along Victoria Street.  
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15. In my opinion, the inclusion of The Carlton within the EHP would more 

appropriately reflect the situation on the ground, and would ensure an 

integrated and coherent planning framework in which to manage 

entertainment and hospitality activities in this locality. Whilst the site is not 

located within the defined Central City area, I have provided suggested 

amendments to the pCRDP which demonstrate how the site can be 

included within the EHP, and subject to the same controls that apply to 

the EHP located within the Central City.  

16. I consider that with the inclusion of the Carlton site within the EHP, and 

with subsequent minor changes to the relevant pCRDP provisions such 

as those I have suggested, the same will be consistent with the Order's 

statement of expectations, the Strategic Direction Objectives of the 

Replacement Plan, and represent the most appropriate method in terms 

of Section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act).   

SUMMARY OF PRL SUBMISSION 

17. In short, PRL's original submission sought the following specific relief: 

That the Carlton at 1 Papanui Road be rezoned to Central City 
Business zone and included in the adjacent Entertainment and 
Hospitality Precinct. 

18. The reasons outlined in PRL's submission for the relief sought are briefly 

outlined in Paragraph 4.2 of the submission, which reads: 

its historical context as an entertainment and hospitality 
premises and its very close proximity to the adjacent 
precinct… is both geographically and functionally close to the 
adjacent precinct area …is seen as being part of the (the outer 
anchor) of the adjacent precinct.  

19. A further submission was lodged by PRL (5017), which supported the 

whole submission of Pacific Park Investments Limited and opposed a 

specific submission point (13.14.8 relating to the sale of alcohol) of the 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority.  Whilst I have reviewed this 

further submission and generally support the same, my evidence is 

focused on the content of the original submission (3685). 

ASSESSMENT OF REZONING TO CENTRAL CITY BUSINESS 

20. The evidence of Mr Murdoch and Mr Bremner in my view demonstrates 

the clear link and relationship that The Carlton has within the Victoria 

Street entertainment precinct. To this end, I can see benefit (primarily in 

terms of ensuring a clear and concise planning framework as required by 
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clause (a) and (i) of the Order's statement of expectations) in rezoning the 

site to Central City Business, which would ensure consistency with the 

zoning of the other land in the EHP.  

21. However, I concur with Mr Stevenson's recommendation to reject PRL's 

submission point on this rezoning matter, albeit for different reasons to 

those outlined by Mr Stevenson.  

22. In my opinion, the higher order policy documents (CRPS, LURP and 

CCRP) provide a barrier to the outcome sought by PRL from occurring. 

The CRPS, LURP and the CCRP all prescribe generally similar wording 

as to what spatial area is defined as the Central City. In this regard, the 

CCRP defines the Central City as: 

That part of the City contained within Bealey, Fitzgeralds, 
Moorhouse, Deans and Harper Avenues (my emphasis 
added).  

23. While The Carlton site is on one of the five avenues, it is not within the 

five avenues, and therefore in my view cannot be considered to fall within 

the 'Central City' as defined in the CRPS, LURP, and CCRP. To this end, 

I consider that rezoning the site to a 'Central City' zoning would not give 

effect to or achieve consistency with the CRPS, LURP or the CCRP.  

24. While I have formed the above view regarding the alteration of the 

zoning, I do see merit in The Carlton site having planning provisions that 

support entertainment and hospitality activity akin to those that apply to 

the EHP within the Central City Business Zone.  

ASSESSMENT OF EXTENSION TO ENTERTAINMENT AND 

HOSPITALITY PRECINCT 

25. While cognisant of my concerns to rezoning the site Central City 

Business, I do not consider the same rationale applies in terms of an 

extension of the EHP over the site.  

26. I consider that the Central City is, and is required by the planning 

documents to be, a spatially defined area (ie within the five avenues). 

However, I consider a 'precinct' to have a slightly different flavour or 

purpose, with precincts able to define a spatial area where a range of like 

activities are encouraged to operate, with associated benefits from their 

shared location. In my view, a precinct can be, but is not solely defined 

by, the zoning of an area.  
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27. Mr Stevenson outlines the following reasons for his recommendation to 

reject the inclusion of the Carlton site within the EHP (I note these 

reasons also apply to the rezoning of the site to Central City Business): 

(a) While a short walk across Bealey Ave from the adjoining 

precinct, the site lacks integration with the balance of the Central 

City Business Zone and Entertainment and Hospitality precinct 

to the south, either side of Victoria Street (Attachment C, 

Paragraph 12.2). 

(b) To extend the zone and precinct north across Bealey Avenue to 

include the Carlton site would not provide a coherent framework 

for managing commercial activity including entertainment  and 

hospitality activity, particularly given the existence of other 

commercial (including hospitality) activities on the eastern side 

of Papanui Road from the Carlton site including restaurants and 

a bar, which have the same level of connectivity and proximity 

that the Carlton has with other activities on Victoria Street 

(Attachment C, Paragraph 12.3).  

28. With the benefit of having reviewed Mr Murdoch's and Mr Bremner's 

evidence, and based on my own personal experience having visited The 

Carlton and other Victoria Street hospitality premises, I respectfully 

disagree with Mr Stevenson's conclusions. In my view, it is clear the role 

that The Carlton plays in this location as a bookend or a gateway to the 

Victoria Street precinct, despite the fact that it is a very short walk across 

a four lane major arterial road from the rest of the precinct. As outlined in 

Mr Murdoch's evidence, The Carlton has existed in various forms at the 

site for over 150 years, and has and continues to play an active role in 

terms of the management and provision of hospitality within the precinct, 

most notably the inclusion of The Carlton within the Victoria Street 

Precinct Accord (the Accord). I consider it to be particularly relevant that 

the Accord area reflects the EHP boundaries as notified with the inclusion 

of The Carlton site, and has done since its inception in December 2012.  

29. With respect to the 'other commercial' activities identified by Mr 

Stevenson on the eastern side of Papanui Road, Mr Murdoch and Mr 

Bremner identify that these are of a different nature and scale to that of 

The Carlton, and further, they are not included within the 'Victoria Street 

Precinct' as outlined in the Accord, or integrate their operations with other 

hospitality businesses in the Precinct. I also note that these properties 
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were identified to be zoned Commercial Local in the Stage 1 Commercial 

/ Industrial proposal, whereas the Carlton Site was to be zoned 

Commercial Fringe (and now Commercial Core as a consequence of the 

decision on the Stage 1 Commercial and Industrial proposal). In my view, 

the different zoning recognises the particular nature and scale of the 

respective activities that operate either side of Papanui Road.  

30. For the reasons I have outlined above, I consider that the Carlton has a 

clear and long standing relationship and association with the other 

activities within the EHP along Victoria Street, and therefore should be 

afforded the same degree of recognition within the pCRDP.  

31. I note that the revised Central City proposal contains relatively few 

specific provisions relating to the EHP, with this limited to encouraging 

entertainment and hospitality activity in defined precincts (Objective 

15.1.5 and Policy 15.1.6.3(a)(i)). That said, I acknowledge the existence 

of some additional provisions specific to the EHP within the revised 

General Rules and Procedures proposal which serve to provide a slightly 

higher noise allowance within the EHP (Policy 6.1.1.1.5 and Rule 

6.1.4.1.1.1(b)), along with provisions relating to the sale of alcohol within 

the EHP (Policy 6.9.1.1.1 and Rule 6.9.2.2.3). I understand that that 

these 'general' matters will be subject to the hearing on Chapter 6 – 

General Rules and Procedures (Stages 2 and 3 Combined) at a later 

date.   

32. I consider that The Carlton plays a significant role in the Victoria Street 

precinct, and its inclusion within the EHP would ensure a coherent and 

integrated planning framework in which to manage the entertainment and 

hospitality activities in this locality. In particular, I consider the 

incorporation of the site into the EHP can be seen to be consistent with 

Objective 3.3.8 of the Strategic Directions, which seeks to enhance the 

amenity values, function and viability of the Central City through private 

and public sector investment. While, as I note above, the site is not within 

the Central City as defined, I hold this opinion on the basis of the role that 

The Carlton plays in supporting the revitalisation of the Central City (due 

to its proximity and function) and its integration with the other hospitality 

and entertainment activities on Victoria Street.  

33. Furthermore, I consider the inclusion of The Carlton within the EHP 

would:  



8 

 

(a) serve to clarify the outcomes sought to be achieved in this 

locality (Objective 3.3.2(b) of the Strategic Directions);  

(b) potentially assist in reducing reliance on resource consent 

processes (Objective 3.3.2(a)(i) of the Strategic Directions) 

albeit recognising that EHP 'rule' related aspects remain to be 

determined within Chapter 6; and  

(c) assist in making the District Plan easy to understand and use 

(Objective 3.3.2(c) of the Strategic Directions).  

34. I have considered the outcome of including The Carlton site within the 

EHP but not identifying the zoning as Central City Business (where 

Objective 15.1.5 and Policy 15.1.6.3 will sit). I consider that such an 

approach will require some relatively minor amendments to the pCRDP 

so as to ensure that the specific EHP provisions equally apply to The 

Carlton despite its location immediately outside of the Central City. For 

the reasons I outlined above, I consider there is clear merit in amending 

the planning provisions of the Carlton site to support its historic and 

continued use for hospitality. In my opinion, such an approach can be 

undertaken with no conflict in terms of the definitions of Central City as 

outlined previously in my evidence.    

35. To assist the Panel in their deliberations I have provided some suggested 

wording as Appendix B to my evidence. In short, the suggested 

amendments put forward would ensure that, despite The Carlton site 

retaining a Commercial Core zoning, the specific objective, policy and 

rule matters relevant to EHP's within the Central City (ie Objective 15.1.5 

and Policy 15.1.6.3 of the Central City proposal, and Policies 6.1.1.1.5 

and 6.9.1.1.1, and Rules 6.1.4.1.1.1 and 6.9.2.2.3 of the General Rules 

and Procedures proposal) will also apply and need to be considered in 

respect of The Carlton site. This would recognise that the Carlton site 

operates in conjunction with the other activities located within the EHP, 

and therefore warrants similar treatment despite its location outside of the 

Central City.  

CONCLUSION 

36. PRL has sought, in its submission, that The Carlton be rezoned from 

Commercial Fringe to Central City Business, and for it be included within 

the EHP. 
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37. As a consequence of the definitions contained within the CRPS, LURP 

and the CCRP for the Central City, I do not support rezoning the site to 

Central City Business due to its location on but not within the five 

avenues (although I understand the rationale for the request).  

38. Based on the evidence of Mr Murdoch and Mr Bremner, and my own 

experience visiting the Victoria Street precinct, I consider there to be a 

clear linkage and relationship between The Carlton and the other 

entertainment and hospitality activities located along Victoria Street. As 

such, I consider it is appropriate for the site to be identified within the 

EHP. This outcome in my view would more appropriately reflect the 

situation on the ground, and would ensure an integrated and coherent 

planning framework in which to manage entertainment and hospitality 

activities in this locality. Whilst the site is not located within the defined 

Central City area, I have provided suggested amendments to the pCRDP 

to ensure that the site can be included within the EHP and subject to the 

same controls with relative ease.  

39. I consider that with the inclusion of the Carlton site within the EHP, and 

with the subsequent changes to the relevant pCRDP provisions, the 

same will be consistent with the Order's statement of expectations, the 

Strategic Direction Objectives of the Replacement Plan, and represent 

the most appropriate method in terms of Section 32 of the Act.   

DATED 14 JANUARY 2016   
 
Daniel Ian Thorne 
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Appendix A: 
Location Plan of the Carlton 
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Appendix B:  

Suggested amendments to the pCRDP  
 
 

Amendment 1: 

Amend Planning Map H10 and Planning Map 'Central City Entertainment 

and Hospitality Precinct Overlay' so as to include The Carlton site as 

within the Category 2: Lower Noise Level Entertainment and Hospitality 

Precinct. 

 

Amendment 2: 

Insert an Advice Note within Clause 15.2.1 of the Commercial Core Zone 

as follows: 

15.2.1 How to use the rules 

e. Advice Note: 

The Carlton site located at 1 Papanui Road (Lot 2 DP 

66209) is zoned Commercial Core, however is also 

included within the Category 2 Entertainment and 

Hospitality Precinct. The relevant Objectives, Policies, 

Rules and Matters of Discretion which specifically relate 

to the Category 2 Entertainment and Hospitality Precinct 

within the Central City Business Zone shall also apply to 

the Commercial Core Zone at the Carlton Site.  

 

By way of example, Objective 15.1.5(a)(iv) and Policy 

15.1.6.3(vi) which are relevant to the Central City 

Business Zone also fall for consideration and need to be 

taken into account in respect of the Commercial Core 

Zone located at the Carlton Site.  

 
It is noted that a similar 'Advice Note' may be appropriately located within 

Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures to ensure appropriate consideration 

of the specific Category 2 Entertainment and Hospitality Precinct provisions 

(relating to noise and the sale of alcohol) are taken into account in respect of 

the Commercial Core Zone located at the Carlton Site.  


