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INTRODUCTION 

1. These opening submissions are presented on behalf of Canterbury District 

Health Board (CDHB) [3696 and FS-5063] on the Central City Proposal.  

2. CDHB is the main planner and funder of health services in Canterbury. It 

provides hospital and specialist services for both the Canterbury population 

and also for the populations of other DHBs where more specialised 

services are unavailable. It is also a promoter of the health and wellbeing 

of people in Canterbury pursuant to the New Zealand Public Health and 

Disabilities Act 2000 and the Health Act 1956.  It is the largest employer in 

the South Island, employing over 9,000 people across its services.  

CDHB KEY SUBMISSION POINTS 

3. The CDHB’s key submission points on the Central City Proposal relate to: 

a) Central City Specific Purpose (Hospital Provisions); and 

b) Reference to the sale of alcohol in Objective 15.1.5. 

Specific Purpose (Hospital) Provisions 

4. The CDHB, Crown and Council have reached agreement in respect of the 

Central City Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone provisions and this 

agreement is recorded in the Joint Memorandum of Counsel filed on 10 

February 2016. 

5. That Joint Memorandum of Counsel outlines where in evidence the 

agreement is described and assessed including the evidence of Mr Cabell 

and Mr Willis on behalf of the CDHB. 

 Objective 15.1.5 

6. The CDHB sought deletion of the as notified sale of alcohol provisions in 

their original submission.  This includes the methods to achieve Central 

City Objective 15.1.5 that are contained with the General Chapter (Chapter 

6).   

7. In their further submission the CDHB also opposed the addition sought by 

Pacific Park Investments Limited (Pacific Park) to Objective 15.1.5 of late 

night sale of alcohol in relation to the entertainment and hospitality 



2 

CAN10163 4720346.1  

precincts and the associated definition of late night sale of alcohol, being 

the sale of alcohol until 4am. 

8. In rebuttal evidence, Mr Stevenson for the Council has proposed an 

amendment to Objective 15.1.5 deleting the words late night so the 

objective reads: 

Encouraging entertainment and hospitality activity (including the 

sale of alcohol) in defined precincts …. 

9. The CDHB remains of the view that reference to the sale of alcohol should 

not be contained in the Replacement Christchurch District Plan.  However, 

if the Panel is inclined to include sale of alcohol provisions then the CDHB 

supports the version of Objective 15.1.5 as amended in Mr Stevenson’s 

rebuttal evidence that deletes the words late night.  This is also supported 

by Mr Willis for the Crown1. 

10. The reasons the CDHB seeks the deletion of the sale of alcohol reference 

in its entirety, or the alternative relief of the deletion of the words sought by 

Pacific Park of “late night” are: 

a) The addition of the words late night sale of alcohol with an 

associated definition being the sale of alcohol until 4am is 

inconsistent with the hours of entertainment and hospitality venues 

as determined through the Provisional Local Alcohol Policy (LAP) 

prepared under the Sale of Alcohol Act 2012 regime.  The LAP that 

has gone through an extensive public hearing and submission 

process specifically limits the sale of alcohol for bars, pubs, taverns 

and clubs in specified areas to varying times up to 3am.  Nightclubs 

where music and space for dancing is provided and where the 

principle income is not derived from alcohol have a 4am trading 

limit in certain areas.  Although the content of the LAP is currently 

under appeal to the Alcohol Regulatory and Licensing Authority, the 

only ground that an element of the provisional policy can be 

appealed against is that it is unreasonable in light of the object of 

the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 20122.   

                                                
1
 Mr Andrew Willis, rebuttal evidence, at paragraph 6.27 

2
 As contained in section 4:  The object of this Act is that – 

(a) The sale, supply and consumption of alcohol should be undertaken safely and 
reasonably; and 
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b) The CDHB adopts the rebuttal evidence of Mr Stevenson that the 

definition of late night sale of alcohol proposed by Pacific Park does 

not indicate an upper limit of 4am, but instead could be interpreted 

that the sale of alcohol until 4am is encouraged in all precincts.  

The evidence of the CDHB is that an effect of such an interpretation 

is that the Objective may be used to support a case for extended 

opening hours beyond the times controlled in the LAP.  

c) For example, the evidence of Mr Bremner for Pacific Investments is 

that Victoria Street is where the late night sale of alcohol should 

occur3.  As Pacific Investments seeks that late night be defined to 

until 4am, this already conflicts with the LAP that defines Victoria 

Street as Central Area B where under the LAP the sale of alcohol in 

taverns, bars, pubs and clubs beyond 1am would not be permitted4.     

d) In addition to the inconsistency created with the LAP process, the 

specific reference to late night sale of alcohol also draws attention 

to late night alcohol sales over other viable forms of entertainment5.  

The evidence of Mr Dodd is that the Christchurch Emergency 

Department currently deals with a conservatively estimated 3200 

alcohol related admissions per year and those admissions peak 

considerably between 10pm and 4am in the morning and at the 

weekends6.  As such, a policy framework that encourages extended 

hours for the sale of alcohol beyond those provided for in the LAP 

has adverse social, amenity and economic effects.  That outcome is 

contrary to the work CDHB has done in partnership with the Council 

and Canterbury Police on the development of a joint alcohol harm 

reduction strategy for Christchurch with the express intention of 

reducing alcohol related harm across the city7.          

e) The evidence of Mr Bonis on behalf of Pacific Investments is that 

specific reference to the late night sale of alcohol until 4am provides 

clarity of the provisions and investment certainty.  However when 

assessing the most appropriate provisions for the pRDP, any clarity 

                                                                                                                                  
(b) The harm caused by the excessive or inappropriate consumption of alcohol should 

be minimised. 
3
 Mr Bremner, evidence dated 14 January 2016  

4
 Mr, Dodd, rebuttal evidence dated 25 January 2016, at paragraph 10 

5
 Mr Dodd, evidence dated 14 January 2016 at paragraph 9 

6
 Mr Dodd, evidence dated 14 January 2016 at paragraph 8 

7
 Mr Dodd, evidence dated 14 January 2016 at paragraph 9 
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and investment certainty also needs to be considered alongside 

any adverse social, amenity and economic effects of a policy that in 

the CDHB’s view encourages the late night sale of alcohol until 

4am.  As outlined in the evidence of Mr Dodd, this includes 

increased alcohol related harm and hospital emergency department 

admissions.   

f) It is the submission of the CDHB that it is not necessary for the 

words late night to be included in the Objective relating to the 

entertainment and hospitality precinct for users of the pRDP to 

understand that the sale of alcohol at varying times of the day is an 

anticipated activity within that precinct.  Any risk of adverse social, 

amenity and economic effects are therefore not justified or 

appropriate.     

CONCLUSION  

11. The CDHB has worked extensively with the Crown, Council and submitters 

in reaching an agreed position on the provisions relating to their central city 

hospital sites including Christchurch Hospital.  This agreement is included 

in the latest version of the Central City proposal and is supported by the 

CDHB.    

12. In relation to the additions Pacific Park seek to Objective 15.1.5, the CDHB 

does not dispute the fact that the promotion of hospitality and 

entertainment activities in central Christchurch is a key component of the 

recovery of a vibrant central city.  Mr Dodd for the CDHB supports a 

diverse night time economy8.   

13. However, no evidence has been presented that the late night sale of 

alcohol to 4am, as opposed to other forms of entertainment and hospitality 

would benefit the entertainment and hospitality precincts enough to justify 

the (actual or potential) adverse social, amenity and economic effects 

associated with such a policy focus.  The CDHB considers that a policy 

framework that encourages the sale of alcohol beyond times that the “fit for 

purpose” LAP specifies will not only cause conflict and inconsistency with 

the Sale of Alcohol Act 2012 regime, but will also have adverse social, 

                                                
8
 Mr Dodd, rebuttal evidence dated 25 January 2016 at paragraph 30  
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amenity and economic effects on residents and users of central 

Christchurch, and the CDHB through increased hospital admissions.   

14. As the evidence of the CDHB shows, the pRDP is not the place for sale of 

alcohol related provisions as these are more specifically provided for by the 

Sale of Alcohol Act 2012 process.  However, if the Panel is minded to 

amend Objective 15.1.5 in response to the Pacific Park submission, the 

CDHB considers that the Council version of additions contained in the 

rebuttal evidence of Mr Stevenson that delete the words late night better 

give effect to the Statement of Expectations and Part 2 of the RMA.     

 

 

J M G Leckie 
Counsel for Canterbury District Health Board  


