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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Andrew Peter Hewland Willis.  I hold the position of 

Managing Director of Planning Matters Limited in Christchurch.  I have held 

this position for three years.   

1.2 I refer to my qualifications and experience at paragraphs 1.3 and 1.5 of my 

evidence in chief for the Crown dated 14 January 2016 for the Stage 3 

Central City Proposal ("the Proposal"). 

1.3 My experience relevant to this rebuttal statement has been formed through 

working in various planning roles.  As a Christchurch City Council 

("Council") staff member I led the team that prepared the regulatory 

framework for the draft Central City Recovery Plan.  As part of this, I 

created and led the development of the Entertainment and Hospitality 

precincts (“Precincts”) concept and provisions.   I was then seconded to 

the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (“CERA”) to help prepare 

the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, Te Mahere ‘Maraka Ōtautahi’ and 

Blueprint (“CCRP”).  As a consultant, I was part of the team that drafted the 

Land Use Recovery Plan, Te Mahere Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") 

which contains policy direction on residential and business development, 

including intensification within the central city.  As a consultant, I helped the 

prepare the CCRP Noise and Entertainment Addendum (“The Noise 

Addendum”) which made amendments to the Central City noise provisions 

and expressly covered the entertainment and hospitality precincts.   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 
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3. SCOPE 

3.1 My rebuttal evidence is filed in response to the statement of evidence of 

Matthew Bonis filed on 14 January 2016 for Pacific Park Limited ("Pacific 

Park").   

3.2 My rebuttal evidence is arranged in three parts:  

(a) The relevant submissions by Pacific Park and the Crown; 

(b) Consistency of the relief sought with the CCRP; and 

(c) Assessment of the relief sought against the Crown’s submission on 

the sale and supply of alcohol provisions in Proposal 6.  

3.3 I note that my evidence in chief did not deal with these issues, but I have 

been asked to prepare this rebuttal evidence based on my background 

knowledge and experience outlined in paragraph 1.3 above. 

3.4 A list of the documents and evidence I have drawn upon in forming my 

views is set out in Attachment A to this evidence.   

3.5 The Pacific Park submission seeks changes to both the Central City 

Proposal and the General Rules and Procedures Proposal.  In this evidence 

I have concentrated on the Central City Proposal matters, noting that 

Proposal 6 will be the subject of a separate hearing.  I intend to provide 

further evidence to the Hearings Panel on the Pacific Park submission at 

the Proposal 6 hearing. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 In my opinion the relief sought by Pacific Park is inconsistent with the 

CCRP as it seeks to identify at a policy level that the entertainment and 

hospitality precincts are uniformly suitable for the late night (until 4am) sale 

of alcohol.  The CCRP is purposefully silent on hours of operation and sale 

of alcohol in these Precincts, and clearly distinguishes, in terms of noise, 

different anticipated environments within the entertainment and hospitality 

precincts themselves.   In my opinion, the proposed change to the policy 

would not be supported by the existing CCRP rules. 

4.2 As the trading hours of hospitality venues will be determined under the Sale 

and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012, identifying areas for the late night sale of 

alcohol in the District Plan may create conflict and uncertainty.  

3721 Crown - Rebuttal Evidence of Willis
Page 4 of 16



 

BF\55677504\1 Page 3 

4.3 In my opinion the words “late night” should be deleted from the Christchurch 

City Council’s latest “redline version” of Objective 13.1.1 (which is now 

Objective 15.1.5).  

4.4 If the Panel is minded to include the words ‘late night sale of alcohol’ there 

is some support within the draft and final CCRP for this to be included but 

only if limited to the identified Category 1 Precinct. 

5. PACIFIC PARK AND THE CROWN’S SUBMISSIONS  

5.1 Before I comment on Mr Bonis' evidence, I will summarise those parts of 

the submissions by Pacific Park and the Crown on the entertainment and 

hospitality Precincts within the Central City and the sale of alcohol, as it 

provides relevant context for my rebuttal statement. 

5.2 Pacific Park lodged a submission supporting the concept of entertainment 

and hospitality Precincts within the Central City but sought that the 

provisions applying to these precincts be strengthened and clarified in a 

number of respects to ensure the outcomes anticipated by the CCRP are 

realised and not inadvertently undermined by inconsistent provisions.1  In 

particular, the submission seeks that the provisions express 

encouragement for entertainment and hospitality activities to establish 

within Precincts and provide a clear indication that these areas are suitable 

for entertainment and hospitality / the late night economy.2     

5.3 The submission notes that there is nothing to prevent the establishment of 

entertainment and hospitality activities outside of the identified areas.  It 

therefore seeks the insertion of objectives and policies directing 

entertainment and hospitality to the Precincts and discouraging ‘out-of-

zone’ establishment to prevent ad-hoc precincts being established.3   

5.4 The submission states that a broader consideration of the range of activities 

provided for in entertainment and hospitality Precincts, the underlying zone 

and the adjoining zone is necessary to ensure that issues associated with 

reverse sensitivity effects are managed so as not to undermine the 

approach of providing entertainment and hospitality precincts.4  

                                                
1
 Pacific Park Submission, Number 3459, paragraphs 1 and 3.  

2
 Pacific Park Submission 3459, paragraph 3.1 

3
 Pacific Park Submission 3459, paragraph 3.2 

4
 Pacific Park Submission 3459, paragraph 3.3 
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5.5 The submission also sought to include a definition of late night sale of 

alcohol as “the sale of alcohol until 4.00 am”.5 

5.6 In relation to Proposal 13, the submission sought to amend Objective 

13.1.1(a)(iv) as follows: 

“a. Retail and commercial activity is a primary function underpinning the 

vitality and viability of the Central City by: 

iv. providing for encouraging entertainment and hospitality activity, 

including late night sale of alcohol, in identified precincts and 

managing limiting the extent to which these activities can occur 

outside of the identified precincts” 

5.7 The Crown sought that the notified Replacement Plan not be inconsistent 

with the CCRP in Part A of its originating submission.6   

5.8 Related to this topic, the Crown made a submission seeking the deletion of 

the sale of alcohol provisions (Rule 6.9) from Proposal 6 as these were 

considered to be unnecessary and to create a duplicate process.7   

6. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CCRP 

6.1 In considering the relief sought by Pacific Park, Mr Bonis refers to the 

CCRP at paragraphs 22, 23 and 32.  In this section of my rebuttal 

statement, I will comment on the consistency of Pacific Park's relief with the 

CCRP, and in particular the Noise Addendum.  I note that the Replacement 

Plan must not be inconsistent with the CCRP.8   

6.2 The Noise Addendum to the CCRP was gazetted in December 2014 and 

contains a number of minor policy changes in relation to the Entertainment 

and Hospitality precincts and rule changes relating to the noise provisions 

for these and the remainder of the Central City.  In my opinion, it is relevant 

to consider the purpose and creation of the CCRP precincts and noise 

provisions when assessing the relief sought by Pacific Park. 

Purpose and Creation of the Entertainment and Hospitality Precincts 

6.3 In order to support recovery following the Canterbury Earthquakes, a key 

outcome sought by the Council’s draft CCRP (and subsequently the final 

                                                
5
 Pacific Park Submission 3459.7 

6
 Crown Submission 3721, see for example: Paragraph 3.1(a) Page 12 and Paragraph 9.2(a)(i) Page 22 

7
 Crown Submission point 2387.178, page 82  

8
 Section 23 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011. 
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CCRP) was a greater central city residential population, both in the 

residential zoned areas and within the commercial areas to create a vibrant 

mixed-use Central City. 9 10   Another key intention was to re-establish the 

Central City as Christchurch’s principal focus for the greatest diversity, 

scale and intensity of  activities, to enable leisure and recreational activity 

(including entertainment and hospitality activities), and to create a vibrant 

and active place for residents workers and visitors.11  Given these intentions 

and the state of the Central City immediately post-earthquakes the 

opportunity existed to purposefully attempt to manage these often 

incompatible activities when creating a mixed-use vibrant Central City.   

6.4 The planning tool proposed to do this in the draft CCRP (which has been 

carried over in the final CCRP) was by identifying Entertainment and 

Hospitality Precincts on a map.   In both the CCRP map and the Operative 

Plan’s Planning Map the Precinct areas are described by their Noise 

Category, being either Category 1, or 2.12   The CCRP and the Operative 

Plan set out a hierarchy of noise provisions specific to Category 1 and 

Category 2 areas, and the rest of the Central City which is defined as 

Category 3.  

6.5 The location and extent of the Category 1 and 2 Precinct areas were 

influenced by a variety of factors including: by examining where 

entertainment and hospitality activities congregated pre-quakes; where the 

plan drafters anticipated they would return to; consideration of where these 

activities would be appropriate; the precinct size necessary to 

accommodate the activities; consideration of potential antisocial behaviour 

arising from different size and spatial configurations and the overall desire 

to achieve a mix of uses in the rebuilt Central City.13  

6.6 By identifying these precincts on a map the draft CCRP was able to provide 

greater certainty over where entertainment and hospitality activities would 

likely re-establish as a guide on the type of noise environment to expect for 

future residential activities.  Purposefully, neither the draft CCRP nor the 

final CCRP required entertainment and hospitality activities to only establish 

                                                
9
 See for example: Policy 12.2.1 (intensification and mix of activity), Draft CCRP Page 29; Policy 12.2.4 

(residential activity) Draft CCRP, page 30; Policy 12.2.2 final CCRP page 3; Policy 12.2.4, final CCRP pages 3 
and 4. 
10

 Draft CCRP Volume 1, Living in the City, page 100; CCRP A Liveable City Chapter, Part of Recovery, page 6  
11

 For example see Draft CCRP Objective 12.2 page 29, Draft CCRP Policy 12.2.6 page 31,final CCRP Objective 
12.2 Role of the Central City, Policy 12.2.1 and Policy 12.2.2 page 3  
12

 Map 7 in the CCRP Noise Addendum. Planning Map 39H in the Operative Plan. 
13

 I note that the Draft CCRP contained a much smaller Category 1 area and a much smaller Category 2 area in 
the Core than the final CCRP.  Both these areas were increased in the final CCRP in order to provide more 
development opportunities and choice.   
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in the precincts, but they did encourage them in these locations by having 

slightly more permissive noise provisions within the precincts.   Also 

purposefully, neither version of the CCRP identified in policies or rules 

anticipated hours of operation for entertainment and hospitality activities or 

for the sale of alcohol – the focus was on managing noise appropriate for 

the anticipated environment.  

6.7 As a necessary corollary to the increased noise limits, sensitive activities 

such as residential development seeking to establish within Category 1 and 

2 Precincts required noise insulation in order to better manage the often 

competing activities and achieve a more compatible mixed-use outcome, 

consistent with the intention of both the draft and final CCRP.14    

6.8 There is very little explanatory text in the final CCRP.  The draft CCRP 

Entertainment and Hospitality provisions, which the final CCRP is based on, 

differentiated between the Precinct categories, describing the anticipated 

activities and environmental outcomes for noise in the Precincts in 

proposed policy 12.2.7,15 as follows: 

“(i) Higher Noise Level Entertainment and Hospitality (Category 1) 

Precincts – Concentration of bars, taverns and nightclubs 

(ii) Lower Noise Level Entertainment and Hospitality (Category 2) 

Precincts – Concentration of cafes, restaurants and takeaway food 

services” 

6.9 The Reasons for the Rules in the draft CCRP 16 provide further guidance, 

stating that: 

“The proposed hierarchy of noise allows higher noise levels in the 

Category 1 entertainment and hospitality precincts, which are expected 

to attract ‘core’ entertainment activities such as night clubs and 

bars…In the Category 2 precincts, lower limits apply to promote quieter 

ambience for outdoor dining at cafes and restaurants…The proposed 

limits for the Category 1 and 2 precincts are intended to balance the 

needs of entertainment and hospitality operators and their customers 

with the expectations of residents, educational activities, commercial 

offices and other noise sensitive activities in the Central City.” 

                                                
14

 Draft Central City Recovery Plan for Ministerial Approval December 2011, Rule 11.1.3.4 Table 2, page 150 – 
151.  See also CCRP Noise Addendum, Rules 1.3.4(c) and 1.3.4(j), pages 16 and 17. 
15 Draft Central City Recovery Plan for Ministerial Approval December 2011, Policy 12.2.7, Page 146. 
16

 Draft Central City Recovery Plan for Ministerial Approval December 2011, 11.1.6 Reasons for Rules Page 157 
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6.10 The draft CCRP therefore anticipated that residential development would 

still occur in the Precincts, given the draft CCRP's policies that supported a 

mixed use environment in the commercial areas of the Central City.  The 

draft CCRP explanation and reason specifically identifies the need to 

balance the needs of entertainment and hospitality operators and their 

customers with the expectations of residents, educational activities, 

commercial offices and other noise sensitive activities in the Central City, 

rather than promote entertainment and hospitality in the precincts at the 

expense of other activities. 

6.11 Importantly, the draft CCRP drew a distinction between Category 1 and 2 

areas, identifying the Category 1 area for night clubs and bars, and the 

Category 2 area for dining.    This distinction was reflected in the different 

noise limits and changeover times between the day time and night time 

noise limits for the different noise Categories ascribed to the Precincts. 

6.12 This Category distinction has been carried over in the final CCRP.17  While 

there is no explanatory text in the final CCRP, to aid understanding when 

consulting on the Noise Addendum the consultation material provided by 

CERA  described the types of activities and environmental amenity that 

were anticipated in the hierarchical Category 1, 2 and 3 areas, describing 

these as follows:18 

“Category 1: Is tailored for late-night noisier entertainment, and is 

generally not compatible with residential activity and traveller’s 

accommodation. 

Category 2: Allows a good mix of restaurants and bars, while still 

permitting residential and Traveller’s accommodation with reduced 

acoustic amenity. 

Category 3: Is best suited to activities such as cafes and restaurants 

where off-site noise effects are consistent with residential amenity.”  

6.13 Like the draft CCRP, the final CCRP reflects this distinction in the different 

noise limits and changeover times between the day time and night time 

noise limits for the different noise Categories.19  In terms of the latter I note 

that: 

                                                
17

 CCRP Noise Addendum, Table 2, pages 16 and 17. 
18

 Christchurch CCRP: Proposal to Review the Central City Noise Provisions. March 2014. Page 8 
 
19

 CCRP Noise Addendum, Table 2, pages 16 and 17. 
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(a) For Category 1, there is no daytime / night time noise limit 

changeover;  

(b) For category 2 areas in the Core, the changeover is at 1am; 

(c) For the Victoria Street Category 2 area the changeover is at 11pm; 

and 

(d) For the Category 3 area the changeover is at 11pm. 

6.14 Reinforcing the difference within the Precinct Categories, the final CCRP 

goes further than the draft CCRP by making noise sensitive residential and 

traveller’s accommodation a discretionary activity in the Category 1 

precincts, whereas these activities are permitted in the Category 2 Precinct 

subject to meeting standards such as internal noise insulation 

requirements.20   

6.15 In my opinion, through these noise provisions both the draft and final CCRP 

clearly distinguish between Category 1 and 2 Precincts, with mixed-uses 

supported in the Category 2 area, and noisier, later operating activities such 

as entertainment and hospitality activities given additional regulatory 

support within the Category 1 area.   

6.16 Given the above, in my opinion the Precincts cannot be considered to be 

uniform in their approach to noisy activities and the hours of the day / 

evening when noisy activities operate.  Rather, they clearly anticipate 

different noise levels at different times in different locations, with 11pm and 

1am being the key changeover times identified. 

Hours of Operation and the Late Night Sale of Alcohol  

6.17 In my opinion the fact that neither the Draft CCRP nor final CCRP specified 

hours of operation for businesses or for the sale of alcohol within the 

Precincts was a deliberate omission, as this was not the intended purpose 

of this tool.   Consistent with the noise focused tool, the supporting rules do 

not state, support or imply a uniform acceptance of late night (until 4am) 

activities across the precincts.   

                                                
20

 CCRP Noise Addendum, Rules 1.3.4(c) and 1.3.4(j), pages 15 -  17. 
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6.18 I note that the consultation material provided when CERA consulted on the 

proposed Noise Addendum explicitly identified the Local Alcohol Policy 

(LAP) as the document that would govern hours of operation, stating:21 

“Christchurch City Council is currently developing a Local Alcohol 

Policy (LAP) under the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012.  The LAP 

will govern the hours of operation of premises where alcohol is sold or 

supplied.”   

6.19 I note that the CCRP and the Revised General Rules and Procedures 

Proposal contain provisions  that specifically cover the sale and supply of 

alcohol.22  Under Rule 6.9.2.2.1 in the Revised Proposal the sale of alcohol 

is permitted anywhere, i.e. it does not have to be in a Precinct. 23 24  A 

resource consent is however required for the sale of liquor within specified 

hours if within 75m of a site located within a residential zone (and which 

does not meet the specified exclusions).25 The hours are: 

(a) Between 11pm and 7am; 

(b) Between 11pm and 7am for sites in the Victoria Category 2 Precinct; 

(c) Between 1am and 7am for other Category 2 precincts; and 

NB: no exemption is required for the Category 1 precinct as this precinct is 

not located within 75m of a site within a Residential Zone.  

6.20 Under this rule it is clear that resource consent is required for the sale of 

alcohol in the Victoria Category 2 precinct after 11pm, while in the other 

Category 2 precinct areas this is 1am.   I note that the rule does not specify 

any other later time such as 4am or provide any special exclusion within the 

Precincts for the sale of alcohol.    

6.21 In my opinion, had the CCRP intended to specify areas suitable for the late 

night sale (until 4am) of alcohol, such an area would likely have been the 

identified Category 1 precinct only.   I conclude this because of the various 

statements made about the nature of the Categories, the higher noise limit 

applicable in Category 1 irrespective of the time of day, the discretionary 

status of noise sensitive residential and traveller’s accommodation in 

                                                
21

 Christchurch CCRP: Proposal to Review the Central City Noise Provisions. March 2014. Page 10 
22

 CCRP Appendix 1 Rule 4.3, page 69 and Rule 6.9.2 in the Revised General Rules and Procedures Proposal 6 
dated 26-11-2015. 
23

 Rule 6.9.2.2.1, Revised General Rules and Procedures Proposal Dated 26-11-2015 
24

 I note that there is a slight tailoring of this rule to the entertainment and hospitality precincts which was not 
present in the corresponding CCRP Appendix 1 Rule 4.3(b), Page 69.   
25

 Rule 6.9.2.2.3, Revised General Rules and Procedures Proposal Dated 26-11-2015 
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Category 1, the desire for a balance of activities in the Category 2 precincts, 

and the desire for residential intensification in the Central City Business 

zone. 

Assessment of Pacific Park’s Request Against the CCRP 

6.22 In his evidence Mr Bonis considers the appropriateness of replacing the 

word ‘providing’ with ‘encouraging’ in the notified Objective 13.1.1 as set out 

in Pacific Park’s submission.26  I generally agree with his conclusions and 

consider that ‘encouraging’ is appropriate in this instance.  I consider that 

this would be consistent with the CCRP. 

6.23 I note that in his evidence Mr Bonis states that: “The inclusion of the phrase 

‘late night sale of alcohol’ is also supported. It provides clarity and aids 

expectations that hospitality and entertainment facilities serving alcohol are 

more likely found, and focused (in a statutory sense), into such precincts.”27  

6.24 I agree with Mr Bonis that hospitality and entertainment facilities serving 

alcohol, including the late night sale of alcohol, are more likely found in the 

precincts.  However, for the reasons set out in my assessment of the 

creation, intent and supporting policies and rules in the CCRP for these 

Precincts I do not support the inclusion of the words ‘late night’ in notified 

Objective 13.1.1 (which is now Objective 15.1.5).  In my opinion adding 

these words would be inconsistent with the CCRP.   

6.25 In his evidence Mr Bonis considers the merits of replacing the word 

‘managing’ with ‘limiting’ in Objective 13.1.1 as proposed in Pacific Park's 

submission, concluding that he does not support using the word ‘limiting’.28  

I agree with Mr Bonis. I also do not support replacing ‘manage’ with ‘limiting’ 

as I do not consider this to be consistent with the CCRP which purposefully 

contains no activity restrictions limiting entertainment and hospitality 

activities occurring outside of the Precincts.   

6.26 In his evidence Mr Bonis considers that including a definition for ‘late night 

sale of alcohol’ would “inform the meaning of the term ‘late night sale of 

alcohol’ as expressed in the Objective" and “would provide clarity within the 

District Plan.”29  I agree with Mr Bonis that including this definition would 

inform the meaning of the term ‘late night sale of alcohol’ and provide 

                                                
26

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraphs 34 to 41 
27

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraph 42 
28

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraphs 45 and 46 
29

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraphs 51 and 54 
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greater clarity within the District Plan as to what time the late night sale of 

alcohol is anticipated to occur.  However, for the reasons outlined earlier in 

my evidence, in my opinion including such a definition and applying it 

uniformly across the Precincts is inconsistent with the CCRP.    

6.27 In my opinion the words “late night” should not be included in Objective 

13.1.1 (which is now Objective 15.1.5).    

6.28 If the Panel is minded to include the words ‘late night sale of alcohol’ in 

Objective 15.1.5 there is some support within the draft and final CCRP for 

this to be included but only if it is limited to the existing Category 1 Precinct, 

where the sale of alcohol is not restricted under rule 6.9.2.2.3,, the 

applicable noise rules allow for higher noise with no day time / night time 

changeover in limits, and residential and traveller’s accommodation is a 

discretionary activity.   

7. ASSESSMENT OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT AGAINST THE CROWN’S 

SUBMISSION ON THE SALE AND SUPPLY OF ALCOHOL PROVISIONS 

IN PROPOSAL 6.9  

7.1 As indicated earlier in my evidence, the Crown made a submission seeking 

the deletion of the sale of alcohol provisions from Proposal 6 as these were 

considered to be unnecessary and to create a duplicate process.30  In 

addition to being unnecessary duplication, part of the rationale for the 

Crown’s position is that having a duplicate process can create uncertainty 

and conflict in outcomes.   

7.2 Both Mr Bonis31 and Mr Bremner32 note that the hospitality industry is also 

subject to the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act and that the specific trading 

hours of any particular hospitality venue will be determined by the 

processes under that particular legislation.  I agree with Mr Bonis that 

identifying precincts as areas where the late night sale of alcohol occurs 

would not “interfere with the ability of CCC to restrict hours through the 

application and renewal processes for on-licences under the Sale and 

Supply of Alcohol Act”.33   

7.3 However, I consider it would be unhelpful to have district plan provisions 

that encourage the late night sale of alcohol in Precincts when the actual 

                                                
30

 Crown Submission point 2387.178, page 82  
31

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraph 53 and 56 
32

 Evidence of Mr  Brenmer Paragraph 19 
33

 Evidence of Mr Bonis, paragraph 53.2. 
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licences are subject to a different process and may not be approved.  I note 

that the Council’s Provisional Local Alcohol Policy (dated 7 October 2013) 

does not align with Pacific Park’s proposal to encourage the late night sale 

of alcohol until 4am within the Precincts and as such the potential for 

conflicting outcomes is very real.34 35  In my opinion uncertainty and the 

potential for conflict between the two legislative processes is increased with 

Pacific Park's proposal.  

 

 

 

Andrew Peter Hewland Willis 

26 January 2016 

  

                                                
34

 The Provisional Local Alcohol Policy (which is currently subject to appeal) is available at: 
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-council/plans-strategies-policies-and-bylaws/policies/alcohol-and-psychoactive-
products-policies/provisional-local-alcohol-policy-or-lap/ .   
35

 In the Provisional Local Alcohol Policy, Area A, which includes both the Category 1 and 2 Precincts (excluding 
Victoria Street), specifies a 3am closing time for taverns, bars, pubs and clubs.  Area B, which includes the 
Category 2 Precinct for Victoria Street, specifies a closing time of 1am for taverns, bars, pubs and clubs. 
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ATTACHMENT A – LIST OF DOCUMENTS AND EVIDENCE RELIED ON 

(a) The notified version of the Central City Proposal. 

(b) The Revised General Rules and Procedures Proposal dated 26 November 

2015 

(c) The notified section 32 evaluation report for the Central City Proposal. 

(d) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch: Mahere Haumanutanga o 

Waitaha. 

(e) The draft CCRP for Ministerial Approval, December 2011. 

(f) The CCRP, including the Noise and Entertainment Provisions Addendum 

dated December 2014. 

(g) The LURP.  

(h) The Statement of Expectations (“SOE”) in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014.  

(i) The decision of the hearings panel on Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes (and Relevant Definitions) dated 26 February 2015.   

(j) The statement of evidence of Mark Stevenson for the Council dated 16 

December 2015.  

(k) The statement of evidence of Maxwell Bremner for Pacific Park Limited dated 

14th January 2015.  

(l) The statement of evidence of Michael Copeland for Pacific Park Limited 

dated 14th January 2015.  

(m) The statement of evidence of Matthew Bonis for Pacific Park Limited dated 

14th January 2015.  

 

 

3721 Crown - Rebuttal Evidence of Willis
Page 15 of 16



 

BF\55677504\1 Page 14 

 

3721 Crown - Rebuttal Evidence of Willis
Page 16 of 16


