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111 Figure 6, page 33). In low population areas (below a population of about 2500) the 

relationship is negative and statistically significant, but the relationship is positive and 

statistically significant in high population areas (above a population of about 5000). The 

mediated relationship between bars and night clubs and property damage is similar (shown in 

Figure 7, page 33). In low population areas (below a population of about 3500) the 

relationship is negative and statistically significant, but in higher population areas the 

relationship is statistically insignificant. These results are consistent with bars and night clubs 

in more urban areas being related to higher incidence of property crime, but bars and night 

clubs in more rural areas being related to lower incidence of property crime. 

Other on-licence outlets (restaurants and cafes, etc.) have significant and negative un

mediated relationships with dishonesty offences and property damage events. For motor 

vehicle accidents, the relationship with other on-licence outlets is mediated by social 

deprivation (shown in Figure 8, page 34). A statistically significant and positive relationship 

is observed between other on-licence outlets and motor vehicle accidents only for high

deprivation areas (above a social deprivation score of about 1 025), while in lower deprivation 

areas the relationship is statistically insignificant. 

Finally, off-licence outlets have significant and positive un-mediated relationships with 

antisocial behaviour and sexual offences, where an additional off-licence outlet in an area is 

associated with a 1.3 percent higher incidence of antisocial behaviour and a 1.9 percent 

higher incidence of sexual offences. For drug and alcohol offences, the relationship with off

licence outlets is mediated by population (shown in Figure 9, page 34). In low population 

areas (below a population of about 7500) the relationship is positive and statistically 

significant, but the relationship is statistically insignificant in higher population areas. The 

relationship is similar for property damage events (shown in Figure 1 0, page 35), although 

despite the downward sloping relationship it is statistically insignificant for both low and 

high population areas. The relationship is also similar for motor vehicle accidents (shown in 

Figure 11 , page 35), with the relationship being positive and statistically significant in low 

population areas (below a population of about 5000), but statistically insignificant in higher 

population areas. This is consistent with off-licence outlets in more rural areas being 

associated with these outcomes, but not outlets in more urban areas. 
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Table 5: Results- Other outcome variables (Model J) 

Antisocial Dishonesty 
Drug and 

Prope1ty Prope1ty Sexual 
Motor 

Dependent variable alcohol vehicle 
behaviour offences 

offences 
abuses damage offences 

accidents 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
0.995 1.400*'' 0.982 0.996 0.995 1 .757" 1.0005 

(0 .008) (0.132) (0 .030) (0.0 15) (0 .009) (0.246) (0.017) 

Bars and night clubs 
1.004"' 0.999 0.977" 0.992''' 0.991 '" 0.987"' 0.993 
(0 .002) (0.003) (0.011) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.008) 

Other on-licence 
0.997 0.997' 1.005 0.999 0.997" 1.002 0.918'' 

(0.002) (0 .002) (0.005) (0.001) (0 .00 I) (0 .003) (0.041) 

All off-licence 
1.013"' 1.009 1.064"' 1.006 1.015' 1.019" 1.026" 
(0.003) (0.007) (0.016) (0 .005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.221 "' 1.158"' 1.199" 1.077 1.074 1.097 1.281 '" 
(0.045) (0 .036) (0.087) (0 .051) (0.044) (0.129) (0.075) 

Population squared 
0.991 ''* 0.992'" 0.997 0.991 '" 0.999 0.994 0.992 ' 
(0.002) (0.002) (0 .007) (0.002) (0 .003) (0 .007) (0.004) 

Temporal lag of 1.003'" 1.003"' 1.007'" 1.007"* 1.0 II '" 1.002 0.999 
dependent variable (<0.001 ) (<0.001) (0 .002) (0 .002) (0 .00 I) (0 .004) (0.002) 
Social deprivation 0.9997" 0.999" 

- - - - -* Licensed clubs (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Social deprivation 1.0001 " - - - - - -* Other on-licence (<0.001) 
Population 1.002"' 1.001 " - - - - -* Bars & night clubs (0 .00 I) (0 .00 I) 
Population 0.995 * 0.998" 0.997" 

- - - -* All off-licence (0.003) (0 .001) (0.00 I) 
Temporal lag of all 1.001 '" 1.0002 1.001 1.00 I''* 1.001 "' 1.00 I'' 1.0002 
police events (<0.001) (<0.001) (0.00 I) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Spatial lag of 0.908" 1.082' 0.798 ' 0.787' - - -
licensed clubs (0 .046) (0 .046) (0 .115) (0.124) 
Spatial lag of bars 0.941 "' 0.970" 0.899"' - - - -
and night clubs (0 .023) (0.014) (0 .039) 
Spatial lag of other 0.963"' - - - - - -
on-licence (0.013) 
Spatial lag of off- 1.084' 1.118" 

- - - - -licence (0.045) (0.049) 
Spatial lag of 0.670"' 1.419" 1.755" - - - -
population (0 .118) (0 .162) (0 .277) 
Spatial lag of 0.971 " 0.950' - - - - -
population-squared (0.0 15) (0.028) 

Second stage: 

Area (sq. km) 
-0.001 '" -0.0002'" -0.0001 " -0.0004 -0.0003"' -0.0003 '" 0.001 "' 
(<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001 ) (<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
0.007'" 0.004''' 0.005"' 0.006'" 0.005 '" 0.004"' -0.0003 
(<0.001) (<0.001) (0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001 ) (<0.00 I) 

Proportion young 0.090"' 0.071 "' 0.033" 0.050"' 0.047"' 0.016 0.062"' 
( 15-24) males (0 .020) (0.0 15) (0 .017) (0.0 12) (0 .012) (0.0 17) (0.0 I 0) 
••• p<O.O I ; •• p<0.05 ; * p<O.I ; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded 

cells. 
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Figure 4: Relationship between licensed clubs and dishonesty offences, by social 
deprivation 

1.15 

1.1 

1.05 

0 
....., 1 
ro 

0:: 
<lJ 
1U 0.95 
0:: 
<lJ 

~ 0.9 
<lJ 
\:l 

·~ 0.85 

0.8 

0.75 

0.7 

... 

850 900 

IRR- Licensed Clubs, by NZDep2013 

.............. .._ .. ~ .. ·-··········································· 

····· .... ··· ... 
····· ............. . 

······ ... 
······ ···· .. 

950 1000 1050 1100 1150 1200 1250 1300 1350 

Social Deprivation Score (NZDep2013) 

Figure 5: Relationship between licensed clubs and sexual offences, by social deprivation 
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Figure 6: Relationship between bars and night clubs and property abuses, by population 
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Figure 7: Relationship between bars and night clubs and property damage, by population 
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Figure 8: Relationship between other on-licence outlets and motor vehicle accidents, by 
social deprivation 
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Figure 9: Relationship between off-licence outlets and drug and alcohol offences, by 
population 
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Figure 10: Relationship between off-licence outlets and property damage, by population 
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Figure 11: Relationship between off-licence outlets and motor vehicle accidents, by 
population 
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Table 6 summarises all of the relationships between the number of alcohol outlets (by type) 

and the number of police events or motor vehicle accidents (using the Model V results from 

Tables 4 and 5). To incorporate all of the mediated effects, we show the relationships for 

combinations of ' low' and ' high ' population and 'low' and ' high ' social deprivation. Where 

the relationship is positive and statistically significant, this is denoted "Positive" ; where the 

relationship is negative and statistically significant, this is denoted "Negative"; and where the 

relationship is statistically insignificant, this is denoted "NS" . We don't note the exact 

numerical relationships in this table- for those details, refer to Tables 4 and 5. In general , 

off-licence outlets have the most consistently positive relationships with police events and 

motor vehicle accidents, while the relationships for other outlet types are more mixed. 

Table 6: Summary of results for alcohol outlets (by type) -Model V 

Dependent Population Social Licensed Bars and Other All 
variable deprivation clubs night clubs on-licence off-licence 

Low Low Positive NS Negative Positive 
Violence Low High Positive NS NS/Positive Positive 
events High Low NS NS Neaative Positive 

High High NS NS NS/Positive Positive 
Low Low NS Positive NS Positive 

Antisocial Low High NS Positive NS Positive 
behaviour High Low NS Positive NS Positive 

High High NS Positive NS Positive 
Low Low Positive NS Negative NS 

Dishonesty Low High Negative NS Negative NS 
offences High Low Positive NS Neaative NS 

High High Negative NS Negative NS 

Drug and 
Low Low NS Negative NS Positive 
Low High NS Negative NS Positive 

alcohol 
High Low NS Neaative NS NS 

offences 
High High NS Negative NS NS 
Low Low NS Negative NS NS 

Property Low High NS Negative NS NS 
abuses High Low NS Positive NS NS 

High High NS Positive NS NS 
Low Low NS Negative Negative NS 

Property Low High NS Negative Negative NS 
damage High Low NS NS Negative NS 

High High NS NS Negative NS 
Low Low Positive Negative NS Positive 

Sexual Low High Negative Negative NS Positive 
offences High Low Positive Negative NS Positive 

High High Negative Negative NS Positive 
Low Low NS NS NS Positive 

Motor 
Low High NS NS Positive Positive 

vehicle 
High Low NS NS NS NS 

accidents 
High High NS NS Positive NS 
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4.3 The Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 

In this section we present the results for models including interactions with the period of time 

following the passing of the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act in December 2012. Additional 

models, showing interactions with the period of time following the implementation of the Act 

in December 2013 are included in Appendix IV. 

The estimated regression equations (each corresponding to Model IV, plus statistically 

significant interactions) are presented in Table 7. The SSAA variable is a dummy variable set 

equal to one for the period from 20 13Q 1 onwards. 16 Models that included no statistically 

significant interactions with the SSAA variable are excluded from Table 7. 

There are significant interactions for five of the eight outcome variables (dishonesty offences, 

drug and alcohol offences, prope11y abuses, property damage, and motor vehicle accidents). 

In all five cases, there is a significant positive interaction between the SSAA dummy variable 

and the number of off-licence outlets in an area. This suggests that the relationship between 

the number of off-licence outlets and the outcome variables has become more positive since 

the passing of the SSAA. That is, off-licence outlets are now associated with more harm than 

they were in the period before the SSAA was passed. For instance, while an additional off

licence outlet in an area is associated with 0.6 percent higher incidence of dishonesty 

offences before the passing of the SSAA, after the passing of the SSAA an additional off

licence outlet is associated with 2.7 percent higher incidence of dishonesty offences (and this 

difference is statistically significant). 17 

In contrast, the other significant interactions are all negative, suggesting relationships 

between outlets and outcome variables that become less positive (or more negative) after the 

passing of the SSAA. This is the case for the relationship between dishonesty offences and 

other on-licence outlets; the relationship between drug and alcohol offences and bars and 

night clubs; and the relationship between prope11y damage and licensed clubs. 

16 For simplicity, we present only first-stage estimates rather than the full model. Second stage estimates are 
very similar to those reported in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. 
17 The incidence rate ratio for the period after the passing of the SSAA can be approximated by adding the IRR 
for off-licence outlets with the IRR for the interaction term. This is not perfect, but is a useful approximation. 
However, care should be taken in interpreting the interactions where there are also significant interactions with 
other variables. 
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Table 7: Results- Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act (Model IV plus SSAA interactions) 

Dishonesty 
Drug and 

Property Property Motor vehicle 
Dependent variable 

offences 
alcohol 

abuses damage accidents 
offences 

Licensed clubs 
].479 ... 0.980 0.999 0.996 1.003 
(0.131) (0.023) (0.016) (0.009) (0.01 7) 

Bars and night 0.996* 0.958 ... 0.993 .. 0.991 *** 0.993 
clubs (0.002) (0.008) (0.003) (0.002) (0.008) 

Other on-licence 
0.999 1.012 ... 0.999 0.998 0.898 ... 

(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.038) 

All off-licence 
1.006 .. 1.070 ... 1.004 1.017 .. 1.032 ... 

(0.003) (0.026) (0.009) (0.008) (0.01 0) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.225*** 1.045 1.072 1.071 I .284 ••• 
(0.033) (0.070) (0.053) (0.043) (0.081) 

Population squared 
0.984 ... 0.997 0.99 I ••• 0.9998 0.992 
(0.00 I) (0 .007) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) 

Temporal lag of I .003 *** I .006*** I .007*** 1.01 I*** 0.999 
dependent variable (<0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 
Social deprivation 0.9996** 

- - - -* Licensed clubs ( <0.00 I) 
Social deprivation 1.0001 ** 

- - - -* Other on-licence (<0.001) 
Population * Bars 1 .oo5··· I .002*** 1.001 - -
& night clubs (0.001) (0 .001) (0.00 I) 
Population * 0.999* 

- - - -
Other on-licence (0.001) 
Population 0.995** 0.997* .. 0.997** 

- -
* All off-I icence (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) 
Temporal lag of all I .0002** I .001 * I .00 I *** 1.00 I*** 1.0002 
police events (<0.001) (0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
SSAA * Licensed 0.986** 

- - - -
clubs (0.005) 
SSAA *Bars & 0.994* - - - -
night clubs (0.004) 
SSAA * Other on- 0.998 *** 

- - - -
licence (0.00 I) 
SSAA * All off- I .02 I ••• 1.039*** I .007*** 1.014 ... 1.01 o··· 

licence (0.003) (0.012) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) 

*** p<0.01; ** p<O.OS ; * p <O.I ; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded 

cells. 

The additional results (using the implementation date rather than the date of passing of the 

SSAA) provide similar evidence in terms of the changing relationships for off-licence outlets. 

However, they also provide suggestive evidence that the effect of bars and night clubs has 

become less positive (or more negative) after the implementation of the SSAA. However, 
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these results must be treated with some caution, as there are only two quarters of observations 

in the dataset occurring after the implementation of the SSAA. 

4. 4 Other models 

As noted earlier, we ran a number of other models to test whether there were: (I) 

discontinuities in the relationship between outlets and each dependent variable for the first 

outlet, i.e. whether the first outlet in a particular area has an outsized effect on the dependent 

variable; and (2) non-linear (in this case, quadratic) effects of alcohol outlets. There were no 

generalised results, although there is suggestive evidence that the effects of other on-licence 

outlets (restaurants, cafes, etc.) may be non-linear. We report the results in Appendix V. We 

do not include these results in the main report because we are concerned about the risk of 

overfitting in these models due to the inclusion of many (and potentially closely related) 

explanatory variables. 

The third objective of this project was to evaluate the direct and mediating effects of local 

alcohol policies on the relationships between alcohol outlet density and police activity. 

Unfortunately, due to a lack of data from the period after the first LAPs became operative (in 

20 14), we could not complete this evaluation. 

5. Conclusions 

This report investigated the relationships between alcohol outlets and social harms, usmg 

panel data for New Zealand for the period 2007-2014. Our approach in this report involves a 

number of advances over previous methods used to estimate these relationships. First, we 

make use of longitudinal panel data, which goes some way towards mitigating issues of 

spurious correlation. Second, we estimate models of counts rather than densities (per unit 

population, area, or road miles), which overcomes a theoretical issue that potentially 

undermines the robustness of earlier research. Third, we evaluate the mediating effects of 

population and social deprivation on the relationships. This provides a more defendable 

analysis of how the relationships between alcohol outlets and social harms vary spatially, 

since if the relationships vary by population and/or social deprivation, then their spatial 

variations can be more readily explained. 
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Our results are broadly similar to those from the earlier literature. However, the effects are 

generally much smaller in magnitude than those estimated in earlier research. For instance, 

Cameron et al. (2012d) estimated that an additional bar or night club was associated with 2.1 

additional violence events in 2008/09 in Manukau City. This represented an increase of about 

6 percent. Cameron et al. (20 16a) found that an additional bar or night club was associated 

with an additional 5.3 violence events per year, using data from 2006-2011 for the entire 

North Island. However, in this report we find that an additional bar or night club is associated 

with a statistically insignificant 0.5 percent higher incidence of violence events. The smaller 

magnitude of effects arises because the panel data allows us to control for unobserved 

characteristics of the areas that are associated with both additional crime, and the location of 

alcohol outlets. 

However, despite the generally smaller coefficients than earlier research, there are a number 

of commonalities. In particular, off-licence outlets appear to have a number of relationships 

with alcohol-related social harms. These relationships have generally been smaller in earlier 

New Zealand research, but in this work the coefficients are demonstrably larger for off

licence outlets than the for other outlet types. This may have arisen because of the shift from 

cross-sectional to longitudinal panel data (allowing the unobserved characteristics of areas to 

be controlled for in the model), or because ofthe inclusion of police activity within the model. 

In the case of the latter, the smaller coefficients on bars and night clubs may arise because 

police activity may concentrate in those areas, particularly at night and on weekends. 

Moreover, the relationship between outlets and social harm are mediated by population and 

social deprivation in a number of cases. ln other words, the relationship between outlets and 

social harm depends on the local context, and may differ between urban and rural areas, or 

between more-deprived and less-deprived areas. To generalise, social deprivation appears to 

be more of a mediating influence on the relationships for licensed clubs and other on-licence 

outlets (primarily restaurants and cafes), while population (a proxy for rural or urban location) 

appears to be more of a mediating influence on the relationships for bars and night clubs, and 

off-licence outlets. Further qualitative research may be necessary to understand why these 

mediating relationships exist. 

This research project set out to evaluate whether the relationships changed between the 

period before the implementation of the SSAA, and after. Our results show some suggestive 

evidence that the relationships between off-licence outlets and social harms have become 
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larger (more positive) since the passing of the SSAA. However, the short period of data 

available after the implementation of the SSAA meant that the statistical tests were under

powered to identify substantial and robust changes in these relationships. Future research 

should extend the panel dataset used in this report to evaluate this question, now that 

additional periods of data are available. 

It is worth noting some limitations of this research. While this report adds to the growing 

weight of literature in New Zealand showing significant relationships between alcohol outlets 

and measures of alcohol-related harm, and is among the first to apply panel data in this 

context, we are unable to definitively establish causality. Thus, we cannot say for certain that 

outlet density is the cause of the higher (or lower) numbers of police events or motor vehicle 

accidents in each CAU. Notwithstanding this concern, our results are broadly consistent with 

the past literature in that there are a number of statistically significant and positive 

relationships between alcohol outlets (of various types) and social harms. Our results are also 

consistent with a causal story that derives from availability theory, i.e. that greater availability 

of alcohol leads to increased consumption, which in turn leads to more social harms. 

Despite the limitations, this research adds to the weight of evidence that links alcohol outlets 

and social harms. The evidence demonstrates that, almost regardless of the method and 

measures employed, that alcohol outlets are correlated with harm. The continuing finding of 

significant positive relationships between alcohol outlets and social harms, but with 

variations in the strength of the correlations and without being able to definitively attribute 

the findings as cause-and-effect, recalls the early findings in the literature on smoking and 

cancer. A. Bradford Hill (1965) defined a number of criteria that he argued suggested that 

cause-and-effect could be inferred from a large number of correlational studies. The most 

important of the criteria suggestive of causal relationships were the strength of the 

relationship (or effect size) and the consistency of findings across different studies in 

different populations (or samples). While none of the extant research on alcohol outlets and 

social harms definitively demonstrates a causal link, the increasing consistency of these 

findings is becoming more and more suggestive that the location of alcohol outlets are 

causing social harms. 
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Appendix I - Police Event Categories 

Antisocial behaviour offences- includes Disorder; and Gaming offences 

Dishonesty offences - includes Burglary; Car conversion; Computer crime; Fraud; General 

Theft; Interference with cars; Receiving; Theft ex car; and Theft ex shop 

Drug and alcohol offences - includes Breach of local council liquor ban; Drugs (cannabis 

only) ; Drugs (not cannabis); and Liquor offences 

Property abuses- includes Animal cruelty; Firearms offences; Injures police dog; Littering; 

Postal/rail/fire service abuses; Telephone offenses; and Trespass 

Property damage- includes Arson ; Endangering/ interfering; and Wilful damage 

Sexual offences - includes Indecent videos; Rape; Sexual affronts; Sexual attacks; and 

Unlawful sex 

Violent offences (including family violence) - includes Child abuse; Crimes against personal 

pnvacy; Domestic violence; Grievous assaults; Harassment; Homicide; 

Intimidation/threats; Kidnapping and abduction; Minor assaults; Robbery; Serious 

assaults; and Unlawful assembly 

Note: The subcategories listed above are those that are used in the Police Communications 

and Resource Deployment (CARD) database. 
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Appendix II - Results of Tests of Equality of Coefficients between 

Alcohol Outlet Types (p-values) 

Table AI: Results of tests of equality of coefficients between alcohol outlet types (p-values) 

Antisocial Dishonesty 
Drug and 

Property Property Sexual 
Motor 

Test Violence alcohol vehicle 
behaviour offences 

offences 
abuses damage offences 

accidents 

Dual-licensed 
taverns vs . Bars 0.016** 0.00 ~ ··· 0.118 0.098* 0.258 0.221 0.750 0.987 
and night clubs 

Restaurants and 
cafes vs. 
Accommodation 0.420 0.353 0.026 •• o.oo5 *** 0.364 0.169 0.404 0.391 
and function 
centres 
Dual-licensed 
hotels vs. 
Accommodation 0.055 * 0.269 0.002··· 0.074* 0.007*** 0.232 0.162 o.o10 ** 
and function 
centres 

Dual-licensed 
restaurants vs. 

0.025 •• 0.010 •• 0.125 0.109 0.843 0.122 0.415 o.on* 
Restaurants and 
cafes 

Bottle stores vs. 
0.138 0.230 0.223 0.009*** 0.334 0.131 0.054 0.468 

supermarkets 

*** p<0.01; •• p<0.05; . p<0.1. 
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Appendix III - Full Model Results 

Table A2: Results- Antisocial behaviour events 

Modell Model II Model IT1 Model IV Model V 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
0.999 0.997 0.998 0.995 0.995 

(0.024) (0.011) (0.010) (0.009) (0.008) 
Bars and night 1.004 1.001 0.995* 0.997 1.004 ••• 

clubs (0.005) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) 

Other on-licence 
1.004 0.9998 0.999 0.998 0.997 

(0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) 

All off-licence 
1.016 1.006 1.018*** 1.012* 1.0 13*** 

(0.011) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.076 1.1 09*** 1.084*** 1.081 *** 1.221 *** 

(0.063) (0.028) (0.029) (0.027) (0.045) 
Population 0.994 0.993 *** 0.991 ** 0.990** 0.991 *** 
squared (0.005) (0.002) (0.005) (0.004) (0.002) 
Temporal lag of 

1.005*** 1.005*** 1.004 *** 1.003*** 
antisocial -

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (<0.001) 
behaviour events 
Population * Bars 1.002** 1.002** 

- - -
& night clubs (0.001) (0.001) 
Population * All 0.998* 0.999 - - -off-licence (0.001) (0.001) 
Temporal lag of 1.0005*** 1.00] ••• 

- - -all police events (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Spatial lag of 0.908** - - - -
licensed clubs (0.046) 
Spatial lag of 0.670*** 

- - - -
population (0.] ] 8) 

Second stage: 

Area (sq. km) 
-0.00 1*** 

- - - -
(<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
0.007*** - - - -
(<0.001) 

Proportion young 0.090*** 
- - - -

(15-24) males (0.020) 
*** p<O.O 1; ** p<0.05 ; * p<0.1 ; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded 

cells. 
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Table A3: Results- Dishonesty offence events 

Model I Modell! Modellii Model IV Model V 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
1.009 1.004 1.514 ••• 1.482*** 1.400** 

(0.019) (0.008) (0.136) (0.135) (0.132) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.996 0.996 0.996** 0.996** 0.999 

(0.006) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) 

Other on-licence 
1.002 0.998 0.998 0.997 0.997* 

(0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

All off-licence 
1.011 1.014*** 1.013*** 1.012*** 1.009 

(0.013) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.007) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.239*** 1.184 *** 1.197*** 1.198*** 1.158*** 
(0.062) (0.040) (0.037) (0.035) (0.036) 

Population squared 
0.990*** 0.989*** 0.988*** 0.988*** 0.992*** 
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Temporal lag of 1.004*** 1.004*** 1.003*** 1.003*** 
antisocial behaviour - (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
events 
Social deprivation * 0.9996*** 0.9996*** 0.9997** 

- -
Licensed clubs (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Temporal lag of all 1.0002*** 1.0002 - - -
police events (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Spatial lag of 1.082* - - - -
licensed clubs (0.046) 
Spatial lag of other 0.963 *** 

- - - -on-licence (0.013) 
Spatial lag of all off- 1.084* 
licence (0.045) 
Spatial lag of 1.419** 

- - - -population (0.162) 
Spatial lag of 0.971 ** 

- - - -population squared (0.015) 
Second stage: 

Area (sq. km) 
-0.0002*** - - - - (<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
0.004*** - - - -
(0.001) 

Prop01tion young 0.071 ••• 
- - - -

(15-24) males (0.0 15) 
• • *** p<0.01; * p<0.05; p<O.I; direct effects that are mediated by mteract10ns are m shaded 

cells . 
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Table A4: Results- Drug and alcohol offence events 

Model I Model II ModellJJ Model lV Model V 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
1.059 1.006 0.984 0.974 0.982 

(0.091) (0.040) (0.031) (0.024) (0.030) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.958* 0.976** 0.954*** 0.949*** 0.977** 
(0 .025) (0.011) (0.010) (0.007) (0.011) 

Other on-licence 
1.031 1.008* 1.011 * 1.0 16*** 1.005 

(0.0 13) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) 

All off-licence 
0.999 1.039* 1.1 04*** 1.063** 1.064*** 

(0.017) (0.022) (0.017) (0.025) (0.016)_ 

Population (OOOs) 
1.588*** 1.286*** 1.012 1.038 1.199** 
(0 .124) (0.072) (0.075) (0.066) (0.087) 

Population squared 
0.980*** 0.984*** 1.007 1.001 0.997 
(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) 

Temporal lag of 
1.009*** 1.009*** 1.007*** 1.007*** 

antisocial behaviour -
(0.001) (<0.001) (0.002) (0.002) 

events 
Population * Bars & 1.006*** 1.007*** 

- - -
night clubs (0.001) (0.001) 
Population * Other 0.999* 0.998*** 

- - -
on-licence (0.001) (0.00 I) 
Population * All off- 0.987*** 0.992** 0.995 * 

- -
licence (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) 
Temporal lag of all 1.00 I * 1.001 - - -
police events (0.001) (0.001) 
Spatial lag of 0.798** 
Licensed clubs (0.115) 
Spatial lag of Bars 0.941 *** - - - -
& night clubs (0.023) 
Second stage: 

Area (sq. km) 
-0.0001 ** 

- - - -
(<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
o.oo5*** 

- - - -
(0.001) 

Proportion young 0.033** 
- - - -

(15-24) males (0.017) 
*** p<O.O I; •• p<0.05 ; * p<O.I; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded 

cells. 
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Table AS: Results- Property abuse events 

Modell Model ll Model III Model IV Model V 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
1.006 0.997 0.998 0.997 0.996 

(0.021) (0.0 17) (0.016) (0.0 15) (0.015) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.998 0.998 0.990*** 0.992··· 0.992**• 

(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) 

Other on-licence 
1.002 1.002 1.002 0.999 0.999 

(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 

All off-licence 
1.007 1.003 1.016** 1.002 1.006 

(0.007) (0.005) (0.008) (0.009) (0.005) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.071 1.055 1.048 1.075 1.077 

(0.075) (0.064) (0.074) (0.050) (0.051) 

Population squared 
0.998 0.999 0.996 0.991 *** 0.991 *** 

(0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) 
Temporal lag of 1.01 o··· 1.010*** 1.007*** 1.007*** 
antisocial behaviour - (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
events 
Population * Bars & 1.002*** 1.002*** 1.002*** 

- -
night clubs (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Population * All off- 0.998** 1.0003 - - -
licence (0.001) (0.001) 
Temporal lag of all 1.00 I*** 1.00 I*** 

- - -
police events (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Spatial lag of Bars 0.970** - - - -
& night clubs (0.014) 
Second sta~e : 

Area (sq. km) -0.00004 - - - -
(<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
0.006*** 

- - - -
(0.001) 

Proportion young o.o5o··· 
- - - -

(15-24) males (0.012) 
••• p<0.01 ; •• p<0.05 ; • p<O.I ; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded 

cells. 
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Table A6: Results- Property damage events 

Model 1 Model II Modellil Model IV Model V 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
1.019 0.993 0.992 0.995 0.995 

(0.015) (0.009) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.994 0.996 0.991 ** 0.991 *** 0.991 *** 

(0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) 

Other on-licence 
1.003 1.001 0.9998 0.997** 0.997** 

(0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) 

All off-licence 
1.019 1.005 1.025*** 1.015* 1.015* 

(0.011) (0.007) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.163 1.089 1.048 1.074 1.074 

(0.062) (0 .052) (0.054) (0.044) (0.044) 

Population squared 
0.995 0.999 1.003 0.999 0.999 

(0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) 
Temporal lag of 

1.014 1.014*** 1.0 11 *** 1.0 II *** 
antisocial behaviour -

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
events 
Population *Bars & 1.001 *** 1.00 ] ** 1.00 ] ** 

- -
night clubs (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Population * All off- 0.996*** 0.998** 0.998** 

- -
licence (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 
Temporal lag of all 1.00 I*** 1.001 *** 

- - -
police events (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Second stage: 

Area (sq. km) 
-0.0003 *** 

- - - - (<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
o.oo5 *** 

- - - -
(0.001) 

Proportion young 0.047*** 
- - - -(15-24) males (0.012) 

*** p <0.01; ** p<0.05 ; * p <0.1; direct effects that are medtated by mteractions are in shaded 

cells. 
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Table A 7: Results- Sexual offence events 

Modell Mode! II Model JlJ Model IV Model V 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
0.994 0.985 1.876*** 1.593* 1.757** 

(0.019) (0.019) (0.237) (0.262) (0.246) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.987*** 0.987*** 0.987*** 0.988*** 0.987*** 
(0.004) (0 .004) (0 .004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Other on-licence 
] .005 1.005 1.004 1.001 1.002 

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) 

All off-licence 
] .020 1.019 1.016 1.0 17* 1.0 19** 

(0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.009) (0.008) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.133 1.137 1.145 1.127 1.097 

(0.162) (0.161) (0 .153) (0.139) (0.129) 

Population squared 
0.991 0.991 0.990 0.991 0.994 

(0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) 
Temporal lag of 

1.008* 1.008* 1.002 1.002 
antisocial behaviour -

(0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) 
events 
Social deprivation * 0.999*** 0.9995* 0.999** - -
Licensed clubs (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Temporal lag of all 1.00 I ** 1.001 ** 

- - -
police events (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Spatial lag of 0.787* 

- - - -
Licensed clubs (0.124) 
Spatial lag of Bars 0.899*** 

- - - -
& night clubs (0.039) 
Spatial lag of All 1.118** 

- - - -
off-licence (0.049) 
Spatial lag of 1.755 ** 

- - - -
population (0.277) 
Spatial lag of 0.950* - - - -
population squared (0.028) 
Second stage: 

Area (sq. km) 
-0.0003 *** 

- - - -
(<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
0.004 *** 

- - - -
(<0.001) 

Proportion young 0.016 - - - -(15-24) males (0.017) 
** • *** p <0.01 ; p<0.05; p<O.I; direct effects that are mediated by mteract10ns are 111 shaded 

cells. 
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Table AS: Results- Motor vehicle accidents 

Model I Model II Model lJJ Model IV Model V 

First stage: 

Licensed clubs 
1.003 1.004 1.003 1.001 1.005 

(0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.0 17) (0.017) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.992 0.992 0.992 0.993 0.993 

(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Other on-licence 
1.006*** 1.006*** 0.916** 0.91 8** 0.918** 
(0.002) (0.002) (0.039) (0.041) (0.041) 

All off-licence 
1.014** 1.014** 1.028*** 1.026*** 1.026*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.312*** 1.313*** 1.287*** 1.281 *** 1.281 *** 
(0.071) (0.072) (0.087) (0.075) (0.075) 

Population squared 
0.988*** 0.988*** 0.993 0.992* 0.992* 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) 

Temporal lag of 
0.999 0.999 

0.999 0.999 
antisocial behaviour -

(0.002) (0.002) 
(0.002) (0.002) 

events 
Social deprivation * 1.0001 •• 1.0001 ** 1.0001 ** 

- -
Other on-licence (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Population *All off- 0.997*** 0.997** 0.997** - -licence (0.001) (0.001) (0.00 I) 
Temporal lag of all 1.0002 1.0002 - - -
police events (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Second sta~e: 

Area (sq. km) 
0.00 I *** 

- - - -
(<0.001) 

Social deprivation 
-0.0003 - - - -
(<0.001) 

Proportion young 0.062*** 
- - - -

(15-24) males (0.01 0) 
*** p<O.O 1; ** p<0.05; * p<O.I; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded 

cells. 
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Appendix IV - Additional Model Results 

Table A9: Results- Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act implementation (Model IV plus SSAA 
interactions) 

Dependent variable 
Dishonesty Drug and alcohol 

Property damage 
Motor vehicle 

offences offences accidents 

Licensed clubs 
1.433*** 0.964 0.992 0.999 
(0.133) (0.025) (0.009) (0.016) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.997* 0.949*** 0.989*** 0.993 
(0.002) (0.009) (0.002) (0.008) 

Other on-licence 
0.998 1.016*** 0.997** 0.926* 

(0.002) (0.004) (0.00 I) (0.044) 

All off-licence 
1.0 10* 1.069*** 1.015* 1.022** 

(0.005) (0.023) (0.008) (0.009) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.192*** 1.066 1.074 1.273*** 
(0.035) (0.070) (0.044) (0.072) 

Population squared 
0.989*** 0.995 0.999 0.993 
(0.00 I) (0.007) (0.003) (0.004) 

Temporal lag of 1.003*** 1.007*** 1.01 o··· 0.999 
dependent variable (<0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) 
Social deprivation 0.9997** 

- - -* Licensed clubs (<0.001) 
Social deprivation 1.000 ]* 

- - -* Other on-licence (<0.001) 
Population * Bars & 1.007*** 1.002*** 

- -
night clubs (0.001) (0.001) 
Population 0.998*** 

- - -* Other on-licence (0.001) 
Population 0.990** 0.997** 0.998* 

-* All off-licence (0.004) (0.001) (0.001) 
Temporal lag of all 1.0003 ** 1.00 1* 1.00 1*** 1.0002 
police events (<0.001) (0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
SSAA 13 * Licensed 

- - - -
clubs 
SSAA 13 * Bars & 0.994*** 0.990* 0.994** 0.996*** 

night clubs (0.001) (0.005) (0.003) (0.001) 
SSAA 13 * Other on- - - - -
licence 
SSAA 13 * All off- 1.0 11 *** 1.041 *** 1.017** 

-
licence (0.003) (0.016) (0.007) 

• *** p <O.Ol; ** p <0.05; p <O.l; 'SSAA 13' IS a dummy vanable equal to one for quarters 

sta1ting after 18 December 20 13; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded 

cells. 
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Appendix V - Additional Model Results 

Table Al 0: Results- Models including discontinuities for the first outlet of a given type 
(Mode! IV plus interactions) 

Dishonesty 
Drug and 

Property Sexual Dependent variable alcohol 
offences 

offences 
abuses offences 

Licensed clubs 
1.473*** 0.974 0.997 1.613* 
(0.136) (0.024) (0.0 15) (0.267) 

Bars and night clubs 
0.996** 0.949*** 0.993*** 0.989*** 
(0.002) (0.007) (0.003) (0.003) 

Other on-licence 0.997 1.017··· 0.999 1.001 
(0.002) (0.004) (0.001) (0.004) 

All off-licence 
1.013*** 1.062** 0.998 1.0 17* 
(0.005) (0.025) (0.008) (0.009) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.202*** 1.042 1.077 1.136 
(0.035) (0.066) (0.050) (0.137) 

Population squared 
0.988*** 1.001 0.990*** 0.990 
(0.002) (0.006) (0.002) (0.007) 

Temporal lag of 1.003*** 1.007*** 1.007*** 1.002 
dependent variable (<0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) 
Social deprivation 0.9996*** 0.9995** - -* Licensed clubs (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Population 1.007*** 1.002*** 

- -* Bars & night clubs (0.001) (<0.00 I) 
Population 0.997* ** 

- - -* Other on-licence (0.001) 
Population 0.992** 1.001 - -* All off-licence (0.004) (0.001) 
Temporal lag of all 1.0002** 1.00 I * 1.001 *** 1.00 I ** 
police events (<0.001) (0.001) (<0.00 I) (<0.001) 
Zero * Bars & night 1.091 * 

- - -
clubs (0.051) 

Zero * Other on-licence 
1.114** 1.048** 

-
(0.044) (0.022) 

-

Zero * All off-licence 
1.030* 0.951 ** 

(0.017) 
-

(0.020) 
-

*** p <0.01; •• p<0.05; * p<O.I ; 'Zero ' is a dummy variable equal to one if there are no outlets 

of a given type in the CAU; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded cells. 
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Table All: Results- Models including non-linearities for outlet variables (Model IV plus 
quadratic terms) 

Violent Dishonesty Prope11y Sexual 
Motor 

Dependent variable vehicle 
offences offences damage offences 

accidents 

Licensed clubs 
1.237 1.509··· 0.998 1.595* 1.0001 

(0.130) (0.130) (0.01 0) (0.270) (0.016) 
Bars and night 1.005* 0.997** o.99o··· 0.989*** 1.014 
clubs (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0 .003) (0.013) 
Bars and night 0.9998** 

- - - -
clubs squared (<0.001) 

Other on-licence 
0.946*** 1.003 1.008*** 1.008 0.917** 
(0.01 6) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.040) 

Other on-licence 0.99998* 0.99997** 0.9999*** 0.99996* 
-

squared (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 

All off-licence 
1.007* 1.013 •• 1.022** 1.017* 1.033 *** 

(0.004) (0.005) (0.009) (0.009) (0 .009) 

Population (OOOs) 
1.285 *** 1.198*** 1.071 1.123 1.237*** 

(0.054) (0.034) (0.045) (0.134) (0.067) 

Population squared 
0.984*** 0.988*** 0.999 0.991 0.995 
(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.007) (0.004) 

Temporal lag of 1.005*** 1.003 *** 1.01 o··· 1.002 0.999 
dependent variable (0.001) (<0.001) (0.001) (0.004) (0.002) 
Social deprivation 0.9996*** 0.9995* 0.999** 

- -* Licensed clubs (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
Social deprivation 1.0001 ** 

- - - -* Other on-licence (<0.001) 
Population 0.993 * 

- - - -* Licensed clubs (0.004) 
Population * Bars 1.002** 

- - - -
& night clubs (0.001) 
Population 0.995 ** 0.997*** 0.996*** 

- -* All off-licence (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) 
Temporal lag of all 1.001 *** 1.0003** 1.00 1*** 1.001 ** 1.0002 
police events (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) 
* ** p<0.01 ; •• p<0.05 ; • p<0.1 ; 'Zero ' IS a dummy vanable equal to one 1fthere are no outlets 

of a given type in the CAU ; direct effects that are mediated by interactions are in shaded cells. 
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Appendix VI - List of Errata 

Corrections to text 

• Added some page numbers when referring to some tables or figures in text. 

• Pg 21 , corrected reference to section 4.3 to 4.4 . 

• Pg 22, 2nd paragraph, corrected ' other off-licence outlets ' and ' other off-licence 

outlets (e.g supermarkets and grocery stores)' to ' off-licence outlets ' . 

• Changed Footnote 15 (pg 28). 

• Pg 30, 2nd paragraph, corrected ' below' social deprivation score of 1025 to ' above '. 

• Pg 30, 3rd paragraph, corrected text referring to Figure 10 to ' ... although despite 

downward sloping relationships it is statistically insignificant for both low and high 

population areas ' . 

Corrections to Tables 

• Table 1 (pg 10), corrected misspelling of licenced and licensed. 

• Corrected Table 6 (pg 36), 4111 column (headed Licensed clubs) for sexual offences to 

' Positive, Negative, Positive, Negative ' from 'NS, NS, Negative, Negative ' . 

• Minor corrections to some of the model V numbers so they are consistent between 

Table 5 (pg 31) and Appendix Ill Tables A2-A8 (pg 49-55) . There were also two 

instances in Table 5 where the level of statistical significance was incorrectly reported 

as p<0.05 rather than p<O.I 0 (Drug and alcohol offences, population*all off-licences; 

Dishonesty offences, spatial lag of licensed clubs) and one instance where a result in 

Appendix 111 Table A4 (Drug and alcohol offences, population*all off-licence) was 

incorrectly indicated as not statistically significant. 
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PART I: OVERVIEW, DECISION APPEALED, ISSUES AND SUMMARY OF 

FINDINGS 

Overview 

[1] Following the passing of the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 (the Act), 

applications for, or renewals of, alcohol licences fall to be determined in accordance 

with the provisions of the Act. lmpo1tantly, for present purposes, alcohol sales in a 

supermarket or grocery store are now circumscribed as to location. All licence 

applications and licence renewals for supermarkets and grocery stores must be 

subject to a single-area condition which limits the display and promotion of alcohol 

to a certain area or areas within the premises (up to a maximum of three sub-areas). 

This new compulsory condition for all supermarket and grocery store licences was 

introduced for the stated purpose set out in s 112(1) of the Act: 

.. . to limit (so far as is reasonably practicable) the exposure of shoppers in 
supermarkets and grocery stores to displays and promotions of alcohol , and 
advertisements for alcohol. 

[2] Both the first respondent, J & G Vaudrey Limited (Yaudrey), and the second 

respondent, Bond Markets Limited (Bond), applied to the Christchurch District 

Licensing Committee (CDLC) for alcohol off-licenses for their respective 

supermarkets, South City New World (South City) and Bishopdale New World 

(Bishopdale). Vaudrey, as the owner and operator of South City, and Bond, as the 

owner and operator of Bishopdale, operate their supermarkets under franchise 

agreements with Foodstuffs South Island Limited (Foodstuffs). 

[3] The Vaudrey application was unopposed at the time of determination. The 

CDLC therefore proceeded to determine that application on the papers. However, in 

granting the application, it excluded from the application a wine display cabinet at 

one end of the wine display shelves, because it was considered to be in contravention 

of the purpose of such an area, as described in s I I 2( I) of the Act. 

[4] The Bond application was opposed. Following a hearing, at which several 

different options were discussed, the CDLC released its decision, imposing a single-
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area alcohol condition that was said to be a compromise between the proposal Bond 

had advanced and the concerns raised by the other submitters. 

[5] Both pmties appealed to the Alcohol Regulatory and Licensing Authority (the 

Authority) against the respective decisions insofar as they related to the description 

of the single alcohol area. 1 The appeals were allowed. The appellant, the 

Christchurch Medical Officer of Health (the MOH), now appeals against the 

decisions of the Authority. 

[6] For the reasons that follow I have formed the view that the appeal must be 

allowed. The issues in contest here are outlined below at [12]. I summarise my 

findings at [13]. Pa1t II of this judgment contains the framework against which this 

appeal must be determined. Part 111 outlines the detailed reasons underpinning the 

summary, with Part N setting out the overall outcome, orders and addressing the 

issue of costs. 

The Authority allows the appeals 

[7] The Authority allowed both appeals from the CLDC. It says it would have 

done so on the basis of natural justice alone.2 The Authority was of the view that the 

CDLC breached the requirements of natural justice by making a decision which was 

not founded in evidence. The Authority found that, in coming up with its own 

proposal, the CDLC necessarily depmted from all submitted proposals and this was 

wrong.3 

[8] This was not dispositive of the case, however. The Authority formed the 

view that its only powers under s 158 of the Act were to confirm, modify, or reverse 

the decision under appeal. 4 It considered the only appropriate course was to modify 

the decision, which required an examination of the legislation bearing upon single 

alcohol areas.5 The contest between the parties was set out by the Authority in this 

way: 

J & C Vaudrey Ltd v Christchurch District Licensing Inspector [2015] NZARLA PH64- 65 . 
At [9]- [1 3]. 
At [1 3]. 
At[l4]. 
At [15]. 
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[22] The supermarkets have argued that the effect of the sections is that 
provided the proposed Single Alcohol Area constitutes a single area and is 
not situated on the most direct pedestrian route between either the entrance 
of the premises or its general point of sale (on the one hand) and the main 
body of the premises (on the other hand), the alcohol area may be located 
anywhere in the premises and no conditions pertaining to its location or 
displays, promotions or advertisements may be imposed. 

[23] The rep01ting agencies say that a DLC may impose such conditions 
as to the location, displays and promotions in a Single Alcohol Area as will 
enable compliance with the purpose of the sections, viz the limitation of the 
exposure of shoppers to displays, promotions and advertisements of alcohol 
(s 112( 1 )) and as will achieve the purpose of the Act (s 3) and its object (s 4 ). 
The Police have submitted "the main body of the premises" can mean any 
part of the main body of the premises. 

[9] In resolving this interpretative deadlock, the Authority systematically 

addressed the issues under various heads: 

(a) Section 112: section 112 of the Act (described in part at [I] above) 

explains the rationale underpinning ss 112-114 by seeking to I imit 

alcohol exposure, by reducing exposure to displays , promotions and 

advet1isements relating to alcohol , but only so far as is reasonable 

practicable. The only conditions which may be imposed under s 112 

relate to the location of the single alcohol area and its composition. 

According to the Authority, there is nothing in ss 112-114 authorising 

the imposition of conditions not specifically mentioned in those 

sections. The discussion is concluded as follows: 

. . . If the interpretation of the reporting agencies [the Police, 
a District Licensing Inspector and the Medical Officer of 
Health] is correct, then, for example, instead of containing 
the specific prohibitions as to the location of Single Alcohol 
Areas in s 113(5) of the Act, the section would simply have 
prevented the location of Single Alcohol Areas in any place 
that contravened s 112( 1) of the A ct. 

(b) Section 113: though s 113( I) requires regard to be had to s 112(1) of 

the Act, " it does not go so far as to authorise conditions outside the 

specific provisions of the sections" . The section goes on to explain 

how a single alcohol area is to be described (it may be divided into 

two or three sub-areas and the perimeter may not pass through the 

proposed location of any display units) . 
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(c) Section 113(5) : this subsection is said to have created " most ofthe 

debate" . lt provides that a District Licensing Committee or the 

Authority may only describe a single alcohol area if it is a single area. 

Further, the area may not contain all or part of the most direct 

pedestrian route between the entry and the main body of the premises, 

nor may it be on the most direct pedestrian route between the main 

body of the premises and any general point of sale. However, the 

main body of the premises cannot, necessarily, mean the entirety of 

the premises. What constitutes the main body is a matter of degree 

and involves the sort of judgment that a District Licensing Committee 

or the Authority must exercise when performing its functions. The 

corollary of this is that the role of the District Licensing Committee or 

the Authority is not necessarily a rubber stamping exercise. 

Nevertheless, the effect of s 113(5) is that a single alcohol area can be 

anywhere in the premises except in the prohibited areas. 

This conclusion was reached upon an interpretation of the text of 

s 113 and its purpose, but also for the following reasons: 

(i) the role of the CDLC is to decide the application before it. 

Namely, to accept or reject it. No conditions can be imposed 

which would make it an altogether different application; 

(ii) if an application does not comply with s 113(5) the CDLC is 

unable to grant the application; 

(iii) the limit on exposing shoppers to alcohol displays and 

promotions m s 112( I) only extends to " reasonably 

practicable" measures, which is far from absolute; and 

(iv) only the applicant 's plan is that which may or may not be 

described by the CDLC. 
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[1 0] Having set out its interpretation of the general scheme of the Act, the 

Authority interpolated several further matters. First, it turned to the role of s I 07 of 

the Act, which enables the refusal of an application even if there are no objections 

and the application is unopposed. The Authority considered this jurisdiction needs to 

be deployed "very cautiously", with the CDLC being obliged to consider an 

application on the evidence before it. Usually where an application is not objected to 

and unopposed, the application will be determined on the papers. 

[II] ln terms of Vaudrey's defined appeal , the Authority concluded that the CDLC 

had no jurisdiction to delete the display unit from the single alcohol area, not being a 

condition that is able to be imposed pursuant to ss 112-114 of the Act. It concluded 

there was no evidential basis to impose the condition. As to Bond 's defined appeal , 

the Authority found the CDLC erred in law when describing the single alcohol area 

as an area other than that which the applicant had submitted. The Authority 

concluded by allowing both appeals. 

Issues for resolution on appeal 

[12] The issues here, as best as I can tell , require me to resolve the following: 

(a) The nature of a District Licensing Committee 's role upon receipt of a 

licence application or licence renewal. In considering this question I 

will consider: 

(i) the obligations incumbent on the District Licensing Committee 

upon receipt of an application. In patticular: 

(A) whether the District Licensing Committee is required , 

in accordance with s 112(1 ), to only approve a single 

alcohol area that limits so far as reasonabl y practicable 

the exposure of shoppers to display, promotion and 

advertising of alcohol; or 

(B) whether the role ofthe District Licensing Committee is 

limited to ensuring that an application for a licence 
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complies with the requirements of s 113(5). 

(ii) whether a District Licensing Committee is able to impose 

conditions, additional to the description of the single alcohol 

area, which relate to the manner of display, promotion or 

advertising of alcohol within the single alcohol area, in order 

to achieve the purpose as described in s 112(1 ). 

(iii) the role of the District Licensing Committee when it considers 

a plan proposed by the applicant does not comply with the 

requirements of the Act. In particular: 

(A) IS its function binary in the sense it is limited to 

accepting or rejecting the plan proposed by the 

applicant; or 

(B) is it able to consider the plan submitted, together with 

alternative plans and submissions by other pm1ies, and 

recommend an alternative plan which achieves the 

purpose as stated in s 112( I); 

(b) The relevance and application of the requirements of natural justice 

when a District Licensing Committee is considering an application. 

In particular: 

(i) whether it is precluded from reaching a conclusion, or forming 

a view, which represents a synthesis or compromise between 

submissions made as to the most appropriate plan; and 

(ii) depending on the answer to the first sub-issue, whether an 

established breach of natural justice inevitably leads to a 

successful appeal , or whether it simply requires a merits-based 

assessment of the competing positions. 
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Summary of findings 

[ 13] In this section I summarise and draw together the findings made regarding 

the various issues addressed in this judgment. These have led me clearly to the 

conclusion that the appeal must be allowed. The relief stemming from this finding is 

that the decision of the Authority is to be quashed and remitted back to it for 

reconsideration in I ight of this judgment. 

[14] In particular I have found: 

(a) The role of the District Licensing Committee and the Authority (the 

relevant body) upon receipt of an application for licensing or re

licensing is an evaluative one, requiring the decision maker to make a 

merits-based determination of the application. 

(b) In considering an application, the relevant body is fundamentally 

required to assess whether a licence ought to issue. In so doing, it 

must: 

(i) consider any objections made by persons who have a greater 

interest in the application than the public generally; 

(ii) consider any opposition filed by the constable in charge of the 

Police station nearest to where the application is filed , a 

District Licensing Inspector, and the Medical Officer of 

Health ; 

(iii ) have regard to the criteria stipulated in s 105 of the Act (for 

present purposes including the design and layout of the 

premises) ; and 

(iv) finally cross-check whether the application is capable of 

meeting the object of the Act. 
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(c) For the purpose of an off-licence application, the relevant body must 

impose the conditions specified ins 116(2) ofthe Act. 

(d) In the case of an application for an off-licence which is also a 

supermarket or grocery store, the relevant body must impose a single 

area condition if it grants a licence. This entails an evaluative 

exercise requiring the relevant body to: 

(i) be satisfied that the proposed area is a single area; 

(ii) be satisfied that the proposed area complies with s 113(5)(b); 

(iii) consider whether the proposed plan limits, so far as is 

reasonably practicable, the exposure of shoppers to displays 

and promotions of alcohol and advertisements for alcohol; 

In undettaking this evaluative exerctse, it is the role of the 

District Licensing Committee or the Authority concerned (not 

of the applicant) to describe the single alcohol area. Thus, the 

relevant body is not limited to simply accepting or rejecting 

the plan put forward by the applicant. Rather, the relevant 

body must describe an area which it considers complies with 

the above criteria after hearing evidence and submissions from 

all relevant parties. 

(e) There is no ability under ss 112-114 of the Act to impose general 

conditions (but that power is to be found in s 117). 

(f) The relevant body may impose any or all of the conditions stipulated 

ins 116(1). 

(g) The relevant body has a discretion to impose any further conditions 

which are reasonable and that are "not inconsistent" with the Act. In 

deciding whether to tmpose such conditions, the relevant 

considerations are these: 
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(i) the relevant body must have identified a risk which it seeks to 

abate, or a benefit which it seeks to secure; 

(ii) that risk or benefit must be consistent with the purpose and 

object of the Act, and not inconsistent with the Act in its 

entirety; 

(iii) the relevant body must direct itself as to all relevant 

circumstances; 

(iv) it must then weigh the risk to be abated, or benefit to be 

secured, against the relevant circumstances as identified; 

(v) the condition must be a proportionate response; 

(vi) an absolute prohibition would not ordinarily be reasonable, nor 

a condition which secured a benefit or abated a disbenefit only 

marginally; equally, a condition may not be absurd, ridiculous, 

patently unjustifiable, extreme or excessive; and 

(vii) ultimately whether a condition is reasonable will depend on an 

objective assessment of whether there is a rational and 

proportionate connection, between the identified risk or 

benefit, when weighed against all relevant considerations. 

(h) The ability to refuse an application under s 107 is not a departure from 

the statutory regime- it is explicitly patt of that regime. In each case 

the relevant body must come to a merits-based decision on the 

application as benchmarked against the factors in s 105. Equally, a 

public hearing is not a fundamental pre-requisite to the deployment of 

the power to refuse contained ins 107. 

[ 15] In addition, it is my finding that the principles of natural justice which have 

application to hearings before a relevant body are these: 
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(a) the applicant (and any objectors or opposing parties) must be afforded 

an oppottunity to be heard; 

(b) it is through being furnished with the ability to present a case, and 

produce evidence, that the primary requirements of natural justice are 

fulfilled ; 

(c) there is no general obligation upon a decision maker to either disclose 

what they are minded to decide, or produce a draft copy of the 

decision, prior to actually deciding; 

(d) the three most impottant points are that the decision made: 

(i) has a proper evidential foundation ; 

(ii) is only made in reliance upon the evidence legitimately before 

the relevant body; and 

(iii) where the relevant body wishes to take into account further 

and fresh evidence, it reverts to the applicant to ensure he or 

she has an opportunity to comment; 

(e) where an applicant (or other patty) is dissatisfied with a decision, the 

most appropriate avenue of recourse is via statutory appeal rights; 

(f) there is a narrow basis upon which it may be necessary to provide an 

applicant a further oppottunity to be heard , namely where the course 

proposed to be adopted by the relevant body does not have an 

appropriate evidential foundation. The applicant must be able to 

apprise itself of all relevant matters, and the consequences of the 

proposed decision- it is anticipated this will not be common. 

[16] Beyond these pnmary findings , I have also reached the following 

conclusions: 
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(a) The requirement m the Act to "have regard to" compnses the 

following considerations: 

(i) "have regard to" bears its ordinary meaning; 

(ii) the decision maker must actively and thoughtfully consider the 

relevant matters; 

(iii) to do so requires the decision maker to correctly understand 

the matters to which he or she is having regard ; 

(iv) the weight to be given to such matters is generally within the 

discretion of the decision maker; and 

(v) there will be cases where the matter(s) to which the decision 

maker is required to have regard are so fundamental or critical 

that they assume an elevated mantle - s 112( 1) is an example 

of an elevated consideration. 

(b) The term " limit" in the Act has its ordinary dictionary meaning, and is 

not capable of being interpreted as including a limitation so extensive 

that nothing remains. 

(c) The standard of "so far as is reasonably practicable" specified in the 

Act comprises the following considerations: 

(i) the requirement is not absolute ; 

(ii) the physical possibility or feasibility of a task or course of 

action is not synonymous with reasonable practicability; 

(iii) asce1taining what is reasonably practicable entails a balancing 

exercise between the benefit sought to be secured and the 

sacrifices that would be occasioned by securing that benefit 

(such as cost, time, difficulty, inconvenience); 
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(iv) the assessment is to proceed on the basis of information known 

at the time the decision is made; and 

(v) the meaning of " reasonably practicable" is not static- it will 

respond to the context in which it is used. 

PART II: THE FRAMEWORK FOR DETERMINATION 

Appeal jurisdiction 

[17] This is an appeal pursuant to s 162 of the Act. It is limited to points of law 

alone. This Court will not interfere with a decision unless it can be shown that the 

decision maker erred in law, accounted for irrelevant matters, failed to account for 

relevant matters, or was plainly wrong.6 Factual challenges, whether raised squarely 

or obliquely, will not be entertained on appeals of this kind, save to the extent they 

are capable of establishing that the decision appealed is plainly wrong. This is 

necessarily a very high threshold. 

[ 18] Somewhat of a side-issue has arisen as to this Court's powers (and also those 

of the Authority) when determining an appeal. Section 161(7) states: 7 

On hearing the appeal, the High Court may confirm, modify, or reverse the 
decision appealed against, and the decision of the court is final and binding 
on all parties. 

[19] There has been some debate as to whether these appeal powers permit an 

interpretation which includes an ability to remit the matter back for determination. 

The Authority was of the clear view that there was no such power. There is authority 

evincing a contrary view in relation to s 138(11) of the Sale of Liquor Act 1989, 

which is materially identical to the above provision. 

BIJISOn v Three Fool Six Lid [2005] NZSC 34, [2005] 3 NZLR 721 at [19)- [28) ; Vodafone New 
Zealand Lid v Telecom New Zealand Lid [20 II] NZSC 138, [20 12) 3 NZLR 153 at [50]- [ 58). 
The relevant provision applying to appeals to the Authority, which is identical for all intents and 
purposes, is contained in s 158. This provides : "On hearing an appeal , the licensing authority 
may confirm, modify, or reverse the decision under appeal" . 
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[20] Blanchard J left the question undecided in Chef and Brewer Bar and Cafe Ltd 

v Police. 8 In Cats Nightclub (1991) Ltd v Police, Panckhurst J doubted whether 

s 138( 11) conferred jurisdiction upon an appellate Co lilt to direct a rehearing, 

praying in aid the judgment of Blanchard J in Chef and Brewer Bar and Cafe Ltd v 

Police .9 But in Triveni Puri Ltd v Commissioner of Police , K6s J commented that 

" [a]lthough there is no express power in s 138(11) to remit proceedings back to the 

Authority, 1 am satisfied that such power exists as a matter of necessary implication 

in the provision". 10 

[21] Most on point is the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Director-General of 

Social Welfare v W. 11 Jn that case the interpretation of s 12M(7) of the Social 

Security Act 1964 was in contest, which terms were materially the same as those in 

the present case. The Court of Appeal relevantly commented : 12 

In our view the term "reverse" appearing in s 12M(7) includes "revoke" . 
One of the meanings of "reverse" noted in the Concise Oxford Dictionary is 
" revoke or annul". More pat1icularly, given the Authority 's status, by virtue 
of s 121 (I) as a ') udicial authority", we observe that in a legal context of 
appellate or reviewing powers, "reverse" has the included meaning. Jowitt's 
Dictionary of English Law (2nd ed, 1977), vol 2 defines "reverse" as "to 
undo, repeal or make void. A judgment is said to be reversed when it is set 
aside by a cow1 of appeal." Black's Law Dictionary (7th ed, 1999) defines 
"reversal" as " I. An appellate court's overturning of a lower coutt's 
decision." The Dictionary of Canadian Law ( 1991) defines "reverse" as "to 
make void, repeal or undo. A judgment is reversed when a cout1 of appeal 
sets it aside." 

... there may well be situations where a decision should not stand but should 
be reheard in the light of directions .. . 

In our opinion the Authority may confirm a decision under appeal , or modify 
it, or reverse it by turning it round, or reverse it in the sense of revoking it 
either with or without a direction for rehearing. But it must do one of those 
things. It cannot simply dismiss without passing on the correctness or 
otherwise wholly or in pat1 of the decision appealed against. 

[22] I would therefore dispose of this issue by holding that inherent in the concept 

of reversal is the ability to revoke or nullify a decision under appeal. A natural 

9 

10 

II 

12 

Chef and Brewer Bar and Cafe Ltd v Police [1995] NZAR 158 (HC) at 167. 
Cats Nightclub (1991) Ltd v Police [1997] NZAR 83 (HC) at 89. 
Triveni Puri Ltd v Commissioner of Police [20 12] NZHC 2913, [20 13] NZAR 88 at [38]. 
Director-Genera/ of Social We(fare v W [2005] NZAR 258 (CA). 
At [ 19]-[22]. I note that s 12M(8) of the Social Security Act 1964 did provide for an ability to 
rehear, but my reading of the case is such that this does not derogate from the conclusion I have 
reached in light of the Cowt of Appeal 's general process of reasoning. 
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corollary of this is that there is the power to refer back for rehearing should the 

appellate body consider that necessary (it will also ordinarily have power to hear 

further evidence on appeal). This conclusion, in my view, applies as much to 

appeals to the Authority as it does to appeals to this Court. 

[23] Had I not disposed of this matter on the above ground, there are two fwther 

possible bases upon which power to remit might arise. The first is by residual 

application of part 20 of the High Court Rules.13 The second is the inherent 

jurisdiction of this Court. Though I need not discuss the matter in any detail , it 

seems to me that the ability to remit a decision back for a rehearing or 

reconsideration is a fundamental component of an appellate Court 's role in fulfilling 

itself as an appellate Court. 

[24] I therefore conclude the ability to "confirm, modify, or reverse" a decision 

appealed against outlined in s 161 (7) of the Act includes the power to nullify the 

decision altogether, which then triggers the ability to refer the matter back to the 

Coutt under appeal for reconsideration . Had I not reached this conclusion on this 

basis, I would have nonetheless reached the same view on the basis of the inherent 

powers of the Coutt on appeal (as K6s J concluded in Triveni Puri Ltd v 

Commissioner of Police) or perhaps on the basis of the High Court Rules to the 

extent they remain applicable. 

The role of a DLC in relation to the single area condition when licensing or 
relicensing 

Statutory interpretation 

[25] This appeal involves as a central issue the construction and application of 

ss 112 to 115 and 117 of the Act. Necessarily this engages basic principles of 

statutory interpretation which are atticulated in s 5 of the Interpretation Act 1999. A 

statute must be interpreted in accordance with the text and in light of its purpose. 

Both text and purpose serve as a check and balance on the other. An overly 

grammatical or semantic approach to the text will undoubtedly yield where to 

13 See for example Chee v Stareast Investment Ltd HC Auckland CIV-2009-404-5255 , I April 20 I 0 
at [ 13 9]- [ 146] . 




