
 
DLC Application Coversheet 
On/ Off/ Club Licence 

 
 

Applicant Name:  Capital Craft Beer Co. Ltd 

Trading Name:   Capital Craft Beer Co. 

Premises Address:   34-42 Manners Street, Wellington 

Application number (SR No): 317787 Licence type:  Off Application type: New 

Type of premises: Bottle Store Proposed designation:  Supervised 

Proposed hours 

Day Opening time Closing time 

Monday to Sunday  9.00 am 11.00 pm 

Contents Yes/No/Incomplete Comment Page 

Application form  Y  2-9 

Reporting Agencies 
Opposed/ Not 

Opposed/ No Report 
  

Licensing Inspector Not opposed condition 10-22 

NZ Police Opposed  23-28 

Medical Officer of Health Opposed  29 

Public Notices Yes/No/Incomplete   

Site notice declaration Y  30 

Site notice photo Y  31-32 

Newspaper notice 1 Y  33 

Newspaper notice 2 Y  34 

Public Objections No   

Applicant supporting 
information 

   

Certificate of Incorporation Y  35-36 

Photo/Artists impression of 
premises 

Y  37 

Location plan/map Y  38 

Plans internal Y  39-40 

Land owner approval Y  41 

Town Planning Certificate Y  42 

Building Certificate Y  43 

Certificate of Title Y  44-47 

GM certificate details Y  48 

Staff training/ plan Y  49-50 

Security plan Y  51 

Applicant CPTED Assessment Y  52-53 

Duty Managers Register Extract Y  54 

Host Responsibility Policy Y  55-58 

Lease Y  59-61 

Further info Y  62 

 
 













































 
    
           
           
   
 
            
29th October 2014 
 
 
The Secretary 
District Licensing Committee 
Wellington 
 
PO Box 2199 
101 Wakefield Street 
WELLINGTON 6140 
 
RE: s 103 Police Report - Off-Licence Application  
 
Applicant: Capital Craft Beer Co. Limited. 

 
SR NO - 317787 
 
Dear Sir, Madam 
 

This report is in opposition to the application by Geoffrey Meyers, off licence, 
trading as, Capital Craft Beer Co. Limited, which is to be located at 34 - 42 
Manners Street, Wellington. 
 
Whilst the premises will be called the Capital Craft Beer Co, they will 
effectively be a bottle store with the ability to sell and supply all alcohol 
products, including spirits and RTD's.  
 
S.105 - Criteria for issue of licence - 
 
(1) In deciding whether to issue a licence, the licensing authority or the 
 licensing committee concerned must have regard to the following 
 matters: 
 
 (a) the objects of the Act 
 
 There are already some 260 licenced premises within a 750 metre 
 radius of the proposed premises. 
 
 Manners Street, Cuba Street, Dixon Street, Courtney Place, side  
 roads and service lanes in that area are a hot spot for alcohol related 
 offending and alcohol related harm incidents; primarily in the 
 evening.  
 
 Within the past 6 months there has been some 460 such incidents 
 reported to the Police.  As a result of the number of alcohol related 
 incidents and the number of licensed premises in the area police 
 have been required to instigate and deploy prevention patrol groups to 
 this area on Wednesday, Friday and Saturday evenings/nights.  
 



 Nearby, are a number of facilities and alleyways and public areas that 
 are subject to weekly vandalism, and alcohol related anti social 
 behaviour. Empty containers of alcohol and broken alcohol containers 
 litter the area primarily in the weekends.  
  
 This area is subject to a 24/7 liquor ban. 
  
 (b) the suitability of the applicant 
 
 Whilst the application is in the name of Capital Craft Beers Co. Limited, 
 Mr. Meyers, who is neither a Director nor a Shareholder of the 
 Company, has signed the application as "the Applicant".  The Police 
 consider Mr. Meyer to be an unsuitable person to be involved in 
 licensing applications; given the fact that he has three convictions for 
 drink driving, the last being on the 15th June 2012. 
 
 It is unclear in what capacity he is signing the application and whether 
 he has any financial involvement in these premises.  One would have 
 expected an officer of the applicant company to have signed the 
 application  
 
 He has also made other applications for the variation of an off-licence 
 and a new off-licence within 200 metres of the proposed premises in 
 the Wellington CBD, with different licensees as the applicant 
 companies. 
 
 The applicant company is headed by a person who is suitable, but lives 
 in the Auckland Area.  The application has been signed by Mr. Meyer 
 (as the applicant) whom the police consider to be an unsuitable 
 person to be involved in the licensing process. 
 
 (c) any relevant LAP 
 
 Not an issue 
 
 (d) the days on which and the hours during which the applicant 
  proposes to sell alcohol 
 
 Not an issue 
 
 (e) the design and layout of the proposed premises 
 
 Not an issue 
 
 (f) and (g) 
 
 Not an issue 
 
 (h) whether (in its opinion) the amenity and good order of the  
  locality would be likely to be increased, by more than a minor 
  extent, by the effects of a refusal to renew the licence. 
 
 There are already some 260 licenced premises within a 750 metre 
 radius of the proposed premises. 
 
 



 
 Manners Street, Cuba Street, Dixon Street, Courtney Place, side  
 roads and service lanes in that area are a hot spot for alcohol related 
 offending and alcohol related harm incidents; primarily in the 
 evening.  
 
 Within the past 6 months there has been some 460 such incidents 
 reported to the Police.  As a result of the number of alcohol related 
 incidents and the number of licensed premises in the area police have 
 been required to instigate and deploy prevention patrol groups to this 
 area on Wednesday, Friday and Saturday evenings/nights.  
 
 Nearby, are a number of facilities and alleyways and public areas that 
 are subject to weekly vandalism, and alcohol related anti social 
 behaviour. Empty containers of alcohol and broken alcohol containers 
 litter the area primarily in the weekends.   
 
 This area is subject to a 24/7 liquor ban. 
  
 (i) whether the amenity and good order of the locality are already 
  so badly affected by the effects of the issue of existing licences 
  that -  
 
  (i) they would be unlikely to be reduced further (or would 
   be likely to be reduced further to only a minor extent) by 
   the effects of the issue of the licence; but 
 
  (ii) it is nevertheless desirable not to issue any further  
   licences. 
 
 There are already some 260 licenced premises within a 750 metre 
 radius of the proposed premises. 
 
 Manners Street, Cuba Street, Dixon Street, Courtney Place, side  
 roads and service lanes in that area are a hot spot for alcohol related 
 offending and alcohol related harm incidents; primarily in the 
 evening.  
 
 Within the past 6 months there has been some 460 such incidents 
 reported to the Police.  As a result of the number of alcohol related 
 incidents and the number of licensed premises in the area police have 
 been required to instigate and deploy prevention patrol groups to this 
 area on Wednesday, Friday and Saturday evenings/nights.  
 
 “amenity and good order of the locality” — s 105(1) (h) 
 

 The section requires that the decision-maker form an opinion as to whether the 
 amenity and good order of the locality “would be likely” to be reduced by  “more than 
 a minor extent” by the effects of the issue of the licence.  See commentary (at 
 s.106 - below) for examples of the way in which the Authority approached this 
 criterion. 
 
 (1)          “amenity and good order” 
 
 The term “amenity and good order of the locality” is defined in s 5 of the Act as: 
 “… the extent to which, and ways in which, the locality in which the premises 
 concerned are situated is (or, in the case of a conveyance, the localities where the 
 conveyance is likely to travel are) pleasant and agreeable”. 



 
 This formulation is slightly different to that under the Resource Management Act 
 1991, s 2, which defines “amenity values” as meaning: 
 
 “… those natural or physical qualities and characteristics of an area that contributes 
 to people’s appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and cultural and 
 recreational attributes”.  
 
 Section 105(1)(i) goes on to set out the issues to which regard must be had in arriving 
 at the opinion as to whether the amenity and good order are likely to be reduced by 
 more than a minor extent by the issue of a licence. 
 
 (2)          “the locality” 
 

 No statutory guidance is given as to the meaning to be given to the words “the 
 locality” in this subsection. The authors would not anticipate that the lack of such 
 guidance will cause problems — clearly the focus of the concern is the immediate 
 vicinity rather than the wider district as a whole, and how far “the locality” extends 
 will be a matter for factual determination in each case. 
 
 The Authority addressed this issue in Re Karambayev Ltd [2013] NZARLA 1214, and 
 referring to the inspector said: 
 
 “[32] He also enquired as to the meaning of ‘the locality’ referred to in s 105(1)(h) 
  and (i) of the Act. In the context of this application, was the locality restricted 
  to that portion of Albert Street which might be affected by the granting of the 
  application; or did the locality encompass the wider central business district 
  of Auckland? In this regard, the applicant submitted that ‘the locality’  
  equated with the area where persons might live if they had the status to  
  object to an application in terms of s 102 of the Act. Whilst status to object is 
  not entirely dependent upon the location of an objector, normally this is the 
  case. A person usually has a greater interest in the application than the  
  public generally because that person will be affected in some way by the  
  granting of the application. The Authority agrees with the applicant’s  
  submission in this regard and is inclined to give the expression ‘the locality’ 
  the more restricted meaning.” 
 
 (3)          “would be likely” 
 

 The subsection requires the decision maker to reach an opinion as to whether a 
 reduction in the amenity and good order of the locality “would be likely” in the event 
 that the licence was issued. 
 
 The term “likely” has been the subject of much litigation, and indeed the judicial 
 dictionaries usually contain many pages of commentary on the various cases in which 
 the term has been considered. 
 
 The exact meaning to be given the term will, as with any statute or regulation, depend 
 upon the context in which the word is used: Transport Ministry v Simmonds [1973] 1 
 NZLR 359 (SC) at 363. 
 
 In the authors’ view, the most helpful, succinct guidance on the subject is to be found 
 in the Court of Appeal decision Port Nelson Ltd v Commerce Commission [1996] 3 
 NZLR 554 (CA) at 562–563, where the Court discussed the meaning of “likely”, and in 
 particular the degree of probability it contemplates, and held at 12 that: 
 
 “… bearing in mind the purpose of the provision the appropriate level is that above 
 mere possibility but not so high as more likely than not and is best expressed as a 
 real and substantial risk that the stated consequences will happen.” 
 
 (4)          “more than minor” 
 

 Whether the effects are likely to be “more than minor” is an issue that has been the 
 subject of much litigation in the context of the Resource Management Act 1991. In 
 Progressive Enterprises Ltd v North Shore City Council (2005) 11 ELRNZ 421, [2006] 
 NZRMA 72 (HC), the Court considered the meaning of “minor” and concluded that it 
 must bear a meaning consistent with the general policy of participation which lies at 
 the heart of the Resource Management Act.  



 
 The Court considered that the dictionary senses of “petty”, “comparatively 
 unimportant”, “relatively small or unimportant … of little significance or 
 consequence” captured the legislative purpose. In the authors’ view, the Courts are 
 likely to take a similar approach in relation to the use of the word “minor” in this 
 section, especially in the light of the fact that this Act, like the RMA, contains an 
 emphasis on public participation. 
 
 The Authority addressed this question in Re Ghetto Ltd [2014] NZARLA 172, saying: 
 
 “[14]      In considering ss 105(1)(h) and (i) in this case the issue is whether or not the 
  impact of the proposed premises on the surrounding land will be more than ‘a 

  minor extent’. Some of the objectors questioned the meaning of this  
  expression. There is little point in attempting to define those words as they 
  mean what they say. In this case, whilst it is a tavern-style licence that is 
  applied for, the evidence suggests that the premises will be run primarily as a 
  high quality restaurant which is unlikely to generate much noise, nuisance, 
  vandalism or similar type of activity. The premises will not attract the sort of 
  people who create those problems.” 
 
  It should nevertheless of course be pointed out that “minor” does not mean 
  the same as “de minimis”: Rea v Wellington City Council (2007) 13 ELRNZ 
  185, [2007] NZRMA 449 (HC). 
 
  Clearly, whether the effects are “more than minor” depends to a significant 
  extent upon the present state of the receiving environment. The Authority has 
  held that where the receiving environment is already a noisy area, then that 
  must be taken into account when deciding whether the effects are acceptable: 
  Re Amber Indian Restaurant Ltd [2013] NZARLA 887: 
 
 Re Wino NZ Ltd [2014] NZARLA 227. This application related to a proposed off-licence 
 to be situated opposite a church. The Authority said at [12] that: 
 “… the fact that St Matthew’s Church is across the road from the proposed premises 

 needs to be taken into account and the Authority recognises that already the church 
 grounds and adjacent alleyway are used by undesirable persons for unacceptable 
 activities. Nevertheless, it seems unlikely that if this application is granted there will 
 be any significant increase in the problems experienced by the church authorities.” 

SA105.11         Effects on amenity and good order — s 105(1) (i) 

 This subsection requires the decision-maker to form an opinion as to how “badly” the 
 amenity and good order of the locality are already affected by the effects of existing 
 licences, and as to whether as a consequence the issue of another licence would be 
 “unlikely” to reduce the amenity and good order further, or reduce it to only a “minor 
 extent”, and further as to whether “it is nevertheless desirable not to issue any 
 further licences”. See commentary at [SA106.03] for early examples of the way in 
 which the Authority approached this criterion. 
 
 SA106.03 Proliferation, evidence, onus of proof -  
 
 The Authority has had occasion to consider the consequences of the changed 
 legislative criteria in this Act. It concluded in Re Hari Om (2013) Ltd [2014] NZARLA 

 159 at [30] that ss 105(1)(h) and 106(1)(a)(iii): 
 
 “… introduce the proliferation argument unequivocally. The Authority considers that 
 just as in the case of suitability issues, there is an onus on an applicant to prove its 
 case (see, for example, [Page v Police HC Christchurch AP84/98, 24 July 1998]), so 
 also is there an onus on an applicant to satisfy the Authority that the issue of the 
 proposed off-licence is unlikely to reduce the amenity and good order of the locality to 
 more than a minor extent.” 
 
 The Authority went on to say that in this respect it is not so much the number of 
 licences that creates the concern but rather the harm which could be created by 
 them. The Authority, although mindful of the comments of Kós J in Utikere v I S 
 Dhillon and Sons Ltd [2014] NZHC 270, [2014] NZAR 431 (that simply granting a 
 licence was not evidence that more alcohol in absolute terms would be consumed by 
 the public either generally or specifically), nevertheless disagreed with Kós J.  



 In doing so it relied on the Alcohol Advisory Council of New Zealand report quoting 
 the impacts of liquor outlets in Manukau City (2012).  
 
 It also relied on its own views in Re Sapphire Dreams Ltd [2012] NZLLA 1370. It 
 concluded that a new off-licence in Taumarunui, where the applicant proposed to sell 
 all types of alcohol, did not satisfy the criteria in  ss 105 and 106. The applicant had 
 failed to satisfy the Authority that the “amenity and good order of the locality” would 
 not be likely to be reduced to more than a minor extent by the effects of the issue of 
 the new licence, having regard to the number of  premises for which similar licences 
 were already in existence.  
 This makes very clear that applicants for new licences must call evidence specifically 
 in relation to each and every statutory requirement in ss 105 and 106 in order to 

 positively satisfy the Authority of its entitlement to be granted the privilege of selling 
 alcohol. 
  
 Shortly after issuing that decision in respect of Taumarunui, the Authority issued 
 another decision with a similar outcome in respect of an application for a new off-
 licence for Upper Hutt: see Re Tony's Liquor Upper Hutt Ltd [2014] NZARLA 171.  
  

 (j) whether the applicant has appropriate systems, staff, and  
  training to comply with the law.  
 
 The sole director and shareholder of the applicant company lives in 
 Auckland.  It appears as if he will be an "absent Licensee" during the 
 operation of the premises.  He has provided the details of only one duty 
 manager in the application. 
 
 (k) Any matters dealt with in any report from the police, an  
  inspector, or the Medical Officer of Health made under s.103. 
 
 The police consider that there is already a proliferation of licensed 
 premises in this area and to issue further off-licences would be contrary 
 to the objects of the Act and the amenity and good order provisions. 
 
 
 
 
 
S D SARGENT 
Senior Sergeant 
District Alcohol Harm Prevention Unit 
WELLINGTON  



21 November 2014 
 
The Secretary 
District Licensing Committee 
Wellington City Council 
PO Box 2199 
Wellington 6140 
  
 
Opposition to Application for a Liquor Licence 
 
Applicant:   Capital Craft Beer Company Limited 
 
To Trade As:   Capital Craft Beer Company Limited 
 
Licence No.:  New Licence 
 
Licence Type: Off-Licence Bottle Store 
 
Premise Address: 34-42 Manners St 

Wellington 
  
The Medical Officer of Health has inquired into the above application under the Sale and 
Supply of Alcohol Act 2012. 
 
Jayne Parris, Public Health Regulatory Officer, visited Geoffrey Meyer, Agent on Monday 03 
November. 
 
MATTERS OF CONCERN 
The Medical Officer of Health is concerned about the increased availability of alcohol, 
through the opening of a new premises, in an area (Wellington CBD) already experiencing 
very high levels of alcohol-related harm. 
 
The Medical Officer of Health opposes this application under the following grounds:  
 
The proposed hours do not meet the criteria for the issue of the licence: 

• Section 105(1)(a) – the object of the Act in that the harm caused by the excessive or 
inappropriate consumption of alcohol will not be minimised. 

• Section 105(1)(h) – the amenity and good order of the locality is likely to be reduced, 
to more than a minor extent, by the effects of the issue of this licence. 

o Section 106(1)(a)(iii) – the number of premises for which the licences of the 
kind concerned are already held in the locality, further increasing availability 
to the spectrum of consumable alcohol. 

 
The Medical Officer of Health wishes to present his concerns at a hearing. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dr Stephen Palmer 
Medical Officer of Health 
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Karen Binnie

From: Geoffrey Meyer <gm.architects@ihug.co.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, 25 November 2014 11:24 a.m.

To: Mike Kemp

Subject: Re: WCC_DM_PRD-#2762969-v1-CAPITAL_CRAFT_BEER_CO__OFF-LICENCE_INSPECTORS_REPORT_.doc

Hi Mike: 

Clarifications as requested after the supply of the additional information this morning: 

(i) Lease supplied 

(ii) Trail Fire Evcuation's are held every 6 mths and are organized by the property managers - Bayley's Commercial Property Management 

(iii) Design and layouts have been carried out as per the prevention design guides. 

All the other information has been supplied. 

Any quires please give me a call. 

Thanks 

Geoffrey  

G.M - Architects & Planners Ltd. Suite 5 / 225 Thorndon Quay. Thorndon. Wellington. P.O.Box 6531. Te Aro. Wellington 6141. Ph/Fax (04) 472-8002. Mob (0274) 41 40 11. Email: gm.architects@ihug.co.nz 

On 24/11/2014 08:08, Mike Kemp wrote: 

Morning – can you have a quick read – the stuff in red can you either clarify or supply the stuff – cant see that Karen has received it – doing Portland now and will get back to you re that  

  

Thanks  

  

  


