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INTRODUCTION  

 

1. My name is Melanie Karen Foote. I am a Consultant Planner with Resource 

Management Group Ltd (RMG), an urban and environmental planning 

consultancy, based in Christchurch. I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of 

Resource Studies and a Post Graduate Diploma in Resource Studies from 

Lincoln University. I am a Full Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  

2. I have over 14 years’ experience as a planner working in local authority and 

private consultancies within New Zealand and in the United Kingdom. Over 

this time I have prepared and processed a variety of resource consents, plan 

changes, notice of requirements, as well as preparation of, and submissions 

on Plan Changes. This has included the associated preparation and 

presentation of evidence at hearings.  

3. I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in the Environment 

Court’s Practice Note 2014 and I agree to comply with it. My experience as an 

expert is set out above. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement 

of evidence are within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to consider 

material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions 

expressed. 

 
4. I have been asked to provide planning evidence on behalf of Go Media 

Limited in relation to the General City Signage rules within Proposal 6 General 

Rules and Procedures 6.8 Signs (incorporating 13.14.7 Central City Signs). 

 

5. The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing my statement of evidence are: 

 
(a) The evidence in chief of Adam Scott Blair dated 5 February 2016 and 

Janet Helen Reeves dated 4 February 2016 both  for Christchurch City 

Council; 

(b) reviewed the Proposal and accompanying Section 32 Report for Stage 

2 and Stage 3 signage Proposals; 

(c) Independent Hearings Panel Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

Decision 1 Strategic Directions and Strategic Outcomes; 

(d) The Resource Management Act 1991 
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6. I have participated in formal mediation with Christchurch City Council. 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

7. Go Media’s submission focusses around the consenting requirements for 

billboards and the complexity of the rules associated with erecting billboards 

within the less sensitive commercial and industrial zones across the city. 

GoMedia does not have any issues with the proposed consenting 

requirements associated with the more sensitive zones. In summary I will 

discuss the following issues: 

 I consider that with regard to off-site signage such as billboards the 

proposed rules framework is unnecessarily complex with a 

requirement for resource consent for every billboard application in 

every zone across the city. 

 I consider the assessment of signage based on primary building 

frontage unfairly penalises corner sites and ought to be based on road 

frontage as assessed in the current operative plan.  

 Limiting the number of free standing signs to the number of vehicle 

crossings and pedestrian entranceways and to a width of 2.5m is 

overly restrictive. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 
8. My evidence relates to the following matters with a focus on billboards; 

(a) Reducing complexity and the need for resource consents 

(b) 6.8.3 Activity Status – for billboards and off site advertising. 

(c) 6.8.4.2 Signs attached to buildings 

(d) 6.8.4.4 Free-standing signs 
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EVIDENCE 

Reducing Complexity and the Need for Resource Consents 

9. In my opinion, overall the proposed rules for off-site signage in the less 

sensitive commercial and industrial zones will lead to a greater complexity and 

reliance upon resource consents compared to the operative plan provisions. In 

particular, the proposed built form standards are more restrictive, and 

billboards are no longer permitted in less sensitive business and commercial 

zones. 

10. The Statement of Expectations1 of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery and the Minister for the Environment state that the Replacement 

District Plan must reduce significantly reliance on resource consent 

processes, the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls 

and design standards in the rules. However in my opinion the rules proposed 

by the Council are not simple, they are overly prescriptive; and they do not 

reduce reliance on resource consent processes.  Rather, the rules for off-site 

signage in less sensitive commercial and industrial zones are subject to 

prescriptive rules and consenting requirements. 

11. As currently worded the signage rules provide uncertainty for Go Media 

because consent will be required to erect a billboard anywhere in the City.  

That can be compared with the operative signage provisions where billboards 

are a permitted activity in less sensitive zones as long as they comply with 

certain built form standards. The present standards permit single free standing 

signs up to 18m2 in area with no requirement as to orientation, therefore 

provide for industry standard 6 x 3m billboards. Even if the activity status in 

the proposed Replacement Plan were changed, the proposed new built form 

standards are also restrictive, that it would be impossible for a billboard to 

comply anywhere in the city. 

12. The Strategic Directions Chapter provides an overarching direction for the 

District Plan and has primacy over other chapters in the Plan. This Chapter 

sets out the statutory planning context for other chapters in the plan. Objective 

                                                
1
 Schedule 4, Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 
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3.3.2 – Clarity of language and Efficiency2 requires the reliance on resource 

consent processes to be minimised. 

13. Both Ms Reeves and Mr Blair’s evidence as well as the Section 32 Report 

approach billboards and signage from a negative perspective and fail to 

recognise the positive effects that the majority of signs have.  Billboards are a 

business activity and the establishment and integration of business activities 

in the less sensitive commercial and industrial zones are generally accepted 

and assist with the viability of sites and urban areas. As business activities 

billboards integrate with other business activities on a site. Often businesses 

rely on the rent obtained from media companies installing billboards on their 

sites to ensure the viability of their business. 

14. I consider the establishment of an advertising service within business and 

industrial environments promotes the efficient use and development of 

resources and the changing nature of advertisements contributes to a vibrant 

and diverse character and amenity of a business and industrial environment.   

 

Rule 6.8.3 Activity Status 

15. The redline version (as attached to Mr Blair’s evidence) of the proposal now 

proposes that in the less sensitive commercial and industrial zones off-site 

signs be provided for as a restricted discretionary activity, rather than fully 

discretionary as originally proposed in the notified version. It is my opinion that 

off-site signage ought to be permitted in commercial and industrial zones 

where they comply with appropriate built form standards. In my view, when off-

site signs comply with the signage allowance for the site and other built form 

standards there is no difference in effects between off-site signage and 

signage which relates to the site.  

                                                
2
 3.3.2 Objective - Clarity of language and efficiency  

 
The District Plan, through its preparation, change, interpretation and implementation: 
a. Minimises:  

i. transaction costs and reliance on resource consent processes; and 
ii. the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development controls and design 

standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation and choice; and 
iii. the requirements for notification and written approval; and 

b. Sets objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes intended; and 
c. Uses clear, concise language so that the District Plan is easy to understand and use.   
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16. Ms Reeves states in her evidence (para 8.8) that in her opinion off site signs 

should not be permitted but should be subject to some sort of assessment 

with assessment matters (6.8.5.1 and 6.8.5.2). I disagree.  In my opinion, 

where off site signage complies with the bulk and location requirements, (as 

sought to be amended), then effects are no different to business signs, and 

the signs should be permitted.  

17. I agree with the suggestion made at expert conferencing that off-site signage 

which is within the allowance for a building should be permitted. However Ms 

Reeves considers that this approach will open the flood gates for signage 

leading to excessive amounts of signage, adverse effects and clutter (para 

10.4). Further Ms Reeves considers that for example buildings in commercial 

zones which are not in commercial use would have a permitted signage 

allowance, so that in theory, every building could have signage on it. I do not 

agree with either of these statements.  I do not consider the  example Ms 

Reeves gives presents a problem because buildings are permitted to have a 

'quota' of signage, so unless this quota for the site is used up in my opinion 

there is no issue as buildings are entitled to signage with in permitted bulk and 

location requirements. Further whether the signage is site related or not 

makes no difference from an effects based perspective.  Provision of non-site 

related signage does not result in proliferation, as it correspondingly reduces 

the signage area available to other tenants on a particular site. That is a 

matter between the commercial building owner and its tenant. 

18. Ms Reeves' and Mr Blair's evidence fails to recognise that off-site signage in 

commercial and industrial areas which is appropriately sized and designed 

has positive effects creating visual interest, and contributing to the vitality, in 

addition to any economic benefits. 

Rule 6.8.4.2 Signs attached to Buildings 

19. In the Operative Plan the overall amount of signage on a site in commercial 

and industrial zones is related to the length of the road frontage whereas the 

pRDP instead bases signage on the width of the “primary” building frontage. 

The allowances for sign area have been split between building and free 

standing signage rather than an overall site area. In my opinion this unfairly 

penalises corner sites as if a building does not have shop windows and doors 
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on the elevations fronting the road corner then the allowable signage will be 

limited even though the site and building may have capacity for more signage. 

20. In my opinion, in less sensitive commercial and industrial areas a rule based 

on the volume of signage for the site based on the total road frontage rather 

than the proposed building primary frontage allows off site signage to 

establish in areas where visual amenity is lower and in zones which can 

absorb higher levels of signage. 

21. I consider larger sites in less sensitive areas can absorb more signage than 

smaller sites irrelevant of the building frontage. On this basis I consider that 

the reference to primary building frontage road frontage is too restrictive within 

less sensitive zones, and should be replaced by a reference to total road 

frontage. 

 

Rule 6.8.4.4 Free standing Signs 

22. The proposed rules limit free standing signs to one for each formed vehicle 

access and one for each formed pedestrian entrance location and is related to 

the site entrances. This results in any freestanding signage automatically 

requiring consent if the number of signs is exceeded irrelevant of the size of 

the site and road frontage. Ms Reeves at paragraph 9.37 of her evidence 

states the rationale for this rule is that signs need to assist with wayfinding 

when entering a site. Further in this same paragraph she states that although 

signage does not need to be located exactly at the vehicle entrance to which it 

relates, it can be located in close proximity, to best suit approaching traffic. 

Not all signage is associated with way finding and site identification, so to 

restrict the number of free standing signs to the number of vehicle and 

pedestrian entranceways is in my opinion restrictive within less sensitive 

commercial and industrial zones. It provides no additional freedom for site 

occupiers to advertise their products, as they are permitted to do at present. 

Accessway locations are controlled by transport rules for other reasons such 

as traffic safety. The appropriateness of locating signage in proximity to 

entranceways is dependent upon the roading hierarchy.  For example, sites 

fronting a major arterial route may access off a side street but signage is likely 
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to be more appropriately located fronting the major arterial route rather than 

near the accessway. 

23. Rule 6.8.4.4 provides for a maximum width of 2.5m for any free standing sign 

therefore any sign including billboards larger than this would require a 

restricted discretionary activity consent. I disagree with the 2.5m width limit on 

signs as this automatically requires billboards to be subject to a resource 

consent even if the sign complies with the area of signage permitted for the 

site and other built form standards. In my opinion this is overly prescriptive for 

less sensitive zones and ought to be deleted as such zones have a lower 

amenity and can more easily absorb billboards. I note that no issues were 

raised within the Section 32 Assessment of complying billboards being an 

issue under the operative plan so I question why a rule restricting permitted 

signs to this width is either necessary or reasonable. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

24. In my opinion the signage rules for less sensitive commercial and industrial 

zones do not simplify and reduce consenting requirements as directed by the 

statement of Expectation and the Strategic Directions of the pRDP. In 

particular, it is my opinion that off-site signage ought to be permitted in the 

less sensitive zone where off-site signage meets the bulk and location 

requirements (as sought to be amended). 

25. In summary I consider the following changes to the Revised Proposal – Signs 

(5 February 2015) are required.  

 Offsite signage in all commercial and industrial zones (except 

commercial banks peninsula), Central City mixed Use and South 

Frame mixed Use zones shall be a permitted activity. 

 Rule 6.8.4.2 is amended to road frontage instead of primary building 

frontage. 

 Rule 6.8.4.4 is amended to delete the maximum sign width of 2.5m. 

 Rule 6.8.4.2 is amended to delete the Number of Signs per Site 

relating to vehicle access and each formed pedestrian entrance. 
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Melanie Karen Foote  

17 February 2016 
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