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INTRODUCTION  

My name is Janice (Jan) Audrey Cook. I am a self-employed designer and 

business administrator. I reside at French Farm, Akaroa. From 1997 to 2008 I 

was extensively involved with the Proposed Banks Peninsula District Plan 

process, particularly in relation to landscape, coastal, biodiversity, heritage 

and rural issues, on behalf of the Akaroa Civic Trust and the Friends of Banks 

Peninsula Incorporated.  

I have been engaged by the Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust and Akaroa 

Civic Trust to provide evidence on their behalf. 

The objectives and activities of the Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust are 

described in the Introduction to its written submission dated 15 June 2015. 

The objectives and activities of the Akaroa Civic Trust are described in the 

Introduction to its written submission dated 13 June 2015. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

The specific parts of the General Rules Proposal that my evidence relates to 

are:   6.1 Noise – Hel icopter Landing Areas 

6.8 Signs 

The Key Documents referred to in this evidence are: 

Evidence of Stuart Camp, for the Council, dated 4 February 2016 

Evidence of Kelly Andrew, for the Council, dated 4 February 2016, and 

Attachment B Revised Proposal  

Evidence of Scott Blair for the Council, dated 5 February 2016, and 

Attachment B Revised Proposal 

Evidence of Janet Reeves for the Council, dated 5 February 2016 

 

In this evidence the Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust and Akaroa Civic Trust 

shall together be referred to as the ‘Trusts’, the Rod Donald Banks Peninsula 

Trust as ‘RDBPT’ and the Akaroa Civic Trust as ‘ACT’. 
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SUMMARY  

 6.1 Noise - Hel icopter Landings 

1. Rules restricting the number and location of helicopter landings were 

introduced to the operative Banks Peninsula District Plan in 2010, by way 

of Variation 6. 

2. Helicopter landings for a range of essential activities are exempt from 

these rules. 

3. The proposed rules provide for a substantial increase in the permitted 

number of helicopter movements (from a limit of 24 per year to 100 per 

year) which is unnecessary and may adversely impact on the peaceful 

enjoyment of the area for residents and visitors. 

4. There is inconsistency between the wording used in the rules and in the 

definition, which creates uncertainty as to the status of the exemptions for 

essential activities. 

 

6.8 Signs 

5. Provision for public information signs less than .25m2 in size should not be 

subject to the standards in 6.8.4, as this would unduly restrict such signs. 

6. Signs to provide interpretive information to the public are not 

appropriately provided for.  

7. Provision should be made for larger information and interpretative signs in 

association with public tracks in the Rural and Open Space Natural zones. 

Relating the number of signs permitted to the number of vehicle or 

pedestrian entrances on a site may unduly restrict such signs. 

8. The rules relating to signs on heritage buildings and sites are unduly 

restrictive and do not reflect agreements reached at Mediations.  
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9. Rules for signs on buildings and for free-standing signs in Akaroa permit 

substantially larger signs than is currently allowed. Signs in Akaroa need to 

be unobtrusive and small-scale to maintain the historic character and 

amenity of the town. 

10. The rules in 6.8 are confusing and unclear. The application of the built 

form standards to all listed permitted activities needs to be reviewed.  

11. The list of permitted activities in incomplete as it does not provide for 

signs on buildings or free-standing signs in most instances.  
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12. I have attended meetings with the Council and formal mediations relating 

to Chapter 6, and to the signage provisions in Chapter 9.3, Historic 

Heritage, on behalf of the Trusts. 

 

6.1 Noise - Hel icopter Landings 

13.  Provisions to restrict helicopter landings were included in the Banks 

Peninsula District Plan (BPDP) in 2010, by way of Variation 6.  

14. The variation was necessary to deal with the effects of helicopter landings 

that were occurring in association with a tourism activity in the residential 

area at Diamond Harbour.  

15.  New rules were included for most Banks Peninsula zones that made Heli-

landings a non-complying activity, except for a very limited number of 

flights, subject to hours of operation, size of site and setbacks from 

dwellings.  

16. For example, Chapter 24 Residential Zone, Rule 7.1, states that Heli-

landing areas are a non-complying activity except where 

- the site is greater than 3000m2. 

- flights do not exceed 12 (24 movements) in any calendar year, or 3 in   

any one week. 

- flights do not take place on more than 5 days in any one month period. 

- flight only occur between 8.00am and 6.00pm.  

- movements do not take place within 25m of a dwelling. 

17. For the Rural Zone the above restriction only applied to Heli-landings within 

450m of a residential or commercial zone. Outside of that area there was 

no requirement for a setback from dwellings. A number of submissions 

requested a setback from rural dwellings, but the Council determined that 

this could not be provided for as it was beyond the scope of the Variation 

as notified. 
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18. The definition of Heli-landing area provided exemptions from the rules for a 

range of essential activities, such as emergency, fire-fighting, community 

events, farming and construction. Essentially the rules were intended to 

restrict flights for personal transport, recreation and tourism. 

19.  In relation to the Trusts’ request for consistency of wording between the 

Rules in 6.1 which refer to ‘helicopter landing areas’ and the proposed 

definition which is titled ‘Heli-landing areas’ the Trusts are rather 

concerned by the statement in the Evidence of Ms Kelly, at 13.45, that the 

‘… definition does not work in the context of these rules for Helicopter 

Landing Areas as helicopter use for farming and other situations are not 

provided for or exempted in this rule.’  

20. The Trusts and, I strongly believe, the whole community would be very 

concerned if helicopter landings for essential activities are not provided for 

as a permitted activity. The community accepts helicopter use for essential 

activities, but not intrusive flights and landings for recreation or transport. 

21.   I do not agree with Ms Kelly, at 13.43, that there are not ‘significant 

changes’ in the notified Proposal from those in the BPDP. The introduction 

of a tiered approach that allows an increasing number of flights at an 

increased distance from residences is a very substantial change from the 

current rules for Banks Peninsula. These rules were intended to provide for 

only a very small number of flights throughout the District.  

22.  The noise associated with helicopter landings does not just affect 

residences. The topography of Banks Peninsula is such that noise from 

helicopters can reverberate around valleys and bays and travel long 

distances. Outdoor pursuits are popular with both residents and visitors, 

and the area is marketed to visitors as a place to relax and get away from 

the noise and bustle of the city. Helicopter activity can also disturb wildlife 

and stock.  
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23.  The Trusts support the application of the rules to all residential units. Rural 

residents are entitled to the same protection from intrusive helicopter 

landings as other residents.  

24.  I agree with Mr Camp, at 13.2, that it is not necessary to include a 

minimum site size, as the requirement to setback 25m from a residential 

unit achieves a similar effect.  

 

Decisions Requested. 

25.   Amend Rule 6.1.4.2.8 to read –  

Hel i- landing areas 

a. the number of hel icopter movements on a site shal l not 

exceed 24 in any calendar year, 10 in any month, or 6 in any 

week 

b. Helicopter movements shal l only occur between 0800 

hours and 1800 hours. 

c. no hel icopter movement shal l take place within 25 m of 

any residentia l unit , unless that res identia l unit is on the s ite 

on which the landing or take-off occurs.  

Delete 6.1.4.2.8 c. and d.  

26.    Amend reference to ‘helicopter landing areas’ throughout 6.1 

to ‘Heli- landing area’, so that it is clear that the exemptions in 

the definit ion apply.  
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6.8 Signs 

Signs in association with Walking and Cycl ing Tracks. 

27.  A key objective of the RDBPT is the development of public recreational 

walking and cycling access and associated facilities. The RDBPT works in 

partnership with the Department of Conservation, Council and landowners 

to maintain and develop tracks, signage and maps.  

28. Signage for directions, safety and interpretation of the values of the area 

are essential in relation to public access. The RDBPT supports provision for 

an unlimited number of signs up to .25m2 for these purposes. 

29. In addition to these smaller signs, the RDBPT works to provide larger 

information signs for public tracks. Examples of these are shown in 

Appendix 1.  

30.  On reviewing its submission, the RDBPT is now concerned that the 

requested size of 1m2 per sign (as in the notified and revised proposal) is 

not sufficient to provide for such signage. The RDBPT now supports 

provision, as a permitted activity in the Open Space and Rural Zones, for 

free-standing signage up to 2m2 per sign to provide information to the 

public in relation to public tracks, if there is scope within other submissions 

to do so.  

31. In particular the RDBPT recommends that Rule 6.8.3.1 P2, relating to signs 

authorised by relevant government ministries/departments or other 

controlling authorities, is not subject to the standards in 6.8.4. 

32. In addition, in the Rural and Open Space Natural Zones relating the number 

of signs allowed to the number of formed vehicle accesses and formed 

pedestrian entrances on the site is problematic in association with 

walkways. On some sites tracks may not be directly accessible from a road, 

but are linked from site to site by a gate or stile.  
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33. The Explanatory Notes need to be expanded to clarify what is meant by 

‘formed vehicle access’ and ‘formed pedestrian access’ in the context of 

Rural and Open Space Natural Zones, where the only access to a site may 

be by way of a farm gate or stile over a fence.  

Signs on Heritage Bui ld ings and Sites 

34. The ACT made submissions to Chapter 9.3, Stage 2 in relation to Rule 

9.3.3.2.1, P6 Sign/Signage. The ACT considers that for clarity and ease of 

use it is preferable for provisions relating to signage to be located in 6.8 

and therefore requested that Rule P6 be deleted.   

35. At Mediations relating to Signs on heritage buildings and sites it was 

agreed that 6.8 should be the primary place for provisions relating to signs, 

including objectives, policies, rules and standards, and that 9.3 should only 

contain further specific provisions for signage on heritage items or settings 

where these cannot solely be controlled in 6.8. 

36. It was agreed that 9.3 should control how signs are attached to buildings, 

preferably through a permitted activity standard. It was also agreed that 

9.3 should provide for the number and size of signs within heritage 

settings, and that this should not be ‘trumped’ by different provisions in 

6.8. 

37. This agreement has been reflected in the Council’s Revised Proposal for 

9.3, dated 17 January 2016, Rule 9.3.3.2.1 P6. The ACT supports those 

revisions. 

38. The ACT noted at the mediation that it would be seeking specific signage 

provisions in 6.8 for Akaroa, particularly in relation to the Akaroa Historic 

Area (AHA). 

39. The Trust wishes to encourage the use of historic buildings for a range of 

activities, so as to maintain their viability.  Historic buildings may require 

signage to advertise a business, provide directions to the public and for 
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interpretative information. There are a large number of listed heritage 

buildings and sites in the Akaroa Commercial Zone, with many of these 

housing businesses such as hotels, restaurants and shops.  

40. The Banks Peninsula District Plan currently requires consent as a controlled 

activity for all signage in the Town Centre and Residential Conservation 

Zones, subject to standards relating to size, location, number of words, etc. 

All signs on historic buildings and sites, and moving or illuminated signs are 

a discretionary activity. The ACT is aware of widespread flouting of these 

rules, and a level of frustration and resentment from those who have been 

required to obtain consents.  While clutters of signage (probably 

unconsented) is evident on some sites, generally signage in Akaroa is 

appropriate in scale and design.  

41. While supporting controls within the AHA, and in Akaroa generally, to avoid 

large scale or brash signage, the Trust also supports provision for a 

reasonable level of signage as a permitted activity in the Akaroa 

Commercial and Residential Zones, with the same rules applying to all sites 

regardless of whether they are a listed heritage item or setting. 

42. This creates a level playing field for all property and business owners. The 

maintenance of Akaroa’s historic character and general visual amenity 

benefits the economy and attractiveness of Akaroa as a whole.  

43. The ACT’s view is that inappropriate signage on a site that is not heritage 

listed has just as much potential to undermine the heritage character and 

amenity of Akaroa as signage on heritage sites.   

44. I consider that the overall heritage and character values within the Akaroa 

Commercial Zone (which is wholly within the AHA) justify restrictions on the 

size, amount and type of signage that are different from those for other 

Commercial Zones.  



 11 

45. The provisions in 6.8.4.2 and 6.8.4.4 for signs in Residential zones already 

limit the size and number of signs to a very modest level. I consider that 

signage at this level will not adversely affect heritage values and that such 

signage should be a permitted activity in relation to heritage buildings and 

settings in the residential zones at Akaroa. Heritage buildings in Akaroa are 

commonly used for Bed & Breakfast/Homestay accommodation or other 

small home enterprises and it is appropriate to allow for signage for such 

activities. 

46. I disagree with Ms Reeves, at 12.8, that there is no reason why the 

residential zones at Akaroa should be treated any differently to other 

residential zones. Akaroa’s economy is based on tourism, with the historic 

character and charm of the town being a vital part of its attraction for 

visitors. Supporting the viable use of historic buildings is important to their 

continuing survival. 

47. I agree with Ms Reeves, in 8.5 and 8.6 that three dimensional letters 

should not be encouraged in Akaroa.  

48. I accept the view of Ms Reeves, in 12.3 to12.5 that the amount of signage 

should be related to the size of the building, and that in the context of 

Akaroa this should be limited to the length of the building x 0.2m. However, 

as Ms Reeves notes, this may allow up to 6m2 of signage for some 

buildings. I consider that a sign of this size would be a very substantial 

change from the size of signage currently evident in Akaroa. Attachment B 

to Ms Reeves’ Evidence, photographs 29-31, shows typical signage in 

Akaroa, which is small-scale and discreet. I consider that the size of any one 

sign should be limited to 1.5m2, with the total area of signage limited to 

the building length x 0.2m2. 

49. The current Banks Peninsula District Plan limits the area of free-standing 

signage per site in the Town Centre to 2m2, with the maximum area per 

sign being 1m2. I disagree with Ms Reeves, in 12.7, that relating the amount 
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of signage to the number of entrances to the site is a simple means of 

avoiding a clutter of signage on a site. There is no requirement to locate 

such signage at the access or entrance point, so sites with multiple 

entrances could potentially have a number of large signs clustered in one 

area. I consider that it is preferable to limit the size and number of signs to 

that which is currently provided for in Akaroa.  

Revised Proposal, 6.8 Signs. (Attachment B to the Evidence of Mr 

Scott Bla ir for the Counci l,  dated 5 February 2016.) 

 Clar ity of the Rules 

50. I consider that the rules in the 6.8 Revised Proposal are confusing and 

unclear.  

a. The deletion of rule 6.8.3.1 P10 means that signs other than those in 

P1-P9 are not provided for as a permitted activity. The status of signs 

on buildings and free-standing signs referred to in the standards in 

6.8.4 is unclear.  

b. The relationship between the permitted activities in 6.8.3.1 and 

6.8.3.3 RD3 which restricts all signs on historic sites, is unclear.  

c. The relationship between the rules in 6.8 and those in 9.3.3.2.1 P6 is 

unclear. 

d. Terminology is inconsistent – Rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 refers to ‘historic’ 

building, structure or site, but the definitions and Chapter 9.3 

generally refer to ‘historic heritage’ or ‘heritage’. 

e. In relation to Free-standing signs in the Rural and Open Space zones – 

Rule 6.8.4.4 – the meaning of ‘formed vehicle access’ and ‘formed 

pedestrian entrance’ is not adequately defined or explained.  

f. The relationship between the permitted activities in 6.8.3.1 and 

6.8.3.3 RD3 which restricts all signs on historic sites, is unclear.  
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g. 6.8.3.1 states that all of the listed permitted activities are subject to 

the Built Form Standards in Rule 6.8.4. This unduly restricts and 

undermines the intent of many, if not all, of the listed activities. 

h. The relationship between the rules in 6.8 and those in 9.3.3.2.1 P6 is 

unclear. 

i. Terminology is inconsistent – Rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 refers to ‘historic’ 

building, structure or site, but the definitions and Chapter 9.3 

generally refer to ‘historic heritage’ or ‘heritage’. 

j. In relation to Free-standing signs in the Rural and Open Space zones – 

Rule 6.8.4.4 – the meaning of ‘formed vehicle access’ and ‘formed 

pedestrian entrance’ is not adequately defined or explained. 

51. While Rule P10, as notified, might potentially have had unintended 

consequences in permitting all signs not otherwise provided for, it is 

necessary to somehow provide for Signs on buildings and Free-standing 

signs for business and other activities, in line with the Objectives and 

Policies.  

52. The intent of Rule P5 to provide for necessary small-scale public 

information signs (for other than commercial purposes) is undermined if it 

is subject to the standards in 6.8.4 and to the ‘historic’ restrictions in RD3. 

53. Rule P5 does not provide for Interpretive signage. Provision for this is 

important in relation to heritage or cultural sites, or natural values in 

association with public access.  

54. The ACT understood from Mediation that the Rules in 6.8.3 would be 

amended to provide for some level of commercial signage as a permitted 

activity for heritage items and settings and for public information signs. 

While the ACT’s area of interest is limited to Akaroa, my understanding was 

that this was considered appropriate for all areas. This has not been 

adequately reflected in the Revised Proposal. 
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55. Signs on historic buildings or sites are now proposed to be a restricted 

discretionary activity - Rule 6.8.3.3 RD3. This rule excepts Commercial 

Banks Peninsula, as requested by the ACT, and supported by Ms Reeves in 

paragraph 12.8, however there is no associated amendment to the listed 

Permitted activities to provide for signage on historic sites in the BP 

Commercial Zone, so this would appear to default to a discretionary activity 

under Rule 6.6.3.4 D2.  

56.  Rule 6.8.4.4, Free-standing signs, provides for signs in the Commercial 

Banks Peninsula Zone with a maximum area of 2m2 in association with a 

vehicle entrance. This conflicts with the Evidence of Mr Blair, at 7.2 (d) and 

7.3 which states that the maximum size of any sign is 1m2. For the reasons 

I have discussed above I consider that signs in the Akaroa Commercial Zone 

should be limited to a maximum size of 1m2. 

57.  I support the amendments to Rule 6.8.3.1 P8 and P9 in relation to three 

dimensional letters in Residential Character Overlays and Commercial Banks 

Peninsula Zone at Akaroa.  

58.  Decisions Requested.  

• Review the act ivit ies listed in Rule 6.8.3.1 to determine 

which act ivit ies should be subject to the standards in 6.8.4. 

• Amend Rule 6.8.3.1 P5 to include the words ‘or to provide 

interpret ive information relating to the heritage, cultural or 

natura l values of the s ite’.  

• Amend the rules so that P5 is not subject to the standards 

in 6.8.4, or to any restr ictions in relation to heritage 

bui ld ings or sites.  

• Amend rule 6.8.3.1 P10 to provide for signs on buildings and 

free-standing signs for activities not otherwise provided for 

in 6.8.3.1, subject to the standards in 6.8.4. 
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• Add a new permitted activity so that signs on heritage 

bui ld ings or within heritage sett ings in the Commercia l Banks 

Peninsula Zone at Akaroa and the Resident ial Zone at Akaroa 

are permitted subject to the standards in 6.8.4. Include a 

reference to 9.3.3.2.1 P6 

and/or 

Delete Rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 and re ly on the rules in 6.8 and 

9.3.3.2.1 P6 to control signage on heritage bui ld ings and 

sites (as agreed at mediat ion). 

•  Rule 6.8.4.2 - Limit the s ize of signs in Commercial Banks 

Peninsula at Akaroa to 1.5m2 

• Rule 6.8.4.4   
- Limit the s ize of any sign in the Commercia l Banks 

Peninsula Zone to a maximum area of 1m2.  

- Provide for publ ic information and interpretat ive s igns 

is association with public tracks in the Rural and Open 

Space Natura l Zones up to 2m2 

• The Explanatory Note to Rule 6.8.4.4 need to be expanded 

to clar ify what is meant by ‘formed vehicle access’ and 

‘formed pedestr ian access’ in the Rura l and Open Space 

Natural Zones, so as to provide for public tracks. 

Jan Cook  

17 February 2016 



 16 

Appendix 1. 

Typical Sign sizes for directional and interpretation signage 
 
Example 1 – DOC signage 
DOC sign for a walking entrance, using its recommended font sizes.   
Total size is 1500mm x 750mm = 1.125 sqm 

 
 
 
 
Typical new sign to be installed at track entrances 
Anticipated size 2000 x 750 = 1.5sqm 
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Example 2. Council signage 
Existing Council signage at entrances to Akaroa Walking Tracks.  
Size 2000 x 1200  = 2.4sqm 

 
 
 

 
 
Permitted size of 1sqm is insufficient to provide for signs that combine 
directional and safety information such as found at walking track 
entrances 
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Example 3. Interpretation Panels 

Existing Council signs at Robinsons Bay Reserve. A total of 10 signs in the reserve.  

Example panels are 1040 x 1040 = 1.08sqm - A simple panel with relatively little 
information that exceeds the proposed permitted size. 

 

 

 
 
 

 


