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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF JONATHAN GUY CLEASE 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Jonathan Guy Clease. 

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my evidence on 
behalf of Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) on the 
Stage 1 Natural Hazards Chapter 5 dated 20 February 2015. I will 
not repeat those qualifications but wish to note that I have expertise 
as both a senior planner and urban designer.   

3 With specific reference to signage I have prepared a wide range of 
resource consent applications and Outline Plan of Works and 
associated assessments of effects for infrastructure, commercial, 
and industrial projects that have involved the consideration of the 
size, location, and extent of signage as part of the overall 
development. 

4 I am familiar with, and have visited, the Christchurch International 
Airport landholdings on numerous occasions. As set out in my 
evidence on the stage 1 Commercial Chapter1  I have also visited all 
of the Commercial District Centres, Retail Park Zones, and the 
majority of the neighbourhood centres in the City. 

5 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

5.1 The notified Chapter 6.8 proposal; 

5.2 Christchurch International Airport Limited’s stage 2 
submission and further submission;  

5.3 The evidence prepared and circulated by Mr Blair and Ms 
Reeves on behalf of the Council and the associated s.32 
report; 

5.4 The Order in Council, including the Statement of 
Expectations; 

5.5 Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

5.6 The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

5.7 The Panel’s Stage 1 decisions on the Strategic Directions, 
Commercial, Industrial, and Designation proposals. 

                                            
1  Brief of Evidence of Jonathan Clease for Progressive Enterprises Limited, Kiwi 
Income Property Trust, Bunnings Limited, and Scentre (New Zealand) Limited, 24 
April 2015.  
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6 I also attended and participated in urban design caucusing on 4th 
December 2015 and mediation on 22nd January 2016. 

7 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing (or a hearing 
being conducted under the Resource Management Act 1991), I note 
that in preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct 
for expert witnesses contained in part 5 of the consolidated 
Environment Court Practice Note (2014).  I have complied with it in 
preparing my evidence.  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. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

8 In my evidence I conclude that: 

8.1 There is no explicit direction in the higher order planning 
framework relating to signage. Such direction is instead 
focussed on broader outcomes of recovery, enablement of 
business and infrastructure, and the need to maintain 
appropriate levels of amenity within a recovery context.  

8.2 The approach to signage within the Specific Purpose (Airport) 
Zone (‘SPAZ’) should be one of enablement where such 
signage is necessary for airport purposes in accordance with 
the designation. 

8.3 Where signage is not associated with airport purposes, for 
example is linked to more general commercial or industrial 
activities, then it should be subject to the same built form 
standards that apply to commercial and industrial activities in 
general. 

8.4 That there are number of amendments to how the rules are 
structured that would assist in more effectively achieving 
these outcomes, in a manner that is consistent with the 
strategic directions of both minimising consenting 
requirements and enabling the use and development of 
strategic infrastructure.  

STRATEGIC PLANNING FRAMEWORK  

9 The replacement District Plan is required to give effect to the CRPS 
and is to be consistent with the LURP. I have set out an assessment 
of these higher order documents as they relate to signage in my 
separate brief of evidence on behalf of Carter Group Ltd and others 
(Carter Group evidence).  
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10 In addition to the assessment in my Carter Group evidence, I note 
that for CIAL that the strategic framework in relation to Strategic 
Infrastructure has been set out in some detail in the planning 
evidence of Mr Bonis, and the role and importance of the airport is 
set out in the evidence of Mr Boswell, for CIAL in relation to 
Chapter 6. I rely on this evidence insofar as it relates to the role and 
benefits of strategic infrastructure and the general approach of 
enablement and protection of such infrastructure as expressed 
through these higher order documents. It is well settled that the 
airport constitutes ‘strategic infrastructure’. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH 
REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN (‘pRDP’) 

11 CIAL’s submission on the Signage Proposal is focussed first on the 
need to amend the objective and policy framework to better 
recognise the role of signage, especially in commercial and industrial 
environments. CIAL’s submission then seeks a number of 
amendments to the rule package to improve the clarity and usability 
of the provisions and to ensure that the signage rules as a package 
provide for the ongoing use and development of the airport within 
the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone (SPAZ). 

12 I discuss below a number of specific text amendments in relation to 
the SPAZ. The recommended text amendments have been 
incorporated into the revised chapter which is appended as 
‘Attachment 1’ to my separate Carter Group evidence. 

Objectives and Policies 

13 I discuss several amendments to the objective and policy package in 
my Carter Group evidence. These amendments do not specifically 
reference the airport. The amendments are nonetheless considered 
to set an appropriate policy framework for managing signage in 
relation to infrastructure and businesses. 

Signage rules for the Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone 

14 In a nutshell it is considered that the rule package should permit 
signage that is necessary for ‘airport purposes’, given that such 
signage is enabled through the confirmed designation D1. For more 
general commercial and industrial activities that occur within the 
SPAZ then I consider that the general signage rule package relating 
to commercial and industrial activities should apply.  

15 In my view, signage that is necessary for airport purposes is 
generally either mandated through other legislation or agencies2, is 

                                            
2 For example HSNO, Civil Aviation Authority 
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for the purposes of direction and information for visitors, or is 
associated with businesses that are integral to airport operations. 
Such activities and associated buildings are provided for through 
Designation D1 in Chapter 10 which is for ‘airport purposes’. 
Activities and buildings in accordance with the purpose of the 
designation are subject to s.176A RMA which requires the 
lodgement of an Outline Plan of Works to Council, with Council then 
having the opportunity to request amendments to the Outline Plan. 
For minor works (which could include smaller scale signage), Council 
can alternatively waive the need for an Outline Plan under 
s.176A(2)(c). The Outline Plan process requires potential 
environmental effects to be considered, and extends to matters 
relating to amenity and urban design through the ‘catch all’ 
assessment required under s.176A(3)(f). The potential impact of 
airport-related signage can therefore be considered, within the 
context of an extremely large site that is located some distance 
from any sensitive receiving environments such as residential 
suburbs. 

16 The proposed approach to permitting signage for airport purposes is 
similar to that proposed in Council’s red-line version for the Specific 
Purpose (Hospital) Zone and Specific Purpose (Port) Zone where 
there are no limits on the size or number of signs within these zones 
where they are related to hospital or port activities respectively.  

17 Such an approach is considered to be appropriate due to:  

17.1 the large size of such sites;  

17.2 the specific functional requirements of such sites;  

17.3 consistency with the strategic objectives regarding enabling 
the function and use of strategic infrastructure; and  

17.4 consistency with the statement of expectations regarding 
minimising the need for resource consents. 

18 For signage relating to activities occurring within the SPAZ but that 
does not fit within the purpose of the designation, then I consider 
that the general signage provisions relating to commercial and 
industrial activities should apply. The SPAZ is similar in context to 
other Industrial or Commercial Retail Park Zones in that it is some 
distance from residential neighbours, comprised of large buildings 
on large sites, and the receiving environment is generally less 
sensitive to the potential effects of signage. The SPAZ built form 
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standards for buildings also require significant setbacks from the 
zone’s perimeter roads and Memorial Avenue3. 

19 The proposed approach to signage set out above significantly 
reduces the complexity and length of the signage chapter, which as 
notified included an extensive set of airport-specific built form 
standards. These standards are recommended to be deleted in the 
Council’s red-line version, which I agree with. 

20 The approach to signage within the SPAZ was discussed with Mr 
Blair at mediation and it is noted that Mr Blair has agreed with this 
approach in his evidence at paras. 3.4 and 5.3. It is therefore 
important to emphasise that there is agreement between 
CIAL and the Council as to the desired outcome and approach 
to signage with the SPAZ. 

21 Whilst there is agreement in terms of the outcomes sought, I 
consider that there are a number of difficulties with the rule package 
as proposed in the red-line version attached to Mr Blair’s evidence 
(the red-line version) in effectively delivering on these outcomes.  

22 The signage rules are structured so that for any given sign to be 
permitted and not trigger the need for a resource consent, it needs 
to fall within both the list of permitted activities under clause 
6.8.3.1, and concurrently also comply with the built form standards 
under section 6.8.4. I have discussed concerns with this approach 
for specific types of signage in some detail in my Carter Group 
evidence. If the reformatting of the how to use the rules’ section 
recommended  in that evidence is accepted, with P11 below 
explicitly not subject to any built form standards, then the 
amendments set out below relating to airport purposes signage may 
not be necessary. The amendments for signage not related to 
airport purposes will nonetheless remain of relevance. 

6.8.3.1 Permitted activities 

23 Mr Blair has recommended the insertion of a new ‘P11’ as follows: 

P11 Signage for airport purposes within the Airport 
Purposes Designation (Chapter 10, D1). 

Note: Any sign for airport purposes is subject to 
section 176A of the Resource Management Act 
1991. 

 

 

                                            
3 Discussed later in para.33. 
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24 This new permitted activity rule is supported and confirms the 
status of signage for airport purposes within the area covered by 
Designation D1. It is noted that the ‘Activity specific standards’ 
column is left empty. For consistency with other permitted activities 
that are not subject to any standards it is recommended that ‘Nil’ is 
inserted into the third column. 

Built Form Standards 6.8.4.2 

25 Rule 6.8.4.2 sets out the maximum area and height of signs, where 
such signs are attached to buildings. This rule is structured as a 
table. The individual zones or lines are not separately numbered, 
which makes direct referencing difficult.  

26 The permitted maximum area of signage applying to ‘All Specific 
Purposes Zones not listed elsewhere in this table’ is 4m2, with a 
maximum height of 4m. The SPAZ is not separately listed in the 
table, and likewise there is no exemption for signage that is in 
accordance with the purpose of the designation.  

27 It is considered that a new line needs to be added to the table to 
make explicit that there are no controls on signage related to airport 
purposes. This is a consistent approach to that adopted in the table 
for signage in the Specific Purpose (Hospital) and Specific Purpose 
(Port) Zones4 and would logically fit into the table below the hospital 
zone entry as follows: 

Specific Purpose 
(Airport) Zone 

No limit on number and area of signs 
provided they are related solely to 
Airport Purposes in accordance with 
Designation D1 

 

28 For signage within the SPAZ that is not for airport purposes then an 
additional entry should be made within the section of the table that 
sets out the area and height rules for signage within the Commercial 
Retail Park and Industrial Zones as follows: 

Specific Purpose 
(Airport) Zone – 
signage that is not 
in accordance with 
the Airport 
Purposes 

Maximum area: 

Building length along 
primary frontage 
(m) x 1m 

Maximum Height: 

Where the height 
limit is 20m, 9m or 
façade height 

                                            
4 It is noted that an alternative structure for hospital and port signage would be to 
include them as separate permitted activities, with an explicit statement in the how 
to use the rules section that such signage was not subject to the built form 
standards. 
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Designation D1 whichever is lower 

 

 

Free-standing signs – 6.8.4.4 

29 As with the built form standards for signs on buildings, the red-line 
version includes a separate table that sets out the maximum 
number, area, width, and height of free-standing signs. There is 
again the need to include explicit exemption for signage for airport 
purposes, and likewise include controls for signage that is located 
within the SPAZ and is not for airport purposes.  

30 Unlike the above provision for signs on buildings, the free-standing 
signs table does include a specific line for the SPAZ. It refers 
however to only that part of the SPAZ that is located within the 
‘aviation precinct’. Signage for airport purposes can be necessary 
throughout the SPAZ, and therefore it is not considered to be 
efficient or appropriate to limit the exemption to only that signage 
within a discrete portion of the zone. It is recommended that the 
line be amended as follows: 

Specific Purpose 
(Airport) Zone –
Aviation Precinct  

No limit on signs provided they are related 
solely to Airport Purposes in 
accordance with Designation D1 to 
airport safety and operational 
activities. 

 

31 For free-standing signage that is not subject to the designation, 
there is likewise an existing line in the rule table. This line currently 
relates to signage in the ‘Development Precinct’ and will capture all 
signage in that area, whether for airport purposes or not. It is 
recommended that the line be amended so that it relates to all non-
airport purpose signage throughout the SPAZ. It is noted that the 
built form standards in this section of the table that apply to the 
SPAZ are the same as those applying to the Commercial Retail Park 
and all Industrial Zones which I consider is appropriate given the 
similarities in the sensitivity of the receiving environment. 

Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone – Airport 
Development Precinct  

Signage that is not in accordance with the 
Airport Purposes Designation D1 
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Additional Controls – 6.8.4.4a5 

32 An ‘additional control’ has been added to the red-line version at the 
end of the table relating to free-standing signs as follows: 

Specific Purpose (Airport) Zone 

Any sign shall be set back at least 10m within the Special Purpose 
(Airport) Zone boundary from the road reserve boundaries of the 
perimeter of the zone (including Memorial Avenue exclusive of any 
road widening; and along the length of Russley Road, Johns Road, 
McLeans Island Road, Jessons Road, Pound Road 

33 I have been unable to find any discussion on the rationale for this 
proposed new rule in the evidence of either Mr Blair or Ms Reeves 
and likewise am unaware of any submitter seeking such relief. In 
the absence of any explanation as to what the proposed provision is 
trying to achieve I simply note the following: 

i)  It is assumed that this control relates only to the location of 
free-standing signs rather than operating as a completely 
separate stand-alone rule that would also cover signage on 
buildings. The rule as currently worded on its face applies to 
all signage, however it sits under the freestanding table and 
does not have its own rule number reference; 

ii) As set out above, if signage is necessary for airport purposes 
under the designation then I do not consider such a rule to 
be either necessary or appropriate; 

iii) For general signage that is not covered by the designation, I 
note that the SPAZ zone built form standards6 require 
‘buildings’ to be set back a minimum of 20m from Johns, 
Russley, and Mcleans Island Roads and Memorial Avenue, 
45m from Jessons Road, and 10m from other road 
boundaries. The road setback provisions will apply to free-
standing signage that is of a sufficient scale to meet the 
definition of a ‘building’ (any structure over 1.8m in height); 

iv) The number of free standing signs is limited to one per 
vehicle access. A number of the boundary roads are ‘limited 
access’ where the road controlling authority is unlikely to 
grant permission for a new individual site access to be 
formed. In practice businesses are likely to wish to locate 

                                            
5 It is noted that the freestanding sign table is also referenced as 6.8.4.4a 
6 Rule 3.2.1 Street Scene 
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their permitted free standing sign allowance close to their 
site entrance as this is where visitors will approach the 
business from. The number of free standing signs able to be 
located adjacent to the perimeter roads is therefore limited; 

v) Any off-site signage is separately controlled as either a 
restricted or fully discretionary activity; 

vi) Any signage that would pose a traffic hazard is separately 
controlled through rule 6.8.4.1. 

34 These provisions in combination are considered to provide adequate 
control over the location and extent of free standing signage, within 
a context that is similar to other industrial zones adjoining arterial 
roads. In the absence of any justification for this proposed new rule 
it is recommended that it be deleted. 

Off-site signage 

35 Off-site signage is managed through rule 6.8.3.3 (RD2a) as a 
restricted discretionary activity where such signage is located within 
the Commercial and Industrial Zones, and rule 6.8.3.4 (D1a) as a 
fully discretionary activity where it is located in all other zones. 

36 In my view there is no difference in the sensitivity of the receiving 
environment of the SPAZ than there is in other industrial or 
commercial zones. Off-site signage may be appropriate, provided it 
is appropriately designed and located within the SPAZ, as evidenced 
by a number of billboards present in the SPAZ that have been 
assessed through a resource consent process where the effects have 
been deemed to be acceptable. As such I consider that the 
regulatory approach to off-site signage within the SPAZ should be 
the same as that applied to other commercial and industrial zones. 
The SPAZ should accordingly be added to the list of zones subject to 
RD1. 

Traffic Safety – 6.8.4.1 

37 Signage in relation to traffic safety is proposed to be controlled 
through two rules as follows: 

a. Any sign shall be located so as not to be likely to 
obscure or to detract from the interpretation of any 
traffic sign or controls; 

b. Signs shall be at least 100m in urban areas and 200m 
in rural areas from an official sign or traffic signal 
where the sign or traffic signal is for a State Highway 
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or an arterial road with a speed restriction of 70km per 
hour or over. 

38 I agree with the intent of the rule that signage should not 
compromise the function and visibility of traffic signals in a manner 
that would create a safety hazard. There are however two matters 
of clarity relating to clause (b) as currently drafted that have the 
potential to result in significant over-regulation for little potential 
benefit for traffic safety. The first of these matters is that the rule 
controls all signage within a 100m radius of any ‘official sign or 
traffic signal’. These terms are not defined, however on a plain 
English reading will include street naming signs and speed limit 
signs, along with signage directly associated with intersections such 
as traffic lights or stop signs. This broad coverage increases the 
extent of the rule as a 100m ‘no signage’ circle will apply from every 
such sign. 

39 The second of these matters is the limit on any signage within 100m 
of a traffic sign in urban areas with a 70kph limit or higher. The 
100m limit as drafted applies as a circle with the sign in the centre. 
It therefore captures signage some distance ‘inland’ from the road 
carriageway. Such signage may well be located on buildings or even 
on the opposite side of buildings to the carriageway and that cannot 
be seen from the road, let alone possibly create an issue for road 
safety. In practice it prevents any signage within large parts of 
commercial and industrial developments across a number of areas, 
including parts of the SPAZ along Russley and Johns Roads that are 
being developed for a range of commercial, industrial, and airport 
activities in accordance with the SPAZ provisions. It also prevents 
any signage across large parts of other industrial and commercial 
centres located with frontage to an arterial road or State Highway. 
Examples include the Industrial Greenfield priority areas in the CRPS 
with frontage to Johns, Russley, Pound, and Tunnel Roads, 
established industrial areas fronting onto parts of Blenheim Road, 
Halswell Junction Road and Curletts Road, the proposed Key Activity 
Centre in South Halswell, and the established local commercial 
centres in townships such as Templeton, Little River, and 
Duvauchelle.  

40 There is no commentary in the evidence of either Mr Blair or Ms 
Reeves as to the intent of the rule or whether it is intended that the 
100m area acts as a ‘circle’ around the sign. In practice road signs 
are generally located within the road reserve and therefore the area 
in front of and behind them is managed by the road controlling 
authority. The potential for obscuring road signs therefore tends to 
be limited to locations adjacent to intersections where signs or 
traffic signals are viewed against a backdrop of buildings.  
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41 The number of free standing signs is proposed to be limited to the 
number of vehicle access points. Private site access points are 
generally restricted by the road controlling authority for State 
Highways and arterial roads with speed limits over 70kph, especially 
where sites have an alternative road access available. The number 
of free standing signs permitted under the built form standards 
along high speed arterial corridors is therefore limited and is a 
reduction in that permitted under the operative Plan. 

42 It may be that the New Zealand Transport Agency or the Crown are 
able to provide further clarification as to the intent of the rule, or 
suggest amendments that reduce the need for unnecessary 
consenting of signage that is located some distance inland from the 
state highway. I agree that signs should not create a safety hazard, 
however regulation of such should be carefully conceived so that it 
does not conversely result in a lot of unnecessary consenting. 

43 An alternative, and potentially more effective approach is considered 
to be to control signage within 50m of a signalised intersection or 
roundabout, in combination with Clause (a) which whilst somewhat 
subjective does provide a regulatory backstop that enables action to 
be taken if signage creates a traffic safety issue. The combination of 
clause (a) and a 50m restriction around controlled intersections is 
consistent with the long-established approach in the Operative Plan. 
I am not aware of any signs that have caused significant traffic 
safety risk over the life of the Operative Plan, and therefore the 
provisions would appear to be effective. I acknowledge however that 
either the NZTA or Council will be in a better positon than I to 
provide the Panel with evidence as to problematic signs that have 
created significant risk in Christchurch over the last decade and that 
would indicate concerns with the long-established Operative Plan 
approach. 

44 In my view an approach of controlling signage near intersections, 
where the potential for traffic risk is increased, means that the 
regulation is tailored to those locations where the benefits (in terms 
of ensuring traffic safety) are greatest, as opposed to the approach 
proposed in the red line version that has the potential to result in a 
large number of resource consents where there is minimal benefit to 
traffic safety and where the prevention of signage would be contrary 
to the broader outcomes anticipated in these commercial and 
industrial zones. 

45 It is therefore proposed that Clause (b) be replaced as follows: 

No sign shall be erected within 50m of an intersection 
controlled by traffic signals or a roundabout for a State 
Highway or arterial road with a speed restriction of 70kph or 
over. 
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46 Rule 6.8.3.3 (RD1) confirms that the activity status for signs not 
meeting 6.8.4.1 is restricted discretionary. RD1 includes a curiously 
worded notification clause that states that applications not meeting 
6.8.4.1 shall ‘generally’ not be publicly or limited notified except to 
NZTA. It is considered that the word ‘generally’ should be deleted as 
it defeats the purpose of the clause providing certainty regarding 
notification. 

CONCLUSION 

47 In conclusion, both the LURP and CRPS higher order planning 
documents, and the Strategic Directions objectives, provide a 
framework within which the role and benefit of strategic 
infrastructure and the need to enable the ongoing growth and 
development of such is recognised as a key component of recovery. 

48 Such recognition and enablement needs to be considered 
concurrently with the need to also appropriately manage amenity 
outcomes, commensurate with the nature of the receiving 
environment. 

49 The evidence of Mr Blair supports an enabling approach to signage 
within the SPAZ, where this is necessary for airport purposes.  

50 Mr Blair also supports control of more general signage within the 
SPAZ that is not airport-related, in a manner consistent with how 
such signage is treated in similar commercial or industrial contexts. 

51 I agree with the outcomes sought in terms of signage management. 
I have recommended a number of amendments to the rule package 
to better achieve these agreed outcomes. 

52 I agree that signage should not result in a hazard to road users. The 
proposed rule in relation to traffic safety in my view creates a 
significant consenting burden for signage that will have minimal 
effect on road safety. I have therefore proposed an alternative 
approach, based on the long-established Operative Plan, to make 
the rule more effective at managing risk whilst balancing the costs 
of regulation with the benefits that such regulation needs to bring.  

53 I consider that the proposed signage chapter, subject to 
amendments set out in this brief and my related brief on behalf of 
the Carter Group achieves the strategic policy directions, and is in 
accordance with the Statement of Expectations in Schedule 4 of the 
OiC. 
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Dated:  22 February 2016 

 

__________________________ 
Jonathan Guy Clease  

 


