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INTRODUCTION 

1. My full name is Graham Rutherford Taylor.  I am a Consultant Planner and Director of Resource 

Management Group Ltd (RMG), a planning consultancy, based in Christchurch. 

2. I have appeared before the Hearings Panel in relation to Stage 2 and 3 matters of the proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pCRDP). My qualifications and experience are recorded 

in the statement of evidence I presented on behalf of the Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust 

Board in relation to the Chapter 9 hearing. 

3. I have been asked by the Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust Board (“the Trust”) to provide 

planning evidence relating to submission 3275.13 on rule 13.14.7.2.2.4 D1, relating to signs 

located on sites containing heritage buildings. The rule has now been incorporated into Chapter 

6 and is being considered as part of the Chapter 6 hearing as renumbered rule 6.8.3.3 RD3. 

4. I confirm that I have read and agree to comply with the Code of Conduct of Expert Witnesses 

(2014).  This evidence is 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. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

5. The Trust submission sought the deletion of rule 13.14.7.2.2.4 D1 which proposed full 

discretionary activity status for “Signs in all Central City Zones attached to or located on the 

same site as a historic building, structure or historic site.” 

6. The rule has now been incorporated into a new Chapter 6 rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 with amended 

wording.  

7. The rule conflicts with proposed Chapter 9.3 rule 9.3.3.2.1 P6 which will permit certain signs on 

heritage items and within heritage settings subject to specific standards. The amended Chapter 

9 wording has arisen due to mediated agreements dealing with Chapter 9 matters.  

8. The proposed Chapter 6 rule uses undefined terms of “historic building” and “historic site” 

which are also not used in Chapter 9.  

9. The reference to “sites” in the Chapter 6 rule also conflicts with the Chapter 9 rules which refer 

to “heritage settings”. These which do not always correspond to site boundaries.  
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10. The effect of the rule would be to require resource consents for signs on sites containing 

heritage buildings – despite them being permitted by the agreed Chapter 9 rules, and despite 

sometimes not being within a defined heritage setting.  

11. For these reasons I consider that the rule should be deleted.    

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED 

12. The key documents that I have relied on in preparing this evidence are: 

 Stage 3 Publicly Notified Chapter 13 Proposal 

 Stage 2 Publicly Notified Chapter 6 Proposal 

 Submission 3275.13 (Arts Centre of Christchurch Trust Board) 

 Chapter 9.3 (Heritage) evidence of Caroline Elizabeth Rachlin, Planner, for Christchurch City 

Council, dated 18 December 2015 

 Chapter 6 Planning Evidence of Adam Scott Blair, for Christchurch City Council, dated 5 

February 2016.   

 Chapter 6 Urban Design Evidence of Janet Helen Reeves, for Christchurch City Council, 

dated 4 February 2016. 

13. I also participated in mediation relating to Chapter 9.3 sign provisions relevant to this matter on 

18 November and 19 December 2015. 

DISCUSSION 

14. The Trust submission sought the deletion of rule 13.14.7.2.2.4 D1 which proposed full 

discretionary activity status for “Signs in all Central City Zones attached to or located on the 

same site as a historic building, structure or historic site.” 

15. The rule has now been incorporated into the revised Chapter 6 proposal as attached to Mr 

Blair’s evidence as rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 as a Restricted Discretionary Activity and reads “Signs in all 

zones attached to or located on the same site as historic building, structure or historic site 

[corresponds to 13.14.7.2.2.4 D1] Except Commercial Banks Peninsula (except Lyttelton)” 
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16. The reason for the submission was that signs on heritage items and within heritage settings are 

specifically dealt with in Chapter 9.3 dealing with heritage matters. The proposed rule in Chapter 

13 conflicts with the Chapter 9.3 rule, and should be deleted. I consider that Chapter 9 is the 

appropriate place for the effects of signs on heritage values to be dealt with, and this has been 

the agreed approach following Chapter 9 mediation. 

17. Since lodging the submission, the Chapter 9.3 rules have been subject to extensive mediation, 

which I participated in. The mediation resulted in an agreed set of rules for signs on Heritage 

Items and Settings, as contained in the revised Chapter 9.3 proposal dated 17 January 20161, are 

also discussed in Ms Rachlin’s evidence in chief2 to the Chapter 9 hearing. The revised rules will 

permit signs within heritage settings and on heritage items subject to specific standards.  

18. The inclusion of a discretionary activity rule in Chapter 6 will conflict with the agreed Chapter 9 

outcomes, and is unnecessary, as the Chapter 9.3 rules will prevail.  

19. The Chapter 6 rule wording also presents further difficulties, as the terms used in the rule differ 

from those in the Chapter 9 rules and/or are not defined in the proposed Chapter 2 Definitions. 

In particular:   

20. The terms “historic building, structure or historic site” are not defined. Chapter 9 refers to 

“heritage items” and “heritage settings” which are defined in Chapter 2. Use of undefined terms 

conflicts with Chapter 9, and leads to confusion.  

21. The rule refers to signs located on the same “site” as a historic building … The Chapter 9.3 rules 

do not refer to sites. Instead they refer to “heritage settings” which are graphically defined in 

maps contained in Chapter 9 Appendices. The boundaries of the settings have been developed 

in Chapter 9.3 to encompass the area surrounding a heritage item which contributes to its 

heritage values.  

22. The boundary of the identified heritage settings does not always follow legal boundaries. This is 

particularly the case on large sites (eg: Canterbury University), where only a portion of the site is 

identified. 

23. Accordingly proposed rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 would have the effect of requiring resource consents for 

signs on sites containing heritage items, despite the sign location being beyond the identified 

                                                

1 Proposed rule 9.3.3.2.1 P6 
2 Caroline Rachlin Evidence in Chief dated 18 December 2015, Paras 13.54 – 13.59 
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Chapter 9 heritage setting, and despite being otherwise permitted under specific heritage rule 

9.3.3.2.1 P6. 

24. I have perused both Mr Blair and Ms Reeve’s reports, and can find no discussion on this 

particular submission point – yet Mr Blair has recommended rejection in his attached Appendix 

A accept/reject table.  

25. Ms Reeves briefly discusses provisions relating to heritage sites in para 12.1 of her evidence, 

however only states the notified rules, without discussing the submission point. She later 

discusses an Arts Centre submission (also mis-numbered para 12.1) however the discussion 

relates to the separate Chapter 9 submission on signs in heritage settings (which has been 

resolved through the Chapter 9 mediation and revised proposal discussed above), and does not 

address the Chapter 6 rule subject to this hearing.  

26. In reviewing the two briefs of evidence, I consider that the submission point has not been 

addressed in Council evidence, and suspect this may have been an oversight due to cross-over 

with the Chapter 9 hearing.  

27. Neither Mr Blair nor Ms Reeves were party to the Chapter 9 mediation. The issue of “tidying up” 

the conflicting Chapter 6 reference was raised at that mediation, although it was agreed that it 

was a Chapter 6 matter that required dealing with separately at this hearing. My recollection 

was that Ms Rachlin undertook to bring it to the attention of the Chapter 6 team, however it 

may have simply been overlooked. 

28. For the above reasons, I consider that proposed rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 is unnecessary, and conflicts 

with the agreed mediated outcomes contained in Chapter 9. 

29. I therefore consider that rule 6.8.3.3 RD3 should be deleted in its entirety. 

 

Graham Taylor 

MNZPI 

17 February 2016 

 


