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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Rachael Louise Eaton.  Since June 2015 I have held the 

position of Principal Urban Designer at Boffa Miskell Limited, Christchurch.  

I am a chartered landscape architect and post graduate qualified urban 

designer with over 17 years professional experience in senior roles in 

private consultancy, local and central government in both New Zealand and 

the UK.   

1.2 This is the second statement of evidence I have presented to the Hearings 

Panel for the Crown, the previous statement being in respect of the Stage 3 

Central City Zones Proposal ("Proposal 13").1 That previous evidence 

related to the appropriateness (or otherwise) of the urban design related 

provisions for the Central City in the Commercial and Residential Zones in 

achieving the outcomes sought in (and consistency with) the CCRP. 

1.3 Full details of my qualifications and relevant past experience are set out at 

Attachment A to my first statement of evidence.  

1.4 I have been engaged by the Crown, through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA"), to provide specific urban design evidence on 

provisions relating to signs  Stage 2 and 3 General Rules and Procedures 

Proposal ("Proposal 6") in the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Replacement Plan")". 

1.5 I have been providing the Crown with my expertise in relation to landscape 

architecture and urban design matters since June 2015.  During that time I 

have been on a part time secondment to the Central City Development Unit 

("CCDU") at CERA, in a Principal Planning Advisor role.  In this role I am 

responsible for providing expert advice which supports delivery of the 

Anchor Projects as part of the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan – Te 

Mahere 'Maraka Ōtautahi' ("CCRP"). 

1.6 Following notification of Proposal 13, the Council circulated a revised 

version of Proposal 6 (dated 25 November 2015) which integrated the 

Council’s proposed Central City Signs provisions from section 13.14.7 of 

Proposal 13 into Proposal 6.  I attended urban design expert conferencing 

in relation to the signage components of this Proposal (Proposal 6 dated 25 

                                                
1
 Available at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/3721-Crown-Evidence-of-Rachael-

Eaton-14-1-2016.pdf 
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November 2015) on Friday 4 December 2015. The outcome of the expert 

conferencing is recorded in the joint witness statement on signage.2   

1.7 The Proposal 6 that was discussed at expert conferencing has 

subsequently been superseded by the ‘Revised proposal – Signs’ dated 5 

February 2016 as attached to Mr Blair’s Evidence in Chief ("Revised 

Proposal").   

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

2.4 As noted above, I am employed by Boffa Miskell Limited, but am currently 

on a part time secondment to CERA.  Boffa Miskell Limited, CERA, and I 

recognise my overriding obligation to the hearings panel in presenting my 

evidence.   

3. SCOPE 

3.1 My evidence focuses on the appropriateness (or otherwise) of the signs 

provisions for the Central City Zones in achieving the outcomes sought in 

(and consistency with) the CCRP.  

3.2 In particular I discuss in this evidence: 

(a) 6.8.1 Objective and policies; 

(b) 6.8.3 Activity Status; 

(c) 6.8.4.2 Signs attached to buildings; 

                                                
2
 Expert Conferencing Agreed Statement is available at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-

content/uploads/2015/07/Urban-Design-Signage-expert-conferencing-statement-FINAL.pdf 
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(d) 6.8.4.4 Free-Standing signs; and 

(e) 6.8.5 Matters of Discretion.  

3.3 The key material I have reviewed in order to prepare my evidence includes: 

(a) the CCRP, including CCRP Appendix 1; 

(b) relevant proposals as notified by the Council, including the Stage 3 

Central City Proposal 13  

(c) the Crown’s submission and further submission on the Stage 1 and 

Stage 3 proposals as they relate to signage and urban design 

matters; 

(d) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014 – Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations ("Statement of 

Expectations")3; 

(e) the Hearings Panel’s decision on the Strategic Directions Proposal; 

(f) the Revised Proposal; 

(g) the Council’s statement of issues (30 October 2015)4 for the General 

Rules and Procedures hearing ("Statement of Issues"); 

(h) the New Zealand Urban Design Protocol (Ministry for The 

Environment 2005) to which both Central Government and 

Christchurch City Council are signatories; 

(i) the evidence of Mr Andrew Willis for the Crown in relation to this 

hearing; and 

(j) the urban design evidence of Ms Reeves and the relevant parts of the 

planning evidence of Mr Stevenson for the Council in relation to this 

hearing. 

3.4 My evidence has been further informed by the urban design expert 

conferencing sessions in relation to the signage components of the Revised 

                                                
3
 
3
 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, Schedule 4: Statement of 

Expectations. 
4
 The Updated Statement of Issues for the General Rules and Procedures Hearings dated 30 October 2015 is 

available online at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/2123-CCC-Updated-Statement-
of-Issues-30-10-151.pdf. 
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Proposal which I attended on Friday 4 December 2015. The outcome of the 

expert conferencing is recorded in the joint witness statement on signage.5   

3.5 In relation to the Central City Zones, the following issues identified in the 

conferencing statement were not able to be agreed between experts:   

(a) objectives and policy approach (Issues 7 (a) - 7(c) Statement of 

Issues); 

(b) activities including signs attached to buildings, signs on heritage 

buildings, billboards, off site, illuminated and flashing signs, digital 

signage, free standing signs, and temporary signage (Issue 7p);  

(c) whether amendments are appropriate to Built Form Standards as 

they apply to the Central City in order to achieve quality urban 

design outcomes consistent with the CCRP (issue 7(s) – 7(x)); and 

(d) whether amendments are appropriate to Matters of Discretion as 

they apply to the Central City in order to achieve quality urban 

design outcomes consistent with the CCRP (issue 7(y) and issue 

7(z)). 

3.6 I address these outstanding issues in my evidence below.  

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 In relation to signage, the broad outcome sought by the Crown is that the 

Central City signage provisions of Proposal 6 allow for signs in the Central 

City that enable the CCRP vision for a distinctive Central City to be 

achieved, in a manner that reflects the Statement of Expectations.6 

4.2 In my opinion the Central City signage outcome sought by the Crown 

strikes an appropriate balance between enabling signage to occur in the 

Central City and ensuring quality urban design outcomes are achieved 

consistent with the CCRP (as required by the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act 2011).  

4.3 In broad terms I support the intent of the Revised Proposal to reduce the 

complexity of provisions and the need for resource consent.   

                                                
5
 The Expert Conferencing Agreed Statement is available online at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-

content/uploads/2015/07/Urban-Design-Signage-expert-conferencing-statement-FINAL.pdf. 
6
 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 Schedule 4 Statement of 

Expectations 
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4.4 Having reviewed the relevant key material and considered the outcome of 

expert conferencing, I consider that the Objective and Policy approach 

outlined in the Revised Proposal does not sufficiently reflect the intent of the 

Objective and Policy approach in the notified Proposal 13 and as supported 

by the Crown’s submission.  

4.5 In my opinion the intent of the Objective and Policy framework of the 

notified Proposal 13 established a more appropriate balance between 

enabling signage to have a role in the recovery and vitality of the central 

city, whilst ensuring that the activity doesn’t diminish the quality of the built 

environment, including character of areas, buildings and structures.  

4.6 I support temporary signage and any signs in zones controlled by 

government ministries/departments or other controlling authorities being a 

permitted activity in the relevant Central City Zones subject to it complying 

with relevant Activity Specific Standards and the Built Form Standards in 

Rule 6.8.4. 

4.7 In general I am supportive of letters attached to buildings being a permitted 

activity in the Central City subject to meeting maximum height 

requirements. However, I do not support an increase from 500mm to 1m in 

the height of lettering for buildings in the Central City where the road wall 

height of the building façade on which the signage is to be displayed is 

greater than 17m across the board as outlined in the Revised Proposal. 

4.8 I support the maximum height of up to 500mm in the Central City, as per 

Proposal 13 and the Crown’s submission, as I consider this appropriate to 

achieving high quality urban design outcomes, consistent with the CCRP. 

4.9 I do not consider that the controlled activity status of prefabricated signs in 

the Central City Residential Zone is sufficient to manage the potential 

effects of that signage on achieving the outcomes of the CCRP in terms of 

quality urban design and creating ‘’high quality inner city living.’’7. I consider 

that the signs should be subject to assessment to manage their cumulative 

effects, including visual clutter, and their effects on adjacent zones. 

4.10 I do not support the deletion of reference to billboard in the Revised 

Proposal. I consider that billboards can present potential adverse effects on 

the quality and amenity of the Central City’s built environment and wider 

                                                
7
 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p103 

3721 Crown - Evidence of Rachael Eaton
Page 7 of 24



 

BF\55724404\6 Page 7 

cityscape, including historic buildings and sites, in a similar way to the other 

signs listed. For clarity and ease of understanding I consider that it is 

therefore appropriate to included references to Billboard in the list of signs 

in Rules 6.8.3.3 RD2 and 6.8.3.3 RD2. This is consistent with the notified 

provisions in Proposal 13. 

4.11 I also consider that a discretionary activity status is appropriate to manage 

the potential adverse effects of billboards on the quality and amenity of the 

Central City’s built environment and wider cityscape, including historic 

buildings and sites and do not support the deletion of D4 from the Revised 

Proposal.   

4.12 In general I support the proposed built form standards and matters of 

discretion for the Central City Commercial Zones and Residential Zones 

and, subject to some minor amendments for clarity and practicality, I 

consider that they are appropriate and necessary in achieving the outcomes 

sought in the CCRP. 

5. THE ROLE OF SIGNAGE IN ACHIEVING THE URBAN DESIGN 

OUTCOMES FOR THE CENTRAL CITY SOUGHT BY THE CROWN  

5.1 The CCRP outlines a vision for a distinctive Central City characterised by:8 

(a) a consolidated central city business area that fosters business 

investment and growth; 

(b) a lower rise built environment with a diverse range of activities in 

safe, well designed buildings within an attractive cityscape; 

(c) a greener city-scape, supported by a revitalised Te Papa 

Ōtākaro/Avon River Precinct corridor; 

(d) high quality inner city housing options that attract an increased 

residential population; and 

(e) places and spaces that attract people from throughout the greater 

Christchurch area and beyond. 

5.2 In relation to signage, the broad outcome sought by the Crown is that the 

Central City signage provisions of Proposal 6 allow for signs in the Central 

                                                
8
 CCRP, page 103.  
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City that enable the CCRP vision for a distinctive Central City to be 

achieved in a manner that reflects the SOE.9 

5.3 In my opinion the Central City signage outcome sought by the Crown 

strikes an appropriate balance between enabling signage to occur in the 

Central City and ensuring quality urban design outcomes that are consistent 

with the CCRP are achieved (as required by the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act 2011).  

5.4 In relation to urban design, the CCRP: 

(a) lists urban design as one of a number of ‘design elements that will 

shape the city’; 10 

(b) states that 'effective urban design creates attractive, safe and 

functional places. The interface of buildings and their surroundings, 

including streets and public spaces, is an important component in 

creating a distinctive city that is attractive to all’;11 

(c) seeks to ‘streamline the consenting process, whilst ensuring that 

significant investment in the central city rebuild is protected and the 

quality of the built form is enhanced’; 12 and 

(d) ‘recognises and provides for a community aspiration to improve 

urban design within the Central City, with a particular focus on 

improving the quality of the built form in the Central City Business 

Zone.13 

5.5 The outcomes sought by the Crown also have support from Strategic 

Direction Objective 3.3.7, in that they promote a high quality urban 

environment. 

6. OBJECTIVE AND POLICY FRAMEWORK  

6.8.1.1 Objective 1  

6.1 I do not support 6.8.1.1 Objective 1 as worded in the Revised Proposal.  

                                                
9
 Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014, Schedule 4: Statement of 

Expectations. 
10

 CCRP, page 41. 
11

 CCRP, page 41. 
12

 CCRP, page 41. 
13

CCRP, page 103. 
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6.2 In the notified version of Proposal 13, Objective 13.14.7.1.1, which relates 

to Central City Signs, stated: 

‘Signs which collectively contribute to the recovery and vitality of the 

Central City recovery by supporting business and communities in a 

manner that contributes to public safety, visual amenity values and 

character of the area, buildings or structures.’ 

6.3 The Crown’s submission14 supported Objective 13.14.7.1.1 and sought a 

minor amendment to delete the second use of the word 'recovery.' I support 

the Crown’s submission, including the minor amendment.  

6.4 I consider that Objective 13.14.7.1.1 suitably promotes signage that 

contributes to the recovery and vitality of the Central City, and I consider 

this is consistent with the outcomes of the CCRP. All experts agreed at 

expert conferencing that the wording of Objective 13.14.7.1.1 was 

appropriate and should be retained in the Revised Proposal. 

6.5 The wording of the corresponding objective in the Revised Proposal 

(6.8.1.1 Objective 1), has changed. It states that: 

‘Signs which maintain amenity values while: 

i. supporting and meeting the needs of business and activities; 

ii. providing identification, direction and warning; and 

iii. contributing to Christchurch’s vitality and recovery.’15 

6.6 I do not support 6.8.1.1 Objective 1 as worded in the Revised Proposal. In 

my opinion it does not sufficiently reflect the intent of Objective 13.7.4.1.1 

which established a more appropriate balance between enabling signage to 

have a role in the recovery and vitality of the central city, whilst ensuring 

that the activity does not diminish the quality of the built environment, 

including character of areas, buildings and structures. 

6.7 I acknowledge that signage is a key way in which businesses advertise and 

attract customers in the context of the Central City.  I agree that, if managed 

appropriately, signage forms an important part of the Central City’s 

commercial character, identity and activity.  I consider that if signs are well 

designed and appropriately located, they can enhance the quality of the 

                                                
14

 Crown submission # 3721   
15

 Revised Proposal 6.8 Signs Objective 6.8.1.1 
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built environment, helping to create a vibrant and distinctive Central City 

consistent with the outcomes of the CCRP.  

6.8 Conversely, from an urban design perspective I consider that if signs are 

poorly designed and/or inappropriately located they can detract from the 

surrounding built form and architecture, overly dominate the city’s public 

realm and undermine street quality. Too many signs can create visual 

clutter that not only reduces their effectiveness, but also the quality of the 

Central City Built form as a whole.  

6.9 I also do not support the deletion of the reference to … public safety, visual 

amenity values and character of the area, buildings or structures’ as I 

consider these are essential considerations in managing signage. In this 

respect I agree with Ms Reeves.16 

6.10 Furthermore, I consider that the references to ‘maintain amenity values’ in 

6.8.1.1 Objective 1 do not sufficiently reflect the role that well designed and 

appropriately located signage can have in enhancing the quality of the built 

environment and helping to create a vibrant and distinctive Central City 

consistent with the CCRP.  

6.11 I also do not support the deletion of the word ‘collectively’ from 6.8.1.1 

Objective 1. As noted at expert conferencing, I consider that in order to 

achieve quality urban design outcomes across the Central City, 

consideration should be given to the cumulative effects of signage on the 

overall quality of the Central City urban environment and how they are 

collectively managed and controlled in order to support the outcomes of the 

CCRP.  

6.12 I support the reference to ‘communities’ in Objective 13.14.7.1.1 and 

therefore do not support the deletion of the word ‘communities’ from 

Objective 6.8.1.1 Objective 1. As well as supporting businesses and 

commercial activity, signs have an important role to play in communicating 

messages to the public, promoting events and providing information. I do 

not consider that the use of the word ‘activities’ in Objective 6.8.1.1 

Objective 1 suitably acknowledges the role of signs in supporting 

communities.  

                                                
16

 Ms Reeves Evidence in Chief ("EIC") Paragraph 7.2. 
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6.13 I therefore consider that 6.8.1.1 Objective 1 should be reworded to reflect 

the Objective supported by urban design experts at expert conferencing:17 

"Signs which collectively contribute to the recovery and vitality of 

Christchurch by supporting business and communities in a manner that 

contributes to public safety, visual amenity values and character of the 

area, buildings or structures.’ maintain amenity values while: 

i. supporting and meeting the needs of business and activities; 

ii. providing identification, direction and warning; and 

iii. contributing to Christchurch’s vitality and recovery." 

6.8.1.1a (Policy 1) 

6.14 Policy 6.8.1.1a (Policy 1) in the Revised Proposal no longer corresponds to 

Policy 13.14.7.1.1.1 (Policy 1) in Proposal 13. The revised Policy has been 

amended in response to a number of submissions including Kiwi Property 

Group and Kiwi Property Holdings Limited (‘’Kiwi Property’’),18Carter Group 

Limited (‘’CGL’’),19 and points raised by Ms Reeves in her evidence.20  

6.15 Whilst I support the ‘enabling’ intent of Policy 1 and acknowledge that 

signage is expected in those areas where it supports business, in the 

context of the Central City, I consider that the Policy is too broad in its 

direction. In my view it is difficult to define when a sign would be considered 

unnecessary to meet the needs of business and other activities and this 

policy direction could result in an excessive amount of signs across the 

Central City.  

6.16 In my view Policy 6.8.1.1a does not provide sufficient policy direction to 

manage the cumulative effects of signage on the quality of the Central City 

built environment. I consider that too many signs can create visual clutter 

that not only reduces their effectiveness, but also the quality of urban 

design in the Central City as a whole. 

6.17 I therefore do not support the use of the phrases ‘is necessary to meet the 

needs of…’ (in Clause i of Policy 6.8.1.1a and ‘is necessary for…’ (in 

Clause ii of Policy 6.8.1.1a. 

                                                
17 

Expert Conferencing Agreed Statement is available at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-
content/uploads/2015/07/Urban-Design-Signage-expert-conferencing-statement-FINAL.pdf 
18

 Kiwi Property Limited # 2372 [A].  
19

 Carter Group Limited #3602. 
20

 Ms Reeves EIC paragraph 7.9. 
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6.18 In relation to Clause ii of Policy 6.8.1.1a, while I agree with Ms Reeves that 

‘a primary function of signage is to provide a means of identification, 

direction or warning’ 21 I consider that this function is sufficiently addressed 

in the definition of Signs/Signage and referring to it in the Policy is 

unnecessary. 

6.19 I also consider that the reference to enabling signage that ‘responds to the 

scale and significance of the building and/or site on which it is displayed’ is 

unnecessary as a Policy direction. While I agree with Ms Reeves that 

signage is compatible in scale to the building or site on which it is displayed, 

in my view the requirement for signs to respond to the scale of their context 

(be it building and/or site) is sufficiently considered by the Rules (Signs), 

including the assessment matters, of the General Rules and Procedures 

Chapter.  

6.20 I do not support the use of the words ‘significance of development’ as 

significance is difficult to define and doesn’t add any further clarity to the 

intent of the Policy.  This would, in my view, be inconsistent with the clarity 

sought through the Statement of Expectations. 

6.21 I therefore consider that the 6.8.1.1a (Policy 1) should be reworded to 

support the intent of Objective 13.14.7.1.1 in the Central City Proposal:  

To enable signage that: 

i. is necessary to meet the needs of supports business and 

community activities; 

ii. is necessary for identification, direction and warning  provides 

information to the public; and 

iii. responds to the scale and significance of the building and/or site 

on which it is displayed  maintains amenity values and doesn’t 

impact on public safety  

Policy 6.8.1b (Policy 2) 

6.22 I support Policy 6.8.1b (Policy 2) as worded in the Revised Proposal and 

agree with Ms Reeves22 that the replacement of ‘shape and form’ with 

                                                
21

 Ms Reeves EIC Paragraph 7.9. 
22

 Ms. Reeves EIC Paragraph 7.6. 
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‘design and appearance’ in the policy criteria helps to clarify the intent of the 

policy. 

6.23 In my view, this amendment appropriately responds to the submission by 

Kiwi Property23  which considered that the regulation of signage content is 

'over regulation' and reference to content should be deleted.   

6.24 I agree with Ms Reeves' view that it is not the ‘content of signs that needs to 

be controlled rather the design and appearance.’24   

6.25 I also support Ms Reeves’ view25 that the addition of the word ‘maintenance’ 

to the criteria addresses the issue that signs that are badly maintained can 

have an adverse effect on the surrounding environment.  This amendment 

appropriately responds to the submission by Phantom Billstickers.26 

Policy 6.8.1d (Policy 4) 

6.26 I support Policy 6.8.1d (Policy 4) as worded in the Revised Proposal. 

6.27 The Statement of Issues raised a number of points 27 which relate to this 

policy, including whether the policy should only apply to signage that 

‘significantly’ detracts from buildings, and only focus on addressing 

identified heritage buildings, structures of places. 

6.28 In my opinion, due to differing interpretations of what could be defined as 

‘significantly detracts’, the addition of this wording to Policy 6.8.1d (Policy 4) 

would add a degree of subjectivity/ambiguity to the intent of the Policy 

which would, in my view, be inconsistent with the Statement of 

Expectations. Ms Reeves28 also shares this view. 

6.29 I consider that the building design, historic character, structure or setting of 

buildings, including the public realm, should be the primary visual element 

of the Central City’s built environment. This is consistent with the outcome 

of the CCRP for ‘a distinctive Central City’, which is characterised, in part by 

‘…well designed buildings within an attractive cityscape’.29 

6.30 Consistent with achieving this outcome I consider that, from an urban 

design perspective, the potentially adverse effects of signage on the quality 

                                                
23

 Kiwi Property Limited # 2372 [A]. 
24

 Ms. Reeves EIC Paragraph 7.17. 
25

 Ms. Reeves EIC Paragraph 7.11. 
26

 Phantom Billstickers #2313. 
27

 Statement of issues – Issue 7 (a) and Issue 7 (e). 
28

 Ms. Reeves EIC Paragraph 7.7 
29

 CCRP, page 103  
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of the Central City built form needs to be managed appropriately. In my 

opinion the policy should therefore apply to all elements of the built 

environment, not only buildings that are identified heritage buildings, 

structures or places. 

Policy 6.8.1e (Policy 5) 

6.31 I support Policy 6.8.1e (Policy 5) as worded in the Revised Proposal. I 

consider that it is appropriate that temporary signs and signs that are 

permitted through other statutes are permitted subject to meeting Activity 

Standards and Built Form Standards.  

Policy 6.8.1f (Policy 6) 

6.32 I support in part Policy 6.8.1f (Policy 6) in the Revised Proposal to the 

extent that it seeks to control signage in the more sensitive zones of the 

Central City, including the Residential Zone and Avon River Precinct (Te 

Papa Ōtākaro) Zone. 

6.33 However, I note that the corresponding Policy in Proposal 13 (Policy 

13.14.7.1.1.1 Policy 1), referred to the scale of the signage that was being 

controlled in these zones. This wording was supported by the Crown in its 

submission.30  I support the Crown’s submission as I consider the scale of 

signage in these sensitive zones should be controlled and it is appropriate 

to clarify that within the policy. 

6.34 In my opinion, 6.8.1f (Policy 6) should be reworded to reflect the intent of 

Policy 13.14.7.1.1.1 Policy 1 in the Central City Proposal: 

To ensure that the character and amenity of residential, open space 

and rural zones and the Avon River Precinct (Te Papa Ōtākaro) Zone 

are protected from incompatible and/or large scale signage. 

7. ACTIVITY STATUS  

Any sign in zones controlled by government ministries/departments or other 

controlling authorities (6.8.3.1 Permitted activities P2) 

7.1 In relation to Rule 6.8.3.1 (P2), the Crown’s submission31 on the 

corresponding rule in Proposal 1332 sought that any sign controlled by the 

                                                
30

 Crown submission # 3721.  
31

 Crown submission # 3721.  
32

 Rule 13.14.7.2.2.1 in Proposal 13. 
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Ministry of Defence, NZDF or other Government ministry or department is 

permitted with no activity standards. I support this submission33 and note 

that it has been incorporated into the Revised Proposal. I consider that it is 

appropriate that the Built Form Standards apply to signs in any zone 

controlled by the Ministry of Defence, NZDF or other Government ministry 

or department within the Central City.  I also consider that the Built Form 

Standards will be adequate to manage the effects of such signs on the built 

form of the central city. 

Temporary signs (6.8.3.1 Permitted activities P3, P6, P7) 

7.2 I support temporary signage being a permitted activity in the relevant 

Central City Zones subject to it complying with relevant Activity Specific 

Standards and the Built Form Standards in Rule 6.8.4. 

7.3 In my opinion, it is appropriate that the built form standards apply to 

temporary signage in the Central City, since temporary signs have the 

potential to have similar impact on the quality of the built form and wider 

Central City environment as permanent signs. 

Business and building identification made of three dimensional letters 

(6.8.3.1 Permitted activities P8, P9, P10)   

7.4 Business and building identification signs formed of individual letters 

attached to buildings at any height are a permitted activity in the Revised 

Proposal, provided the letters are no greater than a specified height 

(200mm in sensitive zones, 500mm or 1m in commercial zones) and there 

are no more than 20 letters and/or symbols. 

7.5 A number of submissions34 sought to limit individual letters attached to 

buildings which are opposite a residential zone to 500mm. Kiwi Property 

also sought that the number of lines not be limited. Elsewhere in less 

sensitive zones, the submissions sought that the maximum letter size be 

1m with no other controls. I note that these submissions have been 

considered by Ms Reeves in her evidence and she concludes that ‘the 

larger lettering is compatible with larger scale developments.’35  

                                                
33

 The Crown submission states ‘no standards’. For clarity, this should have read ‘no activity standards’. The 
submission supported Built Form standards applying. 
34

 Kiwi Property #2372, Progressive #2373 and Bunnings #2364. 
35 

Ms Reeves EIC Paragraph 8.2. 
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7.6 The Activity Specific Standards have subsequently been amended in the 

Revised Proposal to include letters up to 1m in height in commercial zones 

where buildings of a larger scale are anticipated.  

7.7 In the context of the Central City, the amendment to the Activity Specific 

Standards in the Revised Proposal now includes letters up to 1m in height 

on buildings in the Central City Business Zone, where the road wall height 

of the building façade on which the signage is to be displayed is greater 

than 17m.  Where the height of buildings is under 17m, the height of the 

letters remains up to 500mm. 

7.8 In general I am supportive of the height of letters attached to buildings 

being up to 500mm in the Central City as I consider this appropriate to 

achieving high quality urban design outcomes, consistent with the CCRP 

and the corresponding Rule in Proposal 13 (13.14.7.2.2.1 Permitted 

Activities (P7)) 

7.9 I do not consider that larger scale signage is consistent with the outcome of 

the CCRP to ensure a high quality of urban design within the Central City 

Business Zone, including the Core.36  

7.10 Whilst there may be a rationale to increase the height of lettering attached 

to buildings in some situations, I do not support an increase to 1m in the 

height of lettering across the board for buildings in the Central City where 

the road wall height of the building façade on which the signage is to be 

displayed is greater than 17m.    

7.11 I consider that, in terms of urban design in the Central City, there is a need, 

consistent with the CCRP, to consider from an urban design perspective 

how the increase in height of the lettering relates not only to the building but 

also to the integration of the development within its surrounding context of 

the Central City.   

7.12 I consider that 6.8.3.1 Permitted Activities P9 and P10 should be amended 

to reflect that the height of lettering in Central City Commercial Zones shall 

not exceed 500mm in all instances including where the road height of the 

building façade on which the signage is to be displayed could be greater 

than 17m.    

                                                
36 CCRP page 103. 

3721 Crown - Evidence of Rachael Eaton
Page 17 of 24



 

BF\55724404\6 Page 17 

Prefabricated Signs in the Central City Residential Zones (6.8.3.2 Controlled 

activities C1, C2)   

7.13 There were no controlled activities relating to signage identified in Proposal 

13.   

7.14 However, I note that Mr Blair in his evidence states that as a result of 

discussions with Ms Wells (planning consultant for Phantom Bill Stickers 

(#2313)) on 1 February 2016, it has now been agreed that: 

(i) Conforming prefabricated signs in a residential zone that 

cannot be seen from any place within a residential zone shall 

be a controlled activity, 

(ii) Conforming prefabricated signs in industrial and commercial 

zones where they cannot be seen from another place within 

a residential zone shall be a controlled activity, 

(iii) Where any of the built form standards in (i) or (2) [sic] are not 

met a resource consent application as a restricted 

discretionary activity is required,37   

7.15 The outcome of this agreement has been incorporated into the Revised 

Proposal.38  Ms Reeves and Mr Blair have reached different conclusions in 

regard to the potential effects of the type of signage proposed by Phantom 

Billstickers.39  

7.16 I have considered the evidence of both Mr Blair and Ms Reeves and 

support the view of Ms Reeves as expressed in her evidence:40 

‘the impact of signs in residential areas depends very much on their 

context. Even though the sign faces another land use, it can still have 

an adverse impact. It will be seen in conjunction with residential 

properties, it could be visible from another part of the residential area, 

and could face other sensitive areas. In my opinion, a sign on the 

boundary of a residential zone should be treated the same as a sign 

within a residential zone.’’ 

                                                
37

 Mr Blair EIC paragraph 5.2 (d). 
38

 6.8.3.2 Controlled Activities Revised Proposal – Signs (5 February 2015).  
39

 Mr. Blair EIC paragraph 6.5. 
40

 Ms. Reeves EIC paragraph 7.10. 
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7.17 In the context of the Central City, and working on the rule as it applies to the 

Central City Residential Zone, I do not consider that the controlled activity 

status of prefabricated signs is sufficient to manage the potential effects of 

that signage on achieving the outcomes of the CCRP in terms of quality 

urban design and creating "high quality inner city living.’ 41  

7.18 In addition, I consider that the signs should be subject to an assessment of 

their cumulative effects and their effects on adjacent zones, including visual 

clutter.  I therefore agree with Ms. Reeves statement that ‘Matters of 

Discretion 6.8.5.1 allow for assessment of the particularities of the context 

in which a sign will be seen.’ 

7.19 I therefore do not support the proposed controlled activity status for 

prefabricated signs in the Revised Proposal.  

Off-site signs, flashing or illuminated signs, signs with moving components 

signs with changing images/digital signs and captive balloons or blimps in 

the Central City (Rule 6.8.3.3 and Rule 6.8.3.4) 

7.20 The Revised Proposal states that, in relation to the Central City: 

(a) off-site signs, flashing or intermittently illuminated signs, signs with 

moving components, signs with changing images/digital signs and 

captive balloons or blimps are restricted discretionary activities in 

Central City Business, Central City Mixed Use and South Frame 

Mixed Use Zones (Rule 6.8.3.3 RD2);  

(b) signs attached to or located on the same site as a historic building, 

structure or historic site are restricted discretionary activities in 

all Central City Zones (Rule 6.8.3.3 RD3);  and 

(c) off-site signs, illuminated signs including intermittently illuminated 

signs, signs with moving components and signs with changing 

images and captive balloons or blimps are discretionary activities 

in all zones, excluding Central City Business, Central City Mixed 

Use and South Frame Mixed Use (Rule 6.8.3.4 D1). 

7.21 The corresponding Rules in Proposal 13 (13.14.7.2.2.3 and 13.14.7.2.2.4) 

indicated that in relation to the Central City: 

                                                
41

 Christchurch Central Recovery Plan p103 
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(a) flashing signs, illuminated signs and signs with moving components 

or changing images are restricted discretionary activities in the 

Central City Business, South Frame Mixed Use, Mixed Use and 

Commercial Local Zones;  

(b) signs attached to or located on the same site as a historic building, 

structure or historic site are discretionary activities in all Zones 

inside the Central City;  

(c) off-site signs are discretionary activities in all Central City Zones, 

other than the Central City Residential Zone and the Central City 

Guest Accommodation Zones where they are non-complying 

activities; and42 

(d) captive balloons and billboards are discretionary activities in all 

central city zones  

7.22 The Crown’s submission43 supported Rules 13.14.7.2.2.3 and 13.14.7.2.2.4 

as notified. The submission considered that the signs identified as being 

restricted discretionary, discretionary and non-complying activities in the 

corresponding Central City zones were appropriate to manage the potential 

adverse effects of such signage in the relevant Central City zones. 

7.23 I agree with the Crown’s submission in so far as the potential impact of 

these signs on the quality and amenity of the Central City’s built 

environment and wider cityscape, including historic buildings and sites, 

needs to be managed. All these signs should be designed to respect the 

character and amenity of the Central City context. In particular, highly 

visible signs that are oversized, brightly illuminated and/or moving can 

easily become visually obtrusive.  

7.24 However, having given further thought to the potential impact of these signs 

in the context of the Central City zones, I support the restricted 

discretionary and discretionary activity status contained in the Revised 

Proposal. 

7.25 I do not consider that it is appropriate for signs and their potential impacts to 

be permitted or controlled activities.  In my view they should be subject to 

some sort of assessment in order to manage the extent to which they 

                                                
42

 Off-site signs in Central City Guest Accommodation Zones and Central City Residential Zones are considered 
non-complying activities in the Proposal 13 (Rule13.14.7.2.2.5 (NC2)). 
43

 Crown submission # 3721  
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contribute to the quality of the built form of the Central City, and the wider 

cityscape including creating a vibrant and distinctive central city (a specified 

outcome of the CCRP) 44. 

7.26 I am of the opinion that the Matters of Discretion (6.8.5.1 and 6.8.5.2) in the 

Revised Proposal address the issues that may arise for these signs in the 

Central City Business, Central City Mixed Use and South Frame Mixed Use 

Zones and for signs attached to or located on the same site as a historic 

building, structure or historic site are in all Central City Zones (Rule 6.8.3.3 

RD3). 

7.27 I also consider that, as per the Revised Proposal, a discretionary activity 

status (as opposed to a non-complying status) is appropriate to manage the 

effects of such signage in the more sensitive zones of the Central City, 

including residential, and achieve the quality built form and inner city living 

outcomes consistent with the CCRP.  To this extent I agree with Ms 

Reeves. 

Billboards 

7.28 The submission by Kiwi Property does not support the discretionary activity 

status of billboards and seeks to delete Rule D4, seeing ‘no reason why a 

restriction is required specifically for billboards in Commercial, Industrial, 

and Specific Purpose Zones and that the standards for sign/signage can be 

relied upon to address any amenity related issues’.45 

7.29 Ms Reeves supports this and agrees that there is no need for a separate 

reference to billboards. This deletion has been captured in the Revised 

Proposal.  

7.30 To the extent that it applies to the Central City commercial zones, I do not 

support the deletion of billboard in the Revised Proposal. I consider that 

billboards can present potential adverse effects on the quality and amenity 

of the Central City’s built environment and wider cityscape, including 

historic buildings and sites, in a similar way to the other signs listed. For 

clarity and ease of understanding I consider that it is therefore appropriate 

to included references to Billboard in the list of signs in Rules 6.8.3.3 RD2 

and 6.8.3.3 RD2. This is consistent with the notified provisions in Proposal 

13. 

                                                
44

 CCRP page 103 
45

 Kiwi Property Limited # 2372 [A].  
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7.31 I also consider that a discretionary activity status is appropriate to manage 

potential adverse effects of billboards on the quality and amenity of the 

Central City’s built environment and wider cityscape, including historic 

buildings and sites.   

7.32 In the context of the Central City zones, and the need for consistency with 

the outcomes of the CCRP, in relation to quality built form and urban 

design, I do not support the deletion of Rule D4 in the Revised Proposal.  

8. BUILT FORM STANDARDS  

Signs attached to buildings  

Maximum area and height of signs per building – Central City Residential  

8.1 In relation to the Built Form Standards (Rule 6.8.4), I support the maximum 

area and height provisions for signs attached to buildings in the Central City 

Residential Zone. 

8.2 In my opinion such standards are appropriate to manage the potentially 

adverse effects of signage on residential amenity and not compromise the 

high quality inner city living outcomes of the CCRP.  

8.3 I support the provisions as drafted in the Revised Proposal, including the 

requirement to: 

(a) integrate signage with the design of the building and architectural 

features; 46 

(b) manage the maximum area of signs per building; 47 and  

(c) control the maximum height above ground level at top of sign.48 

8.4 Phantom Billstickers submission seeks the amendment of the 0.5m2 

provision for those sites in residential zones which have a sign 

management and maintenance programme to allow for larger signs in such 

situations.  I do not support this submission and agree with Ms Reeves 49 

that larger signs and groups of signage in residential areas even if they 

                                                
46

 Revised Proposal 6.8.4.2 Additional control in Central City Residential Zone. 
47

 Revised Proposal 6.8.4.2 Total Maximum area of signs per building proposed is 0.5m
2 
for residential activities. 

48
 Revised Proposal 6.8.4.2 Maximum height above ground for Residential Zones is either 4m or façade height,    

whichever is lower.  
49

 Ms Reeves EIC Paragraph 9.5 
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have a sign management and maintenance programme, could have an 

adverse effect on residential amenity. 

8.5 I consider the provisions in the Revised Proposal will help to achieve an 

appropriate balance between supporting signs associated with non-

residential activity in residential zones, appropriate to the residential 

character and domestic design, providing information and managing 

potential adverse effects on residential amenity, which is consistent with the 

outcomes of the CCRP. 

Maximum area and height of signs per building – Central City Commercial Zones 

8.6 In the context of the Central City, I support the size of signs being related to 

the frontage of a building and not the road frontage.  Where provided, 

signage should be designed as an integrated part of the building facade. 

Such a standard will help to ensure that, as the amount of signage is 

related to the size of the building, signs are well integrated with the building 

or site to which they are attached and are compatible with the scale, design 

and visual character of that building or site.  

8.7 The provisions in relation to height (i.e. permitted height above ground level 

at the top of the sign) have been simplified in relation to the Central City, 

such that there is only one height limit of 9m in the Central City Commercial 

Zones with the exception of the Commercial Central City Local Zone which 

has a height limit of 6m. The maximum height of the top of a sign is 

restricted to façade height if this is lower than the height limit. 

8.8 I support this simplification and consider that the 9m height limit is 

appropriate for buildings in the Central City, given in the Central City 

Commercial Zones, higher buildings are anticipated. I also support the 

provision that seeks to ensure that signs do not go higher than the building 

facade. Consistent with quality urban design outcomes, new signs should 

not compromise the overall form of the host building and its silhouette.  

Free standing signs 

8.9 The Revised Proposal defines free standing signs as a sign which is fixed 

to the ground rather than a building50. The amount of free standing signage 

permitted is related to the site entrances, the rationale being that signs are 

                                                
50
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needed to assist way finding when entering a site. The size of permitted 

signage increases as the zone becomes less sensitive. 

Maximum number, area, width and height – Central City Residential and Commercial 

Zones 

8.10 Sites in Central City residential zones are permitted one free standing sign 

per site. Sites in all other Central City Zones are permitted one free 

standing sign per formed vehicle access and one per formed pedestrian 

access. Standards relating to maximum width of freestanding signs, the 

maximum area per sign and the maximum height above ground level also 

apply.  

8.11 I support the built form standards in relation to free standing signs in the 

Central City, including the standards for the maximum width of freestanding 

signs in certain zones. I consider it appropriate that signs over 1m wide, 

erected up to the height limit, are subject to some assessment to manage 

their impact on the quality of the streetscape and the pedestrian experience 

of the Central City. In this respect I agree with Ms Reeves.   

8.12 I note that there is no standard that applies to the Central City (South 

Frame) Mixed Use zone and assume this is an omission and would seek 

that this zone is included in the built form standards, reflecting the 

maximum number, area, width and height table consistent with the CCBZ.  

9. MATTERS OF DISTRECTION 

9.1 I support the matters of discretion in the Revised Proposal and consider 

that they are appropriate to achieve the outcomes of the CCRP. 

9.2 I do not support the removal of any further matters.  

 

Rachael Louise Eaton  

17 February 2016 
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