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1. INTRODUCTION 

 1.1 My full name is Andrew Peter Hewland Willis.  My qualifications and 

experience are set out in my primary evidence for this hearing, dated 

17 February 2016. 

 1.2 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.  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.  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. 

 1.3 I am not an expert in traffic safety matters.  As such I have sought advice from 

the New Zealand Transport Agency ("Transport Agency") as set out below.  

2. SCOPE 

 2.1 In my rebuttal evidence I respond to the evidence of the following submitters 

as they relate to the following matters: 

(a) the evidence in chief of Jonathon Guy Clease on behalf of 

Christchurch International Airport Ltd ("CIAL") and Carter Group Ltd 

and others dated 22 February 2016 in relation to traffic safety signage; 

and  

(b) the evidence in chief of Andrew Mark Purves on behalf of the Lyttelton 

Port Company Ltd dated 17 February 2016 in relation to outdoor 

lighting and glare. 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 3.1 I agree with Mr Clease where he identifies two issues of clarity relating to built 

form standard 6.8.4.1(b) concerning traffic safety.  I have explored proposed 

amendments to help resolve those identified issues with Mr Clease.  I 

anticipate the wording of these amendments will be confirmed by way of a 

joint memorandum between the Crown, CIAL and the Council.  
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 3.2 Mr Clease suggests that a number of permitted activities should not be subject 

to the built form standards.  However, I consider it appropriate that built form 

standard 6.8.4.1 (Traffic Safety) continues to apply to protect strategic 

infrastructure and manage road safety.  

 3.3 The Transport Agency supports the revised outdoor lighting and glare 

provisions covering traffic safety but proposes one amendment for 

consideration by the Hearings Panel in response to issues raised by 

Mr Purves.  

4. TRAFFIC SAFETY SIGNAGE - BUILT FORM STANDARD 6.8.4.1 

 4.1 The Revised Proposal (attached to Mr Blair’s evidence in chief dated 

5 February 2016) provides a built form standard for signage in relation to 

traffic safety 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 or an arterial road with a speed restriction of 70km. 

 4.2 Rule 6.8.3.3 (RD3) provides that any sign listed as a permitted or controlled 

activity that does not comply with any one of the built form standards (or the 

activity specific standards) is a restricted discretionary activity (unless 

specifically provided for as discretionary or non-complying activity).  Any 

application where built form standard 6.8.4.1 is not met shall generally not be 

publicly or limited notified but will require written approval of the Transport 

Agency. 

Built form standard 6.8.4.1 

 4.3 In paragraphs 38 and 39 of his evidence for CIAL, Mr Clease agrees that 

signage should not compromise the function and visibility of traffic in a manner 

that would create a safety hazard.  However, he considers that built form 

standard 6.8.4.1 as currently drafted could result in over-regulation for the 

following two reasons: 

(a) the rule controls all signage within a 100m radius of any 'official sign or 

traffic signal' but these terms are not defined, potentially resulting in 

additional signs being captured; and  
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(b) the rule applies a 100m limit as a circle with the sign in the centre.  

It therefore captures signage some distance 'inland' from the road 

carriageway.  Mr Clease notes that such signage may well be located on 

buildings or even on the opposite side of buildings to the carriageway 

and therefore cannot be seen from the road, let alone create an issue for 

road safety. 

 4.4 In paragraph 42 of his evidence, Mr Clease notes that it may be that the 

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. 

 4.5 The Transport Agency shares Mr Clease's concerns.  I agree with these 

concerns and consider that this built form standard should be better targeted 

to more efficiently manage road safety.  

 4.6 I understand from the Transport Agency that the policy foundation for built 

form standard 6.8.4.1(b) comes from direction provided in the Traffic Control 

Devices Manual1 ("TCD Manual").  The TCD Manual provides 'guidance on 

industry good practice, including, where necessary, practice mandated by 

law'.2  

 4.7 The TCD Manual provides the following direction:3 

The location of advertising signs or devices in close proximity to traffic 
control devices may result in the advertising sign obscuring a traffic sign 
or otherwise detracting from the traffic sign’s effectiveness.  Traffic 
control devices place demands on a driver’s attention and are often 
located at sites to warn of specific hazards or to control hazardous traffic 
movements.  Distractions caused by advertising signs may result in road 
safety problems.  To help avoid safety issues, advertising signs should 
not be located within 100m and 200m in urban and rural areas 
respectively of:  

 intersections 

 permanent regulatory or warning signs 

 curves (with chevron signing) 

 pedestrian crossings. 

                                                
1
 New Zealand Transport Agency, Traffic Control Devices Manual, January 2011 (1ed). 

2
 TCD Manual, Part 3, p iii.  

3
 TCD Manual, Part 3, Section 5.5, p 5-5 
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 4.8 Built form standard 6.8.4.1(b) is broadly consistent with this direction in the 

TCD Manual, although for arterial roads, it is limited to roads where the speed 

limit is 70 kph.  The intention of this limitation is to ensure that the requirement 

does not prevent all signage, particularly in urban areas.  Another difference is 

that 6.8.4.1(b) refers to 'any official sign or traffic signal' whereas the manual 

refers to intersections, permanent regulatory or warning signs, chevrons and 

pedestrian crossings.  

 4.9 In terms of any 'official sign or traffic signal', I agree with Mr Clease that this 

description is broad and could include minor signage.  I understand from the 

Transport Agency that the intention of the guidance in the TCD Manual is to 

ensure drivers are not distracted from traffic control devices with which they 

are required to comply by law.  Therefore, the Transport Agency would be 

happy with amending 6.8.4.1(b) to refer to "any traffic sign or signal under the 

Land Transport Rule: Traffic Control Devices Rule 2004".  However, I 

anticipate that the final wording of 6.8.4.1(b) in relation to this matter will be 

proposed through a joint memorandum between the Crown, CIAL and the 

Council. 

 4.10 In terms of the 100m / 200m limit applying as a circle with the sign in the 

centre, I have confirmed with the Transport Agency that this rule can be better 

targeted to those signs which cause road safety concerns.  The Transport 

Agency has indicated that these are signs located alongside the road reserve, 

adjacent to the boundaries, facing and advertising to the traffic.  I understand 

that the Transport Agency does not consider that signage located 100m away 

up a side road or inside a business park facing the other way would cause 

road safety issues.  

 4.11 Accordingly, I have discussed an amendment to clause (b) with Mr Clease and 

Mr Blair.  I anticipate that this proposed amendment will be the subject of a 

joint memorandum between the Crown, CIAL and the Council. 

Permitted activities 

 4.12 In paragraph 45 of his evidence on behalf of Carter Group Ltd, Mr Clease 

suggests that a number of permitted activities should not be subject to the built 

form standards.4  This is a significant change from the notified Proposal and 

was not discussed in mediation.  I understand from the Transport Agency that 

                                                
4 For example, P2, P3, P5, P6, P7, P8, P12 and P13.  In addition, P9, P10 and P11 are only assessed 

against the built form standards if they do not comply with the relevant activity specific standard and 
default to P1. 
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any sign with the capacity to obscure or distract drivers from a traffic sign or 

signal has the potential to create traffic safety issues.   

 4.13 As such, I consider it appropriate that built form standard 6.8.4.1 (Traffic 

Safety) continues to apply to all permitted activities to protect strategic 

infrastructure and manage road safety.  

5. OUTDOOR LIGHTING AND GLARE 

 5.1 In paragraph 16 of his evidence, Mr Purves states that the introduction of a 

suite of numerical standards on glare is a significant departure from how 

existing qualitative rules treat glare.  I understand Mr Purves to be referring to 

built form standard 6.3.2.3.2 in the Revised Proposal attached to 

Ms McLaughlin's evidence in chief dated 4 February 2016.  In paragraphs 43 

to 46 of his evidence, he suggests that the 'rules' should be re-notified, 

deleted, or that the provisions should revert to those proposed in the Proposed 

Replacement Plan.  Again, I understand Mr Purves to be referring to built form 

standard 6.3.2.3.2 in the Revised Proposal. 

 5.2 The Transport Agency submitted in support of the following provisions in the 

notified Proposal: 

(a) 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3), which provided for any activity in a zone adjoining the 

Transport Zone that results in a greater than 2.5 lux spill into any part of 

a major or minor arterial road to be a restricted discretionary activity; and 

(b) 6.3.3.2, which set out the matters of discretion for transport safety, 

including the risk of any glare creating distraction. 

 5.3 The effect of deleting built form standard 6.3.2.3.2 in the Revised Proposal 

would be to significantly limit the activities that trigger the need for consent, 

and for which glare effects can therefore be assessed under matter of 

discretion 6.3.3.2.  This is because RD3 as notified has been deleted in the 

Revised Proposal.  Instead, a new built form standard has been included for 

glare (6.3.2.3.2).  Where a permitted activity does not comply with that built 

form standard, it reverts to restricted discretionary status under 6.3.2.2.3 (RD2 

or RD3) in the Revised Proposal.  

 5.4 The Transport Agency supports the proposed built form standard relating to 

glare to motorists (6.3.2.3.2(c)), and Rule 6.3.2.2.3(RD3), which provides that 

any outdoor lighting not complying with built form standard 6.3.2.3.2(c) is a 
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restricted discretionary activity.  The Transport Agency also supports matter of 

discretion 6.3.3.2 (transport safety).  

 5.5 I understand the policy foundation for managing glare effects comes from the 

Transit Planning Policy Manual, Section 5.5  The Manual states that "[i]f poorly 

designed, installed or maintained, artificial lighting can create adverse safety 

effects on road users".6  It further notes that: "Poorly designed, installed or 

maintained lighting can create safety hazards for motorists, cyclists and 

pedestrians by: misleading the driver as to the road alignment; shining directly 

at drivers;7 obscuring road signs or markings or distracting a driver’s 

attention". 

 5.6 Based on this information, I consider it is appropriate for the Replacement 

Plan to include provisions managing glare effects on drivers.  I further note 

that the notified Replacement Plan clearly intended to regulate glare effects.  

For example: 

(a) the heading of the Chapter is "outdoor lighting and glare"; 

(b) the objective is headed "outdoor lighting and glare"; 

(c) the how to use the rules section refers to the rules as the "outdoor 

lighting and glare rules" (6.3.2.1.2); and 

(d) the matters of discretion refer to glare, for example: 

(i) 6.3.3.1(a) (amenity) refers to AS4282 in order to determine 

degrees of glare (amongst other matters); and 

(ii) 6.3.3.2 (transport safety) refers to the risk of any glare creating a 

distraction or other impediment. 

 5.7 I therefore consider it would be inappropriate to simply delete built form 

standard 6.3.2.3.2.  If this built form standard is deleted, the provisions would 

require significant reconsideration to ensure that glare effects are still 

appropriately assessed and managed. 

 5.8 I note, however, that the Transport Agency would support limiting the 

application of Rule 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3) to minor and major arterial roads as per 

the notified version because this recognises the importance of these roads to 

                                                
5
 Transit Planning Policy Manual, version 1, 1 August 2007. 

6
 Transit Planning Policy Manual, clause 5.4.2.1.  

7
 In other words, glare (footnote mine). 
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the transport network.  This is identified as an issue in paragraph 44 of 

Mr Purves' evidence.  

 
 

 
 
Andrew Peter Hewland Willis 

25 February 2016 
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