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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Rachael Louise Eaton.  My qualifications and experience are 

set out in my evidence in chief 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. 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 In this rebuttal evidence I respond to the evidence of: 

(a) Mr Jonathan Clease on behalf of Carter Group Limited (#3602), 

Scentre New Zealand Limited (2332), Kiwi Property Holdings 

Limited (2372), Bunnings New Zealand Limited (2364) and NPT 

Limited (2369); and 

(b) the revised signage provisions as attached to the evidence in 

chief of Mr Jonathan Clease ("Alternative Revised Proposal").  

2.2 My response focuses on the appropriateness (or otherwise) of the 

signage provisions in the Alternative Revised Proposal, as they relate to 

the Central City, in achieving the outcomes sought in the Christchurch 

Central Recovery Plan - Te Mahere 'Maraka Ōtautahi' ("CCRP"). 

2.3 In establishing my view, I have considered the extent to which the rule 

package, in particular the Objectives and Policies, also needs to apply to 

signage in land-use zones outside the Central City and also the extent to 

which it needs to deliver on the Statement of Expectations. 

2.4 Specifically I respond to the proposed changes to: 

(a) 6.8.1 Objective and policies; 

(b) 6.8.3 Activity Status; 
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(c) 6.8.4.2 Signs attached to buildings; and 

(d) 6.8.5 Matters of Discretion. 

2.5 I note that Mr Willis is providing planning evidence on the signage 

provisions as they relate to traffic safety, which is of concern to the New 

Zealand Transport Agency.  I do not comment on that evidence as it is 

beyond my area of expertise. 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 In broad terms I support the intent of the Alternative Revised Proposal to 

reduce the complexity of provisions and the need for resource consents.  

3.2 Subject to a number of amendments as outlined below, I consider that 

the outcomes and content of the rule package in the Alternative Revised 

Proposal is generally consistent with the intent of the notified Objective 

in Proposal 13. It 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).  

3.3 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. 

3.4 I do not support Mr Clease's view that a number of permitted activities 

should not be subject to the built form standards, including any signs in 

zones controlled by government ministries/departments or other 

controlling authorities, and signs required by another statute. 

3.5 I consider that there should be specific reference to billboards in the Plan 

(as opposed to being contained in the definition of off-site signage) and 

that billboards should be considered a Discretionary Activity in the 

Alternative Revised Proposal for all zones inside the Central City, in 

order to manage their potential adverse effects on the Central City’s built 

environment and wider cityscape.  This is consistent with Rule D41 

of notified Proposal 13. 

                                                
1
 Provision 13.14.7.2.2.4.D4 of notified Proposal 13, Billboards in all zones inside the Central City were 

considered a discretionary activity. 
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3.6 In general, I support the proposed built form standards and matters 

of discretion in the Alternative Revised Proposal for the Central City 

Commercial Zones and Residential Zones and, subject to some minor 

amendments, I consider that they are appropriate and necessary in 

achieving the outcomes sought in the CCRP. 

4. OBJECTIVE AND POLICY FRAMEWORK  

4.1 The proposed objective in the Alternative Revised Proposal is generally 

consistent with the intent of Objective 13.7.4.1.1 in Proposal 13 in terms 

of enabling signage to occur in the Central City whilst managing the 

potential effects on the environment, in such a way as to ensure quality 

urban design outcomes are achieved. 

4.2 However, as noted in my evidence in chief2 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.  

4.3 I therefore consider that 6.8.1 Objective 1 Signage should retain 

reference to the collective contribution signage can make to the visual 

amenity and character of areas as opposed to its role in purely 

maintaining character and amenity. I note that Mr Clease also considers 

that "much of its [Objective 13.7.4.1.1] content is of equal relevance to 

the balance of the City and therefore should be better reflected in the 

proposed objective".3 

4.4 I therefore consider that 6.8.1 Objective 1 Signage should be reworded 

to be more consistent with Objective 13.7.4.1.1 as follows: 

"To enable signage that collectively contributes to Christchurch's 
vitality and recovery through by: 

i. supporting the needs of business, infrastructure and 
communities activities,  

ii. while by maintaining public safety; and 

iii. enhancing the visual amenity values and character of the 
surrounding area, buildings or structures".  
 

                                                
2
 Ms Eaton evidence in chief, paragraph 6.11. 

3
 Mr Clease evidence in chief, paragraph 25. 
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6.8.1.1 Policy - enabling signage in appropriate locations  

4.5 While I acknowledge that signage is an anticipated and necessary 

component of the urban environment, in the context of the Central City 

Commercial Zone, I do not consider there is a need for an explicit 

'enabling' policy.  

4.6 I maintain my view that there is a need to control and manage signage in 

the Central City Commercial Zone, in order to ensure a quality built form 

consistent with the outcomes of the CCRP, and I consider that the 

overall policy direction as outlined in Proposal 13 provided a more 

appropriate management framework. 

4.7 Therefore, noting Mr Clease's view that the Objective and Policy 

framework are to be read in the round 4 when considering resource 

consent applications, I am of the opinion that Objective 6.8.1.1 is 

sufficient to enable appropriate signage in the Central City Commercial 

Zone.  

4.8 I consider that 6.8.1.1 Policy in the Alternative Revised Proposal is not 

necessary to achieve quality built form outcomes consistent with the 

CCRP and is inconsistent with the intent of Proposal 13 as supported by 

the Crown in its submission should be deleted from the Alternative 

Revised Proposal. 

6.8.1.2 Policy - Controlling signage in sensitive locations  

4.9 I agree with Mr Clease that there is a requirement to manage signage in 

more sensitive zones, in accordance with the intent of Policy 

13.7.4.1.1.1.  However, I do not agree that protection should be limited 

to only large areas or numbers within these zones.  Signs can be 

incompatible for other reasons e.g. height, illumination and location and, 

in my view, this needs to be reflected in 6.8.1.2 Policy to ensure 

consistency with the intent of Proposal 13. 

4.10 Furthermore, these sensitive zones also need to be protected from the 

potential effects of signage in neighbouring zones, so I consider it 

appropriate not to limit the policy to just signs within these zones.  

                                                
4
 Mr Clease evidence in chief, paragraph 31. 
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4.11 I therefore consider that 6.8.1.2 Policy should be reworded to be more 

consistent with the intent of Policy 13.7.4.1.1.1, which was supported by 

the Crown in its submission5 as follows: 

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

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

are protected from the visual and amenity effects of large areas or 

numbers of signage, or off-site incompatible signage within these 

zones". 

5. ACTIVITY STATUS  

Permitted activities 

5.1 Mr Clease notes that the permitted activity table does not make any 

express provision for general signage and considers that it would be 

appropriate for the first permitted activity listing to be explicit that signage 

is permitted, unless otherwise stated 
6 and has incorporated this change 

into the Alternative Revised Proposal.  I support this amendment as it is 

consistent with other Chapters within the Plan, which in turn improves 

the clarity and usability of the Plan. 

5.2 Mr Clease also suggests that a number of permitted activities should not 

be subject to the built form standards.7   As noted by Mr Willis in his 

Rebuttal Evidence, this is a significant change from the notified Proposal 

and was not discussed in mediation.8 

5.3 I do not support Mr Clease in this view and 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 department or 

ministry within the Central City. 

5.4 Mr Clease also considers that signage which is mandated or permitted 

by other legislation should not be subject to the built form standards, for 

example Hazardous Substances and New Organisms (HSNO) and 

Health and Safety legislation.  

                                                
5
 Crown submission # 3721. 

6
 Mr Clease evidence in chief, paragraph 49. 

7 
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. 
8
 Mr Willis evidence in chief, paragraph 4.12. 
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5.5 I recognise the need to be practical and to significantly reduce reliance 

on resource consent processes, in accordance with the Statement of 

Expectations, however from an urban design perspective, and in the 

context of the Central City, I do not support Mr Clease's view. I consider 

that, in order to ensure signage contributes to the quality of the central 

city built form and does not detract from quality urban design outcomes 

consistent with the CCRP, the built form standards should apply equally 

to all signs in the Central City.  

Three dimensional signage - P9, P10, P11 

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

permitted activity in the Central City subject to meeting maximum height 

requirements.  

5.7 As noted in my evidence in chief9 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 

Alternative Revised Proposal. I continue to support the maximum height 

of up to 500mm in the Central City, as per Proposal 13 and the Crown’s 

submission. 

5.8 Furthermore I note that Mr Clease considers that the maximum number 

of letters or symbols displayed on each building frontage should be 30 

as opposed to 20 as outlined in the Revised Proposal attached to the 

evidence of Mr Scott Blair. 

5.9 Whilst the examples shown in Mr Clease's evidence might be 

acceptable, it does not follow that 30 will be acceptable in all cases. 

I consider that the 20 letters allowance remains appropriate.  

5.10 I consider both these provisions are required in order to reduce the 

likelihood of visual clutter and to manage the cumulative effects of such 

signage on individual buildings and the surrounding areas.  This is 

appropriate to achieving high quality urban design outcomes, consistent 

with the CCRP. 

                                                
9
 Ms Eaton evidence in chief, paragraphs 4.7 and 4.8. 
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Billboards 

5.11 Whilst I acknowledge that in the Alternative Revised Proposal, billboards 

are contained within the definition of off-site signage (and therefore are 

considered a Restricted Discretionary activity in Central City Mixed Use 

Zones and South Frame Mixed Use Zone and a Discretionary Activity in 

all other zones) I do not consider this is sufficiently explicit 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. 

5.12 I consider that there should be specific reference to billboards in the Plan 

(as opposed to being contained in the definition of off-site signage) and 

that billboards should be considered a Discretionary Activity in the 

Alternative Revised Proposal for all zones inside the Central City.  This is 

consistent with Rule D410 of notified Proposal 13. 

Signs attached to or located on the same site as a historic building, 

structure or historic site 

5.13 I maintain my opinion that signs attached to or located on the same site 

as a historic building, structure or historic site in the Central City should 

be subject to some sort of assessment in order to manage the extent to 

which they 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).11 

5.14 I note that in the Heritage Chapter signage in Heritage settings is a 

permitted activity (9.3.3.2.1.P6b).  While I did not provide evidence on 

the Chapter 9 provisions and did not attend mediation, I am of the view 

that this may result in more signage occurring in historic settings than is 

appropriate within the Central City context. 

5.15 I consider that signage provisions for signage attached to or located on 

the same site as a historic building, structure or historic site in the 

Central City should be considered as a Restricted Discretionary activity 

consistent with the Revised Proposal prepared by Mr Scott Blair.12 

                                                
10

 Provision 13.14.7.2.2.4.D4 of notified Proposal 13, Billboards in all zones inside the Central City were 
considered a discretionary activity. 
11

 CCRP page 103. 
12

 Mr Blair evidence in chief, Revised Proposal RD3. 

3721 Crown - Rebuttal of Eaton
Page 9 of 11



 

BF\55756774\1 Page 9 

6. BUILT FORM STANDARDS  

Signs attached to buildings  

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

6.1 In relation to the Built Form Standards (Rule 6.8.4), I continue to support 

the maximum area and height provisions for signs attached to buildings 

in the Central City Residential Zone as outlined in my evidence in chief.13 

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

adverse effects of signage on residential amenity consistent with the 

high quality inner city living outcomes of the CCRP.  To this extent I 

agree with the Alternative Revised Proposal. 

Maximum area of signs per building - Central City Commercial Zones 

6.3 As outlined in my evidence in chief,14 I support the area of signs in the 

Central City relating to the building length (as opposed to road length) 

along the primary frontage. 

6.4 In my view, relating the size of signs to the frontage of a building as 

opposed to road frontage 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 design and visual character of that building or site.  

6.5 I therefore continue to support the definition of primary frontage in the 

Revised Proposal.15 

7. MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

7.1 As outlined in my evidence in chief,16 I support the matters of discretion 

in the Revised Proposal and consider that they are consistent with the 

intent of notified Proposal 13 and the outcomes of the CCRP. 

  

                                                
13

 Ms Eaton evidence in chief, paragraph 8.1. 
14

 Ms Eaton evidence in chief, paragraph 8.6. 
15

 Mr Blair evidence in chief, Revised Proposal 6.8.4.2 Signs attached to buildings - Explanatory note. 
16

 Ms Eaton evidence in chief, paragraph 9.1. 
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7.2 I therefore do not support the changes proposed in the Alternative 

Revised Proposal in relation to the matters of discretion as I do not 

consider these changes are necessary to achieve the outcomes of the 

CCRP. 

 

 
Rachael Louise Eaton  
25 February 2016 

3721 Crown - Rebuttal of Eaton
Page 11 of 11


