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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Janet Helen Reeves, I hold the position of Director of Context 

Urban Design Ltd.  I have been in this position since January 2005. 

 

1.2 I hold a Masters of Arts in Urban Design (1983) and a Diploma in Urban Design 

(1981) from Oxford Brookes University, UK.  I also have a Diploma in Planning 

from Gloucestershire College of Art and Design (1975), U.K. I am an associate 

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and full member of the Royal 

Town Planning Institute (U.K).  I am also a member of the New Zealand Urban 

Design Forum, the Urban Design Group (UK) and the Christchurch City 

Council's Urban Design Panel. 

 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

Urban Design evidence in relation to the Signage provisions of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP).    

 

1.4 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to the pRDP 

signage provisions since November 2014. During this time I have also provided 

advice to the Council in relation to five separate signage Resource Consent 

applications. These included applications for LED billboards and multiple groups 

of posters. These all involved site visits to a variety of locations and contexts 

within the city.  In addition, I have observed signage displays as I have travelled 

around the city.  

 

1.5 Prior to my involvement in the pDRP I have provided urban design advice to the 

Council in relation to signage on many occasions since 1998.  

 

1.6 I have previously provided evidence to the proposed Replacement District Plan 

Hearings Panel Stage 2 Residential Proposal in regard to the Residential New 

Neighbourhood Zone. 

 

1.7 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. I 

confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that might 

alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within 

my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of 

another person.   
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1.8 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Decisions of the Independent Hearing Panel on Chapter 3, Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes; and Chapter 15 Commercial 

(Part) and Chapter 16 Industrial (Part) - (Stage 1); 

(b) Some parts of other Proposals for other Chapters of the pRDP, 

including Chapter 4 Papakainga Zone; Chapter 6 General Rules and 

Procedures (Stages 2  & 3); Chapter 9 Natural & Cultural Heritage 

(Stage 3); Chapter 13 Central City (Stage 3); Chapter 14 Residential 

(Stages 1 & 2); Chapter 17  Rural (Stage 2); Chapter 18 Open Space 

(Stages 2 & 3); Chapter 21 Specific Purpose Zones; Private Plan 

Change MAIL (Stage 2);  

(c) Central City Recovery Plan; 

(d) Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan; and 

(e) Draft Urban Design Advice in Response to 'Brief for Urban Design 

lead in Outdoor Advertising Provisions. Prepared by Ekin Sakin 3-16 

November 2014.  

 

1.9 Mr Scott Blair has prepared planning evidence on the signs provisions. I confirm 

that I generally agree with his evidence.  

 

 

1.10 I wish to disclose that I have in the past provided urban design advice to 

Scentre Group, including in relation to signage. The last time I acted for them 

was December 2012. I have not provided urban design evidence to Scentre in 

relation to its submission, and their concerns are in any event, in part raised by 

other submitters.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence relates to the signage provisions in part 6.8 Signs. 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; 

(d) 6.8.4.3 Projecting signs and signs attached to or on verandahs; 
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(e) 6.8.4.4 Free-standing signs; 

(f) 6.8.4.5 Specific Purpose Zones; and 

(g) 6.8.5 Matters of Discretion 

   

2.2 My evidence also addresses the specific relief sought by various submitters on 

these provisions.   

 

2.3 My evidence will also cover the following matters that remain outstanding or 

where some further discussion is required around my response to relief sought 

in submissions and further submissions: 

 

(a) changes to Objective and Policies; 

(b) individual lettering; 

(c) illuminated signs; 

(d) off-site signs; 

(e) area and height of signs attached to buildings in Commercial Zones; 

(f) placement of signs in relation to architectural features; 

(g) free-standing signs; 

(h) signage in Specific Purpose Zones; 

(i) signage on heritage buildings and in Akaroa; 

(j) signs in rural and open space zones; and 

(k) Matters of Discretion 

 

2.4 I do not address traffic safety or details of illumination, as these are matters 

outside my area of expertise. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 Signage provides information, direction and warning and is a means of 

advertising businesses and activities.  Signage is attention seeking and 

therefore highly visual in nature. Competing with other advertisers for the 

public's attention can lead to ever larger, more gaudily coloured signs and a 

greater tendency for illumination and changing images. Uncontrolled signage 

can have an adverse effect on amenity and environmental quality. Also, 

installing more and more signage can be counterproductive for advertisers. 

Instead of receiving a message, viewers are met with chaos and confusion. 

Signage which is clear, simple, carefully designed and placed and used 
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conservatively not only achieves its purpose but is more compatible with 

anticipated environmental outcomes for the city and its rural hinterland.  

 

3.2 While a distinction can be made between the sensitivity of different zones to 

signage, from the most sensitive (rural, open space and residential) to the least 

sensitive (industrial) zones, there are a myriad of different situations where 

signage is displayed within a zone. Variations in the setting, the size and nature 

of the activity, its proximity to other more or less sensitive activities, whether or 

not it is adjacent to a major road, the extent of the field of vision from which it 

can be seen, and the amount and nature of other signage in the vicinity all have 

a bearing on whether or not a sign has an adverse effect on the environment. 

This makes simplification of the rules very difficult, as clearly 'one size does not 

fit all'. The proposed provisions have been crafted to provide a balance between 

catering for every single situation in advance and the need for Resource 

Consent for the majority of signs. Inevitably this will result in some anomalies. 

  

3.3 One of the difficulties of controlling signage is the issue of cumulative effects. 

While different environments have the capacity to absorb various levels of 

signage, there is a tipping point where the environment becomes overloaded 

with signage to the point that adverse visual effects arise and in some cases 

effects on public safety. While generally the more signage there is in any given 

area, the more cluttered and confusing it appears, the effect is made lesser or 

greater by other factors such as the harmony of signs with each other, whether 

they are arranged in an orderly manner, the quality of the signage and the 

standard of maintenance.  If all signage is permitted, albeit with some controls 

on its size and other parameters, then the issue of cumulative effect is not 

addressed. The approach taken therefore has been to give first priority to 

signage which is 'necessary' on any given building or site, as opposed to a 'first 

come, first served' approach. This means that each building or site (except most 

Heritage buildings and settings) has a permitted level of signage that relates to 

the business or activity on that site. Requests for signage not related to the 

building or site are assessed on their merits in relation to their context.  

 

3.4 Submissions in opposition mainly relate to signs in commercial zones; off-site 

signage and signs in Akaroa and rural and open space zones in Banks 

Peninsula. Through mediation and further analysis (see Attachment C) 

amendments and refinements to the Notified proposal have been made to 

address many of the concerns of submitters.  
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3.5 Photographs are provided in Attachment B to assist the Panel. These show 

examples of different types of signage in various situations.   

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The provisions in the Operative Plan were introduced by way of Variation 55- 

Outdoor Advertising in August 2003.  The purpose of this Variation was to 

address the operational difficulties experienced in administrating the Plan. It was 

identified that the Display of Outdoor Advertisements section of the Plan lacked 

a clear and coherent framework, thus making it difficult to ensure consistent and 

transparent plan administration and decision making. The resulting amendments 

to the Plan provided more clarity and also a lot more detail, particularly in 

respect of the   Assessment Matters (Matters of Discretion).   

 

4.2 In order to provide guidance to those seeking to erect signs Council prepared a 

design guide in February 2004 entitled: A Guide to Outdoor Advertising and 

Signage.
1
 The design principles and advice in the Guide remain current, however 

there will be a need to update it in response to changes made through this pRDP 

process. 

 

5. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

5.1 I attended expert conferencing on 4 December 2015 with Ms Rachel Eaton, who 

was representing the Crown (#2387), and only in relation to signs in the Central 

City and Mr Jonathon Clease representing Kiwi Property Group Limited, Kiwi 

Property Holdings Limited (#2372) and Progressive Enterprises (#2373). The 

key outcomes of the conferencing session were: 

 

Matters of agreement 

(a) Objective 1 6.8.1.1 is appropriate; 

(b) that outside the Central City, the permitted area of signage in 

commercial and industrial zones should be calculated as a ratio 

of either road frontage or building frontage; 

(c) the height of free standing signage; and 

(d) Rule 6.8.3.4.NC1, providing it also applies to the Central City.  

 

                                                   
1
 http://www.ccc.govt.nz/the-rebuild/strategic-plans/urban-design/urban-design-guides/ 
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Matters where agreement was not reached 

(a) whether there is a need for an additional policy to signal that 

more signage is anticipated in the commercial and industrial 

zones than in other zones;  

(b) whether signage that is mandated or permitted by other 

legislation needs to also be subject to the built form standards;  

(c) whether the rules for signage for temporary activities within the 

Central City are appropriate; 

(d) whether the maximum height for symbols and lettering attached 

to buildings in less sensitive zones should be 1m rather than 

500mm;  

(e) whether or not rule RD2 needs to include reference to 

illumination; 

(f) whether 'off-site' signage in commercial and industrial zones 

should be permitted, subject to compliance with the built form 

standards; 

(g) whether the permitted area of signage in the Central City is 

appropriate;  

(h) the means of calculation and the magnitude of the ratio in 

relation to permitted area of signs in commercial and industrial 

areas; 

(i) the height of signs attached to buildings in commercial and 

industrial zones and the Central City; and  

(j) whether the cumulative effects of signage are appropriately 

considered.  

 

5.2 Expert conferencing in relation to signage on heritage items/in heritage settings 

took place on Tuesday 10 November 2015. I was not in attendance. A 

conferencing statement dated 10 November 2015 was subsequently filed.  

  

5.3 I took part in informal mediation with #2285 Akaroa Civic Trust on 28 July 2015 

and #2313 Phantom Billstickers on 19 November 2015 and formal mediation on 

22 January 2016.  
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6. REDUCING BOTH THE COMPLEXITY OF PROVISIONS AND THE NEED FOR 

RESOURCE CONSENT 

 

6.1 In accordance with the Statement of Expectations, the signage provisions have 

been reduced and simplified and are now largely contained in one section of the 

pRDP rather than being dispersed throughout the different zones. 

 

6.2 The prevalence and function of signage has been aligned with the purpose and 

context of the zone. The approach taken is that the amount, size and height of 

permitted signage gets progressively greater as the zone environment becomes 

less sensitive. Thus, greater restrictions are placed on signage in residential, 

rural and open space zones with fewer restrictions placed on signage in 

commercial and industrial zones. See Attachment A.  

 

6.3 While this approach is simple and logical, it has drawbacks in that both the 

nature of different activities (even within the same zone) and the context of the 

signage, including its visibility from the surrounding area, vary enormously. This 

means that while the signage rules may be generally appropriate in a particular 

zone, there are bound to be numerous 'special cases' both for more permitted 

signage and less permitted signage. This difficulty is reflected in all of the 

submissions, with submitters identifying why they do not fit the norm. Inevitably 

if the rules are amended to accommodate these anomalies, they become more 

complex.  

 

6.4 In order to simplify the rules for signs attached to buildings there is a maximum 

area of signage per building but no restriction on the number or size of individual 

signs making up this total.  

 

6.5 It is recognised that in some cases there is a need for the name of the building 

or the name of the company to be displayed on a building.  The use of individual 

letters for this purpose is promoted as such signage generally provides a more 

pleasing and higher quality installation, often sitting more comfortably with 

overall scale, form and building design. To incentivise this, an extra allowance is 

provided for such signage and it does not need to comply with the height limit.  
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7. OBJECTIVE AND POLICIES 

 

Changes to Objective and Policies  

 

7.1 There are a number of requests to amend the wording or add or delete words to 

the signage objective and policies as follows.  

 

7.2 Submitter #2596 Harvey Norman seeks that Objective 1 be amended to delete 

….. so long as they do not compromise public safety, amenity etc. I do not 

support this from my perspective as I consider these are essential 

considerations in managing signage. 

 

7.3 Submitter #3602 Carter Group - seeks to reword Objective 1 as follows:  

 

  Signs which support and meet the needs of business and activities and 

collectively contribute to the recovery and vitality of the [Central City], whilst 

maintaining public safety and visual amenity values….. 

 

7.4 I support this rewording as it signals that signage is expected in those areas 

where it supports business and activities. 

  

7.5 This submitter also seeks to reword Policies 1 and 2 to include the following at 

the start:   

 

a. To enable signage that meets the needs of business and other 

activities, whilst ensuring that the size etc. …   

 

7.6 This wording supports the reworded Objective (above) and has been 

incorporated in revised Policy 1. The submitter also seeks to remove shape and 

form from the list in Policy 1. The matters of discretion include  "6.8.5.1.4 

Whether the visual impact is increased or lessened due to the colour, design 

and nature of the sign or support structure."  In my opinion this is a legitimate 

consideration. The use of the words design and appearance (to cover colour, 

design and nature) instead of shape and form help clarify the intention of the 

policy and revised Policy 2 incorporates this amendment.  
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7.7 The submitter seeks to add the word significantly to Policy 2. I. I do not support 

this additional word, as it is difficult to define and doesn't add any further clarity 

to the policy.  

 

7.8 Submitter #2311 Rod Donald Trust seeks that a Policy be added as follows: 

  

  To enable signs that are necessary for public health and safety and to provide 

directions to the public.    

 

7.9 I consider it is a primary function of signage to provide a means of identification, 

direction or warning and therefore support this submission point. Wording to this 

effect has been added to Policy 1.  

 

7.10 Submitter #2313 Phantom Billstickers seeks changes to Policy 1(b) to allow 

special dispensation for signs which are located in residential areas but which 

face non-residential areas. 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 the residential zone.  Matters 

of Discretion  6.8.5.1 (1.6. and 7) allow for assessment of the particularities of 

the context in which a sign will be seen.  

 

7.11 Submitter #2313 Phantom Billstickers also seeks that 'maintenance' be added 

to the criteria listed in Policy 4. I agree that signs that are badly maintained can 

have an adverse effect on the surrounding environment. The word 

'maintenance' has been added to the list in Policy 2.  

 

7.12 Submitter #2313 Phantom Billstickers seeks that reference to temporary signs 

be deleted from Policy 5, this is addressed by Mr Blair in his evidence in Chief. 

 

7.13 Submitter #2332 Scentre seeks the amalgamation of Policies 1, 2 and 3. The 

Policies have been consolidated and rationalised to the same effect.  

 

7.14 Submitter #2372 Kiwi and submitter #2373 Progressive Enterprises - seek 

that the policies make it clear that more signage is expected in commercial and 
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industrial zones than in more sensitive zones. This is addressed above and I 

consider the rewording addresses this submission point. 

 

7.15 Submitter #2372 Kiwi seeks that Policy 1 be amended as follows: To ensure 

that signage responds to the scale of the site and the significance of 

development. It is important that signage is compatible in scale to the building or 

site on which it is displayed. I therefore support this submission point.  

 

7.16 Submitter #2373 Progressive Enterprises also seeks that the words "to an 

unacceptable degree" be added to Policy 1a. I do not support this addition. To 

an unacceptable degree is too difficult to define and I do not believe these 

words improve the policy in any way.  

 

7.17 Submitter #2372 Kiwi Property Group, submitter #2373 Progressive 

Enterprises and submitter #2364 Bunnings also oppose the reference in 

Policy 4 to content. On further consideration, it is not the content that needs to 

be controlled, rather the design and appearance. Accordingly the words design, 

appearance have been substituted for content and now appear in Policy 2. 

  

7.18 Submitter #2373 Progressive Enterprises seeks that Policy 4 be deleted in its 

entirety. Signs are directed towards the public realm. In my opinion, there is no 

reason why they should not make a positive contribution. This can be achieved 

through careful consideration of their design and appearance and I see no 

reason not to encourage this. I therefore do not support the deletion of Policy 4, 

instead the Policy has been amalgamated with part of Policy 1 to become Policy 

2. 

 

8. ACTIVITY STATUS 

 

8.1 Business and building identification signs formed of individual letters attached to 

buildings at any height are a permitted activity provided the letters are no 

greater than a specified height (200mm in sensitive zones, 500mm or 1m in less 

sensitive zones) and there are no more than 20 letters and/or symbols.  

 

Submissions in relation to individual lettering 

 

8.2 Submitters #2372 Kiwi, #2373 Progressive and #2364 Bunnings seek to limit 

individual letters attached to buildings which are opposite a residential zone to 
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500mm and Submitter #2372 Kiwi also seeks that the number of lines not be 

limited. Elsewhere in less sensitive zones, they all seek that the maximum letter 

size be 1m and no other controls. I have considered the implications of 

increasing the letter size and studied the size of lettering in various situations. I 

have concluded that the larger lettering is compatible with larger scale 

developments (see Photograph 2), Therefore the Activity Specific standards 

have been amended to include letters up to 1m in height in commercial zones 

where buildings of a larger scale are anticipated.  

 

8.3 I have given further consideration to the limit of two consecutive lines of text. 

This is somewhat inflexible and may not be appropriate for some buildings or 

some company names and logos. Instead, I consider that a limit to the number 

of letters or symbols per building frontage provides more flexibility. 

  

8.4 Submitter #2297 McDonalds – requests that the individual letter height be 

increased to 600mm.  As discussed above, there is in my opinion a rationale to 

increase the height of letters in some situations, but I do not support an across 

the board increase to 600mm.  

 

8.5 Submitter #2285 Akaroa Civic Trust seeks that three dimensional letters are 

not a permitted activity within the Akaroa Township and the Akaroa Harbour 

Basin, because they are very metropolitan and urban in nature. Although I do 

not agree that this is necessarily the case  (see Photograph1), I consider it is 

unnecessary to encourage them in this area. Should businesses wish to use 

three dimensional letters, they can utilise their allowance relating to building 

frontage.  

 

8.6 I do not believe there is a special case to be made with regard to the wider 

township and the Akaroa Harbour Basin in general given the limited amount of 

signage permitted in these areas. However, I do consider there is an argument 

to not provide an extra allowance for three dimensional letters in the Residential 

Banks Peninsula Character Overlay area in Akaroa as a means of providing a 

lower limit on signage in these areas with recognised character. The same 

reasoning applies for the Residential Banks Peninsula Overlay Area - Lyttelton, 

however, the submission is made only in relation to Akaroa.  
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 Submissions in relation to illumination 

 

8.7 Two submissions have been received in relation to illumination. Outdoor lighting 

and glare provisions are contained in Chapter 6.3, and these provisions also 

apply to illuminated signs (6.3.2.3.1. Outdoor artificial lighting). Submitter 

#2596 Harvey Norman seeks that illuminated signs in the commercial and 

industrial zones not be categorised as RD2 but rather should be permitted.  

Submitter 2297 McDonalds seeks that illuminated static and variable signs be 

permitted if they are not visible from a public place. Illuminated signs add 

vibrancy to commercial areas after dark and tend to have little adverse effect in 

Industrial areas. However, I am concerned about the potential impact on 

neighbouring residential areas, from which the signs may be visible. Illuminated 

signage can become intrusive to nearby residents if it is large, bright, flashing or 

intermittent. Proposed Built Form Standard 6.3.2.3.1 provides standards for 

lighting appropriate to the zone and also takes into account the effect on more 

sensitive zones. Having considered this together with the proposed signage size 

controls (6.8.4), I am satisfied that the status of illuminated signs can be 

amended such that illuminated signs which are not flashing or intermittently lit 

are a permitted activity in most commercial and industrial zones. A further 

Permitted Activity standard (P4) has been added to allow for signs not visible 

from a public place. 

   

 Submissions in relation to off-site signs 

 

8.8 There are a number of submissions in relation to the activity status of off-site 

signs. Submitter #2313 Phantom Billstickers seek that off-site signs in less 

sensitive areas should be controlled activities, while submitter #2216 I Site Ltd 

and submitter #2265 Go Media seek that off-site signs be permitted in less 

sensitive areas while submitter #2345 Etc Media supports the Discretionary 

status of off-site signs in less sensitive areas. Having given further thought to 

the potential impact of off-site signs, I am of the opinion that they should not be 

permitted or controlled activities but subject to some assessment. The Matters 

of Discretion (6.8.5.1 and 6.8.5.2) address the concerns that may arise and I 

therefore consider that the off-site signs in less sensitive zones should be 

Restricted Discretionary rather than Discretionary activity.  

 

8.9 #2313 Phantom seek that off-site signs in sensitive areas and ones that face 

out of residential areas not be classified as Non-Complying but Discretionary at 
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most. On further consideration, off-site signs in sensitive areas have been 

moved to Discretionary status.   

 

8.10 Submitter #2311 Rod Donald Trust seeks that small signs for operational 

reasons in the Banks Peninsula Rural zone and the Open Space Natural zone 

should be permitted. I discuss this further below.  

 

9. BUILT FORM STANDARDS 

 

9.1 There are two submissions in support of the built form standards. Submitter 

#2345 Etc Media supports the standards to the extent that they do not apply to 

off-site signs, and submitter #3721 the Crown supports the standards for signs 

attached to buildings, projecting and veranda signs and free-standing signs in 

the Central City. 

 

6.8.4.2. Signs attached to buildings 

 

Maximum area and height of signs per building - Residential and Papakainga Zones) 

 

9.2 The character of residential zoned areas is expected to be domestic rather than 

commercial. Residential streetscapes comprise low rise buildings, fences and 

planting, generally of muted colours. Nevertheless, there are legitimate non-

residential activities within these zones that require signage. In order for such 

signage to be assimilated into the residential environment, it needs to respect 

the benign character of residential neighbourhoods and the small scale of built 

elements. In other words it needs to be discreet, while still providing clear and 

visible information.  

 

9.3 Papakainga Zones are anticipated to be predominantly residential and many are 

in rural settings. To respect the amenity of residential neighbours and the 

surrounding rural character, signage needs to be small scale.  

 

9.4 Research
2
 revealed 25% of applications for signs processed by the Council 

between 2004 and 2014 were in residential areas. Consequently changes have 

been made from  the Operative provisions to raise the threshold of sign size, 

permit individual letters and remove the restriction on the number of signs 

providing their combined area meets the maximum area requirement.  

                                                   
2
 Ekin Sakin: Draft Urban Design Advice in response to brief for urban design lead on Outdoor Advertising provisions, 

Christchurch City Council, November 2014. 
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9.5 Submitter #2313 Phantom Billstickers 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, in 

particular for poster displays. Orderly and well maintained signage is more 

pleasing to the eye and less likely to have an adverse impact on the amenity of 

residential and other areas (see Photographs 5-8).  From an urban design 

perspective, I support provisions in the pRDP which would recognise orderly 

and well maintained signage displays. However, I do not support larger signs 

and groups of signage being permitted in residential areas if they have a sign 

management and maintenance programme, since even with such a provision, 

they could have an adverse effect on residential amenity. 

 

 Maximum area and height of signs per building - Commercial and Industrial Zones 

 

9.6 In the Operative Plan, the amount of signage in commercial and industrial zones 

is related to the length of road frontage. The pDRP instead relates the amount 

of signage to the width of the primary building frontage. The advantages of this 

approach are: 

 

(a) The amount of signage is related to the size of the building 

   There is no direct correlation between the road frontage of a site and 

the size of the buildings on it. It is possible to have a small building on 

a site with a long road frontage, for example a sales office in a yard 

based activity. In such a case it would be possible for signage to 

completely cover and dominate the building (See Photograph 9).  

Conversely it is possible, although less common, to have a large site, 

particularly a commercial site, with limited road frontage, where there 

is a disproportionately small permitted amount of signage in relation 

to the scale of commercial activity. Therefore to relate the amount of 

signage to the building frontage rather than the road frontage will 

ensure that signs do not dominate buildings and that generally larger 

operations will have a correspondingly larger amount of signage.  

 

(b) It is easier to calculate the amount of signage permitted and allow for 

intensification of activity on any one site. 

   While it is simple to calculate the total amount of signage allowed per 

site by applying the multiplier to the road frontage length, a difficulty 
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arises when signage is changed or more signage is introduced. This 

will often necessitate totalling all the existing signage on site to 

determine how much the balance of permitted signage is (if any). 

This has happened to my knowledge at both Riccarton Mall and 

Tower Junction. Where sites are intensified there may be no 

permitted signage allowance remaining for new premises. Relating 

the amount of signage to the building frontage, means that each new 

building will be assured of a permitted signage allowance.  

 

9.7 For many buildings in the commercial zones, particularly in the Central City, the 

width of the building frontage is the same as the width of the road frontage.  

 

9.8 For larger scale buildings or complexes, a greater area of signage is permitted 

in relation to the length of primary façade.  

 

9.9 In order to encourage a better interface with the public realm, an incentive is 

given where windows are located within more than one façade of the building. In 

such cases extra signage is permitted on that elevation in proportion to the 

amount of glazing. 

  

9.10 The provisions in relation to height (i.e. permitted height to the top of the sign) 

have been simplified, such that there are only two height limits. These are 9m in 

the Central City Business and Mixed Use Zones, Commercial Core Zone 

(existing Malls only), Commercial Retail Park Zone, Industrial Zones, and for 

service stations; and 6m in the remaining commercial zones and for scheduled 

activities. However, the maximum height of the top of a sign is restricted to 

façade height if this is lower than the height limit.  

 

9.11 Retail and industrial activity generally takes place at ground floor level. 

Confining signs to lower levels associates them with the activity and ensures 

they can be seen in close proximity, either by pedestrians or motorists. Higher 

signs are generally visible from a wider area and need to be larger in order to be 

readable. 

  

9.12 On higher buildings, particularly in the Central City it is recognised that building 

identification signs are appropriately located towards the top of the building (see 

Photograph 3). Individual letters attached to the building are not limited in their 
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height above ground, except that they are not permitted to protrude above 

façade level.  

 

9.13 Signs protruding above the height of buildings can be unsightly, and over 

dominant, particularly where signs protrude for some metres above the 

parapet/façade line (see Photographs 11 and 12).  

 

Submissions in relation to amount and height of signage in commercial zones 

 

9.14 #2297 McDonalds, #2330 Carter Group, #2332 Scentre, #2364 Bunnings, 

#2369 NPT, #2372 Kiwi Property Group, #2373 Progressive Enterprises, #2313 

Phantom Billstickers Ltd., #2216 I-Site Ltd, # 2265 Go Media, #2596 Harvey 

Norman seek a larger amount of permitted signage and most seek a higher 

height limit. 

 

 

9.15 Submitters #2297 and #2596 seek that the signage allowance should be based 

on the entire building length and not just the primary frontage. This could mean 

an excessive amount of signage, particularly for buildings with a narrow frontage 

that extends well back on the site. I accept that some retail activities limit 

windows for practical and security reasons (although in many cases there are 

alternative design solutions that enable an active frontage). However, the 

signage allowance applies to the primary building frontage regardless of the 

amount of window area on that frontage. This allowance can be used anywhere 

on the building. Accordingly, I do not support the submission points. 

 

9.16 Submitter #2373 seeks that the signage allowance applies to a maximum of two 

frontages. The proposed rule allows for signage in relation to the primary 

building frontage. An extra signage allowance is provided where there is a 

secondary retail frontage provided there is glazing. This submitter has 

requested that this signage allowance is increased from 10% of the area of 

glazing to 20%.  I am concerned about the amount of signage this could permit 

in certain circumstances, but from the limited number of examples I have tested 

(see Attachment C, Examples 1 and 5)  it would seem to allow for a reasonable 

amount of signage. The allowance may also encourage more active frontages. 

Therefore on balance I support this submission point.   
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9.17 Submitters #2216 I-Site, #2265 Go Media, #2330 Carter Group and #2332 

Scentre seek that the amount of signage be related to road frontage rather than 

building frontage. I reject this submission point for reasons explained above. 

Although there is no specific additional allowance for sites with more than one 

road frontage such as a corner site, if the frontage has shop windows and doors 

then additional signage is permitted.  I consider that the provisions as proposed 

provide the outcome the submitters seek.  

 

9.18 Submitter #3602 Carter Group has also made a submission in relation to 

signage in the Central City. This does not seek that signage be related to the 

road frontage rather than the building frontage, rather that the multiplier is 

increased from 0.5m to 1m. The scale of buildings is generally larger in the 

Central City than in some other Commercial Zones. However, because of the 

street pattern and the proximity of buildings to the street, signs are generally 

viewed at close quarters and not across a car park as in some commercial 

areas outside the central city. I therefore do not see the need for extra provision 

for the Central City and I do not support this submission point.  

 

9.19 Submitter #2330 also seeks that the individual area of signs is not controlled. 

Unlike the Operative Plan the individual area of signs in commercial and 

industrial zones attached to buildings, is not controlled, rather it is the total area 

of signage per building. This submitter's concern is therefore addressed.  

 

9.20 Submitter #2330 also seeks that the allowance for signage on Guest 

Accommodation be retained as per the Operative Plan (i.e. an increase to the 

notified level). This appears to be an anomaly and I support some increase in the 

permitted signage. In my opinion, restrictions on signage should be greater for 

Guest Accommodation in suburban zones due to their typically residential 

surrounds. The permitted allowance has been adjusted to permit a larger amount 

of signage in Guest Accommodation zones, with a differentiation between the 

amount permitted in Guest Accommodation inside and outside the Central City.  

 

Amount of signage appropriate for large scale shopping malls  

 

9.21 An outstanding issue is the amount of signage appropriate for large scale 

shopping centres. As the nature of Commercial Core Zones varies 

tremendously from, for example, the large scale of Papanui/Northlands to the 

small scale of Redcliffs, it may not be appropriate to have the same multiplier for 
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all Commercial Core Zones. Key Activity Centres (KACs) are the highest order 

centre and can be expected to be larger in scale. Consideration was therefore 

given to increasing the multiplier for Commercial Core Zones which are also 

KACs.  

 

9.22 There are five existing KACs which are also zoned Commercial Core i.e.  

Riccarton, Hornby, Papanui/Northlands, Shirley/Palms, Linwood/Eastgate. They 

are centred around shopping malls.  The existing malls have been developed in 

a piecemeal fashion, expanding as adjacent or intervening sites have been 

acquired. Consequently, they have urban design shortcomings, particularly in 

relation to their interfaces with surrounding roads. Latter-day shopping centres 

such as Botany Downs and that proposed at North Halswell adopt a different 

format based on the traditional High Street and therefore do not have dissimilar 

signage needs to other smaller Commercial Core Zones. These emerging KACs 

are also in greenfield situations and have a 'clean slate' for design purposes. 

Therefore I do not consider any additional signage allowance necessary for 

existing malls would be also necessary for emerging centres. Consequently any 

additional signage allowance should be tied only to those situations where there 

are special circumstances that make it necessary.  

 

9.23 I have considered how much signage increasing the multiplier would allow in 

those existing Commercial Core Zones which are also KAC's - see Table 1.    

 

9.24 These KACs have the large scale buildings of the shopping malls, but to 

consider all of the KACs as large scale is incorrect as in some cases there are 

other smaller scale commercial areas around them, previously proposed as 

Commercial Fringe. This scale is reflected in the change in height provisions 

across the zone (from 12m to 20m), which recognises potential impacts on 

adjacent activities, such as residential zones. Therefore it is appropriate that the 

larger signage allowance is only applied to the larger scale components of these 

KACs. In the case of Hornby, this is the whole of the commercial core, in the 

case of the other four the large scale development is confined to the shopping 

malls.  
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 Table 1. Amount of signage allowance in relation to building frontage - Existing 

shopping malls  

 

Mall Zoning Primary 

building 

frontage 

facing 

Signage 

allowance 

using 1.0 

multiplier 

Signage allowance 

using 1.5 multiplier 

Riccarton Commercial 

Core 

Rotherham 

Street and 

Riccarton 

Road = 

580m 

580m2 870m2 

Hornby 

Mall 

Commercial 

Core 

Main South 

Road Car 

Park = 264m 

264m2 396m2 

Northlands Commercial 

Core 

Papanui 

Road Car 

Park = 460m 

460m2 690m2 

The Palms Commercial 

Core 

Marshlands 

Road =356m 

356m2 534m2 

Eastgate Commercial 

Core 

Facing Car 

Park =  

424m2 636m2 

 

9.25 In addition to the allowance for the primary building frontage they will have an 

allowance related to the amount of glazing on secondary frontages and an 

allowance for free standing signage. In my opinion, given their size and nature 

they should have a comparable sign allowance to the Commercial Retail Park 

Zone i.e. a multiplier of 1.0. I do not know how much signage Hornby, 

Northlands Mall and The Palms Mall have at present, but since only Northlands 

(Kiwi Property Group) has made a submission and it supports the calculation 

based on the building frontage and has not opposed the multiplier, I consider a 

multiplier of 1.0 to be appropriate (See Attachment C, Examples 2 and 3).  

 

9.26 Submitter #2369 NPT (Eastgate) seeks signage up to an area of 1500 m
2
 to be 

permitted at Eastgate or alternatively an allowance related to the road frontage. 

I have given this some consideration. Eastgate Mall is proposing an expansion 

which includes new buildings occupying some of its existing car park. The 

submitter has advised that the existing consented signage amounts to 900m² 
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and there is an application lodged for a further 370m². Although the signage 

attached to the building relating to the premises on which it is attached is not 

excessive (see Attachment C, Example 4 ), there are large free-standing signs 

and lifestyle images which are included in the signage tally. Under proposed 

rule 6.8.4.2, were this façade to have more windows a greater signage 

allowance would be afforded.  

 

9.27 In addition to seeking that the signage allowance apply to the road frontage, 

submitter #2332 Scentre also seeks that the multiplier for the Commercial Core 

Zone is increased to 1.5 (from 0.5). Riccarton Mall has less primary building 

frontage compared to its size than other malls. Riccarton Mall has consent for 

962m² of signage including that in association with a consented expansion. With 

this extra development, the site capacity is effectively utilised and therefore 

there would appear to be little need for additional signage.  

 

9.28 Table 2 compares the length of road frontage with the existing and proposed 

signage.  

 

 Table 2: Existing and proposed signage at Riccarton and Eastgate Malls compared to 

road frontage length 

Mall Zoning Existing 

consented 

signage 

Length 

of road 

frontage 

Allowance if multiplier 

used  

    1.0 1.5 

Riccarton Commercial 

Core 

926m² 1255m 1255m²  1882m² 

Eastgate Commercial 

Core 

900m² 

Consent 

lodged for 

additional  

338m² 

Total: 

1238m² 

1168m 1168m² 1752m² 

 

9.29 Using a multiplier of 1.0 results in a greater amount of signage at Riccarton than 

consented and a lesser amount at Eastgate than consented or lodged. Since 

both the multiplier and a total area will result in a fixed amount of signage, I 

prefer a fixed amount which is a clear amount. An amount of 1300m² would 
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cater for their foreseeable requirements in both cases, bearing in mind that they 

will also have an allowance for free standing signage. The existing signage at 

Eastgate certainly exceeds the allowance for free-standing signage, but extra 

allowance would be available if they created new vehicle or pedestrian 

accesses to their site. 

 

9.30 For completeness, a sixth KAC, Belfast/Northwood, is centred around a retail 

park (Belfast Supa Centre). Retail parks are anticipated to have larger scale 'big 

box' buildings and accordingly are afforded larger scale signage.  

 

Height of signs  

 

9.31 There are a number of submissions in relation to the height at which signs can 

be displayed. Submitter #2297 McDonalds does not want signs limited to 

facade height, but the actual height limit, submitters #2332 Scentre, #2330 

Carter Group, and #2369 NPT seek that the height limit be facade height, 

submitters #2372 Kiwi Property Group and #2364 Bunnings want height limit 

or facade height whichever is the higher. 

 

9.32 I do not support signs protruding above façade height as a permitted activity as 

they are both prominent and disrespectful to the architecture of the building. I 

consider there is some potential for shifting the Commercial Core and Central 

City Business height limit to 9m, but in my opinion the provision should remain 

as it stands, i.e the signage height limit or façade height, whichever is the lower.  

I therefore do not support those submission points relating to the height of signs.  

 

6.8.4.2 Architectural features 

 

9.33 There are a number of submissions in relation to 6.8.4.2. Additional controls. 

Submitters #2372 Kiwi and #2364 Bunnings want architectural features 

deleted from this list as it is uncertain and unnecessary. I disagree.  

Architectural features are explained  in Appendix 6.11. 8, Diagram 3 and further 

advice is provided in the Guide to Outdoor Advertising and Signage (see also 

Photographs 13-15)  

 

9.34 #2596 Harvey Norman seeks that additional controls should only apply to 

scheduled heritage buildings and furthermore that signs should be allowed to 

obscure windows. I reject this request on the grounds that signage needs to be 
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compatible with every building on which it is displayed regardless of its heritage 

status. It is important that signage does not undermine the architectural features 

of the building to protect the integrity of the building design and form. Signs 

obscuring windows are discordant and jarring. This submission point is rejected.  

 

6.8.4.3 Projecting signs and signs attached to or on verandas 

 

9.35 The provisions in relation to projecting and veranda signage have been largely 

carried forward from the Operative Plan, albeit simplified.  

 

9.36 There are no submissions in relation to projecting and veranda signage. 

 

6.8.4.4. Free-standing signs 

 

9.37 The built form standards relating to free standing signs have been rationalised. 

The amount of free standing signage permitted is related to the site entrances, 

the rationale being that signs are needed to assist way finding when entering a 

site. Although the sign does not need to be located exactly at the vehicle 

entrance to which it relates, but can be located in close proximity, to best suit 

approaching traffic. The size of permitted signage increases as the zone 

becomes less sensitive. Sites in residential and papakainga zones are permitted 

one sign per site. Sites in all other zones are permitted one sign per formed 

vehicle access and one per formed pedestrian access (see Photographs 16-18).  

 

9.38 Standards for the maximum width of freestanding signs have been included in 

addition to the maximum area per sign and the maximum height above ground 

level. The reason for this is that signs which are wide and erected up to the 

height limit are much more visible in the streetscape and can often be seen from 

further afield than signs with a vertical (or portrait) orientation (see Photographs 

22, 23, and 38). Therefore they will be subject to some assessment to gauge 

their effect on the environment.  

 

Submissions in relation to free-standing signs 

 

9.39 Submitters #2216 I-Site and #2265 Go Media oppose the requirement for free 

standing signs to be located at entranceways. Although the number of 

freestanding signs is related to the number of entranceways, signs related to 

3723 CCC - Reeves
Page 24 of 60



 

27316999_1.docx  23 
 

vehicle entrances are not required to be located at the entranceway, but in close 

proximity. I do not support the relief sought for the reasons explained above.  

 

9.40 Submitters #2216 I-Site and #2265 Go Media oppose the provisions in relation 

to freestanding signage because they do not allow for billboards. In particular 

that the maximum width requirement for free standing signs is insufficient to 

allow for billboards. As billboards are typically of a landscape orientation and of 

a minimum size of 6m x 3m, I agree that this provision would not allow for 

billboards anywhere in the City as a permitted activity. However, given the scale 

of such signs and their potential impact on the environment, I do not consider it 

unreasonable that they are subject to an environmental assessment.  

 

10. OFF-SITE SIGNAGE, BILLBOARDS (INCLUDING DIGITAL BILLBOARDS) AND 

POSTERS 

 

10.1 The provisions do not permit off-site commercial signage other than temporary 

signage. Off-site signage is that which is not related to the activity taking place 

on that particular site. This typically is in the form of billboards or posters where 

the product or event being advertised changes from time to time, or in the case 

of digital (LED) billboards, cycling through several advertisements at intervals of 

(typically) 6 seconds (see Photograph 19).  

 

10.2 Submitters have argued, as inevitably do applicants seeking resource consent 

for such signage, that the effect of signage which is displaying information 

unrelated to the activity on the site is no different to that which is displaying 

signage related to the activity on the site. I agree, it is not a matter of the content 

as such. However, it does not follow that this distinction in the pDRP provisions 

is unnecessary as one of the main adverse effects of uncontrolled signage is 

visual clutter. This is caused by the overall volume and arrangement of signage 

in any one area. The larger the number and amount of signage and the more 

disorderly the display the greater the risk of unsightly signage clutter (see 

Photographs 25-28).  

 

10.3 Placing a restriction on off-site signage helps to limit the overall amount of 

signage and reduce the potential for visual clutter. First priority for signage must 

be to allow for buildings, goods and services to be advertised on their own site 

or building. If there is capacity for the environment to absorb further signage 

without adverse cumulative effects, then this can be allocated to off-site 
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signage. Assessment matters 6.8.5.1.a,b,and c allow for the amount and nature 

of signage in the vicinity to be taken into account when considering off-site 

signage. Assessment matter 6.8.5.1. e. allows for positive aspects of off-site 

signage to be considered.  

 

10.4 One suggestion was made at expert conferencing that off-site signage which is 

within the allowance for the building on which it is displayed should be 

permitted. This could open the floodgates for signage on buildings leading to 

excessive amounts, adverse cumulative effects and clutter. For example, 

buildings in commercial zones which are not in commercial use would have a 

permitted signage allowance, so that in theory, every building could have 

signage on it. Similarly every house could have signage if off-site signage were 

not controlled in residential areas.  

 

Submissions in relation to off-site signage (not addressed elsewhere) 

 

10.5 Submitter #2372 Kiwi argues that there is no reason why a restriction is 

required specifically for billboards as the standards for signage can be relied 

upon to address any amenity related issues. I have given some thought to this 

matter and I agree that there is no need for separate reference to billboards.  

  

11. SIGNS IN SPECIFIC PURPOSE ZONES 

 

11.1 The signage provisions for the Specific Purpose zones vary from one Specific 

Purpose zone to another due to the differing nature of activities within these 

zones and the differing environments in which they operate. They are intended 

to allow for signage required for operational reasons.  

 

Submissions in relation to signage in Specific Purposes Zones  

 

11.2 Submitter #2360 CDHB opposes the restrictions on signs in the Specific 

Purpose Hospital Zone. Rule 6.8.4.5 (a) provides for a permitted amount of 

signage to be attached to buildings in relation to the length of road frontage.  I 

agree with the submitter that hospital sites are large and complex and sufficient 

signage is required to direct users to and around hospital complexes. Further I 

agree that the amount of signage required has no direct relationship with the 

length of road frontage.  Accordingly I support the relief sought.  
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11.3 Submitter #3721 Crown seeks that built form standards be added for free 

standing signs in Specific Purpose Zones in the Central City. This omission is a 

mistake and therefore this submission is supported. They also suggest that 

Specific Purpose Zones do not need to be separated out from signs for other 

zones. Changes have been made to include all Specific Purpose Zones in the 

built form standards and incorporate the provisions for Specific Purpose Zones 

alongside those for other zones.  

 

12. SIGNS ON HERITAGE BUILDINGS/SITES AND IN AKAROA 

 

12.1 In the notified version of the proposal, the erection of a sign attached to or on 

the same site as an historic building, structure or historic site is a discretionary 

activity. Additional provisions in relation to signs displayed on heritage items or 

in heritage settings are included in Chapter 9, 9.3. Historic Heritage, Permitted 

activities, Clause 9.3.3.2.1. P6 Sign/Signage.  Signs on heritage buildings in 

Akaroa are not differentiated in the zone provisions from those on Heritage 

buildings elsewhere. Under the Operative Plan provisions, the erection of signs 

in the Residential Conservation and Town Centre zones is a Controlled Activity.  

 

 Submissions in relation to signs on heritage buildings and in Akaroa 

 

#2285 Akaroa Civic Trust  

 

12.2 Submitter #2285 Akaroa Civic Trust seeks changes to the provisions in 

relation to Akaroa township and in some cases the wider Banks Peninsula area 

(which are addressed in section 14 below), on the basis that this area is 

different in nature to the metropolitan area. I have given some thought to the 

matter, including visiting Akaroa a number of times in the past six months. I 

conclude that in some respects the Banks Peninsula area is a special case that 

does require bespoke provisions.  

 

12.3 This submitter seeks to limit the total maximum area of signs attached to 

buildings in the Commercial Banks Peninsula Zone (Akaroa) to 1m², with no 

special allowance for individual lettering. They propose that the 1m² allowance 

apply to all buildings, regardless of their size. I do not consider this to be 

reasonable in a commercial area and prefer that the amount of signage is 

related to the size of the building.  
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12.4 Commercial Buildings in Akaroa vary in width, but most have a building frontage 

between 10m and 30m. The proposed provision would permit signage of 

between 5m² and 15m². This would allow for example a 500mm high fascia 

board across the entire width of the building and no veranda signage. While this 

may not seem excessive, in the context of Akaroa and in other Commercial 

Banks Peninsula Zones, such as Little River it is noticeably in excess of the 

current amount of signage.  Photographs 29 - 32 show examples of typical 

signage levels in Akaroa and Little River.  

 

12.5 I consider that for a typical smaller building of 10m frontage a maximum area of 

signage of 2m² would allow for more signage than typically exists at present 

while still not unduly affecting the character of Akaroa town centre, should the 

maximum permitted signage allowance be taken up. This would equate to 

building length along primary frontage x 0.2m. For the largest buildings, this 

would allow signage of 6m². The proposal has been amended accordingly.   

 

12.6 In relation to freestanding signage, this submitter seeks that the maximum 

amount of freestanding signage (I assume per site) in the Commercial Banks 

Peninsula Zone (Akaroa)  is 1.5m² with no sign being larger than 1m² and that 

the number of free standing signs be limited to 3 regardless of the number of 

entrances. This would reduce the maximum area of free standing signage from 

the Operative Plan allowance of 2m² (albeit a Controlled rather than a Permitted 

Activity).  

 

12.7 Many of the sites in the Commercial Banks Peninsula (Akaroa) Zone do not 

have scope for free-standing signage since the buildings occupy virtually all of 

their site frontage. For sites where there is space on the site outside the building 

footprint the Akaroa Civic Trust proposal would allow the same amount of 

signage regardless of the area available. This could lead to a clutter of signage 

on some sites. I prefer to relate the amount of signage to the amount of 

unoccupied site in some way. I consider that relating it to the entrances is a 

simple means of achieving this. However, I do agree that the allowance is too 

large given the character of Akaroa and other Commercial Banks Peninsula 

zones.  The proposal has therefore been amended to reduce the proposed 

allowance for freestanding signage.   

 

12.8 The submitter seeks that signs attached to historic buildings, structures or sites 

in Commercial Banks Peninsula (Akaroa) Zone or Residential Zones in Akaroa 
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should not be a discretionary activity. Rather they should be treated the same 

as other signs in these zones. While I do consider that signs on heritage items 

and in heritage settings do need extra consideration, in the case of the 

commercial area in Akaroa and other Commercial Banks Peninsula Zones (with 

the exception of Lyttelton), the threshold for signage is set lower than other 

commercial zones. Therefore I support this part of the submission. I cannot 

extend this position to Residential Zones in Akaroa and see no reason why they 

should be treated any differently to other Residential Zones.  

 

12.9 The submitter seeks that 6.8.3.4 NC1 also apply to Akaroa. In my opinion, Non-

Complying status is too restrictive as there may well be situations where signs 

included in the list may have no adverse effect on the environment. I therefore 

consider Discretionary status is appropriate and reject this submission point.  

 

#3275 Arts Centre  

 

12.1  This submission was made to Chapter 9. The submitter seeks special 

provisions for large heritage settings with multiple road frontages and multiple 

heritage items. The relief sought has been included in the Revised Chapter 9 

Proposal dated 17 January 2016 as follows: 

 

9.3.3.2.1.P6 b. ii. Where the road frontage exceeds 50m, the maximum 

sign area shall be 0.5m² per 50m of road frontage or part thereof, and the 

maximum area of any individual sign shall be 2.0m². Any sign exceeding 

0.5m² in area shall be separated from other signs by a minimum of 10m.  

 

In the Chapter 6 Proposal, all signs attached to or located on the same site as an 

historic building are proposed to be restricted discretionary activities. The matters 

of discretion allow consideration of special circumstances including the length of 

the road frontage and the size of the buildings. Therefore in my opinion their 

concerns are addressed by the signage provisions and would provide more 

flexibility for them (and for other similar large heritage settings) with regard to the 

distribution of signage. As the rules in 9.3.3.2.1.P6 are to take precedence over 

the provisions in Chapter 6.8, the extra rule 9.3.3.2.1. P6 b ii. is likely to cause 

confusion. Although this matter is outside the scope of this Hearing, the Panel 

may wish to give consideration to it.  
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#3602 Carter Group 

 

12.2 This submitter seeks that the placement of signage on heritage buildings is a 

classified as a Restricted Discretionary Activity rather than a Discretionary 

Activity. I support this submission. The Matters of Discretion 6.8.5.1 and 6.8.5.2 

provide adequate guidance for considering the effect of signs on heritage 

buildings.  

  

13. SIGNS IN RURAL AND OPEN SPACE ZONES 

 

13.1 Signs in Rural and Open Space areas can be prominent depending on their 

size, colour and number (see Photograph 33). Provision is made for some 

signage in Rural and Open Space zones, provided any signs are related to the 

activity on-site. The Notified Proposal permits a maximum total area of 2m² or 

3m² per building in open space zones and 4m² per building in Rural zones and 

one sign of a maximum area of 1m² for each formed vehicle access and each 

formed pedestrian entrance. This recognises that there is some legitimate 

commercial activity in rural zones and open space activities have a need for 

information signs.  

 

 Submissions in relation to signs in rural and open space zones 

 

13.1 Submitter #2285 Akaroa Civic Trust seeks that the total maximum area of 

signs per building in Rural Banks Peninsula Zone is 2m². I agree with the 

submitter that a sign of up to 4m² in area could adversely affect the landscape, 

amenity, character and heritage values of rural zones. I therefore support the 

relief sought. Further, I consider that this limit on signage size should apply to 

all rural areas, although there are no submissions requesting such relief.  

 

13.2 Submitters #2311 Rod Donald Trust, #2382 Maurice White Native Forest 

Trust have submitted in relation to free standing signage. Submitter #2311 is 

concerned that the rules are too restrictive and do not allow for sufficient 

signage for information, direction, health and safety and interpretation in the 

Banks Peninsula Rural Zone and the Open Space Natural Zone. Submitter 

#2382 has a similar concern but only seeks relief in relation to the Open Space 

Natural Zone. The Maurice White Native Forest Trust manages Hinewai 

Reserve, near Akaroa. I understand that the permitted allowance is insufficient 

for the activities carried out at the reserve, which is open to the public. Both 
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submitters seek a permitted maximum total area of signs per building of 2m², 

with no sign being larger than 1m² and no limit on the number of signs.  In 

addition, they seek no limit on the number of signs for operational reasons 

provided they are no larger than 0.25m². 

  

13.3 The relief sought would not necessarily result in an increased signage 

allowance and would appear to be a more appropriate way of managing the 

amount of signage associated with activities in the Banks Peninsula Rural Zone 

and the Open Space Natural Zone. I therefore support the relief sought. 

   

13.4 Submitter #2318 Orton Bradley Park. Orton Bradley Park is situated at 

Charteris Bay, Banks Peninsula in the proposed Open Space Community Park 

Zone.  This submitter wishes to be able to erect a roadside sign at Orton 

Bradley Park of 3m² as opposed to the permitted size of 1m² in this Zone.  

 

13.5 I have discussed Orton Bradley Park with Anita Hansbury, Open Space Chapter 

leader. Orton Bradley Park has specific needs unlike other Open Space 

Community Park zones. While I am reluctant to promote a bespoke provision, I 

do consider in this instance it is justified. I therefore support this submission 

point, and make changes. 

 

14. MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

 

14.1 The matters of discretion have been completely redrafted from those appearing 

in the Operative Plan and are now much more succinct. They have also been 

redrafted since the Revised Proposal and Mediation and are now formatted in a 

similar way to other Chapters (see Photographs 34-39).   

 

Submissions in relation to Matters of Discretion 

 

14.2 Submitter #2313 Phantom Billstickers seeks an additional matter of 

discretion: 

 

'Whether the way in which small scale signage is displayed and maintained 

provides for opportunities for commercial advertising in a way which 

enhances the environment to which it relates'.  
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14.3 I support the intent of this request. In my opinion the manner in which a 

collection of signage is displayed is instrumental in determining its impact on the 

environment. This is included as Matter of Discretion 6.8.5.1. f.  

 

14.4 Submitter #2313 Phantom Billstickers seek reference to site related content in 

item 2 be deleted. For the reasons described above, I consider there is an 

important distinction to be made between signage which is necessary to be 

displayed on that particular site and that which is not. I therefore do not support 

this request. The relevant Matter of Discretion is now 6.8.5.1 e.iii. 

 

14.5 Submitter #2360 CDHB seek an additional matter of discretion as follows: 

 

'whether the proposed sign is required for operational purposes'. 

  

14.6 This is to cater for the potential need for freestanding signage within a hospital 

site which exceeds the permitted size and/or number of signs. I support the 

addition of this consideration.   

 

14.7 Submitter #2373 Progressive Enterprises seeks changes to the Matters of 

Discretion covering two matters. Firstly that regard is given to the scale of the 

site and operational and functional requirements, particularly in relation to larger 

developments such as supermarkets, and secondly removing the assessment of 

visual impact from some of the Matters of Discretion.  

 

14.8 Matter of Discretion no. 6.8.5.1.1. (notified version) enables consideration to be 

given to any special circumstances. However, I agree that more guidance 

should be included with regard to the scale of the subject site or building and 

operational and functional requirements. This is now included as Matter of 

Discretion 6.8.5.1.d.i. and d.ii. Assessment of visual impact is an important 

consideration in upholding the signage Objective and Policies and I do not 

support the removal of the ability to do that from the Matters of Discretion. 
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14.9 Submitter #2596 Harvey Norman seeks to delete reference to illumination from 

the matters of discretion 6.8.5.2. Illuminated signs can have an adverse effect 

due to their context and the nature of the sign itself, particularly where they may 

be visible from residential and other sensitive zones. I do not support this 

submission point.  

 

 

Janet Helen Reeves  

4 February 2016 
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Attachment A: Zone sensitivity diagram 

Attachment B: Photographs of signage 

Attachment C: Examples of signage situations 
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ATTACHMENT A: URBAN DESIGN EVIDENCE,   Chapter 6.8 SIGNS

Relative zone sensitivity table—ordered from more sensitive to less sensitive
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ATTACHMENT B: URBAN DESIGN EVIDENCE,   Chapter 6.8 SIGNS

Photographs of signs:

1.Three dimensional letters and symbols p.1,2

2.Orderliness and maintenance p.3,4

3.Signage dominating the building p.5

4.Signs protruding above façade height p.6

5.Signage in relation to architectural features p.7,8

6.Freestanding signage p.9

7.Off-site signs p.10,11,12

8.Cumulative effect and clutter p.13,14

9.Typical signage in Akaroa p.15

10.Signs in Banks Peninsula p.16

11.Amount of signage p.17

12.Impact of size, colour and contrast p.18,19

3723 CCC - Reeves
Page 36 of 60



Photograph 2:
3D applied letters. 9 individual letters, with the exception of the ‘t’ and ‘d’, the letters are estimated
to be 1m high.  They are located at a maximum height of c. 6 metres.

1. THREE DIMENSIONAL LETTERS AND
SYMBOLS

1

Photograph 1:
Individual letters such as this would not be
out of place in Commercial Banks
Peninsula Zones
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Photograph 4: Individual lettering—19 applied letters and symbols.  ‘Where everyone gets a bargain’  and
‘open 7 days 8.00am—9.00pm’ would need to be from signage allowance or would need  Resource
Consent

Photograph 3:
3D applied letters in
Central City Business
Zone. Wall height is
above 17m. There are 18
individual letters. They
are estimated to be c.
500mm high.

1. THREE DIMENSIONAL LETTERS AND SYMBOLS

2
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2. ORDERLINESS AND MAINTENANCE

Photograph 6: Neatly displayed and well maintained poster display. Are three copies of the same poster
necessary?

Photograph 5: An organised and well maintained poster display.

3
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Photograph 7: Poorly maintained signage and signage above façade level. Despite appearances this
business is in operation.

2. ORDERLINESS AND MAINTENANCE

Photograph 8: A plethora of disorderly signage 4
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Photograph 9: Signage dominating the building

Photograph 10: Signage dominating the building and above façade height

3. SIGNAGE DOMINATING THE BUILDING

5
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Photograph 11: Sign protruding above façade level.  Aesthetically it would be more pleasing located on
the facades below the roofline (and of portrait orientation), where it would be equally as visible.

Photograph 12: Large sign on top of roof, directed at passing traffic.

4. SIGNS PROTRUDING ABOVE FAÇADE HEIGHT

6
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Photograph 13: Signage placed and sized to suit the building design

Photograph 14: Signage placed and sized to suit the building design 7

5. SIGNAGE IN RELATION TO ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES
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5. SIGNAGE IN RELATION TO ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES

Photograph 15: Signs ignoring façade detail and obscuring window. Individual letters fit comfortably
between the floors , but positioning of signage for upper floor activities is more difficult. Thought needs to
be given to the location of signage when designing a building.

8
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6. FREESTANDING SIGNAGE

Photograph 16: Freestanding sign ahead of the entrance to Tower Junction. The sign is 1.8 metres wide
and 7.5 metres high.  The additional freestanding sign in front of it (which is advertising ’specials’ at one of
the many shops in the centre) is distracting and could set a precedent for other such signage.

Photograph 17: Freestanding sign clearly
identifying the business and the entrance for
pedestrians and vehicles.

Photograph 18: Large freestanding sign at Eastgate
Mall  at Linwood Avenue entrance.

9
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7. OFF-SITE SIGNS

Photograph 20: Billboard dominating the adjacent character building.

Photograph 19: LED Billboard  with changing images at the junction of Victoria Street and Bealey Avenue .
The sign is in a high profile location at a busy intersection and is seen in conjunction  with heritage
buildings . The sign also has a positive effect in that unsightly hoardings were removed and the site
landscaped., as a condition of (temporary) consent.  The Countrywide sign does not have consent.

10
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7. OFF-SITE SIGNS

Photograph 21: Billboard  attached to a building in Victoria Street. It is highly prominent due to its size.
This is exacerbated by the colour of the sign and the contrast with the building. .

Photograph 22: Billboard  elevated above a building is highly prominent in the streetscape.
11
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Photograph 23: Large signage at Northlands Mall  which does not appear to be related to the activities on
the site

7. OFF-SITE SIGNS

12

Photograph 24: Busy one-way streets attract large and competing off-site signs.
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Photograph 25: Multiple signs  all advertising the same business, give a cluttered and untidy appearance
and dominate the street scene.

Photograph 26:  A multitude of small signs causes visual clutter and does not convey the message clearly,
particularly to traffic passing at speed.

8. CUMULATIVE EFFECT AND CLUTTER

13
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8. CUMULATIVE EFFECT AND CLUTTER

Photograph 27: An assortment of site related and off-site signage combines to create visual clutter

Photograph 28: An assortment of site related and off-site signage combines to create visual clutter

14
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9. TYPICAL SIGNAGE IN COMMMERCIAL BANKS PENINSULA ZONE _ AKAROA

Photograph 29: Name of
business on fascia board and
freestanding sign at
pedestrian entrance  c. 1m²

Photograph 30: Signage
attached to the veranda

Photograph 31: Signage doesn’t need to dominate the building  to identify the business to passers by 15
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10. SIGNS IN BANKS PENINSULA

Photograph 33: Even though this sign at Duvauchelle is not overly large or brightly coloured, it is still
prominent in the landscape.

Photograph 32: The major part of the Commercial Banks Peninsula Zone at Little River.

16
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11. AMOUNT OF SIGNAGE

Photograph 34: Multiple signs  and bright colours are not always necessary to  advertise a business

Photograph 35: Simple, clear signage , with good contrast with background, still clearly identifies the
supermarket

17
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12. IMPACT OF SIZE, COLOUR AND CONTRAST

Photograph 36: The excessive size of this sign at The Palms Mall, Shirley and its protrusion above façade
level, leads to it dominating the street scene and distracting from the sign identifying the building.

Photograph 37: Size of sign out of proportion to the shopfront
18
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12. IMPACT OF SIZE, COLOUR AND CONTRAST

Photograph 38: Due to the colour, size, height and width of this sign it is highly visible  in the  townscape

Photograph 39: The colour and  size of this sign, coupled with its white background, renders it highly visi-
ble against the backdrop of the Port Hills and the foreground of Charlesworth Wetland Reserve.

19
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THE LOCAL SHOPS   2016

The Best Café in Christchurch JUST DOWN THE ROAD DAIRY Your local Hairdresser

The Best Café in Christchurch

Area of glazing  = 10.8m²
x5%   =  2.16m²

Secondary frontage

Primary frontage

23m

Area of signage = 3.5m x 600mm =  2.1m²

Length of building frontage x 0.5m = 11.5m²
Area of signage on fascia boards     =  7.2m²
Balance of 4.3m² can be used elsewhere on building

Area of signage = 4m x 600mm =  2.4m²

3 Dimensional letters = 17 x
350mm

Example One: Shops in Commercial Local Zone

Height of
building
= 6.2m

1ATTACHMENT C: URBAN DESIGN EVIDENCE,   Chapter 6.8 SIGNS Examples of signage situations
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Example Two: Northlands Mall, Papanui

Secondary frontage to Langdons Road
Extra allowance for shop windows and

doors

Primary frontage to
Car Park/

Papanui Road
= 426m

Secondary frontage to Car Park, Sissons
Drive. Extra allowance for shop windows

and doors

Countdown
Supermarket

2
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23m

Primary frontage to car park   = 67m

Primary frontage to Main North Road = 71.3m

Length of building frontage x 1.0m = 138m²
Area of signage on building =  90.1m²
Maximum height of signage =  6.1m

NB: The signage on this building has changed since
these drawings and there is currently less signage.

Example Three: Supermarket at Northlands Mall, Papanui 3
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Example Four: Eastgate Mall, Linwood

Primary frontage
to Car Park

= 424m

Secondary frontage to Buckleys Road.
Extra allowance for shop windows and doors

4
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Example Five—ANZ  Centre (former Triangle Centre), Colombo Street

CASHEL STREET

C
O

L
O

M
B

O
 S

T
R

E
E

T

HIGH STREET

5
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