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INTRODUCTION 
 
 

1.1 My full name is Janet Helen Reeves. My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 4 February 

2016.  

 

1.2 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.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief 

filed by the following submitters on 17 and 22 February 2016: 

 

(a) Ms Foote for Go Media (#2265); 

(b) Mr Gray for Go Media (#2265); 

(c) Ms Cook for Akaroa Civic Trust (#2285); 

(d) Ms Eaton for the Crown (#2387/#3721); and 

(e) Mr Clease for Carter Group Ltd (#3602), Scentre New 

Zealand Ltd. (#2332), Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd (#2372), 

Bunnings Ltd. (#2364), and NPT Ltd (#2369). 

 

2.2 I have read the evidence of the following submitters: 

  

(a) Ms Cook for Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust (#2311);  

(b) Ms Wells for Phantom Billstickers Ltd (#2313);  

(c) Mr Willis for the Crown ((#2387/#3721); and 

(d) Mr Clease for CIAL (#2348), Graham Taylor for the Arts 

Centre of Christchurch Trust Board (#3275).   

 

2.3 Rebuttal evidence in response to these briefs of evidence is provided 

by Mr Blair. I have also read the evidence of Mr Phillips for Carter 

Group Ltd (#3602) and Scentre New Zealand Ltd (#2332) and Ms 
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Seaton for NPT Ltd (#2369), for which Mr Clease has provided a 

combined response.  

 

3. GENERAL COMMENTS ON SUBMITTER EVIDENCE 

 

3.1 Ms Eaton's Evidence in Chief relates solely to the Central City. She 

considers that the Revised Proposal attached to Mr Blair's evidence 

in chief (Revised Proposal) generally supports the Central City 

Recovery Plan (CCRP) and in broad terms supports the intention of 

reducing complexity of provisions and the need for resource 

consents. However, there are still a number of outstanding matters of 

detail that she does not support, which I address below.  

 

3.2 Mr Clease has helpfully reviewed the Revised Proposal, along with 

Ms Seaton and Mr Phillips. Mr Clease supports the intent of a large 

proportion of the Revised Proposal but has recommended some 

changes, some of which are mechanical while others are merit based. 

I generally agree with the former and these are addressed by Mr 

Blair. With regard to the latter, I have addressed these below.  

 

4. OFF-SITE SIGNAGE  

 

Ms Foote and Mr Gray on behalf of Go Media #2265 

 

  Reducing complexity and the need for resource consents 

 

4.1 I do not agree with Ms Foote that the pRDP provisions in relation to 

off-site signage in Commercial and Industrial zones will lead to 

greater complexity (paragraphs 9-10 of her evidence). Mr Gray at 

paragraph 16 seeks "rules that provide clarity and certainty and rules 

that are beyond doubt and beyond multiple interpretations". In the 

Operative Plan off-site signs are a Discretionary  Activity in all zones 

except Industrial Zones (Business 3, 3B, 4, 4P, 4T, 5, 7) the Special 

Purpose (Airport) Zone and the Special Purpose (Wigram) Zone - 

Area B, where they are permitted provided they are 18m² or less in 

area. Under Rule 6.8.3.3 RD2 of the proposal, all off-site signs in 

Commercial, Industrial and Central City Mixed Use zones are a 

Restricted Discretionary Activity, and in all other zones they are a 
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Discretionary Activity.  I consider the pRDP provisions to be simple, 

clear and certain and not open to multiple interpretations, especially 

when compared to the Operative Plan.  

 

4.2 Ms Foote states in paragraphs 9-11 that billboards will need consent 

anywhere in the city. This is correct. However, this is the case in the 

Operative Plan, except in those zones identified above. In these 

zones consent will often be needed because of the 18m²  size limit
1
. 

In Commercial Zones the activity standard has been relaxed from 

Discretionary  to Restricted Discretionary.  

 

4.3 While arguably it may be more difficult for Go Media to obtain consent 

for a billboard under the proposed provisions in some circumstances, 

as a whole the signage provisions are less complex and more 

permissive than the Operative Plan and will likely lead to an overall 

reduction in the number of Resource Consent applications for 

signage. I therefore do not support the view of either Ms Foote or Mr 

Gray on this matter.   

  

  Positive Effects 

 

4.4 At paragraph 13 and paragraph 18, Ms Foote asserts that both Mr 

Blair and myself fail to recognise the positive effects of signage. This 

is incorrect. As noted in paragraph 10.3 of my evidence, positive 

effects of signs are considered in Matter of Discretion 6.8.5.1 e.  Both 

Ms Foote (paragraphs 13 and 14) and Mr Gray (paragraph 14) point 

out that there are economic benefits of signage. While I am fully 

aware that there are economic benefits both for the signage 

companies and those owning a site on which a billboard is displayed, 

this does not necessarily translate into positive effects on the 

environment.  

 

                                                   
1
 Applications for billboards for which I have provided urban design advice to the Council in recent years have 

typically been in excess of 32m². 
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5. SIGNS IN AKAROA 

 

Ms Cook on behalf of Akaroa Civic Trust #2285   

 

  Size of signs attached to buildings 

 

5.1 Ms Cook at paragraph 37 discusses the amount of signage per 

building in Akaroa and although she agrees that the amount of 

signage should be related to the size of the building and that 0.2m 

(multiplied by the building frontage length), is an appropriate 

multiplier, she still has a concern that this will permit overly large 

signs. As I have stated in my evidence at paragraph 12.5, one sign up 

to 6m² in area would be permitted on the largest buildings. I agree 

with Ms Cook that this could lead to a small number of larger (than 

typically has been the case) signs in Akaroa, although on a large 

building I would anticipate that the allowance would not all be utilised 

on one sign. Ms Cook seeks that the size of individual signs is 

restricted in addition to the overall amount of signage. In formulating 

the rules, Ms Sakin and I discussed the merits of such an approach in 

non-residential zones. We concluded that this extra control would not 

necessarily lead to better outcomes. In particular we were concerned 

that instead of one sign of (for example) 6m², 4 signs each of 1.5m² or 

a number of signs of varying sizes and shapes totalling 6m² could be 

erected on a wall, the adverse visual impact of which could be greater 

than that of a single sign. I therefore do not support this proposed 

change.  

 

  Freestanding signs 

 

5.2 At paragraph 38 Ms Cook discusses the potential for there to be a 

cluster of signs on sites where there are multiple entrances. In my 

opinion this is unlikely, firstly because signs related to pedestrian 

accesses are required to be at the entrance they relate to (refer to 

Rule 6.8.8.4) and secondly to my knowledge there are no sites in the 

Commercial Banks Peninsula (Akaroa) Zone with multiple vehicle 

entrances (although the supermarket and petrol station do have more 

than one).  
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5.3 Ms Cook seeks to limit the size of all free-standing signs in the 

Commercial Banks Peninsula Zone to 1m
2
, with a maximum total 

area of freestanding signage per site of 1.5m². As I have discussed in 

my Evidence in Chief at paragraph 12.6 to 12.7, I do not support Ms 

Cook's request for this greater restriction, as this would be less than 

the Operative Plan allowance (albeit as a Controlled Activity).  As I 

have discussed in relation to signs attached to buildings above 

(paragraph 5.1), I do not consider there is any merit in controlling the 

size of individual signs. The proposal put forward by Ms Cook would 

allow two free-standing signs, totalling 1.5m², for each vehicle 

entrance. I do not consider there is any benefit to be gained by 

imposing this greater control and therefore remain of the opinion that 

the allowance in the Revised Proposal is appropriate.  

 
   
6. THREE  DIMENSIONAL LETTERS 

 

Ms Eaton for the Crown (#2387/#3721)  Mr Clease for Carter Group Ltd 

(#3602), Scentre New Zealand Ltd (#2332), Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd 

(#2372), Bunnings Ltd. (#2364), NPT Ltd (#2369) 

 

Size and number of individual letters attached to buildings in the 

Central City  

 

6.1 Ms Eaton (paragraphs 7.6 to 7.12) does not agree that individual 

letters which are attached to buildings in the Central City should be 

permitted to be larger where the building is taller. Having considered 

the reasoning put forward by Ms Eaton, I agree that providing an 

across the board exception may lead to unacceptable urban design 

outcomes in some situations. For example, even though a building 

has a wall height of more than 17 m, it does not follow that the 

individual letters will be towards the top of the building. Attachment 2, 

Sheet 3 of Mr Clease's evidence in chief indicates that there are signs 

at a lower level on some taller buildings, such as the Deloitte Building. 

However, this would also mean that letters towards the top of tall 

buildings would be disproportionately small in relation to the scale of 

the building. On balance in my opinion it is appropriate for taller 

buildings to be permitted larger letters. 

 

3723 CCC - Rebuttal Evidence of Janet Reeves - Signs (including attachment A)
Page 7 of 17



 

7 
 

6.2 Mr Clease discusses 3 D letters in paragraphs 58-70 of his Evidence 

in Chief. He supports the maximum height of letters on taller buildings 

in the Central City Business Zone being set at 1m. He seeks that the 

number of individual letters be increased from 20 to 30 and provides 

examples where signs of between 20 and 30 letters have no adverse 

visual impact on the environment. While I agree that in these 

examples, with the exception of the 'Core' building, the additional 

letters do not have an adverse effect, this will not be the case across 

the board. All of the examples are a combination of large and small 

letters or are relatively small. If all 30 letters were of the maximum 

permitted size the visual impact could be much greater and more 

likely to have an adverse effect. As I have explained in paragraph 6.3 

of my Evidence in Chief, while it is possible to cite examples where 

the provisions would not permit signage which does not have an 

adverse effect on the environment, it is equally possible to cite 

examples which do have an adverse effect. See Photograph 34 of 

Attachment B to my Evidence in Chief, where the individual letters 

dominate the façade and additional signage would be permitted under 

P1.  I therefore do not accept Mr Clease's view on this matter.  

 

6.3 In paragraphs 65 and 66, Mr Clease considers that letters of a larger 

height (i.e. 500mm, instead of 200mm), should be permitted for Guest 

Accommodation in residential zones. Ms Radburnd at pages 86-87 of 

Attachment A to her Evidence in Chief for the Guest Accommodation 

Zone has identified the residential environment in which existing 

Guest Accommodation is located. These are lower density, medium 

density and higher density residential areas. A sign comprising 20 

letters each 500mm high could extend across an area of 7m x 

500mm (assuming the width of a letter and a space together equates 

to 70% of the height of a letter, on average).  I have considered the 

range of environments in which the Guest Accommodation Zones are 

located and I consider that the effect of larger letters in a generally 

residential environment (albeit of a larger scale in some parts of the 

Central City Residential Zone) with limited existing signage could 

have an adverse effect on the surrounding residential environments, 

depending on the colour and location of the sign and its degree of 

visibility.  I therefore do not accept Mr Clease's view that it is more 
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appropriate to include Guest Accommodation in the same group as 

Commercial and Specific Purpose Zones.     

 

7. SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO BILLBOARDS  

 

Ms Eaton for the Crown (#2387/#3721) Mr Clease for Carter Group Ltd 

(#3602), Scentre New Zealand Ltd (#2332), Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd 

(#2372), Bunnings Ltd (#2364), NPT Ltd (#2369) 

 

7.1 Neither Ms Eaton (paragraphs 7.28-7.30) or Mr Clease (paragraph 

77), support the deletion of the word 'Billboard' from the list of sign 

types included within RD2 and D1. I agree with Ms Eaton that 

billboards can present potential adverse effects on the quality and 

amenity of the Central City. However, to expand upon paragraph 10.5 

of my Evidence in Chief, the reason that the word 'Billboard' has been 

deleted is because, during discussion at mediation, it became clear 

that there was some uncertainty as to what size of sign is defined as 

a billboard. They are generally taken to be large signs displaying 

advertisements which are not related to the site. As large off-site 

signs are managed via rule 6.8.3.3.RD2 and 6.8.3.4 D1 and 6.8.5 

Matters of Discretion, in my opinion they do not need to be 

specifically identified. However, I do not oppose the word 'billboard' 

being reinstated, if it will provide greater clarity.  

 

8. BUILT FORM STANDARDS 

 

Ms Eaton for the Crown (#2387/#3721) Mr Clease for Carter Group Ltd 

(#3602), Scentre New Zealand Ltd (#2332), Kiwi Property Holdings Ltd 

(#2372), Bunnings Ltd. (#2364), NPT Ltd (#2369) 

 

8.1 Ms Eaton generally supports the Built Form Standards contained in 

the Revised Proposal. In paragraph 8.12 she notes that there is no 

standard applying to free-standing signs in the Central City (South 

Frame) Mixed Use Zone. This is not an omission, instead the Central 

City (South Frame) Mixed Use Zone is included under "Commercial 

Central City Mixed Use Zones". However, I do not oppose its 

separate inclusion if it provides greater clarity to list the Central City 

(South Frame) Mixed Use Zone separately.  
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8.2 Mr Clease supports the built form standards in relation to signs on 

verandahs and free-standing signs, but seeks amendments in relation 

to signs attached to buildings in Commercial, Industrial, Guest 

Accommodation and Special Purpose Airport zones.  

   

  Definition of Building Frontage 

 

8.3 Mr Clease discusses the use of building frontage length to determine 

the quantum of signage in paragraphs 95-102 of his Evidence in 

Chief and supports the use of building frontage, rather than road 

frontage, as the determinant.  However, he does not agree with the 

way in which 'primary frontage' is identified and finds it ambiguous. 

While I agree that the definition of a primary frontage has a degree of 

ambiguity, I do not agree with the recommendation of Mr Clease to 

simplify it to 'any building frontage facing toward a public road or car 

park', as, in my opinion, allowing signage on all frontages facing a 

road could lead to an excessive amount of signage on buildings 

which are on corner sites, have both a frontage to a customer car 

park and back onto a road; or stand within a customer car park. 

Examples of these situations are given in Attachment A.   

 

8.4 I appreciate that there are situations where buildings have more than 

one frontage. My response is to provide extra signage for those 

elevations in retail premises where there is glazing. Mr Clease has 

pointed out that glazing on road frontages is addressed in the 

Commercial Chapter and it is not necessary to incentivise it through 

signage. I accept that glazing on road frontages has been addressed 

in the Commercial Chapter, however I still consider it a useful way in 

which to allow extra signage for retail premises where there is more 

than one frontage.  

 

8.5 In situations where a building has more than one frontage to a road or 

car park, but little or no glazing on these additional frontages 

(therefore not triggering an extra allowance), signage is permitted 

provided it falls within the amount allocated for the primary frontage 

(i.e. signage does not have to be displayed on the primary frontage).  
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8.6 I reject the opinion of Mr Clease on this matter, and for the reasons 

described above consider that both the description of primary 

frontage in the Revised Proposal and the extra allowance for glazed 

frontages is appropriate.  

 

Multiplier for signage allowance in Commercial and Industrial Zones 

 

8.7 Mr Clease seeks to increase the permitted allowance in Commercial 

and Industrial Zones both through his definition of building frontage 

and through increasing the multiplier. For commercial areas the 

increase sought is to 1.1m.  

 

8.8 While Mr Clease has illustrated his view that there should be a 

greater permitted area of signage by reference to the level of 

consented signage at a number of Key Activity Centres (KACs), 

specifically Eastgate, Riccarton and Northlands Malls, I am 

nevertheless concerned that in trying to cater for the specific needs of 

these centres he is recommending changes that will have more 

widespread consequences, some of which may be adverse. 

 

8.9 As I have explained in paragraph 9.22 of my Evidence in Chief, I 

consider that the existing KACs which are zoned Commercial Core 

have specific design characteristics and urban design shortcomings 

which I don't anticipate will be repeated in the emerging KACs. 

Therefore in my opinion it is not appropriate to base the amount of 

signage for all KACs on the level of signage consented or anticipated 

at Eastgate, Riccarton or Northlands Malls. 

 

8.10 As I have explained in paragraphs 8.3-8.6 above, I do not support the 

definition of road frontage recommended by Mr Clease. Therefore 

adopting the multiplier of 1.1 (as sought by Mr Clease), without 

adopting Mr Clease's definition of road frontage would not provide the 

three Malls with the quantum they seek. 

  

8.11 I note that the amount of signage that would result from Mr Clease's 

proposal would be approaching 1500m² of signage per Mall. Rather 

than changing the provisions to suit these three Malls, I propose that 
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the allowance for Eastgate and Riccarton be increased to 1500m² 

and that this also apply to Northlands.  

 

8.12 With regard to The Palms and Hornby Malls, there has been 

insufficient time to determine the amount of signage that has been 

consented. Since they have not made submissions to the pRDP in 

relation to signage, I assume that they are comfortable with the 

Notified Proposal.  

 

8.13 In paragraphs 106-107 Mr Clease raises an issue with anchor tenants 

in Neighbourhood Centres, such as supermarkets. While he supports 

the 0.5m multiplier, this is on the condition that his definition of 

building frontage is adopted.  As I have shown on photograph 35 of 

Attachment B to my Evidence in Chief,  supermarkets do not need a 

large amount of signage to identify themselves. Given they generally 

have a long primary frontage to a car park, I consider the signage 

allowance will be sufficient to enable adequate signage on both the 

primary frontage and any secondary frontages. If the secondary 

frontage has glazing an additional allowance will apply. In addition 

there is an allowance for 3D lettering. 

 

8.14 In paragraph 111, Mr Clease seeks an increase in the multiplier for 

industrial zones to 1.2m. Given the larger scale of buildings in 

industrial zones (and therefore a generous signage allowance per 

site), and generally a lesser need to attract the attention of passers-

by, I consider that the multiplier of 1m strikes an appropriate balance 

between the needs of businesses and any adverse visual impact of 

signage.  I therefore do not accept Mr Clease's opinion  on this 

matter.  

 

Height of signs in Commercial Core Zones which are also KACs 

 

8.15 In paragraph 117, Mr Clease expresses the opinion that in KACs 

where the permitted height is 20m, signage should be permitted up to 

a height of 12m, rather than 9m. I do not support this view. As the 

KACs are generally in suburban locations surrounded by residential 

zones they will protrude above the height of the surrounding 

residential buildings which are typically 5m to 8m in height. Pockets of 
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higher density housing up to 11m in height are anticipated in these 

areas. Even where housing built to higher levels occurs, signage at a 

higher level is likely to be visible across a wide area because of the 

nature of housing development, i.e. standalone houses or small 

complexes with gaps between, which allow views through. I do not 

therefore support more than a modest amount of signage (i.e. 3D 

letters only) above the 9m level and remain of the opinion that the 

height limit should remain at 9m.  

 

9. MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

 

9.1 Mr Clease (paragraphs 123-125) generally supports the Matters of 

Discretion (6.8.5) but has recommended some changes. I support Mr 

Clease's changes with the exception of the following matter.  

 

9.2 Mr Clease considers that assessment matter 6.8.5.1 (c) relating to 

‘visual clutter’ could be readily incorporated into (b)(ii) which 

addresses "the amount and nature of the existing signage on the 

building and/or site". The balance of matter (c) relates to whether an 

application will "set a precedent for further similar signage" and Mr 

Clease recommends that clause (c) be deleted. I do not agree with Mr 

Clease in this instance. Incorporating 'visual clutter' into (b)(ii) does 

not address the situation where proposed signage combines with 

signage in the vicinity (not just on the subject building) to create visual 

clutter. Furthermore, I consider that whether or not the signage sets a 

precedent is an important consideration, particularly in the 

Christchurch situation where there is an unusual amount of new 

development and the opportunity to improve urban design standards.  

I do however realise that there is some duplication and Clause 6.8.5.1 

b. (ii) can be deleted.  

 

 

 

Janet Helen Reeves 

26 February 2016 
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ATTACHMENT A: Examples for definition of building frontage 
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ATTACHMENT A: Applying the definition of building frontage recommended by Mr Clease on behalf of Submitters #3602,
#2332, #2372, #2364, #2369

Extent of primary frontage CCC
definition

Extent of primary frontage Mr
Clease definition

Example A: Tower Junction Mega
Centre

Zone: Commercial Retail Park

2

1

3
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View 1

View 2

View 3

Views of Tower Junction
Mega Centre
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Extent of primary frontage CCC
definition

Extent of primary frontage Mr
Clease definition

Example 2:  1 Baigent Way, Middleton

Zone: Industrial Heavy

View 1

View 2

2

1
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