Date: Tuesday 5 & Wednesday 6 November

2024
Time: 9.30am
Meeting Room: Richmond Room
Venue: Club Waimea, 345 Lower Queen

Street, Richmond

Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing

AGENDA
Sole Commissioner: Dean Chrystal
Council Staff: Victoria Woodbridge, Consultant
Planner

Ari Fon, Consultant Traffic Engineer

Tony Milne, Consultant Landscape

Architect
Hearing Facilitators and Technology Phil Doole, Principal Planner —
Support: Resource Consents

Andrew Strand, Team Leader —
Resource Consents Administration

Contact Telephone: 03 543 8400
Email: blair.telford@tasman.govt.nz
Website: www.tasman.govt.nz




Note: The reports contained within this agenda are for consideration and should not be construed as Council policy.



AGENDA

OPENING, WELCOME

REPORTS

2.1 Bekon Media Ltd Resource Consent Application at 332 Queen Street, Richmond
— Council Reference RM230535.

Resource Consent applied for:

RM230535 Land use consent to erect a single-sided 24.5 square metre digital
billboard located above the building parapet within the Centre Business
Zone.

Submissions:

This application was originally lodged on 17 August 2023 and a decision was made to
publicly notify the application on 19 December 2023, following which an amended
application was received on 22 May 2024 and that was also publicly notified on 13 July
2024.

Council received a total of 27 submissions on this application. All the submissions oppose
the proposed billboard. Nine submitters requested to be heard.

Purpose of Hearing Report:

The hearing report is not the decision on the application, it contains advice and
recommendations from a planning consultant, with support from specialists, on behalf of the
Council.

This report has yet to be considered by the Accredited Independent Hearings Commissioner
delegated by Tasman District Council to decide this resource consent application.

The decision will be made after the Commissioner has considered the application and this
report, heard from the applicant and submitters, and visited the site and surrounds.
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2 REPORTS

2.1 BEKON MEDIA LTD’S RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION AT 332 QUEEN STREET,
RICHMOND - COUNCIL REFERENCE RM230535

Report To:
Meeting Date:
Agenda Author:
Report Number:

Attachments:

Decision Required

Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing

5 November and 6 November 2024

Blair Telford, Principal Planner — Resource Consents

REPC05-11-24

o g B Wi

© ®© N

11.
12.
13.

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Hearing Report

Attachment 2 — DRAFT conditions

Attachment 3 — TRMP Zone and Overlays Maps

Attachment 4 — Submissions summary

Attachment 5 — Application and AEE May 2024

Attachment 6 — Carriageway Transport Safety Assessment May
2024

Attachment 7 — Review of Traffic Effects 7-12-2023

Attachment 7 — Review of Traffic Effects 20-06-2024
Attachment 8 — Review of Traffic Effects 19-09-2024

. Attachment 9 — DCM Urban Design & Visual Impact Assessment

May 2024

Attachment 9 — DCM Visual Package May 2024
Attachment 10 — RMM Audit

Attachment 11 — Dark Sky Memorandum of Understanding

The Section 42A report and recommendation is attached and has been prepared by Victoria
Woodbridge. It has been peer reviewed and approved for release by Paul Gibson, Council’s
Team Leader — Land Use Consents.

Specialist support has been provided to the processing planner during the processing of this
application to date, including transport and traffic engineering and landscape architecture.
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

Report under section 42A of the Resource Management Act 1991

Resource application by Bekon Media Limited

Application number RM230535

Site address 332 Queen Street, Richmond

Legal description Pt Sec 83 Waimea East Dist (RT NL1D/1120)

Report and recommendation prepared by:  Victoria Woodbridge, Consultant Planner

Note:

This is not a decision.
This report sets out the advice and recommendations of the reporting planners.

The independent commissioner delegated by Tasman District Council to decide this resource
consent application has not considered this report yet.

The independent hearing commissioner will only make a decision after they have considered the
application and heard all evidence from the applicant, submitters and council officers.

1.1

1.2

1.3

14

15

Introduction
The application seeks the following resource consents:

RM230253 Land use consent to erect a single-sided 24.5 square metre digital billboard
located above the building parapet within the Centre Business Zone.

This report has been prepared under section 42A of the Resource Management Act 1991
(RMA) to assist the hearing of the application for resource consents made by Bekon Media
Limited on 17 August 2023 and amended on 22 May 2024. The application is considered
under the RMA provisions as at the date the amended application was received.

Section 42A allows consent authorities to require the preparation of such a report on an
application for resource consents and allows the consent authority to consider the report at
any hearing.

The purpose of the report is to assist the Panel in making a decision on the application
RM230535.

The relevant version of the RMA is the version under which the application was made. The
amended application was lodged on 22 May 2024, and accordingly the RMA version is:

Resource Management Act 1991 No 69 (as at 13 April 2023), Public Act Contents — New Zealand
Legislation
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

2.1

2.2

2.3

My name is Victoria Woodbridge, | am the author of this report. | am employed by The
Property Group in the role of Principal Planner. | have previously been employed as a
Planning Consultant for another local Resource Management Consultancy and by Tasman
District Council as a Consent Planner. | have over 16 years of experience in planning and
resource management in New Zealand and the UK. My experience includes processing
and lodging a wide range of resource consent applications, developing District Plans, Plan
Changes and policies and writing associated reports and evidence.

| hold a Bachelor of Arts (Honors) English and Media Studies from the University of
Glamorgan, UK and a Masters of Urban and Regional Planning from the University of
Westminster, UK.

| am an Associate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute (NZPI) and | have
completed the Making Good Decisions course with Commissioner Certification (2023).

| have been involved in the processing of the application since it was lodged in August
2023. | have undertaken a site inspection of the application site and the environs and
frequently use the intersection where the billboard will be located as part of my usual travel
around the district.

| acknowledge that this is a consent authority hearing. | have read and agree to comply
with the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses as set out in the Environment Court Practice
Note 2023. | have also read and am familiar with the Resource Management Law
Association / New Zealand Planning Institute “Role of Expert Planning Witnesses” paper. |
confirm that the evidence on planning matters that | present is based on my qualifications
and experience, and within my area of expertise. | am not aware of any material facts
which might alter or detract from the opinions | express. If | rely on the evidence or
opinions of another, my evidence will acknowledge that.

Proposed activity and Background

In August 2023 the applicant lodged a resource consent for a static billboard measuring 3m
high and 6m wide (18m2), with periodic changes to the advertising material displayed
which would be no less than weekly.

Following a Section 95 natification decision to publicly notify the application under Section
95D of the RMA the applicant requested the application was placed on hold. The
application was subsequently amended to replace the static billboard with a larger digital
billboard. A detailed description of the proposal is provided within the amended application
lodged on 22 May 20241,

As the scope and scale of the application was considered to have materially altered the
Council determined that it was appropriate to re-consider the amended proposal against
Sections 95D and 95E of the RMA. A further notification decision to publicly notify the
application under Section 95D was made on 4 July 2024.

1 Available — Bekon Billboard | Tasman District Council
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

2.4

In summary the application proposes to erect a digital billboard as follows (refer also to
Figure 1 below):

a.

The billboard will be mounted on the northwestern parapet of the building on the
site, above the west-facing angled wall.

The billboard will be 24.5 square metres in area and 3.5m high by 7m wide.

The billboard will only display still images with a minimum duration of 8 seconds per
image. There will be no transitions between still images apart from cross-dissolve of
0.5 seconds. The following will not be displayed:

i. Live broadcast or pre-recorded video;
ii. Movement or animation of images;
iii. Flashing images;
iv. Sequencing of consecutive advertisements;
v. Images using graphics, colours or shapes in such a way that they could cause
confusion or conflict with any traffic control device, nor invite or direct a driver
to undertake an action.

The sighage displayed on the billboard will not relate to the application site and will
advertise third party products and services.

The billboard will not result in more than 10.0 lux spill (horizontal or vertical) of light
when measured or calculated 2 meters within the boundary of any adjacent site and
the display will not exceed 5,500cd/m? during daytime hours and 250cd/m?
maximum and 150csd/m2 maximum average during night-time hours.

The display will incorporate a lighting control to automatically adjust the brightness
of the display in line with ambient light levels.

No advertisement will be installed within the signage platform that will mimic the
design, shape or colour combinations of the traffic signals.

Figure 1 Visual Imagery of Billboard (Source - DCM visual package May 2024)

- 7000

~
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

3

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Site and surrounds description

The application site is located at 332 Queen Street, held in Record of Title NL1D/1120 and
legally described as Part Section 83 Waimea East District. It is shown in Figure 2 below.

The application site is located on the corner of Queen Street and State Highway 6 (SH6) in
Richmond. The site contains a single storey commercial building (Pet Mart), located on the
south-east corner of the intersection. The existing building extends right up to the legal
road boundary, abutting the adjoining pedestrian footpath. The Queen Street frontage of
the building comprises a veranda which extends over the pedestrian footpath. Vehicle and
pedestrian entrance to the building is provided from McGlashen Avenue, although there is
a door on the Queen Street elevation this does not appear to be in use.

Figure 2: Location of the subject site (source TDC GIS planning maps).

The receiving environment is characterised by a mixture of commercial activities and
buildings. These include food outlets, a restaurant, car dealership and retail stores. In the
wider area are service stations and industrial activities, such as car repairs and warrant of
fitness (WOF) testing facilities.

These businesses have a range of freestanding signage, signs attached to buildings, with
large pylon signs, flag signage and signs installed above building parapet’s evident in the
vicinity. Most buildings have signs attached to the building, at times on more than one
frontage. The retail complexes on either side of Gladstone Road also have freestanding
signs which incorporate signage for each of the businesses within the complex.

Queen Street is the primary retail area for Richmond with retail stores, cafes and
restaurants fronting Queen Street and access provided further along Queen Street to the
Richmond Mall and the Warehouse / Kmart retail complex. Parking is provided on both
sides of the road with other public car parking available from side roads off Queen Street
and in the Richmond Mall car park at the northern end of Queen Street.

Queen Street is a low speed environment with wide footpaths, there are street trees and
several ‘pocket parks’. Views of the Richmond Ranges are a key feature of the amenity of
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

Queen Street and the combination of low built form, street trees and the Richmond Ranges
influence the character of the street.

Gladstone Road contains a mix of commercial and industrial activities and further to the
west are residential dwellings and motels. Being the State Highway, the road is a high
traffic route which, coupled with the activities along the road, influences the character of
the road.

Lower Queen Street has been significantly developed over the last five years and as such
traffic volumes have increased. Special Housing Area resource consents allowed for
construction of the Berryfields subdivisions which has resulted in over 600 residential
sections. A new retirement village has also been constructed meaning there are now two
retirement villages (Oakwoods and Arvida) along Lower Queen Street.

There are also a range of industrial, community, recreational (A&P Showgrounds) and
retail activities along Lower Queen Street and access to the Beach Road Industrial Area is
provided from Stratford Street which is accessed from Lower Queen Street.

The building onsite is currently occupied by Pet Mart, a pet supply retail store. On the
elevation facing the State Highway and Queen Street the building has attached signage
displaying animals and associated product names such as Avi One (a range of bird related
products). As far as | am aware these signs have been in situ for many years. Other
signage on the building displays the store name ‘Pet Mart’ and their website painted onto
the building elevation on the State Highway and Queen Street frontage. An image of the
building is provided in Figure 3 below.

Figure 3: Image of existing building on subject site (source google streetview).

!

wenpetmartconz BY &4

The intersection where the billboard will be located is controlled by traffic signals, other than the
left turn slip lane from Lower Queen Street for north bound traffic which is priority controlled by a
give way sign. There are pedestrian movements provided for on all four legs of the intersection.

The posted speed limit along Lower Queen Street and SH6 is 50km per hour and the posted speed

limit along the southern portion of Queen Street is 30km per hour.
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

3.13

3.14

3.15

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

There are footpaths provided along Queen Street and Gladstone Road, with signal
controlled pedestrian crossings across all roads at the intersection. There is also an
uncontrolled pedestrian zebra crossing over the left turn slip land on Lower Queen Street,
this crossing provides access to the Great Taste Trail cycle path which continues along the
footpath on the northern side of the Richmond Deviation.

As a key arterial route through the region the intersection is used by heavy goods vehicles
and cars. People who regularly commute about the district or simply travel for personal
reasons use the intersection on a daily basis given it is a key route between Tasman and
Nelson. The New Zealand Transport Agency — Waka Kotahi (NZTA) advises that the
seven day average traffic count for the intersection are 21,050 (two-way) on SH6 and
9,660 (two-way) on Lower Queen Street.

The nearest residential dwellings are located approximately 180m from the site at 337 and
344 Lower Queen Street. Both dwellings are single storey, surrounded by established
vegetation and are facing the street, not the proposed billboard location.

Status of application

The application RM230535 was lodged with the Tasman District Council in August 2023
and amended on 22 May 2024.

The Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP) zoning and overlay areas for the site
are:

TRMP Zoning Central Business Zone

TRMP Areas Land Disturbance Area 1

Designation D120 (state highway purposes) adjoins the site on the northern boundary.

TRMP maps generated through the Council GIS (Local Maps) for the site and surrounds
are provided as Attachment 3.

The TRMP permitted activity rules contravened by the proposed activities and the resulting
activity statuses are listed in the table below.

Land use consent The proposed activity does not comply with  Restricted

to erect a single- the following permitted activity rules: Discretionary
sided 24.5 square a. 16.1.4.1(a) requires a sign to be under Rule
metre digital 16.1.4.2

located and have the dimensions in
accordance with Figure 16.1B. The
sign will be located above the
parapet of the building therefore is
not consistent Figure 16.1B.

billboard located
above the building
parapet within the
Centre Business
Zone.
b. 16.1.4.1(b) requires a sign to meet
conditions (b) to (h) of Rule
16.1.3.1. The proposal is for
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024
Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

signage not related to activities
being undertaken on the site, and is
not of temporary nature, therefore
does not meet 16.1.3.1(b).

c. 16.1.4.1(c) requires a sign to
comply with the requirement
indicated in Figure 16.1B. The sign
will be located above the parapet of
the building to which it is attached
and therefore does not comply with
Figure 16.1B.?

d. 16.1.4.1(e)(i) requires any sign
painted on, or attached to, a
building to be related to the activity
operating therein (i.e. onsite
advertising). The proposal is for off-
site advertising.

e. 16.1.4.1(e)(iii) requires a sign to be
no higher than the roof peak or
parapet of that part of the building
to which the sign is attached. The
sign will be higher than the parapet.

Overall activity status

4.5 The above resource consent is a restricted discretionary activity, and the matters of discretion are
restricted to those in the TRMP. The relevant rule in the TRMP is 16.1.4.2.

Existing resource consents

4.6 There are no relevant existing resource consents for the application site.

5 Notifications and submissions

5.1  The following is a summary of key steps in the timeline for the application:

17 August 2023 Application lodged

25 October 2023 Further information requested

2 Figure 16.1B includes a maximum area of 1.0 square metres for projecting signs. The image shows a sign
projecting from the building fagade with a requirement the sign should be no higher than the building
parapet. Itis unclear whether the billboard would be a ‘projecting sign’ based on Figure 16.1B, however, as
the billboard projects beyond (above) the building parapet therefore the sign could be considered to be a
‘projecting sign’ in which case a permitted baseline of 1 square metre would apply and there would be a
non-compliance with Rule 16.1.4.2(e)(iv).
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

7 December 2023 Further information received

19 December 2023 Notification Decision

22 May 2024 Amended application received
4 July 2024 Notification Decision

13 July 2024 Application Publicly Notified

9 August 2024 Submission period closed

5-6 November 2024 Hearing scheduled

No written approvals were provided with either the original or amended applications.

In the decision made by the Council on 4 July 2024 that the application must be publicly
notified, New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi (NZTA) were also served notice.

A total of 27 submissions were received. All submitters expressed opposition to the
application, with nine submitters wishing to be heard.

The above includes two late submissions that were accepted by the Council under section
37 of the Act after taking into account the relevant matters of section 37A (interests of
parties, interests of community in adequate assessment of proposal, and duty to avoid
unreasonable delay).

A summary of submissions is attached to this report (Attachment 4).

Comments on submissions

The submissions have raised the following issues:

Traffic effects

e Safety — distraction as a result of the billboard with potential to result in accidents,
in relation to motorists and vulnerable users.

e Safety — adverse effects on free left hand turn and concern over existing
performance of intersection which has a high crash rate.

o Efficiency of intersection resulting in increased congestion.

Amenity Effects

e Obstruction of views to hills.
e Visual clutter.
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Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

e Luminance levels.

e Adverse effects on visual amenity which are already low.
e Height of sign above the building parapet.

e Off site advertising.

e Light pollution - including effects on estuary ecology, bird life, people and animals
as well as dark sky values.

¢ No lighting management plan.
¢ Risk of ‘un-wholesome’ advertisements
o Does not serve any purpose.

Statutory considerations - the Resource Management Act
1991

The purpose of the Resource Management Act (The Act or RMA) is the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources. It sets a national framework, guiding
regional and district statutory provisions to manage the actual and potential effects of the
use of natural and physical resources.

The following Part 2 matters are considered relevant to this application
There are no Section 6 matters considered relevant.

Section 7 identifies other matters that any person exercising functions and powers in
relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical
resources under it must have particular regard t:0. The following are relevant to the
consideration of this application:

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:
(© the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values:
() maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment:

In achieving the purpose of this Act, under section 8 all persons exercising functions and
powers under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural
and physical resources, shall take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Te
Tiriti 0 Waitangi). No section 8 or cultural issues are considered engaged by this proposal.

The Key Issues assessments in the following sections of this report identify any aspects of
the development which are considered potentially inconsistent with the principles of Part 2
of the Act. This includes through the lens of the relevant statutory documents prepared to
achieve the purpose of the Act. Where no assessment is made, those aspects of the
development are considered non-contentiously consistent with these.
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6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

A decision on these applications must be made under sections 104 and 104C . The
consideration if the matters a consent authority must have regard to under section 104 are
subject to Part 2 (purpose and principles) of the Act.

Under section 104C, as a restricted discretionary activity the consent authority may grant
or refuse a resource consent, but in considering the application (and any appropriate
conditions of consent) it must consider only those matters over which its discretion is
restricted under the relevant plan, proposed plan or national environmental standards (or
other regulations).

In this instance the relevant matters of discretion are set under rule 16.1.4.2.

The consent authority must have regard to any actual and potential effects of the
environment of allowing the activity 3. In considering any actual and potential effects:

a. any adverse effects that may arise from permitted activities in a national
environmental standard (NES) or a plan may be disregarded * (the permitted
baseline),

b. any effect on a person who has given written approval to the application must be
disregarded °.

“Effect” is defined under section 3 of the RMA.

When considering the actual and potential effects of an activity on the environment, the
Council may disregard an adverse effect of the activity if an NES or Plan permits an
activity with that effect (emphasis added). This is often referred to as the “permitted
baseline” and provides a comparison of the activity with the effects of permitted activities.

It should be noted that the permitted baseline is a discretionary comparison, and it is for
the decision-maker to decide whether or not it is appropriate to have regard to the
permitted baseline.

In this instance the permitted baseline allows for a single sign on the site which relates to
the activity undertaken on the site and where the sign complies with size and location
limitations as follows:

a. The sign is no higher than the building parapet (16.1.4.1(c)).

? 5 104(1)(a) RMA

45104(2) RMA

55104(3) RMA, noting that there are no issues of potential trade competition effects engaged in respect of this
application
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6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

6.22

b. Any projecting sign has a maximum area of 1 square metre.
c. Freestanding signs are setback at least 10 meres from any road intersection.

Given there is a significant difference between what is provided for as a permitted activity
(due to number of signs, size and location of sign) | do not consider the permitted baseline
to be of any relevance to the proposal.

Under section 104(1)(b) the Council must have regard to any relevant provisions of
statutory documents, including national environmental standards, other regulations,
national policy statements, the New Zealand coastal policy statement, regional policy
statement, and plan or proposed plans. The specific relevant statutory documents are
identified below.

National environmental standards

| do not consider there to be any relevant National Environmental Standards (NES).

National policy statements

The purpose of national policy statements (NPS) is to state objectives and policies for
matters of national significance that are relevant to achieving the purpose of the Act. The
National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) is the only NPS
considered relevant.

The NPS-UD recognises the significance of urban environments and the need to enable
development and that this might result in a change to the amenity values of the
environment which, in itself, is not an adverse effect. The NPS-UD has a purpose of
enabling urban intensification through well-functioning urban environments by directing
decision makers under the Act to ensure planning decisions enable development to
provide sufficient development capacity for housing and businesses.

The application site is within an urban environment and as such the NPS-UD has
relevance and development should align with the objectives and policies of the NPS.
Whilst the NPS-UD is not directly relevant to signage there is an indirect correlation
between providing for well-functioning urban environment and how amenity values may
change as a result increased business capacity which could result in a greater proliferation
of signage.

Tasman Regional Policy Statement

The objectives and policies in the Tasman Regional Policy Statement (TRPS) relevant to
the proposed activity are reflected in the provisions of the Tasman Resource Management
Plan (TRMP).

Tasman Resource Management Plan

The TRMP is a unitary plan and is the relevant operative plan.
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6.23 The plan provisions relevant to the proposed activity are included in the assessment in the
Key Issues sections.

6.24 However, there are also a number of definitions within Chapter 2 Meaning of Words which
are relevant to signs and therefore this application:

Animated sign — means a sign that moves, has a message that moves, gives
the effect of a moving display or has a moving attachment aimed at drawing
attention to the sign, but does not include small, loosely attached discs which
give a rippling effect when moved by the wind.

Free-standing sign — means a sign that is not mounted on a wall or building,
and may be either permanently fixed to the ground by way of a support
structure, or removable.

Sign — means any poster, placard, handbill, writing, picture, painting,
engraving, carving, illuminated sign, aerial display, hoarding, billboard, flag or
other device erected or displayed for the purpose of attracting the attention of
passers-by and includes the frame, support structure and anchorage, but
does not include:

(a) road marking or traffic signs erected on roads by controlling authorities
under the Traffic Regulations 1976;

(b) signs on shop windows;

(c) advertising on motor vehicles with a current registration and warrant of
fitness, except where the vehicle acts as a stationary support structure
for commercial advertising.

Signs may be double sided.

Sign area (also referred to as display area®) — in relation to a multiple-sided
sign, sign area is the area when viewed from any one direction, providing that
the total area of all faces of a sign do not exceed twice that permitted in the
relevant signage rules.

Traffic sign — means any sign that is erected or authorised by or on behalf of
the road controlling authority for the purpose of road marking, traffic control,
or enforcement.

6.25 The TRMP is subject Proposed Plan Changes 76 (Growth Wakefield) and 80 (Motueka
West) neither of which are relevant to the proposal.

6.26 The consent authority may consider any other matter the consent authority considers
relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the application.

6 TRMP Chapter 2 Meaning of Words does not include a separate definition for ‘display area’
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6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

7.1

7.2

7.3

Statutory Acknowledgement Areas

Statutory Acknowledgement Areas have been established by the Te Tau lhu Claims
Settlement Act 2014. These acknowledgements recognise the special associations or
particular relationships that these eight iwi making up Te Tau lhu have with areas and
resources, including with the coastal marine area or freshwater bodies in the region.

In this instance the application site is not within a Statutory Acknowledgment Area. Before
the notification decision was made on the resource consent application, notice in
accordance with the legislation was sent to all eight Te Tau lhu iwi.

Although Ngati Tama requested to view the application no response or feedback was
received from Ngati Tama and no comments or feedback was received from any other iwi.

None of the iwi were considered affected parties.

The submissions as other matters are considered under s104(1)(c).

Iwi Management Plans are the planning documents that are recognised by each iwi
authority and lodged with the local authority under the Resource Management Act 1991.
They are relevant considerations to have regard to under section 104(1)(c) of the RMA.
The following Iwi Management Plans have been lodged with Council:

Ngati Koata Trust lwi Management Plan 2002
Ngati Rarua Environmental Plan 2021

Ngati Tama Environmental Management Plan 2018
Pakohe Management Plan 2015 Ngati Kuia

a0 o

| have reviewed the lwi Management Plans listed above and do not consider any of them
to have direct relevance to this proposal.

Key issues

The application status is restricted discretionary under rule 16.1.4.2, therefore Council’s
discretion is restricted to the following:

(1) Location and legibility in relation to traffic safety.
(2) Any amenity effects on the surrounding area, including size and duration.

Based on an assessment of the application, the matters of discretion and review of the
submissions received | consider there are two key issues as follows:

a. Issue - Traffic effects
b. 7.2 Issue - Amenity effects

These key issues for this application are considered in detail below in sections 7.1 and 7.2.
These sections identify the issues of contention, including an assessment of the actual and
potential effects, the submissions, the relevant provisions of the statutory documents,
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7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

relevant sections of the Act, and the appropriateness of any recommended conditions of
consent.

Issue - Traffic effects

Matter of discretion (1) states “location and legibility in relation to traffic safety”. | have
interpreted this to allow for a consideration of both the location of the sign in relation to
traffic safety and whether the message displayed on the sign can be read / deciphered in a
manner which does not impact on traffic safety.

Out of the 27 submissions received, 24 (including NZTA) raised concerns in relation to
traffic effects.The matters raised in the submissions are summarised as follows:

a. Traffic volumes and complexities of the intersection, including uncontrolled
pedestrian crossing and free turn for north bound traffic.

b. High crash rate of the intersection.

c. Distraction from the billboard will increase accidents (including more serious
accidents) and risks for road users, including vulnerable users such as elderly
residents, students, cyclists and pedestrians.

d. Personal experiences of seeing near misses and crashes.
e. Inconsistent with national guidelines.

f.  Research from Automobile Association (2023) which states 34% of accidents were
driver distraction.

The application is supported by an Assessment of Transportation Matters (ATM) from
Carriageway Consulting issued 21 May 2024. This report appears to incorporate the
original Transportation Matters Assessment from Carriageway Consulting dated 9 August
2023 which supported the original application for a static billboard. For clarity, in this report
when | refer to the Carriageway ATM, | am referring to the report dated 21 May 2024, this
report is provided at Attachment 6.

The Council engaged Affirm NZ Ltd (Affirm) to undertake a review of the traffic
assessment. Mr Fon of Affirm provided a review of the Carriageway report for both the
original and amended applications. These reviews are provided at Attachment 7. Mr Fon
has also provided a further review to support this report, this review is provided at
Attachment 8.

Both the Carriageway ATM and Mr Fon provide an assessment of the operating nature and
crash history for the intersection where the billboard is proposed. Both the Carriageway
ATM and Mr Fon acknowledge the volume of crashes at the intersection and identify those
crashes which led to injury, however, the conclusions both reach in response to whether
the crash data is reflective of the operation of the intersection differs.

| note Mr Fon also undertakes a comparison between the 2014-2018 data and the 2019-
2023 data which is analysed within the Carriageway ATM and states that there has not
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7.14

7.15

7.16

7.17

only been in an increase in crashes at the intersection (20 to 27), the reported all-injury
crashes have increased from three to eight between the two periods.’

The Carriageway ATM concludes that “the crashes typically had different contributing
factors and occurred in different locations. Crash types such as nose-to-tail collisions in
gueues of traffic, and drivers undertaking turning movements when having a red or orange
signals are common at urban intersections. As such, it does not appear that there are any
inherent road safety deficiencies at this location...”

In his original traffic assessment Mr Fon stated that based on the volume of traffic travelling
through the intersection and the crash history the intersection is classified as having
“medium-high risk for both collective risk and personal risk”.®

Considering the performance of the intersection in a local context Mr Fon states that “a
brief investigation has been caried out using reported crash data from the Waka Kotahi
Crash Analysis System (CAS) for crashes coded only to intersections, at all urban
intersections (maximum 50km/h regulatory speed limit) in the Nelson and Tasman regions
for the five-year period 2019 — 2023. This covers all intersections within the main urban
areas of both regions including Nelson, Richmond, Stoke, Motueka, Takaka, Wakefield and
Brightwater.”

Further Mr Fon compares the intersection to other signalised urban crossroad intersections
nationally indicates that “the observed injury crash rate at the intersection is close to the
worst 30% of similar intersections nationally, or in other words the crash rate is higher
(worse) than that of 70% of similar intersections.”

Overall, based on the data analysed Mr Fon disagrees with the Carriageway ATM that
there are no inherent road safety deficiencies at this intersection. | agree with Mr Fon’s
conclusion in regard to the current operating nature of the intersection as | consider his
conclusion is based on both local and national comparisons and considers the safety
performance in line with the procedures outlined in the Waka Kotahi High Risk
Intersections Guide.

There has been and is ongoing significant development along Lower Queen Street which
has resulted in an increase in traffic volumes at the intersection. The intersection is
regularly used heavy goods vehicles and cars as well as by vulnerable users — pedestrians
(including older persons and school children) and cyclists.

Of particular concern at the intersection is the uncontrolled left-hand turn which allows for
cars to turn left onto SH6 by giving way to oncoming traffic, there is also a pedestrian
crossing which is used by pedestrians and also cyclists accessing the nearby Great Taste
Trail over this left turn lane.

The Carriageway ATM identifies a number of crashes associated with this turn and also
identifies that both the pedestrian crossing and give way painted line are faded. The
Carriageway ATM also states that proposed billboard would be outside the field of vision of

7 Affirm NZ Ltd, Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond, Review of Traffic Effects,
19/09/2024 Section 5 page 2
8 Affirm NZ Ltd, Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond, Review of Traffic Effects,
7/12/2023, Section 5 page 1
9 Affirm NZ Ltd, Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond, Review of Traffic Effects,
19/09/2024 Section 5 page 2
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the turning driver'®. However, | disagree with this statement, based on my site visit and a

review of Google Streetview | consider that the billboard would be visible from this turn and
therefore it is unclear whether the Carriageway ATM has sufficiently considered the risk
associated distraction from the billboard on drivers using this turn.

7.18 Figures 4 and 5 show the view drivers would have of the billboard along the left turn slip
lane, both at the give way line (Figure 4) and prior to the pedestrian crossing (Figure 5).

Figure 4: View of billboard at give way line Lower Queen Street leg of intersection (source

Biu/(ard

google streetview).

RS

Figure 5: View of billboard just before pedestrian crossing at Lower Queen Street leg of
intersection (source google streetview).

10 Carriage Assessment of Transportation Matters Section 5.3.1 page 20
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7.24

7.25

7.26

Development along Lower Queen Street has significantly increased in the last 3 years and

is ongoing, meaning it is likely that traffic at the intersection will further increase. | note that
there is undeveloped land zoned Mixed Business and land zoned deferred Industrial which
may reasonably be developed in the near future which would result in further effects on the
operation of the intersection.

NZTA, as submitter has shared data with both the applicant, myself and Mr Fon, from their
data gathering exercise over the course of a single day (5 September 2024) to assess the
number of pedestrians and cars using the left turn lane in a single day. | understand this
data will be included in their evidence.

The data appears to indicate that as an average almost 1 in 2 pedestrians had an
interaction (i.e. a car was approaching or travelling through) the left hand turn lane when
they were attempting to cross on the pedestrian crossing). The data also identifies a
number of conflicts where vehicles did not give way (potential near misses) or cars stopped
over the crossing preventing safe crossing. The data records 10 conflicts in one day,
based on pedestrian numbers of 322 for the day this equates to 3% of pedestrians
experiencing a conflict in a single day.

The Carriageway ATM provides commentary on a range of research papers which address
the road safety effects of digital billboards, these reports are from New Zealand and
overseas. | have not reviewed these reports in full and therefore rely in the information
provided within the Carriageway ATM and the review from Mr Fon.

The Carriageway ATM quotes an Austroads research report on the “Impact of Roadside
Advertising on Road Safety” and based on that report concludes there is insufficient
research on which to base conclusions regarding the safety of roadside advertising and an
element of judgement is required**.

However, | note that Mr Fon identifies that the quote from the Austroads research report in
the Carriageway ATM at paragraph 3.2.2 omits a following sentence which states “On the
other hand, from a Safe Systems perspective it would be difficult to justify adding any
infrastructure to the road environment that could result in increased distraction for
drivers.”?

In relation to the range of research papers the Carriageway ATM acknowledges that “it is
unclear then how many of the papers are directly applicable to the current application and
therefore whether they can be given any weight in this specific context.”?

However, the ATM does go on to discuss crash data relating to roads where there are
other digital signs around New Zealand and states that “....... a review of the Waka Kotahi
CAS database shows there has been no reported crash where distraction from a
consented digital billboard has been cited as a contributing factor, and there is no location
in New Zealand where the number/rate of reported crashes has increased after a digital
billboard has been installed compared to the number/rate of reported crashes prior to
installation.**

11 Carriageway Assessment of Transportation Matters paragraph 3.2.4

12 Affirm NZ Ltd, Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond, Review of Traffic Effects,
Section 5, page 3

13 Carriageway Assessment of Transportation Matters paragraph 3.2.9

14 Carriageway Assessment of Transportation Matters paragraph 3.2.18
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The submission from NZTA also acknowledges that “it is not possible to definitively
conclude that there is a direct relationship between driving behaviour changes attributed to
roadside advertising and road crashes. Nonetheless, while most studies remain
inconclusive, an emerging trend in the literature suggests that roadside advertising can
increase crash risk, particularly for signs that frequently change (digital billboards). It is also
important to note that most of the empirical studies undertaken to date have strong
methodological limitations. Accordingly, it is important to act with precaution when
assessing the potential effects of billboards on road user safety.”

| acknowledge and agree with these statements in relation to the relevance of research
reports and given | have not reviewed the research reports it is unclear, how comparable
the research is to the actual receiving environment. | consider this to be a crucial aspect of
how much weighting could be placed on the research evidence, particularly considering the
existing known deficiencies with the intersection which Mr Fon has comprehensively
assessed.

| acknowledge the crash data analysis relating to existing digital signs in New Zealand
which the Carriageway ATM refers to, however, again without understanding the specifics
of this data and how it corresponds to the application site and the particulars of the
intersection where the sign is proposed it is difficult to know how much weighting to give
this information.

The Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual is relevant to the assessment of the
billboard and requires that to avoid safety issues advertising signs should not be located
within 100 metres of intersections, permanent regulatory or warning signs or pedestrian
crossings in urban areas. | understand the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual
requirement around signage in proximity to an intersection has been imposed to adopt a
safe system approach to traffic and road safety and any non-compliance with the
requirement should be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

On the face of it | consider this to be a fairly blunt mechanism which adopts a
precautionary approach, although such a requirement in a District Plan would allow for
consideration of the adverse effects on a case-by-case basis, which would align with the
intent of the requirement. | acknowledge that, as identified within the Carriageway ATM
there are likely to be a multitude of signs within 100 metres of intersections and notably
there are existing signs at the intersection adjacent to the application site. It is unclear
whether the existing signage at the intersection makes any contribution to the issues
associated with the intersection performance.

| note also that the TRMP only requires freestanding signs to be setback 10 metres from
intersections as a permitted activity. Therefore, signage could be erected on a building on
the application site within 100 metres (or even within 10 metres) of an intersection without
requiring a resource consent.

Overall, I acknowledge that the research papers do not conclusively identify a direct
correlation between distractions from digital billboards and crashes, however, | consider
they do provide some useful guidance, in particular the Austroads research report!®. As
noted by both the Carriageway ATM and Mr Fon research papers hold less weight than
Austroad guides (which do not appear to have been directly referenced by either Mr Fon or
the Carriageway ATM). However, | also understand that both research papers and
Austroad guides would hold less weight than guidance from NZTA. In this instance,

15 Austroads Publication AP-R420-13 - Impact on Roadside Advertising on Road Safety
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therefore, | consider that the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual holds the most
weight.

Mr Fon acknowledges that whilst the proposed billboard does meet some of the
requirements of the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual the proximity to the
intersection (i.e. non-compliance with the 100 metre setback requirement) is a fundamental
matter for consideration.'® Mr Fon has also raised concerns about the overlap between the
billboard and the traffic signals when viewed from the Lower Queen Street approach,
particularly at a distance where drivers will need to be making key decisions as to whether
to brake and stop or proceed through an intersection.’

Taking account of the existing deficiencies at the intersection which already result in a
higher crash rate than at any other intersection in the region and the numbers of vulnerable
users, including pedestrians and more particularly the uncontrolled left hand turn, | have
concerns that the billboard may result in a distraction for drivers which would negatively
impact on the safety of users.

The NZTA submission cites a Traffic Engineering Systems (TES) study on reported
pedestrian crashes at 585 signalised intersections and 1,679 left turn lanes in Auckland in
2019. The study identified that slip lanes have a higher rate of crashes (57%) compared to
their frequency on the network (37%), mainly due to the presence of zebra crossings. Slip
lanes with zebra crossings have a significantly higher rate of crashes (32%) compared to
their frequency on the network (9%). Slip lanes with zebra crossings have a higher rate of
crashes (52%) compared to other slip lanes (23%).18

Based on the data shared by NZTA as stated in paragraph 7.20 above | consider there to
be clear evidence that the intersection already falls short of achieving appropriate safety
standards for vulnerable users (pedestrians and cyclists). Therefore, any potential
increased risk of distraction has not only a risk of increased accident but increased risk of
more significant injury.

The Carriageway ATM notes?® that “In this instance, there are numerous existing
advertising signs on this part of the roading network and so the separation distance is
already not achieved. Rather, drivers will be well-used to seeing roading advertising
signage in the area.”

| agree with this to a point, however, digital billboards are not particularly common feature
within the Nelson Tasman Region and it does not appear there are any other digital
billboards of a comparable size and at a comparable intersection within the Nelson
Tasman Region. Therefore, in my view there is a higher risk of short-term distraction whilst
motorists adjust to the new feature at the intersection and this may increase adverse
effects on road safety even further, even if only for a limited duration.

16 Affirm NZ Ltd, Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond, Review of Traffic Effects,
Section 5, page 3

17 Affirm NZ Ltd, Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond, Review of Traffic Effects,
Section 6, page 4

18 018 NZTA submission paras. 17-18 page 3

19 Carriageway Assessment of Transportation Matters Section 4.1.7
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In Trilane Industries Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council?® the High Court held that
temporary adverse effects should be assessed although they may be discounted if they fall
within the permitted baseline or if proposed mitigation would reduce the extent of effect to
minor from the outside. As noted above, | do not consider the permitted baseline is of
relevance to this proposal, nor do | consider, from a traffic safety perspective the adverse
effects of the billboard can be mitigated from the outset. Whilst image transition time can
be controlled, | do not consider this would mitigate short term adverse effects associated
with the ‘novelty factor’ of the billboard at the intersection.

However, notwithstanding my concerns over short term adverse effects, | also have
concerns that in the longer term any distraction from the billboard has the potential for
adverse effects which are more than minor. This is based on the specifics of the
intersection and the location of the billboard.

The expert advice (from Mr Fon, the Carriageway ATM and NZTA) identify the intersection
already has safety deficiencies, which coupled with increasing volumes of traffic, mean the
intersection is a location where high driver focus is required.

Given these complexities and level of focus required, | consider any factor which
decreases drivers’ attention has the potential to be detrimental to their decision making and
result in increased risk of accident and injury. That accident or injury could be significant,
particularly for vulnerable users and particularly for users of the uncontrolled left turn lane
at the Lower Queen Street leg of the intersection.

Chapter 11 relates to land transport effects and includes objectives and policies relating to
the safety and efficiency of the transport network.

Objective 11.1.2 requires a safe and efficient transport system, where any adverse effects
of the subdivision, use or development of land on the transport system are avoided,
remedied or mitigated.

Policy 11.1.3.1 promotes the location and form of built development, particularly in urban
areas that:
(a) avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects of traffic generation;
(b) provides direct and short travel routes by vehicle, cycling and pedestrian modes
between living, working, service, and recreational areas;
(c) avoids an increase in traffic safety risk;
(d) allows opportunities for viable passenger transport services to be realised,;
(e) provides a clear and distinctive transition between the urban and rural
environments;
(f) segregates roads and land uses sensitive to effects of traffic.

Policy 11.1.3.4 seeks to “avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects of traffic on amenity
values.”

Policy 11.1.3.11 seeks to ensure that signs do not detract from traffic safety by causing
confusion or distraction to or obstructing the views of motorists or pedestrians.

20 Trilane Industries Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2020] NZHC 1647
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Traffic effects conclusions

| acknowledge that the goal of the RMA is not to require a nil effects outcome for activities,
which in this case would be to ensure that the billboard did not result in any increase in
road safety concerns, such as crashes. Given the inconclusive research there may be
road environments where any adverse effects such as distraction from a billboard are
acceptable in terms of the potential for effects on the safety of road users. However, in this
instance, taking account of the specifics of the intersection, which has existing safety
deficiencies, and which has the poorest safety performance of all urban intersections in the
region, therefore requiring higher driver focus | consider adverse effects from the billboard
would be more than minor.

Furthermore, due to the presence of vulnerable users and volume of traffic, including
heavy goods vehicles the consequences of any distractions may have more significant
consequences than at other locations, particularly in relation to the pedestrian crossing
over the left hand turn lane on the Lower Queen Street leg of the intersection.

However, whilst the applicant has volunteered a transition time for images, | do not
consider this sufficient to mitigate the potential adverse effects associated with the
billboard on road safety and overall, | consider the adverse effects remain more than minor
due to the risk of accident and injury, particularly to vulnerable users of the intersection,
particularly on the Lower Queen Street slip lane turn.

Issue - Amenity effects

The term “amenity values” is defined in section 2 of the RMA, as those natural or physical
qualities and characteristics of an area that contribute to people's appreciation of its
pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and cultural and recreational attributes.

Rule 16.1.4.2, matter of discretion (2) states “Any amenity effects on the surrounding area,
including size and duration.”

In this instance | consider amenity effects to be predominantly associated with visual
amenity i.e. the appearance of the billboard and advertising in the context of the
surrounding environment, and light spill (light pollution).

Some submitters have raised other matters relating to amenity values, such as the social
harm from advertising of particular material and products and content of advertising.
These issues are also addressed below.

Adverse effects on visual amenity can encompass a reasonably broad range of issues,
some submitters raised concerns in relation to adverse effects visual amenity generally
others have included specific matters they are concerned about. This includes the
following:

a. Height of the sign above the roof peak / building parapet.
b. Obstruction of views of the Richmond hills, including Mount Malita.

c. Clutter and increased signage.
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d. The fact that the sign and advertising material does not relate to the site.
e. Makes an existing low quality urban environment even worse.

The application is supported by an Urban Design and Visual Impact Assessment (UDVIA)
prepared by DCM Urban Design Limited (DCM). DCM provided a UDVIA and Visual
Package dated 1 August 2023 to support the original application for a static billboard. A
further addendum dated 21 May 2024 which has an updated UDVIA dated 11 April 2024
appended was provided to support the amended application for the digital billboard. For
clarity, in this report where | refer to the UDVIA | am referring to both the addendum dated
21 May 2024 and UDVIA dated 11 April 2024, this report and the visual package is
provided at Attachment 9.

The Council has engaged Rough Milne Mitchell (RMM) to undertake an audit of the
UDVIA. Mr Tony Milne of RMM has provided a review of the UDVIA which is provided at
Attachment 10.

Generally, Mr Milne considers that the UDVIA is considered and balanced and | agree with
this on the basis that the UDVIA appears comprehensive and to have considered a range
of viewpoints. However, the RMM audit identifies a number of areas where there is a
difference in opinion between Mr Milne and DCM regarding the manner in which adverse
effects have been determined and assessed.

The surrounding environment is generally defined by varying architectural scale and styles,
with a mixture of retail, hospitality and small-scale commercial activity. In my opinion the
lack of cohesive design in the receiving environment reduces the overall visual quality of
the receiving environment. Furthermore, the intersection is a busy urban area with high
levels of traffic, including heavy goods vehicles and various signage, such as road traffic
signs and signs associated with the various activities. On this basis | agree with both Mr
Milne and DCM that the character of the immediate receiving environment has a low-
quality level of visual amenity.

However, | consider there are some redeeming qualities of the receiving environment
which in my view have been underestimated by the UDVIA. In particular in relation to the
views from Lower Queen Street and to a lesser extent the near views along Gladstone
Road where there are views of the Richmond Ranges beyond the building. Queen Street
is the primary commercial centre for Richmond and when viewed from Lower Queen Street
the backdrop of the Richmond Ranges is an important visual feature in my view.

Currently the buildings framing the entrance to Queen Street at the intersection are of low
form and although | acknowledge there is a permitted baseline to increase building height
to 10 metres | consider this would have a different visual appearance than the proposed
billboard.

In my view the location of the sign, on the building parapet does not relate to the building in
any ‘architectural’ or visual form and therefore rather than integrating with the building and
forming part of the roofline of the building, as the UDVIA states | consider the billboard will
actually stand out as being distinct from the building. This will be particularly evidence in
the view from Lower Queen Street.

Page 28 of 182



Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 and 6 November 2024

Attachment 1 — Section 42A Report — Item 2.1

7.64

7.65

7.66

7.67

7.68

7.69

7.70

7.71

7.72

| note that the long view of the site along Gladstone Road include the roofline of the
building 55 McGlashen Road and | consider this does assist in mitigating the billboard from
that viewpoint because it is seen against a backdrop of a building. However, there is no
such mitigation when viewing the site from Lower Queen Street.

In this regard | agree with Mr Milne that the UDVIA understates the “lack of integration of
the billboard in the overall built form of the building upon which it being erected or the effect
on the overall streetscape along Queen Street and SH6 intersection.”

As noted in paragraph 3.4 there is a reasonably high level of signage in the area, although
signs are typically on the same site as the business they are advertising. There does not
appear to be any offsite signage, with the exception of inclusion of the ‘Black bull liquor’
sign in the freestanding sign at 315 Queen Street. The assessment from DCM states that
the digital billboard will be similar to other signage and billboards in the area?'. Whilst there
are other signs which are illuminated and other signs which are large (although I’'m unsure
whether they would fit the description of billboard) | disagree that the billboard would be
similar to other signage.

The McDonald’s sign is the only other ‘above parapet’ sign and the form and in my view
design of that has a visual appearance of being an extension of the building. | consider the
digital sign, will have an entirely different appearance to existing signage both in terms of
its form, location, size and display.

The UDVIA address the potential cumulative effects of signage but considers that as the
receiving environment does not have a sensitive character or landscape values of high
quality and varying signage is anticipated, the addition of the digital billboard will not be
unexpected in the zone or pose additional adverse effects on visual amenity.

| agree that the area does not have a sensitive character or landscape values, however, |
disagree that the billboard would necessarily be an expected feature of the zone given the
size is significantly greater than anticipated by the permitted activity conditions, nor is the
location or advertising content (third party material) permitted. Although | acknowledge a
degree of sighage, associated with businesses at the intersection would be anticipated.

The RMA definition of effect includes “any cumulative effect which arises over time or in
combination with other effects”??. From this context the term cumulative effect
encompasses two concepts — effects arising over time; and effects arising in combination
with other effects.

In Gargiulo v Christchurch City Council?® the Court described the concept of cumulative
effects as “any one incremental change is insignificant in itself, but at some point in time or
space the accumulation of insignificant effects becomes significant.”

In Dye v Auckland Regional Council®* the Court of Appeal observed that cumulative effect
is not the same as potential effect, based on the inclusion of potential effects separately
within the definition. The Court concluded:

21 DCM report page 9

22 RMA 1991 Part 1, Section 3 Meaning of effect
23 C 137/00

24[2002] 1 NZLR 337
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A cumulative effect is concerned with things that will occur rather than with
something which might occur, that being the connotation of a potential effect....
The concept of cumulative effect arising over time is one of a gradual build-up of
consequence.

The concept of combination with other effects is one-off effect ‘A’ combining with
effects ‘B’ and ‘C’ to create an overall composite effect ‘D’. All of these are effects
which are going to happen as a result of the activity which is under consideration.®

| acknowledge and agree that the intersection is already cluttered with signage, however,
in my opinion on the basis of the location and size of the sign the cumulative effect of this
additional sign which displays third party advertising material, represents something of a
tipping point in terms of the amenity values of the area.

There is no permitted baseline for additional signage of any size on the application site
therefore any sign on the building would require a consideration of potential and actual
adverse effects on amenity values through a resource consent process.

The UDVIA concludes that the proposed digital billboard will have less than minor effects
on the visual amenity of the receiving environment as a result of both the low quality of the
receiving environment and the mitigation measures proposed — that the image transition
every 10 seconds with a 0.5 second fade between images and controls on lighting.

The UDVIA also notes that the visual amenity effects will be limited to road users and the
effects experienced will be temporary and intermittent. | accept that due to the nature of
the environment views of the sign would be limited based on the time spent travelling
towards and through the intersection, although this differs between the pedestrian / cyclist
and vehicle experience.

As noted by Mr Milne the UDVIA appears to confuse magnitude of change with adverse
effect. Further | agree with Mr Milne that the mitigation in relation to image transition and
fade which DCM appears to rely on in relation to mitigating adverse effects relates only to
the visual display of the sign and not the physical structure of the sign. As noted
elsewhere in this report the billboard of a size and in a location which is well beyond what
is anticipated by the TRMP and therefore, in my opinion it is not only the content of the
billboard but the form and location of the sign that adversely affect visual amenity values.

In my opinion, balancing out the low quality of the receiving environment with the nature
and location of the billboard adverse effects on visual amenity will be minor, particularly in
relation to views from Lower Queen Street.

Nine submitters raised concerns in relation to the effects from light spill, the matters raised
in the submissions are as follows:

a. Difficulties monitoring luminance levels and light spill, limits on colours used at
night, reducing size of sign and inclining it downward and/or shielding to avoid light
emission into the sky suggested.

25[2002] 1 NZLR 337 paragraph 38
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b. Increased and significant light pollution.
c. The effect on Tasman’s dark skies, including the Wai-iti Dark Sky Park.
d. Effects on the estuary in terms of adverse effects on wildlife, fauna and bird life.

e. Increased exposure from light pollution will harm native bird life and damage astro-
tourism.

f.  Night time digital lights are an unwanted distraction, with glare on wet, shiny roads.

In relation to this application, matter of discretion (2) for rule 16.1.4.2 is, in my view,
sufficiently general to allow for consideration of lighting effects. However, having reviewed
the TRMP there are very limited rules relating to light spill and none associated with
signage in the Central Business Zone, although the following rules include some permitted
activity lighting requirements:

a. Rule 16.1.4.1(d) requires that signs on sites adjoining the Residential Zone are only
iluminated if the premises is open for business. As the application site does not
adjoin a Residential Zone | do not consider this rule applicable.

b. Rule 16.1.3.1(e) requires that any spotlight of floodlight is permanently fixed to be
solely directed at the sign.

c. Rule 17.2.2.1(k) requires that exterior lighting associated with activities within the
Central Business Zone is directed away from adjoining residential properties and
public places (which is assumed to include roads).

Further, there are some matters of discretion within the Residential Zone rules relating to

light being directed away from adjacent residential properties and not interfering with road
users and within the Mixed Use Zone there is a control on the maximum level of light spill
(8 lux) measured at the boundary of a site within the residential zone.

In my view, without any clear performance standards or policy guidance it is difficult to
understand what the TRMP anticipates by way of lighting effects within the Central
Business Zone and how this might relate to wider light pollution, including the effects on
dark sky values.

Whilst some submissions raise concerns about light pollution generally, others specifically
raise a concern in relation to the effects on dark skies and in particular the Wai-iti Dark Sky
Park.

The Council’s Moutere Waimea Reserve Management Plan (RMP) includes, at section
5.12.1 a description of the location and values for the Wai-iti Recreation Reserve and also
includes issues and options as well as policies for the management of the reserve.
Maintenance of dark sky values are identified as an option and the RMP acknowledges the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Council entered into with the Top of the South Dark
Sky Committee regrading the Dark Sky Designation over Wai-iti Recreation Reserve and
Tunnicliff Forest. A copy of the MOU is provided at Attachment 11.

Policy 8 of the RMP articulates the Council’s obligations under the MOU.

In his submission Mr Bradley (submission number 012) refers to and includes guidance
from the International Dark-Sky Association (IDA) which is a nonprofit organisation based
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in the United States that is dedicated to preserving and protecting the natural nighttime
environment. The IDA guidelines include recommendations for maximum nighttime
luminance levels for Electronic Message Centres (EMCs) which are assumed to be
comparable to a digital billboard within different lighting zones (LZs). My interpretation is
that the application site would be within LZ3. The IDA recommendation for LZ3 is that
nighttime maximum luminance levels are no greater than 80cd/m2 in the LZ3 area.

| note that the Australian / New Zealand Standard for the control of the obtrusive effects of
outdoor lighting (AS/NZS 4282:2023) also includes guidance for sky glow limits, although it
is unclear to me how the guidance on luminance values within the standard would be
applied to the site in relation to the Dark Sky Park.

The application site is located approximately 18 kilometres from the Dark Sky Designation
Area. Further the site is located within an urban area, rather than on an urban periphery.
As noted above the TRMP does not control lighting from buildings or signs within the
Central Business Zone (other than spotlights or floodlights for signs which must be directed
solely at the sign). Although consideration of lighting effects is a matter of discretion for
this application the permitted baseline would allow for unlimited lighting on the building
provided it is directed away from adjoining residential properties and public places and for
signs directed solely at the sign.

On balance whilst | consider that protecting dark sky values is important and contributes to
the cultural and social well-being of people and communities, it is unclear whether, on its
own the billboard would increase the level of light pollution generated by Richmond as an
urban area to a degree which may adversely impact on the dark sky values.

It is possible to control the levels of luminance from the billboard and it may also be
possible to undertake measures to shield light from above thereby reducing the effects of
skyglow from the billboard. | understand the applicant has shared analysis and comments
from their expert, Mr Kearn, with submitters in relation to measures which could mitigate
the effects of light pollution on dark sky values.

| have reviewed this information, and draft conditions circulated ‘without prejudice’ by the
applicant and consider that there are measures proposed in those conditions and
recommended by Mr Kearn which would mitigate the adverse effects of light spill from the
billboard. | recommend that these measures are included as conditions of consent.

In relation to light spill and pollution more generally, | acknowledge that increasing light
pollution / light spill could adversely affect amenity values, and road safety as a result of
increased glare on wet roads. However, | consider that in the context of the receiving
environment these adverse effects are likely to be less than minor given luminance levels
from the billboard can be adequately controlled via conditions of consent.

A submission was received relating to the social harm which can arise from advertising.

| recognise the purpose of the RMA is to manage development and the use of land in way
which enables people and communities to provide for their social and cultural well-being

and this is a broad purpose. District Plans generally include limits on signage in relation to
their location, size, relationship to the activity undertaken onsite and other matters such as
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visual display, letter size etc, to manage the adverse effects from signs and therefore, give
effect to the purpose of the RMA.

However, | have not come across any District Plan which includes provisions to control the
content of signs in terms of the material advertised.

Instead, | note that the Advertising Standards Authority (ASA) regulates advertising in New
Zealand by the ASA codes which focus on six sectors where advertisers are expected to
take particular care — alcohol, children, food and beverages, finance, therapeutic and
health and gambling. The ASA develops the codes, and also has a complaints process,
which sit within the legal framework provided by other Acts and Regulations that restrict
advertising, including the following:

a. Fair Trading Act
Medicines Act
Gambling Act
Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act
Smokefree Environments Act
Prostitution Reform Act
Electoral Act
Financial Markets Act

S@~oao0CT

Therefore, | consider that the content of advertising is adequately managed through those
other legislations and regulated by the ASA and that it is not appropriate for this resource
consent to seek to further control, without duplicating the requirements of other legislation,
the content of advertising on the billboard. However, to ensure that the Consent Holder is
aware of their obligations in relation to advertising standards | recommend an advice note
included on any resource consent to advise that any content displayed on the billboard
should be in compliance with the Advertising Standards Authority Advertising Code of
Practice.

Chapter 5 of the TRMP relates to Site Amenity Effects and includes objectives and policies
in relation to adverse off-site effects, amenity values, visual and aesthetic character, and
health and safety. The following are considered to have particular relevance to the
proposal:

TRMP Objective 5.2.2 seeks to achieve the “maintenance and enhancement of amenity
values on site and within communities through the District.”

TRMP Policy 5.2.3.11 relates to sighage and enables signs subject to safety, access and
visual considerations. In my opinion the proposed sign does not necessarily maintain or
enhance the amenity values of the site but further degrades an area with already relatively
low levels of visual amenity.

Objective 5.1.2 “Avoidance, remedying or mitigation of adverse effects from the use of land
on the use and enjoyment of other land and on the qualities of natural and physical
resources.”

Policy 5.1.3.9 requires activities avoid, remedy or mitigate the effects of a range of matters
beyond the boundaries of the site generating the effect. Of relevance to this application is
the requirement to avoid, remedy or mitigate the effects of glare.
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Objective 5.2.2 “Maintenance and enhancement of amenity values on site and within
communities throughout the District.”

Policy 5.2.3.5 seeks to “promote amenity and convenience for people in commercial
areas.”

Policy 5.2.3.9 To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of signs on amenity values.

Policy 5.2.3.11 To enable a range of signs in commercial and industrial areas, subject to
safety and access needs and visual considerations. Considerations relating to traffic
safety and visual amenity are considered above.

Chapter 6 relates to urban environment effects and includes objectives and policies which
provide direction on how urban environments are to be developed, including managing
urban growth and the urban, rural interface. | do not consider there are any policies which
are directly relevant. Policy 6.7.3.4 seeks a “consistency in the design and appearance of
signs at the entrance to settlements” and there could be an argument the billboard location
is at something of an ‘entrance’ to Richmond given the significance of the intersection.
However, reviewing Section 6.7.30 ‘Principal Reasons and Explanations’ it is apparent that
the intention of the policy is to direct outcomes for “welcome” signs at the entrance to town.
Therefore, | do not consider the policy to be relevant to this proposal.

In terms of light pollution | consider any adverse effects from the billboard should be
considered in the context of the receiving environment which includes multiple light
sources.

Overall, | consider that the light effects from the billboard could be appropriately controlled
through conditions of consents which would manage the levels of luminance displayed by
the billboard during hours of darkness and which could also manage upward light spill.

Recommended conditions of consent relating to management of luminance levels and light
spill are provided within Attachment 2.

In relation to other amenity effects raised by submitters | consider these are best managed
through other means and legislation, although it is recommended to include an advice not
to draw the consent holder attention to their obligations to meet the requirements of the
Advertising Standards code of practice.

In relation to visual amenity effects, | have considered both the UDVIA and audit from
RMM as well as relevant TRMP objectives and policies.

In case law Gabler v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2017] NZHC 2086 Davidson J
considered that the term “less than minor” means an effect that in “the overall context” is
insignificant and one which is so limited that it is objectively acceptable and reasonable in
the receiving environment and to a potentially affected person.?®. Whether something is
acceptable or reasonable is something of a subjective matter.

The overall context is a busy intersection with a range of existing signage and relatively low
amenity values, although | consider that the views to the Richmond Ranges beyond the

26 Gabler v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2017] NZHC 2086 paragraph 94
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buildings, and the low form of the buildings do assist in offsetting some of the functional,
low amenity value of the intersection. The wider views therefore form the ‘overall’ context
in my opinion. The use of words ‘insignificant’ and ‘so limited’ are, in my view, important in
the context of this application in relation to visual amenity. As noted above, the
fundamental purpose of the billboard is to advertise and this can only be achieved by
people looking at the sign, i.e. having attention drawn to the sign.

| acknowledge the UDVIA assessment of the magnitude of change and the corresponding
conclusion of adverse effects being less than minor. However, in my view the mitigation
measures are insufficient to mitigate the visual effect of the billboard in terms of its form
and location. | agree with Mr Milne that the UDVIA has not differentiated between
magnitude of change (the conclusion for which is based on the low quality of the receiving
environment) and the adverse effects on the visual amenity of the environment.

Taking account of case law and the RMM assessment | cannot reach a conclusion that the
effects of the billboard, given its size, location and digital display are ‘insignificant’ or ‘so
limited’ that they would be objectively acceptable or reasonable in the receiving
environment.

For these reasons | consider that the proposed billboard will have a minor adverse effect
on the visual amenity values of the receiving environment, and | struggle to understand
how adverse effects could be mitigated because the very purpose of the billboard is to
draw attention which is related to its form and location.

Part 2

The consent authority “must have regard to the provisions of Part 2 when it is appropriate
to do s0.”?’ In Davidson v Marlborough District Council found that “there may be situations
where it would be appropriate and necessary to refer to Part 2 when considering consent
applications, including where there is doubt that a plan has been “competently prepared”
under the RMA”.28 In other words, where a district or regional plan has been prepared
having regard to Part 2 and contains clear, prescriptive and qualified policies and
objectives, there is no need to have recourse to Part 2 as this would add little value.
However, where a plan does not appropriately consider Part 2 and/or contains conflicting
objectives and policies, Part 2 can be considered.

In short, recourse to Part 2 is appropriate in certain circumstances, including:

a. If the relevant higher order policies of an NPS are equivocal and it is unclear from
them whether consent should be granted or refused; or

b. Ifthe TRMP as the relevant plan has not been competently prepared in accordance
with Part 2, of if there is some doubt about that.

In this instance:

a. The TRMP is considered to have been competently prepared to promote the
sustainable management of natural and physical resources in accordance with Part 2

27 RJ Davidson Family Trust V Marlborough District Council [2018] NZCA 316 [21 August 2018]
28 Simpson Grierson (2015) Court of Appeal decision confirms relevance of Part 2 to consent decision-
making, published 21 August 2018
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b. Although the TRMP was prepared in the 1990s and has not yet undergone a
comprehensive review and the objectives and policies are not entirely clear and
directive they are considered to provide sufficient direction for the purposes of this
application.

Therefore, given the above | do not consider it necessary to assess the proposal against
Part 2.

Summary of key issues and recommendations

The application for the digital billboard is a restricted discretionary activity under the TRMP
so the consent authority must consider the application in accordance with sections 104 and
104C of the Resource Management Act 1991.

As set out in Section 7 of this report | consider the primary issues associated with this
application to be traffic effects and amenity effects, including visual amenity and light spill.

In respect of light spill (light pollution) | consider that conditions of consent could
adequately mitigate any adverse effects of light spill on the surrounding environment and
light pollution on dark sky values, particularly those at the Wai-iti Dark Sky Designation
Area.

In respect of visual amenity, | have some concerns that the billboard does not appropriately
integrate with the building due to its placement on the parapet and this is particularly
evident in the views from Lower Queen Street where the site is viewed against a backdrop
of the Richmond Ranges. | do not consider, from this viewpoint it is possible to mitigate
the form of the billboard and that the mitigation measure proposed by the applicant relates
only to the images on the billboard not its physical structure, which from my perspective is
part of the concern. Overall, therefore | consider adverse effects on visual amenity are
minor and are not able to be mitigated to lower the adverse effects, particularly in relation
to views from Lower Queen Street.

However, the primary concern | have with this proposal is in relation to traffic effects,
particularly in relation to the Lower Queen Street intersection leg, including the
uncontrolled left turn lane. As acknowledged at paragraph 7.48 the RMA does not require
a nil effects outcome, however, | am concerned that despite inconclusive research around
the risks of distractions from billboards there are existing safety deficiencies and
complexities at the intersection which present an existing challenging environment for
drivers, pedestrians and cyclists. Meaning anything which has a risk of distracting users of
the intersection has the potential to result in more serious consequences. | have
considered whether there are options to mitigate the billboard and do not consider any
suitable mitigation has been provided as part of the application.

| acknowledge the advice of Mr Fon in his Traffic Review report and have also considered
the assessment within the Carriageway ATM and the matters raised by submitters. Taking
account of the concerns | have regarding the potential risks and outcomes should users of
the intersection be distracted by the billboard and the lack of mitigation so far presented |
recommend that the application is DECLINED.

The above opinion is based on the application and information provided to date, however, |
retain an open mind to subsequent evidence.
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9.8 However, notwithstanding the above draft recommended conditions for the application are
contained in Attachment 2 should the Commissioner be minded to grant consent after
considering the evidence from all parties.
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General

1.

The activity shall be in accordance with the application submitted, as shown on the
approved plans marked Plan A RM230535. Where there is any apparent conflict between
the information provided with the application and any condition of this consent, the
conditions shall prevail.

Luminance

2.

The digital billboard shall be designed and operated to avoid any back spill lighting. For the
purposes of this condition, for the purposes of this condition “back spill lighting” shall refer
to any light spilling from the back or to the rear of the billboard.

Sign materials shall be non-reflective and shall not contain any retro-reflective materials,
including on the display unit, to prevent any sunlight or headlight reflection.

The digital billboard shall use LED technology.

The luminance level of the LED display during daylight hours shall vary to be consistent
with the level of ambient light and to ensure that the LED display is not significantly brighter
than the ambient light level and is only illuminated to the extent necessary to ensure that it
is legible. To achieve this, the brightness of the LEDs shall be automatically controlled with
an in-built detector/sensor.

Notwithstanding condition 5, the display shall not exceed the following luminance values:
a. 5,000 cd/m2 between the hours of 7.30am - 5.30pm during autumn and winter, and
between the hours of 6.30 am — 9.00pm during spring and summer.
b. 125 cd/m2 during hours outside the above times.

The signage shall not result in the illuminance of a road by greater than 10 lux (horizontal
or vertical) of light when measured or calculated at the road boundary or 2 metres from the
boundary of an adjoining site.

Within 30 working days of the commencement of the display of images on the sign, the
consent holder shall submit to Council’s Team Leader - Compliance & Investigation (Land
and Air), a certification report from an appropriately qualified lighting designer/engineer
confirming compliance with Conditions 5, 6 and 7. The report shall include at least three
luminance readings of the billboard, including:

a. One recording at midday;

b. One recording during the hours of darkness; and

c. One recording during morning or early evening (dusk).

Billboard Display

9.

Subject to any amendments to dwell time recommendations by the Traffic Safety Report
required in Conditions 17 and 18, the signhage shall operate with a minimum dwell time of 8
seconds between the hours of 6.00am — 9.00pm and a minimum of 30 minutes at all other
times. For the purposes of this condition “dwell time’ is the amount of time an image is
displayed on the billboard before transitioning to another image.

10. The transition from one image to the next shall be via a 0.5 second cross-dissolve.
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11. Each image displayed shall:

a. Be static while being displayed, and not contain flashes, movement, scrolling,
animation, or full motion video or other dynamic effect.

b. Not use graphics, colours or shapes in combinations or in such a way that would
cause the image to resemble, cause confusion with a traffic control device in the
opinion of Council’'s Team Leader - Compliance & Investigation (Land and Air).

c. Not be linked to “tell a story” across two or more sequential images (i.e., where the
meaning of an image is dependent upon or encourages viewing of the immediately
following image).

d. Notinvite or direct a driver to take some sort of driving action.

e. Not display multiple advertisements in one frame.

f. Not display a message that is personalised to individual vehicles and/or drivers
passing the billboard.

Sign Size

12.

13.

14.

The sign shall be no greater than 24.5 square metres in area.

The sign shall be no wider than 7 metres and no higher than 3.5 metres and the top of the
billboard shall be no more than 8.8 metres above ground level.

Advice Note:

For the avoidance of doubt, ground level is defined in the Tasman Resource Management
Plan as follows:

Ground Level — means the natural ground level, or where that has been altered by
subdivision, means the actual finished ground level when all works associated with the
subdivision of the land are completed, and excludes any excavation or filling associated
with the building activity.

The sign shall be single sided only.

Monitoring

15.

16.

17.

The consent holder shall advise in writing the Council’s Team Leader - Compliance &
Investigation (Land and Air), of the date of the commencement of the operation of the
billboard.

Once operation of the signage has commenced, the Consent Holder shall engage an
independent chartered professional Traffic Engineer that is experienced in the preparation
of safety assessments to provide the Council’s Team Leader - Compliance & Investigation
(Land and Air), with Traffic Safety Reports at the following frequencies:

a. 6 months;

b. 12 months; and

c. 24 months.

Advice Note
The costs of the Traffic Safety Reports and implementation of any mitigation measures
must be met by the consent holder.

The Traffic Safety Reports, including any recommended mitigation measures (if relevant),
must be submitted to the Council’'s Team Leader - Compliance & Investigation (Land and
Air), within 30 working days of the 6-month, 12 month and 24-month anniversaries of
commencement of the signage operations.

Page 41 of 182



Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 & 6 November 2024
Attachment 2 — DRAFT Conditions — Item 2.2

18. The Traffic Safety Report must as a minimum include:

a. An examination of the New Zealand Transport Agency Crash Analysis System for all
recorded crashes within 200m of the stop-lines of the approaches to the digital
billboard from where the images on the billboard can be seen, with particular
reference to any crashes with the cause factor 356: “attention diverted by advertising
or signs”, to establish whether there is an identifiable increase of recorded crashes
with interpretation having regard to the likelihood that any such increase may be
attributable to the operation of the digital billboard; and

b. Recommendation(s) of any measures that will be undertaken to avoid, remedy or
mitigate any identified effects.

Advice note:

a. The type of measures recommended in accordance this condition might include one
or more of the following:

Reductions to the daytime and/or night time luminance levels;

Adjustments to the transition time;

Increases in the image dwell time;

Further controls on the image content; and

Convert the billboard to static only.

-0 oo0o

19. If any of the Traffic Safety Reports required by Condition 16 identify that there is an
adverse road safety effect that is likely to be attributable to the digital billboard the consent
holder shall propose to the Council’'s Team Leader - Compliance & Investigation (Land and
Air), measures that will be undertaken to avoid, remedy or mitigate the cause of digital
billboard-related crashes.

20. If the Traffic Safety Reports find that further mitigation measures are considered
necessary, then these shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Council’'s Team
Leader - Compliance & Investigation (Land and Air), within 10 working days of the date of
the recommendation unless otherwise agreed with Council’'s Team Leader - Compliance &
Investigation (Land and Air).

21. Should any changes be required to the operation of the digital billboard as a result of the
monitoring undertaken in accordance with Condition 17, then further monitoring for another
two consecutive 12-month periods shall be undertaken.

Billboard shut down

22. The digital billboard shall be programmed to automatically go dark in the event of digital
billboard malfunction. The consent holder shall provide an emergency (24/7) contact
number and an intervention process to enable the consent holder to disable the digital
billboard by manual intervention, both off and on-site, should the automatic intervention
fail. These details must be provided to the Council’s Team Leader - Compliance &
Investigation (Land and Air), prior to operation of the digital billboard commencing.

Maintenance

23. The condition and appearance of the display shall be maintained at all times.

24. Prior to the commencement of operation of the billboard, a written maintenance
programme shall be prepared by the operator/provider and submitted to the Council’s
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Team Leader - Compliance & Investigation (Land and Air). As a minimum, this shall
contain the following:
e contact details for the person or organisation responsible for ongoing maintenance;
e details of the timeframes for inspections;
e the measures proposed if defects are identified,;
e the timeframes for remediation of defects; and
¢ whether any traffic control management may be required during works.

Traffic Control

25. In the event that during installation or maintenance of the billboard equipment or machinery
is required to be placed within the road corridor (including footpath) the Consent Holder
shall obtain a corridor access request from Tasman District Council and / or New Zealand
Transport Agency Waka Kotahi and all appropriate Traffic Control Management
Procedures shall be installed for the duration of works.

Review condition

26. Pursuant to Section 128(1)(a) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Consent
Authority may on the first, second, third, fourth and fifth anniversary of the commencement
of the consent, serve notice on the consent holder of its intention to review, in whole or in
part, the conditions of this consent, to deal with any adverse effect on the environment
which:

a. May arise from the exercise of the consent and which it is appropriate to deal with
at a later stage;

b. Are required to address the effects from the sign on the safe and efficient operation
of the local road network by vehicles, pedestrian, cycle and any other traffic.

ADVICE NOTES

Council Regulations

1. This is not a building consent and the Consent Holder shall meet the requirements of
Council with regard to all Building and Health Bylaws, Regulations and Acts.

Other Tasman Resource Management Plan Provisions

2. This resource consent only authorises the activity described above. Any matters or
activities not referred to in this consent or covered by the conditions must either: 1) comply
with all the criteria of a relevant permitted activity rule in the Tasman Resource
Management Plan (TRMP); 2) be allowed by the Resource Management Act; or 3) be
authorised by a separate resource consent.

Consent Holder

3. This consent is granted to the abovementioned Consent Holder but Section 134 of the Act
states that such land use consents “attach to the land” and accordingly may be enjoyed by
any subsequent owners and occupiers of the land. Therefore, any reference to “Consent
Holder” in the conditions shall mean the current owners and occupiers of the subject land.
Any new owners or occupiers should therefore familiarise themselves with the conditions
of this consent as there may be conditions that are required to be complied with on an
ongoing basis.
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Monitoring

4. Monitoring of this resource consent will be undertaken by the Council as provided for by
Section 35 of the Act and a one-off fee has already been charged for this monitoring.
Should the monitoring costs exceed this fee, the Council reserves the right to recover
these additional costs from the Consent Holder. Costs can be minimised by consistently
complying with conditions, thereby reducing the necessity and/or frequency of Council staff

visits.

5. In reviewing road safety monitoring, the Council’s Compliance & Investigations Officer may
consult with Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Environmental Planning Team via
Environmentalplanning@nzta.govt.nz.

Interests Registered on Property Title

6. The Consent Holder should note that this resource consent does not override any
registered interest on the property title.

Advertising Standards Authority Advertising Code of Practice and the Broadcasting Act
1989

7. Any content displayed on the billboard should be in compliance with the Advertising
Standards Authority Advertising Code of Practice.
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RM230535 - Submission Summary

Submitter

Submission Summary

Oppose

001 Brian McGurk

Effects on traffic and intersection users - free left
hand turn lane, vulnerable users, distraction
Amenity values already low, cbstruction of views
to hills, wisual clutter.

Negative effects outweigh positive effects.

Oppose

002 Angela Murton

Traffic effects — impact on road safety messages,
distracting

Oppose

003 Eva Johnson

Distraction to drivers
Doesn't serve any purpose

Oppose

004 Robin Whalley

Impact on amenity values - visibility of Mount
Malita is important

Oppose

005 Gretchen Holland

Traffic effects — distraction at a busy intersection
with high accident rate

Oppose

006 John Borley &
Jacob Klootwyk

Traffic effects = increase in accidents.

Oppose

007 Lorraine Cotton

Traffic effects — distraction, safety concerns

Oppose

008 Bruce Struthers

Traffic effects - distraction, congestion increasing
Visual effects — prominent, illumination levels

Relief
Extinguished after daylight hours, shielded from
above to protect night sky from illumination.

Oppose

009 Masaon Pahl

Traffic effects - distraction, increasing risk of more
serious accident, witnessed many crashes and
near business as nearby business owner

Oppose

010 Timothy Leyland

Risks of advertising material ‘un-wholesome’
adverts

Light pollution

Traffic safety

Relief
Content of advertising be restricted.

Oppose

011 Jo Leyland

Traffic effects — risk of accidents, risk to
pedestrians including older & younger people

Oppose

012 Ralph Bradley

Increased light pollution, TDC lighting
management plans have not been prepared.
Light effects on estuary ecology and bird life
Distraction for road users

Oppose

013 Mark Ferguson

Visual effects

Traffic effects — distraction to drivers, pedestrians
and cyclists.

Oppose

014 lain Currie

Traffic effects — driver distraction

Oppose
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015 Hamish Beard Traffic effects — busy intersection with accidents, | Oppose
distraction - intent of advertising is to draw
attention
016 Thomas Wilson Light pollution — health of people and animals Oppose
017 Sean Walker Effects of lighting, light spill Oppose
Driver distraction
018 NZTA Road safety effects Oppose
019 Derek Trew Traffic effects — driver distraction Oppose
Visual effects inc. height
020 Jenny Pollock Light pollution Oppose
021 Dean Hunt Traffic effects — driver distraction Oppose
Remote / off site advertising - sign pollution
022 Brent Nicholls Visual effects and light pollution Oppose
Driver distraction
023 Kanasai Properties, Traffic effects - driver discretion, already | Oppose
Brent Ferguson accidents
024 Gordon & Gaye Traffic effects - driver distraction Oppose
Waide Light pollution
025 Elizabeth Doocley Driver distraction Oppose
Light pollution
026 Lisa Ferguson Traffic effects - risk of accidents, driver distraction | Oppose
029 David Penrose Off-site sign Oppose
Height — above parapet
FPrecedent
Traffic effects — driver distraction
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Application for Resource Consent to
the Tasman District Council

Bekon Media Limited
Land use consent to establish a single-sided,

24.5m?” digital billboard for off-site advertising at
332 Queen Street, Richmond.

21 May 2024

www.townplanning.co.nz
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Document prepared by:
Town Planning Group (NZ) Limited

Phone: 0800 22 44 70
Email: office@townplanning .co.nz
Web: www_townplanning.co.nz

Offices in TEhuna, Wanaka, Otautahi & Tamaki Makaurau

Use and Reliance

This report has been prepared by Town Planning Group (MZ) Lid on the spedific instructions of our Clienl It is solely for our
Clienl's use for the purposs for which it i inlended in accordance with the agreed soope of work. Town Planning Group (NZ) Lid
doe=s nol scospd any liabdity or responsibilty in relation to the use of this reporl conbrary ba the above, or (o any person obher than
the Chent. Any use or reliance by a third party is a1 that parly's own risk. Where information has been supplied by the Clienl o
oblained from alher external sources, it has been assumed thal it is accurale, without independeant verification, uniess otherwise
indicated. Mo liability or responsibility is accepted by Town Planning Group (MZ) Lid for any ermans or omissions Lo the axlenl that
they arise from imaccurate informalion pravided by the Chent or any external source.
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Supporting Information

[A] Application Form

[B] Record of Title

[C] Visual Package (DCM Urban)

[D] Urban Design & Visual Impact Assessment (DCM Urban)
[E] Transport Safety Assessment (Carriageway Consulting)

S,
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1 Introduction

Bekon Media Limited (the Applicant) applies for land use consent to establish a single-
sided 24.5m7 digital bil board at 332 Queen Street, Richmond (the site). The landscape
onentated digital sign will display off-site advertising and be installed above the parapet
of the building, in a north-westerly direction. An application form is appended as
Attachmeant [A].

The site comprises a single storey commercial building located within the Richmond
town centre and is surmounded by a mixture of retail, commercial and hospitality land
use activities which have a varety of signage reflecting the commercialisation of the
area. Adjacent to the site, Queen Street intersects with Gladstone RdfState Highway
6.

The site is located within the Central Business District Zone under the Tasman
Resource Management Plan (the District Plan). Resource consent is reguired for a
Restricted Discretionary Activity under the District Plan pursuant to Rule 16.1.4.2.

This Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) report considers the effects of the
proposal and determines that the adverse effects on the environment will be less than
minor on account of the scale and method of display. The application is supported by
technical assessments from DCM Urban Design and Carriageway Consulting,
concluding respectively that the proposal will not present any visual amenity or road
safety concemns provided that suitable controls are implemented as part of conditions
of consent. The proposed billboard will be appropriate in the context of the receiving
environment where signage of a commercial nature is not uncommon. Also, the
proposed billboard will hawve positive effects, supporting local businesses |/
organisations to advertise to passers-by. Mo persons are considered to be adversely
affected by the proposed billboard.

The proposal achieves the relevant Objectives and Policies of the District Plan. Overall,
the proposal is consistent with the purpose and principles of the Resource
Management Act 1991 ("RMA”") and accords with the definition of sustainable
management under Part 2.

S,
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Background

21

Site Description

The site is located at 332 Queen Street, Richmond (“the site”) and is shown in Figure
1 below. The site is legally described as Part Section 83 Waimea East DIST as held in
the Record of Title NL1D/1120. The site is under the ownership of Lynette Elizabeth
Morley and VBM Trustees (No.9) Limited. The Record of Title is enclosed as
Attachment [B] and there are no instruments that impede the proposed land use.

Figure 1 Site located with the yellow boundaries with the focation of the proposed billboard indicated by
the red star (Grip Maps)

The site comprises a single storey commercial building ('Pet Mart’), located on the
south-east corner the State Highway 6 / Queen Street intersection. The building is built
right up to the legal road boundary, abutting the adjoining pedestrian footpath. The
Queen Street frontage of the building possesses a veranda extending over the
pedestrian footpath.

The building’s parapet facing both SH6 and Queen Street currently displays ‘Pet Mart’
signage, illustrating the name of the business operating therein. Additional signage
associated with the business’s products and services offered line the shop’s display
windows, as indicated in Figure 2 and Figure 3.

S,
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Figure 3 View of the site from Queen Street looking north-east (TPG)

2.2 Surrounds

A full description of the surrounding area is provided in the Visual Impact Assessment
(VIA) appended as Attachment [D]. As depicted in Figure 4 and Figure 5. the area
surrounding the site is a mixture of retail and commercial activities, and transport
infrastructure.

The nearest residential dwellings are located approximately 180m from the site at 337
and 334 Lower Queen Street. Both dwellings are single storey, surmounded by
established vegetation and are facing the street, not the proposed digital billboard

location.

Project: 332 Quaen Street | Reference: 2047.23-332 Quaen Street AEE-FINAL | 21 May 2024 7/20
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Properties surrounding the site are populated mainly by single storey buildings
occupied by commercial and retail uses including the car dealerships, fast food
restaurants, and service stations. These businesses consist of a range of freestanding
signage, and signs attached to buildings, with large pylon signs, flag signage and signs
installed above building parapet’s evident in the vicinity.

Figure 4 Businesses and associated signage operating in the north-western comer of the adjacent
intersection, with signage installed above the parapet (TPG)

Figure 5§ Looking south fowards commercial shopping complex located in south-westemn comer of
adjoining intersection (TPG)

A comprehensive description of the adjacent transport network is appended with the
Transportation Assessment completed by Carriageway Consulting (Attachment [E]).
In short, the site is located adjacent to the Queen Street / Gladstone Road (State
Highway 6) signalised traffic intersection. The posted speed limit along Lower Queen
Street and Gladstone Road is 50km per hour and the posted speed limit along the
southern portion of Queen Street is 30km per hour. A cycle lane is provided on both
sides of Queen Street facilitating cyclist movements. There are footpaths provided

S,
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along Queen Street and Gladstone Road, there are pedestrian crossings across all
roads at the intersection of Queen Street and Gladstone Road.

S
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3 Description of the Proposal

The Applicant proposes to establish a single-sided digital billboard at 332 Queen
Street, Richmond which can be seen below in Figure 6. A visual package is appended
as Attachment [C]. The digital billboard will measure 3.5m wide by 7m high equating
to 24.5m? in area and mounted above the northwestern parapet of the Pet Mart building.

At 11 count Shop

i

Fligure 6 Schematic design of proposed west facing static bilboard a top the PstMart bullding at 332
Queen Street (DCM Urban)

The key parameters of the proposed billboard are:

* Any content displayed on the billboard shall comply with the Advertising
Standards Authority Advertising Code of Practice and the Broadcasting Act
1989

« Only still images shall be displayed with a minimum duration of 8 seconds per
image.

« There shall be no transitions between still images apart from cross-dissolve of
0.5 seconds.

* Adbvertising for off-site activities will be displayed on the proposed billboard.
« The following shall not be displayed:

o Live broadcast or pre-recorded video;

o Movement or animation of images;

o Flashing images;

o Sequencing of consecutive advertisements;

S,
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o A split screen (i.e. more than one advertisement at any one time);

o Images using graphics, colours or shapes in such a way that they could
cause confusion or conflict with any traffic control device, nor invite or
direct a driver to undertake an action.

+ The display shall not contain any retro-reflective material.

+ Importantly, the signage display will be located above the traffic signals of the
adjoining intersection which will seek to avoid conflict with visibility of the traffic
signals.

+ There shall be no sound associated with the billboard and no sound equipment
is to be installed as part of the display.

+ In the event of a fault or failure affecting the display, the display shall either
default to black or switch off.

+ The display shall result in no more than 10.0 lux spill {horizontal or vertical) of
light when measured or calculated 2 meters within the boundary of any adjacent
zite.

+« The display shall incorporate a lighting control to automatically adjust the
brightness of the dizplay in line with ambient light levels.

+ The display shall not exceed 5,500cd/m?® during daytime hours and 250cd/m®
maximum and 150csdm® maximum average during night-time hours.

+ No advertisement installed within the signage platform will mimic the design,
shape or colour combinations of the traffic signals.

«  Within 30 working days of the display becoming operational, the consent holder
shall submit a cerification report from an approprately qualified lighting
designer/engineer confirming compliance with luminance requirements noted
above. The report shall include at least three luminance readings of the
billboard. including:

o One recording at midday;
o One recording during the hours of darkness; and

o One recording up to 30 minutes after sunrise or 30 minutes prior to
sunset.

The report shall be submitted to the Council.
« The condition and appearance of the display shall be maintained at all times.

+ A written maintenance programme shall be prepared by the cperator/provider

and submitted to the Council.
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4 Statutory Provisions

4.1 Tasman Resource Management Plan

The site is zoned Central Business District Zone under the District Plan as shown in
Figure 7.

IR
A
R

Fligure 7 Zoning with the site iocated within the yellow boundaries (TRMP Planning Map 125).

+ Developmett
RO
& ‘\30

The relevant provisions of the District Plan are identified and assessed below.
Chapter 16, Section 16.1 addresses Outdoor Signs and Advertising.

Land use consent is required for a Restricted Discretionary Activity pursuant to Rule
16.1.4.2 as the establishment of an outdoor sign will not comply with several
conditions'" of Rule 16.1.4.1. Council's discretion is restricted to:

1. Location and legibility in relation to safety.
2. Any amenity effect on the surrounding area, including size and duration.
For clarity, an assessment of compliance with the conditions of 16.1.4.1 follows:

+ Condition 16.1.4.1(a) requires a sign to be located, and have the dimensions in
accordance with Figure 16.1B. The sign will be located above the parapet of
the building therefore is not consistent Figure 16.1B. The TRMP is silent on
maximum signage area for signs extending wholly above the building parapet.

116.1.4.1(a), 16.1.4.1(b). 16.1.4.1(c). 16.1.4.1(e)

S,
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+ Condition 16.1.4.1(b) requires a sign to meet conditions (b) to (h) of Rule
16.1.3.1. The proposal is for signage not related to activities being undertaken
on the site, and is not of temporary nature, therefore does not meat 16.1.3.1(b).

+ Condition 16.1.4.1(c) requires a sign to comply with the requirement indicated
in Figure 16.1B. The sign will be located above the parapet of the building to
which it is attached.

« Condition 16.1.4.1(d) is not relevant as the site does not adjoin a residential
zone; therefore, the illumination of the sign is not restricted to business hours

only.

+ Condition 16.1.4.1(e)

Requires any sign painted on, or attached to, a building to be related to
the activity operating therein (i.e. onsite advertising). The proposal is for
off-site advertising.

Requires a sign to not extend (laterally) beyond the verandah of the
building to which it is attached. The sign will not extend beyond the
verandah of the building.

Requires a sign to be no higher than the roof peak or parapet of that
part of the building to which the sign is attached. The sign will be
attached above the parapet.

Requires no more than one projecting sign (as defined) or flag attached
to a building. There are no projecting signs or flags erected on the
building.

Requires the total area of wall signage to not exceed 50% of the front
wall (including verandah fascia). The signage is considered as neither a
wall =ign nor a freestanding sign.

+ Condition 16.1.4.1(f) is not relevant as the sign is not freestanding.

Owerall, this proposal requires resource consent for a Restricted Discretionary
Activity under the Tasman Resource Management Plan.

S,
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5 Assessment of Effects

In accordance with Section 88 and Schedule 4 of the RMA an assessment of any actual
or potential effects on the environment that may arise from the proposal is required with
any details of how any adverse effects may be avoided, remedied, or mitigated.
Accordingly, the below is an assessment of effects relative to the scale and significance
of the proposed activity.

This assessment is addressed under the following headings:
« Amenity Effects
« Effects related to Transport Matters
« Positive Effects

5.1 Amenity effects

Council discretion is restricted to the amenity effects on the surrounding environment,
including size and duration of the digital billboard. DCM Urban have undertaken an
assessment of the expected effects of the proposed billboard on the amenity of the
surrounding area and prepared an assessment (herein referred to as the Visual
Impact Assessment / VIA) appended as Attachment [D] concluding their findings.

, o) FESN .
MY, i oo mg P00

.

Figure 8 The swrounding area has low sensitivity to change (Google Street View)

In summary, the report anticipates the proposed digital billboard at 332 Queen Street
in Richmond will have less than minor adverse effects. It states that it is not considered
a sensitive location, and the impact on the surroundings is predicted to be low. Visual
effects will be temporary for road users passing through the area, and cumulative
effects are minor due to existing ambient lighting and signage. While it will advertise
off-site activities, it could also promote local events, potentially benefiting Richmond.
Interruption of views of the Richmond Ranges will be brief, with wider views maintained
beyond the billboard. The overall finding from the report is that it is anticipated to have
minimal impact on visual amenity and the area's commercial character.

Project: 332 Quaen Sreet | Reference: 2947.23.332 Queen Street- AEE-FINAL | 21 May 2024 14/20
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Effects related to traffic safety

As a restricted discretionary activity, Council's discretion is limited to the location and
legibility of the digital billboard in relation to traffic safety. Camiageway Consulting have
undertaken an assessment of the expected effects of the proposed digital billboard on
the adjacent roading network and prepared the letter (herein referred to as the
Transport Assessment) appended as Attachment [E] concluding their findings and
proposed conditions of consent.

Carriageway Consulting have considered the layout of the Lower Queen Street /
Gladstone Road / Queen Street / Richmond Deviation signalised intersection. It is
noted that the angle of the proposed billboard means it is visible to drivers travelling
southbound on Lower Queen Street and drivers travelling eastbound on Gladstone
Road. The proposed billboard will not be visible to drivers approaching on the other two
legs of the intersection.

Carriageway Consulting have reviewed a traffic count survey on the intersection. as
well as analysed nearby reported crashes as detailed within the Transport Safety
Assessment. While 21 crashes were recorded within proximity to the site over the past
five years, Carriageway Consulting conclude that these historic crashes would not have
been influenced by the presence of the proposed billboard.

The proposed billboard was evaluated against the recommendations of the NZTA
Traffic Control Devices Manual as detailed within the Transport Safety Assessment.
Carriageway Consulting state that the proposed billboard location complies with most
guidelines, with the exception of that for proximity to intersections and permanent signs.
However, they conclude following thorough evaluation minimal safety concerns are
likely subject to suitable consent conditions.

The Transport Assessment reports that while there may be potential overap between
the billboard and traffic signals near intersections, factors such as multiple signals,
driver actions, and visual distinctions between signals and billboards help minimise
confusion. They also noted similar overlaps elsewhere have not caused more
accidents.

Regarding possible links between road safety and digital billboards, Carmageway
Consulting state that studies suggest billboard distraction is not a significant risk
compared to other activities like conversing with passengers.

Carriageway Consulting conclude, based on their analysis detailed within the Transport
Matters Assessment, that the proposed billboard will not give rise to any perceptible
transportation-related effect. To this end. Camiageway Consulting support this proposal
from a transportation perspective, and do not consider that it will give rise to adverse
tranzport safety or efficiency effects.

Owerall, any adverse effects on transport safety are considerad to be less than minor.

S,
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5.3 Positive Effects

To ignore the positive effects of the proposal may overstate any adverse effects that
may arise from the proposal.

The proposed billboard enables local businesses and community groups to connect
with consumers and advertise their products and services which, in turn, may generate
sales and increase the profile for local businesses when their premises may not be as
wvigible. The billboard can be utilised to promote local events that focus on sustainability,
such as local farmer's markets or recycling initiatives. To this end, the proposed
billboard meets the needs of local businesses and supports economic diversity through
providing opportunities for off-site signs.

The proposed billboard provides a resource to display community service information
such as health messages.

This application demonstrates investment confidence within the surrounding area
which makes a small contribution to supporting the community's wellbeing and
resilience.

Owerall, the proposal is considered to have a number of positive effects.

54 Conclusion

In consideration of the above assessment, it is considered that there are no persons
that will be adversely affected by the proposed billboard. Any potential for adverse
effects can be appropriately avoided, remedied, or mitigated, and will be less than
minor in the context of the receiving environment.

S,
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Statutory Assessment

6.1

6.1.1

Objectives and Policies

RMA Section 104 requires that the provisions of the Operative Plan, or any other matter
the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary, to be considered
when assessing an application. The Tasman Resource Management Plan requires
consideration. No Mational Environmental Standards are considered relevant to this
application. The key Objectives and Policies outlined in the abovementioned document
are set out below.

Tasman Resource Management Plan

The relevant Objectives and Policies of the District Plan have been identified and
assessed against below.

Chapter 5 contains the Objectives and Policies related to site amenity effects.
Objective 5.2.2 focuses on the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values on
site and within communities throughout the District. Policy 5.2.3.9 states to avoid,
remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of signs on amenity values. The V14 concludes
that the proposed billboard is consistent with the character and visual amenity of the
surrounding area and public realm given the commercial nature of the existing
environment. The sign will be visible to road users, but from a distance, it blends with
other signage and infrastructure. Residential properties facing the road are shielded,
resulting in minimal change for residents. The billboard will not obstruct views or appear
out of place, especially compared to existing large signage. Heavy traffic in the area
will lessen any visual disturbance from the bilboard's changing images. Existing
ambient lighting further integrates the proposal with the commercial character of the
area. Policy 5.2.3.11 focuses on enabling a range of signs in commercial and industrial
areas, subject to safety and access needs and visual considerations. The proposal is
consistent with this as the sign is appropriately located in a commercial area and has
been assessed as having less than minor effects on the safety and visual amenity of
the receiving environment, with these matters supported by the relevant expert
assessments.

Chapter 6 contains Objectives and Policies related to urban environment effects. With
specific relevance to Richmond, Policy 6.6.3.2 seeks to ensure that the Richmond
town centre continues to develop as the central focus for intensive retail and office
commercial development, and the core pedestrian-oriented area. The site is highly
commercial and anticipated to further develop as such. Signage is an expected
component of commercial environments, as reflected by existing signage. The
proposed billboard is visible to pedestrians, with the urban design assessment
concluding that effects on these are less than minor. The VIA confims that the
proposed billboard, positioned approximately 3m above the existing building's parapet,
will seamlessly integrate with the commercial surroundings without detracting from the
area's character. Given its similarity to existing billboards and the bustiing commercial

S,

Project: 332 Queen Sneed | Referance: 2847-33-332 Queen Streel-AEE-FIMAL | 21 May 3024 17420

Page 71 of 182



Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 11 October 2024
Attachment 5 — Application and AEE May 2024 — Item 2.5

6.2

6.2.1

TOWNPLANNING

GREOUP

activities, its impact is anticipated to be minimal. Additionally, controling image
transition timing, lighting levels, and maximum luminance is expected to further mitigate
any visual effects, ensuring they remain less than minor.

Chapter 11 Contains Objectives and Policies relating to land transport effects.
Objective 11.1.2 seeks a safe and efficient transport system, where any adverse
effects of the subdivision, use or development of land on the transport systemn are
avoided, remedied or mitigated. Policy 11.1.3.11 aims to ensure that signs do not
detract from traffic safety by causing confusion or distraction to or obstructing the views
of motorists or pedestrians.

According to the Traffic Assessment, the proposed billboard is strategically elevated
above surrounding roadways and traffic signals. minimising its impact on the transport
network and aligning with the objective of promoting a safe and efficient transport
system. This elevation facilitates unobstructed traffic movement and does not detract
from traffic safety, based on the conclusions of the Traffic Report.

The proposed billboard underwent rigorous assessment to ensure compliance with
road safety regulations and adherence to relevant standards, as indicated by the Traffic
Asszessment. Measures such as proper placement and illumination control will help
minimise any adverse effects on traffic safety and efficiency.

The Traffic Assessment concludes that the proposed billboard will not present any
particular road safety concerns provided that suitable controls (through conditions of
conzsent) are put in place.

Owerall, this application is considered to be consistent with the relevant Objectives and
Policies of the District Plan for the reasons outlined in the above assessment.

Section 95 of the RMA

Section 95A Assessment

Section 954 of the RMA considers the need for public notification and sets out four
steps in a specific order to be considered in determining whether to publicly notify.

In terms of Step (1), public notification is not requested, Section 95C pertaining to
notification in the event that further information is not provided under Section 92 is not
applicable, and the application is not being made jointly with an application to exchange
recreation reserve land under Section 1544 of the Reserves Act 1977.

In terms of Step (2), the proposal does not fall within any of the matters for which public
notification is precluded.

Moving to Step (3), notification is not required by a rule in a Plan or a NES, and as
demonstrated in Section 5 of this report, the adverse effects on the environment are

considered to be less than minor.
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Lastly, in terms of Step (4) as no special circumstances are considered to apply public
naotification is not required under any of the pathways in Section 954,

Section 95B Assessment

While public notification is not necessary, any effects of the proposal on the local
environment and upon particular parties must still be considered. This is addressed
through Section 858 of the RMA, which has four steps similar to Section 95A.

In terms of Step (1), there are no affected protected customary rights or customary
marine title groups in terms of Subclause (2), nor is the proposed activity on or adjacent
to, or may affect land that is the subject of a statutory acknowledgement made in
accordance with an Act specified im Schedule 11 in terms of Subclause (3).

In termiz of Step (2), none of the circumstances in Subsection (5) that would preclude
limited notification apply. We therefore move to Step (3).

Step (3) requires the consent authority to determine, in accordance with Section 95E,
whether there are any affected parties. Section S5E states that a person is an affected
person if the consent authority decides that the activity's adverse effects on the person
are minor or more than minor (but are not less than minor). There are not considered
to be any affected persons in this instance for the reasons given in the above
assessment of effects.

In terms of Step (4), no special circumstances exist therefore the application may be
processed on a non-notified basis.

With respect to the above, in consideration of the conclusions of the AEE, it is
concluded that the proposal will result in less than minor adverse effects on the
environment, and there are no other circumstances requiring or warranting public or
limited notification.

Purpose and Principles of the RMA

The purpose of the RMA, as set out under Section 5 (2) is to promote the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources. The relevant matters in Sections &, 7,
and & of the RMA also reguire consideration. There are no matters of national
importance under Section 6 that need to be recognised and provided for in this
application.

The RMA specifies that particular regard shall be had to the relevant matters listed in
Section 7 including:
b) the efficlent use and development of nafual and physical resources.

cj the mainfenance anﬂ'mnmnenrofammy vailues.

i) maintenance and enhancement of the gually of the environment.

QOwerall, this proposal is also considered to be an efficient use of a physical resource
by deploying a billboard on underutilized building to promote local goods, reducing the

S,
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need for additional land conversion. The billboard may contribute to local economic
development by attracting businesses and wisitors to the area, which can indirectly
support sustainable practices in the region. The amenity values and quality of the
environment is maintained and enhanced by the location and design of the proposed
billboard, as well as the nature and colour of the advertising displayed.

There are no matters under Section 8 that require consideration with respect to this
application.

As has been demonstrated throughout this AEE, any adverse effects from the proposed
billboard have been largely avoided, remedied, or mitigated to be less than minor on
the receiving environment. The proposal aligns with the relevant Objectives and
Policies of the District Plan.

For the reasons outlined in this report, the proposal is consistent with the purpose and
principles under Section 5, and the associated matters under Part 2 of the RMA. The
proposal represents an efficient use of natural and physical resources, and will be
undertaken in a manner which avoids, remedies, and mitigates potential adverse
effects on the environment. It is considered that the proposal is consistent with the
purpose and principles of the RMA and accords with the definition of sustainable
management.

S,
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1.  Introduction
1.1.  Bekon Media Limited proposes to install a digital billboard on the northwestern corner of 322
Queen Street, Nelson. The angle of the billboard means that it will be visible to drivers travelling

southbound on Lower Queen Street and to drivers travelling eastbound on Gladstone Road. It
will not be visible to drivers approaching on the other two legs of the intersection.

Figure 1: Location of Proposed Billboard

1.2.  Itis understood that the digital billboard will be mounted on the roof of the building, above the
west-facing angled wall. The billboard itself will be 7m wide and 3.5m high and will be in
‘landscape’ orientation. The position means that the bottom of the billboard will be 5.3m above

ground level.

Figure 2: Visual Mock-Up of Proposed Billtboard Location (Extract from DCM Urban Drawing)

1.3.  This report considers the transportation aspects of the proposed digital billboard, including the
potential effects on road safety.

Bekon Meda Limited Proposed Digital Bilboard
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2.  Current Transportation Environment

21. Roading Layout

2.1.1. Gladstone Road forms part of State Highway 6. On the approach to the billboard location the
highway cross-section is influenced by the presence of intersections. Typically, it provides two
lanes in each direction, separated by a flush median, and parking is not permitted on either
side of the highway. The highway has a flat and straight alignment in this location, and is
subject to a 50km/h speed limit.

Photograph 1: Gladstone Road Looking East (Billboard Location in Distant Background)

212, Approxamately 70m west of the proposed billboard location, the kerbline of Gladstone Road
flares to develop an auxiliary lane for vehicles that are turning left at the Gladstone Road /
Lower Queen Street intersection. The right tum movement from Gladstone Road into Queen
Street is not permitted, with four RG-7 'no right turn’ signs provided. Thus there are three traffic
lanes on the immediate approach to the intersection.

Photograph 2: Gladstone Road Approach to Intersection with Lower Queen Street

Bekon Media Limited Proposed Digital Bitboard
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2.1.3. The Gladstone Road / Lower Queen Street intersection is signalised, with five signal heads
facing eastbound traffic (primary, overhead prnimary, secondary, overhead secondary and
tertiary). RG-7 ‘no right tum’ signs are affixed to the three of the signal poles at the intersection.
There is a raised island for 20m on the approach, and pedestnans crossing phases on each
approach (although the carnageway markings for the crossing are heavily worn in places).

2.1.4_ There are footpaths on each side of the highway, and there are multiple driveways on either
side which serve the well-established commercial activity that fronts the highway. However
there are no cycling facilities.

2.1.5. Lower Queen Street is subject to a 50km/h and has a flat and straight alignment. It typically
provides one traffic lane in each direction, but south of Stratford Street (110m northwest of
Gladstone Road) the road widens to develop two southbound lanes at the intersection with
Gladstone Road (straight ahead and right tum), plus also a left turn ‘bypass’ lane which is not
signalised.

Photograph 3: Lower Queen Street Approach to Intersection with Gladstone Road

2.1.6. There are four signal heads facing eastbound traffic (primary, dual primary, secondary and
tertiary). There soi a short raised island of 10m on the approach.

2.1.7. The left-turn lane is not signalised, and operates under give-way control although we note that
the give-way line is very womn. Pedestrians are able to cross this lane via a zebra crossing
and there are standard carriageway markings (although we highlight that many of the stripes
are barely visible) and Belisha Beacon discs. To enable pedestrians to wait to cross, and to
ensure that left-turning vehicles are aligned to the left, there is a raised island separated the
left-turn lane from the 'straight ahead’ lane.

2.1.8. There are footpaths on either side of Lower Queen Street. There are also on-road cycling
facilities, with a northbound cycle lane and green surfacing provided, plus a corresponding
southbound lane. There is direction signage for pedestrians and cyclists at the Gladstone Road
/ Lower Queen Street intersection, advising of the direction of the Brightwater and Wakefield
walking/cycling route (which connects with Lower Queen Street approximately 85m northwest
of the Gladstone Road / Lower Queen Street intersection.

WMLI“M Propesed Digital Bllboard
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21.8. Lower Queen Streat has one private accesses in the immediate vicinity of the Gladstone Road

! Lower Cueen Strest imtersection, which is an access serving 8 McDonald's restaurant and
drive-thru lane.

22 Traffic Flows

221 Waka Hotahi carries out regular traffic surveys on the state highway network. The closest
counter location bes 1_3km to the west of the site (id: 00600130) but as there are a number of
side roads between this location and the site, the traffic wolumes recorded can only be
considened indicative. In 2023, this location showed the highway camied an Annual Average
Dwaily Traffic of 21,050 wehicles (two-way), and as noted abowve, half of these vehicles would
hawe views of the proposad billboard.

222 According fo the MobileRoad website, Lower Queen Strest north of Gladstone Sireet cames
8,660 vehicles per day (two-way), suggesting 4,830 vehicles per day will fravel southbound
and wehicle occupants will be able to see the billboand.

23  Road Safety

231, The Waka Kotahi CAS database has been used o review the reported creshes over a distance
of 100m west and north of the proposed billboard location' imvohving eastbound and
southbound traffic™ Ower the past five years (2019 to 2023), plus the partial recond for 2024,
thers were 21 crashes reported in this area from where drivers could poteniially have seen the
billboard (if it was in place):

= 4 crashes were associated with the lefi-tum lane from Lower Queen Street into

Richmond Deviation

= One crash occurred when a driver attempbed to turn info the unsignalised kefi-turn
lane on Lower Quesn Street and collided with & vehicle waiting in the adjacent
southbound traffic lane. The crash did not result in any injuries;

o One crash cccurred when a driver tumned out of the unsignalised left-turn lane on
Lower Queen Street and was struck by an eastbound vehicle on Gladstone Street.
The crash did mot result in any injunies.

o One crash cccurred when a driver tumned out of the unsignalised left-turn lane on
Loweer Queen Streat and struck a vehicle shead. The crash did not result in any
imjuries.

o One crash occumed when a driver turning left out of the unsignalised lefi-tum lane
on Lower Queen Sireet was struck by a following wehicle. The crash did not result
im any injuries.

# 3 crashes were sssociated with drivers disobeying the signage and attermpting o turn
right in locations where there is a prohibition on this movement:

o Two crashes occumed when a driver turmed right from Gladstone Rioed into Quesen
Street, and was struck a westbound vehicle on Richmond Deviation. The crashes
did not result in any injuries.

= One crash occurred when a driver tuming right from Queen Street was struck by
a southiround drver on Lower Crueen Sireet. The crash resulted in serious injunes.

1 On the besis that the billboard B expecied to be seen over a distance of 80m, a3 discusaed
subsequently, plus a margin of ermor for any miscodes of the crash kecations.
# Since the billboard will not be able to be seen by westbaund and northbound drivers

Bekon Meda Limiled Proposed Digial Bilboand
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# Jcrashes occumed on the Gladstone Road approach
= Two crashes occumed when an eastbound driver on Gladstone Rosd ran into the
rear of ancther vehide in a gueue of traffic. One crash resulted in minor injuries
and ona crash did not result in any injuries.
= One crash occurred when a driver changed lanes on Gladstona Rioad and struck
the trailer of car shead. The crash did nod result in any injuries
« Jcrashes occumed on the Lower CQueen Strest approach
= Ome crash occurred when a southbound driver on Lower Queen Street was struck
by & following wehicle. The crash did not result in any injuries.
o One crash occumred when & car going straight ahead into Queen Street failed to
stay in their own lane, and struck a truck thet was tuming night onto Gladstone
Road. The crash did not result in any injuries
= One crash occurred when a car reversed at spead into a car waiting behind. The
crash did not result in any injuries
= 4 crashes invoheed drivers failing to stop at red traffic signals
= One crash cccurmed when an eastbound wehicle on Gladstona Streat failed to stop
for a red signal and struck by a southbound vehicle on Lower Queen Street. The
crash did not result in any injuries.
= One crash occurred when a westbound wehicle on Richmond Deviation faled to
stop for a red signal and struck by a southbound wehicle on Lower Quesen Strest.
The crash resulted in minor injunes.
= One crash occurred when a westbound wehicle on Richmond Deviation faled to
stop for & red signal and struck by a northbound wehicle on Queen Strest. The
crash did not result in any injuries.
o One crash occurred when an easstbound wehicle on Gladstone Street was struck
by 8 northbound vehicle on Cueen Street which had niot stopped at a red signal.
The crash did mot result in any injuries.
= 3 crashes occurmed due to turning movemsents from Lower Queen Streat:
= One crash occurred when a southbound driver on Lower Queen Street entered
the intersection on an orange signal, tumed rght and collided with a vehicle
travelling north. The crash resulted in minor injuries.
= Two crashes occurmed when 8 southbound driver on Lower Cueen Streat tumed
right onto Gladstone Road, and failled to see & vehicle travelling morth. The
crashes resulted in minor injuries.
= There was one other crash recorded:
o One crash cccurred when a pedestrian crossed Richmond Deviation from north
o south against the traffic signals, and was struck by & westbound vehicle. The
crash resulted in sericus injuries.

232 The crashes typically had different contributing factors and occurred in different locations.
Crash types such as nose-to-tail collisions in quewes of fraffic, and drivers undertaking tuming
movements whan hawving a red or orange signals are commaon at urban interseciions. As such,
it does not appear that there are any inherent road safety deficiencies at this location. However
the crashes are discussed further below.

24.  Existing Signage in the Area

2.4.1. Based on site visits, there are only a emall number of existing statutory road signs within 100m
of the billboard in locations from where the images displayed can be ssenread at the same
time as the proposed static billboard:

= RG-6 ' give way' signs at the southem end of the |eft-turn lane on Lower Cueen Strest;

Bakon Media Limiled Proposed Digial Bilboand
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« RG-7 'no right turn’ signs facing west and affixed to three signal poles and at the
eastemn end of the raised island on Gladstone Road;

« RG-17 'keep left’ single disc signs on the ends of the raised islands on Gladstone Road
and Lower Queen Street;

« PW-5 'diverge’ signs at the northern end of the island separating the left-turn lane from
the straight head lane on Lower Queen Street’;

e PW-30 ' pedestrian crossing’ sign on Lower Queen Street (approximatety 95m from
the proposed billboard location);

* Belisha beacon discs at the zebra cressing in the left-turn lane.

2.4.2. These static signs are in addition 1o the traffic signals at the intersection.

2.4.3. Thereis also a considerable number of roadside advertising signs on this section of the roading
network, defined by the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual Part 3 (‘Advertising
Signs') as “all advertising signs and devices which can or are intended to be seen by all road
users”. These include (but are not limited to):

« Signfaces on the properties fronting the road due to the commercial nature of the land
use zoning; and
«  Plinth-type sign with shop names on the southem and westemn sides of the intersection.

Photograph 4: Examples of Other Signage Near the Billboard Location (Looking East)

Bekon Media Limited Proposed Digital Bilboard
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3. Overview of Road Safety Implications of Billboards

1. Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual (Part 3) Advertising Signs

311, The Waka Hotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual addresses various aspects of roadside
advertising signs (which as set cut abowe means signs, including those that are within private
property that are intended to be seen by road users) and it includes billboards. Importantly, the
manual sets out that each particular installation should be treasted on its own merits having
regard o its purpose, nature and location, and with an expectstion that sound judgement is
used to ensure they are effective but without compromising safety. It also notes that there is
no reason why an off-site adwertising sign should hawve more of an adverse effect than a similar
on-site sign, provided that suitable controls are in place to evoid signage proliferation.

312, Under this document, at a general level, any adwertising ségn should not:

« contain reflective matenal if it is lkely to reflect the light from the lamps of amy vehicle
an the road, or flucrescent or phosphorescent material if it is likely to mislead or distract
drivers from traffic signs installed in the vicinity, or mask those signs;

# be capable of being mistaken for a raffic control device, including use of red, green,
orange, white or yellow in combinations of colours, or shapes which may be mistaken
for & fraffic control device;

« use red, green, orange, white or yellow colours in a location where it is likely to form
the foreground or background to or appear alongside a traffic control device of similar
colour when viewed by approaching motonsts;

« contain large aregs of red, green or orange displayed on lluminated signs which at
night are likely to cause confusion with traffic control signals or tail lights of wehicles;

= give instructions to motorists that could conflict with any fraffic sign or traffic confrol
device; ar

« compete with existing direction signs.

31.3. There are controls on the brightness of illuminated signs, and for a sign with more than 10sgm
of iluminated area within an area with street lights, such as is the case in this instance, a
mizzgimum B00cd/sqm is permitted.

314. Tohelp avoid safety issues, the Manual sets out that adwerising signs on urban roads (defined
85 whera a speed limit is less than T0kmi'h) should not be located within 100m of intersections
and permanent regulatory or waming signs, although it also sets out that there are many
advertiserments close to intersections or traffic controd dewvices that spparently cause no
probdams.

315, The recommended visibility for signs relates to the vehicle speeds, with signs on roads with
higher speads needing io be visible from a greater distance, and within a narmowed angle of
view for the driver. Figure 5.1 of the manual shows that at where there is 8 spead limit of
Skmih, & 45 degree angle of vision is appropriate on either side of the road, and an additional
15 degrees can be added o allow for the driver moving their head. Minimum (unrestricted)
forward sight distances of 80m are also appropriate for a posted S0km'h speed limit and
adjacent rmadside advertising signe are recommended to be at least S0m apart.

316. Specific care is also required whean considening animated, flashing and variable message signs
for advertising, with regard to location and wisibdlity distraction to motorists. Animation and

flashing signs should not be wsed where the speed of passing traffic is more than 70kmih, and
varigble message signs require “careful sszessment” where sited close to an intersection or

Bakon Mada Limiled Proposed Digital Bilboand
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where vehicles merge/diverge. Notably, the manual sets out that such signs should have static
displays, change display over a timeframe of less than two seconds, and have a minimum time
for separate displays of more than five seconds.

3.2 General Assessment of Road Safety Effects of Billboards
Research Papers

3.21. There are a vanety of reports which address the road safety effects of digital billboards. One
is @ 2013 research report produced by the Austroads organisation™ In passing it is worth noting
that this is a research report which does not have the same status as the typical Austroads
guides that are commonly referred to by traffic engineers. More importantly however, the guide
itself states that it deals with all types of roadside advertising from static billboards to those
that have animation, interact with a driver and those which are projections of large images onto
buildings (as set out in Section 3 of the report). As set out below, animation, driver interaction
and large-scale projections are not proposed by this application.

3.22. The report adopts a cautious approach in drawing any conclusions noting that:

“There is compeling evidence that distraction is @ major confribufor to crashes. However,
studies providing direct evidence that roadside advertising plays a significant role in
these distraction based crashes are currently not available. The studies that have been
conducted show convincingly that roadside advertising is distracting and that it may lead to
poorer vehicle control. However, the evidence is presently only suggestive of, although clearly
consistent with, the notion that this in tumm results in crashes.

It is also worth noting, on the basis of Klaver et al.'s (2006) results, that while looking at an
extemal object increased the crash nsk by nearly four times, less than 1% of all crashes and
near crashes were from this source of distraction. A substanfial proportion of these extemal
objects would not have been advertising signs. Thus, while it is not possible to tell from the
reported results, it is reasonable to conclude that far less than 1% of all crashes and near
crashes involved distraction from roadside advertising.

While the Klauer et al. (2006) study may not be representative of all dnving events, it does
suggest that the contribution of roadside advertising to crashes is likely to be relatively
minor.™ (Emphases added)

3.2.3. Another report is that of Horberry et al from 20097, which concludes that:

“There is still a lack of comprehensive research evidence upon which to form guidelines or
standards about how much distraction from outside of the vehicle is 'safe’. A recent review in
the UK of the dnver distraction literature (in-vehicle and external distraction) produced similar
conclusions, and recommended that further work to examine driver distraction due o the
presence of advertising billboards and simifar is a high pnonity. At the time of writing, similar
research initiatives in the area of possible distraction caused by roadside advertisement are
also taking place in the USA. However, untii complete, the regulation of some types of

3 Austroads Research Report AP-R420-13, “Impact of Roadside Advertising on Road Safety” Section 3)

* Austroads Research Report AP-R420-13, *Impact of Roadside Advertising on Road Safety” Section 5.2
3 Perez, Horberry, T., Regan, MA, & Edquist, J. (2009). Dnver Distraction from Roadside Advertising: The
clash of road safety evidence, highway authonty guidelines, and commercial advertising pressure.
nttps:/'document chalmers se/download?docid=653291678
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information (e.g. bithoands and other 3rd party adverbsing) in the road emaromment cannaf be
fuily evidence-based.™

324 This indicates that the paper is therefore highlighting that (a) there is insufficient research on
which to base conclusions regarding the safety of roadside advertising and (b) an element of
judgement is required. [t is important to note that this paper was produced nearty 15 years ago
and mare research has been conducted since that time. The conclusions of the report therefore
rmiay mt represent current thinking (ether for or sgainst digital billboards ).

3.25. Subsequent to the Horbemy paper, there has been further research which sats out that in
complex situations, drivers pay litthe heed to billboards but instead focus on the matters
pertaining to driving” 2 # 12

326, The Canadian Digital and Projected Advertising Displays: Regulatory and Road Safety
Aszessmant Guidelines (TAC 2015) concludes that *despite years of research, there have
been no definitive conclusions about the presence or strength of adverse safety impacis of
digifal billboaras measurad by increased coflision frequency” (Section 2.1.4 of that Guide).
Maoreowver, the purpose of the Canadian guidelines is to provide recommendsations that are
designed to control (digial billboards) such that they emulate static advertising signs and
therefore result in 8 similar distracting and road safety effect as static sadverisements. Allowing
for suiteble conditions of consent regarding the images displayed, this will be achieved in this
instance.

327 Finally, a review of primary research was prepared by DOr Jerry Wachtal entifled "Compendium
of Recent Research Studies on Distraction from Commearcial Electronic Varable Message
Signs (CEVMS). This does not contain any primary research itself but is 8 review of other
papers and a review of most of the papers themsehes (several could not be located) is set out
in Annexure A.

3.28. Inbnef, it is not apparent that there are compelling supporting arguments for the link batwesan
road safety and digital billbocards. Several studies note that measured by the rate to which
billboards distract drivers, it is not a large risk factor from a population perspective, compared
to more mundane tzsks such as talking with passengers. The authors of other studies
specifically limit their ressarch in some way, such &3 due o the uniqueness of the roads
aseessed, the small data set exemined, or being careful to draw a distinction between
billboards ettracting attention wersus creating distraction. In other cases, it is evident that the
prevailing envircnment assessed is different to that which is present for the cument application.

3.29. Importanty, in many cases, the research is not clear whether the digital billboard included
moving images or was solely static. |t i unclear then how many of the papers are directy
applicable to the current application and therefore whether they can be given any weight in
this spacific conbext.

° hhid, page &

T Driver Wisual Behavior In The Presence of Commerdal Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS),
FHA, 2011

o Decker, JS et al (2015). The Impact of Billboards on Drver Wisual Behavior: A Syatematic Literature
Review, Traffic Injury Prevention Vol 16(3), 234-239

* Young, KL et al (2017). Inveatigating the Impact of Static Roadside Advertising on Drivers' Siuation
Awareness, Applied Ergonomics, Vol 60, 136-145

" Young, K. & Regan, M. (2007). Dhver distraction: A review of the Beratura. In: 1L.J. Faulks, M. Regan_ M.
Stevanson, J. Brown, A Porter & J0_ Inwin (Eds.). Distracted driving. Sydney, NSW: Australasian Collage
of Rinad Safety. Pages 370-405.
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3.2 10. By way of example, one study often cited is that of Sisiopiku, VP, lslam, M, Haleem, K, Alluri,
P_ & Gan, A (2014)". This compares the crash records upstream and downstream of digital
billboards on high speed roads in the USA. When the data is aggregated, it purpors to show
that the number of crashes on the section of road prior to the billboard (where the billboard
can be seen by the driver) is greater than downstream (whare the billboard is not visible).

3.2.11. Howewer at 50% of the sites assessed, the records showed that there were fewer crashes
wheare the billbocard could be seen than downstream of the billboard, with the outcomes
reversed at the other 50% of the sites. This is not the consistent pattern that would be expecied
if drivars wera distracted.

3.212 Finally, one other paper attempted to control for any effects arising from driver under-reporting
of craches involving distraction due to digital billboards'. In brief, this study involved a sample
of 4,307 drivers who had been imwabved in a crash in the previous 12 months who were asked
to fill In 8 web-based guestionnaire abouwt distractions during the crash. For each of the
pofential 13 distraction factors presented, the drivers indicated whether or not they wera
distracted by that specific facior at the time of the crash. “Distracted by billboard' was ona
factor of the 13.

3.2.13. The authors concluded that "Ewven though the results from this sfudy indicate that looking af
hilboards and searching for addresses'strest names ame the disfrechons associated with
highest accident nisk, it is aizo important fo look af the prevalence of the nisk factor. These fwo
factors were reporfed fo have been distracting only 0.3 and 0.8 percent of dnvers (ie., in the
whole sampia) respectvely. This means that, a5 measured by the rafe to which billboands
distract dnvers, this iz not 8 [arge nisk facfor from & population perspective. When considenng
the prevalence of the risk factors in addibon o the refative accident imvolvement, falking with
passenger|sl and atfending to children in the back seat are the distraction facfors that perhaps
are most likely to make the largest contributions fo the number of crashes™ 2.

3.2 14. Taken oversll, the research does not demonstrate a clear link between the presence of digital
billoards and a nise in the number of creshes recorded.

Road Safefy Recoms

3.2 15 In evaluating the potential of digital billboards to result in adverse roed safety effects, there is
some research within Mew Zealand that reviews the incidence of reported crashes in the
vicinity of such billboards. This study took the form of reviewing the crash rates &t locations
before and afier a digital billboard was installed, and comparing the two to see whether there
had besn any significant change. This study showed no clear evidence of a systematic
increase in crash rates due to digital billboards.

3.2 16. At 8 more general lewel, thare are now well ower 500 digital billboards operating within Mew
Zesland. This not only means that they are no longer 8 novelty and dmers will be wellused
to sesing them as part of the roading environment, but it also means that there is a large
amount of data relating to crash numbers and patterns in the vicinity of the billboards.

" Sislopilow, WP, lstam, M, Haleem, K, Alluri, P. & Gan, A. (2014). Investigation of the Potential Relationship
bebwean Crash Ocowrence and the Presence of Digital Advertsing Billboards in Alabama and Florida.
Procesdings of the Transportation Research Board [TRE] 94™ Annusl Mesting.

= Backer-Grandahl, A, & Sagberg, F. (2009). “Relatve crash involvernent risk associated with  different
sources of drver distraction.” Presented at the First international Conference on Driver Destraction and
Inattention. Gothenburg, Sweden: Chalmers Uinkversity.

3 Ibid, page 11
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3.217. As at October 2022, thera were 488 large-format digital signs in Mew Zealand®, plus a further
250 or eo smaller screens in bus sheliers. There are also numerous digital displays within shop
windows which are onentated towards approaching traffic (in passing, many of these use
animation). The first large-format digital billeoard was erected in 2012, Adopiling a conservative
approach of each location having ondy 10,000 views per day (and most sites have considerably
more than this), this eguates to a cumulative fotal of more than 2.7 billion views per year.
Allowing for the recent growth in digital billboards since the first one was installed, it can be
estimate that there have been at least 5.5 billion views of digital billboards by drivers.

3.2.18. Despite this, a review of the Waka Kotahi CAS database shows there has been no reporied
crash where distraction from a consented digital billboard has been cited &s 8 contributing
factor, and there is no location in Mew Zealand where the number'rate of reported crashes has
increased after a digital bilboard has been installed compared to the numberrate of reported
craghes prior o installation.

13 Conclusions

3.3.1. Based on this review, the available literature is sometimes contradictory. Howewver, it appears
possible that digital billboards atiract driver attention to a greater extent than static billbcards,
slthough this conclusion must be interpretated cautiously as in most cases it is unclear from
the literature how the bilboard was operated (in paricular, the dwell time for images, the
brighiness and the use of extensive animation). Even if this was the case though, the extent
of any change in driver gaze patterns is not sufficient to result in & consequential increass in
tha crash rate. To paraphrase, if digital billboards attract more driver attention then this is not
to the extent that a road safety problem anises.

3.3.2. An examination of the crash records in New Zealand in the vicinity of digital billbcards does
niot shovw that rates increase once a digital billeoard is installed. This is despite a conservative
calculation of more than five billion views of digital billboards by drivers in Mew Zealand.

333 One plausible explanation for this ocutcome relates to the way that digital billboards are

controlled in respect of thedr operation in Mew Zealand. That is. the faciors that studies show
can have an adverse aeffect on road safety (for example, animation) are sddressed through

conditions of consent to eliminate (or substantially mitigate) this characteristic.
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4. Compliance with Waka Kotahi Recommendations

d.1. Billboard Location

4.1.1. The billsoard will be sited on private property beyond the boundary of Queen Sirest and
elevated wall above the camageway surface. Consequenthy it will not present a hazard in terms
of physically bocking the visibility of any road signs for approaching drivers.

4,12 Quesen Sirest in this location is subject to a 50km'h speed limit and therefore is classified as a
‘urban’ roed under the recommendsations because of the speed limit. As such, there is &
recommendation to have a 100m separation betwean any parmanent regulatoryiwarning signs
and any intersections. The rationale for this distance is that a bilboard may obscure the traffic
sign or otherwise detract from the effectivenass of the traffic sign.

413, This distance is not achiewed as there are 8 number of road signs as discussed above.
However Bs the billboard is elevated, it cannot obstruct the visibility or conspicuity of any of
the road signs. Further, the signs are typically some distance from the billboard and because
of this, the signs will appear more visually prominant than the billboard. By way of example,
a5 a driver approaches the intersection from Gladstona Road, the 'no Aght’ turn signs will ba
choser to them that the billboard, meaning at (say) 50m. perspective means that the roads
signs will Bppear o ba one third the hesght of the billboard.

414 Further, there are numerous locations within New Zealand where digital billoards are within
100m of an intersecton or other signage and where no adverse safety effects have ansen.

415 For a S50km'h prevailing speed limit, the billboard needs to be visible for at least 80m on the
immediate approaches. This is achieved.

4.16. There is also a recommendation that billboards should be placed as close as possible fo
drivers' lines of sight. It is evident from Figures 1 and 2 above that approaching drivers need
to tum thair head very lithe to sea the billboard.

4.1.7. Additionally, under the Manual, roadside advertising signs are recommended fo be 8 minimum
of 50m apart although it is recognised that this may not be achievable in many circumstances.
In this instance, there are numernows existing advertising signs on this part of the roading
netwaork and so the separation distance is already not achieved. Rather, drivers will be well-
usied to seeing reading advertising signage in the ares.

42  Signface

4.2 1. Caontrols (through conditions of consent) are proposed to be put in place to ensure that the
imeges displayed on the billboard are not capable of being mistaken for a traffic control devica
or which could be misconstrued as providing instruction to drivers. Similarly, the surface of
the signs can be constructed from materials that do not reflect Bight from the lamps of any
wahicle on the road and the lighting of the sign can also be suitably controlled.

4,22 With regard fio the images displayed, the Traffic Contral Devices Manual sets out the minimum
sizas for lettering to enable it to ba sean by drivers. However the vast majority of images on
{any) billboard include graphics, text that is expected to be read, and text that is not expected
to ba read. The latter is typically reguired for legal reasons and is usually displayed at a very
emall size that makes it, in effect, llegible to passing drivers.
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4.23. By way of example, a home loan advertisement is likely to have the bank logo and corporate
colours, the interest rate in larger letters, and the terms and conditions under which the loan
is offered in small print. The intent is that the viewer sees the bank name and rate, but does
not attempt to review the terms and conditions.

The other guys charge for
Aussie business roaming

W

FIGHTING 2
FOR FAIR

Photograph 8: Example of Advertising Showing Legal ‘Small Print’ (Bottom of Image)

4.24. The same applies to the types of font used. Many fonts that are used for the name of
companies are difficult to read in and of themselves (such as Coca Cola, Starbucks, and
Johnson & Johnson). However, viewers do not read the wording as such, but rather, recognise
the image that is created by the combination of the font and the words.

425 Research shows that in complex driving situations, drivers reduce the time that they spend on
non-essential driving tasks (such as glancing at billboards). However, even disregarding this,
the average glance time at a billboard is less than a second'. This is not sufficient for a driver
to read each individual word on a displayed image, but rather, just to see and assimilate the
overall image and/or core information. Put another way, information that cannot easily be read
is simply ignored.

4.26. Taking this into account, it is not considered that there is any need to specify fonts or font sizes
for the image shown on the billboard.

4.27. With regard to the use of animation, as set out above minor changes in the displayed images
are uniikely to have adverse road safety effects. The research in this area is limited however,
and therefore it is considered that any animation should be used cautiously. Given the
difficulties in defining what constitutes ‘light’ or ‘minor’ animation, it is more straightforward to
simply prohibit animation, as is proposed.

4.3. Summary of Compliance

4.3.1. Overall, it is considered that the billboard complies (or is able to comply) with the majority of
the Waka Kotahi recommendations, with suitable conditions of consent to be put in place to
provide certainty in respect of colour of displays, animation, display ime, and time of transition
to the next image.

4.32. The exception to compliance relates to the separation of the billboards from a nearby
intersections and permanent regulatory / waming signs. These are assessed in detail below,

¥ 3 Samsa, C. (2015) “Digital biiboards ‘down under': are they distracting to drivers and can industry and
regulators work together for a successful road safety outcome?” Proceedings of the 2015 Australasian
Road Safety Conference 14 — 16 October, Gold Coast, Australia
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but in summary, it is not considered that the proposed bilboard will result in adverse
transportation effects arising in these regards.
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5. Further Analysis of Road Safety Issues

5.1.  Potential for Overlap with Traffic Signals

5.1.1. As noted previously, the proposed location of the billboard is adjacent to a signalised
intersection. There is no evidence that billboards in the vicinity of traffic signals present any
adverse road safety effects, and in this case, the billboard is elevated above the level of the
surrounding roadways. However a specific assessment of the potential effects has been
carried out.

5.1.2. Based on site visits, there are no locations on Gladstone Road where the proposed billboard
appears in the background of the traffic signal heads. Rather, all traffic signal heads appear to
the left of the billboard for approaching drivers, plus the bilboard is elevated above three of
the five traffic signals.

Photograph &: Traffic Signal Locations on Gladstone Road in Relation to Billboard Location

5.1.3. The Approach Sight Distance (ASD) is defined as being the distance required for a driver to
see and react to a hazard ahead and stop their vehicle before a collision occurs. Thus this
represents the latest point at which any overlap with any signage is relevant, as beyond this
point. the driver has insufficient distance to stop their vehicle regardless. For a prevailing
speed limit of 50km/h (and an operating speed of 55km/h), the ASD is 63m.

5.1.4. At 63m from the stop-iine of the traffic signals, the proposed billboard would be more than 90m
from the approaching driver. However, as set out above, any roadside advertising is only
expected to be visible at 80m, making it very unlikely that at the last point where a driver
decides whether to stop or not they will be looking at the billboard.
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5.1.5. Nevertheless, an assessment of potential for visual overlap has been camied cut. The process
for doing this has been:

The billboard and traffic signals are positioned onto on an aerial photograph
Lines of sight are added, from the edges of the billboard, running through the position
of the signals and beyond fo the approaching traffic lanes.

« The area between these lines therefore represents the area where a driver might see
the billboard appearing in the background of the sign.

5.1.6. This is shown below.

Figure 3: Potential For Overlapping with Signage in the Horizontal Plane

5.1.7. It can be seen that in the horizontal plane, there is the potential for overlap with the primary
signal head, but not the dual primary, secondary or tertiary signal heads.

5.1.8. On this basis, the vertical plane has been considered. As noted above, the bottom of the
billboard is Jocated at 5.3m above ground level and since it is 3.5m in height, this means that
the top of the billboard is at 8.8m above ground level. A driver's eye height is 1.1m above
ground level, and the primary traffic signals are 4m above ground level and located 23m from
the billboard.

5.1.9. By a process of trigonometry and similar triangles, it can be calculated that there will be visual
overlap between the traffic signal and the billboard between 38m and 138m from the billboard
(11m to 111m from the stop-line of the traffic signals). This therefore confirms that there will
be visual overlap at the locations where drivers take the decision about whether to stop at the
signals or not.

5.1.10. It is considered that there are a number of additional factors that are relevant in this case.
Firstly, in practice, drivers do not receive information about whether to stop at traffic signal
from just one traffic signal, but from all signals plus the actions of drivers ahead of them (by
way of example a driver stops if the car ahead stops). In this case, there is a dual primary
traffic signals provided where there is no overlap present, as well as two other traffic signals
on the southem side of the intersection.

5.1.11. There is also a parallax effect which arises, because as a driver approaches the intersection,
the separation between the primary traffic signal and the billboard means that the traffic signal
will appear to move from right to left across the billboard. This makes it evident to a driver that
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the traffic signal head is a different object to the billboard, and thus less likely that the driver
will confuse the two.

T -

R l g
Figure 4: Sightlines Showing the Primary Signal Appears to Move Relative to the Billboard as a

Driver Approaches

5.1.12 Finally, as is the case for most traffic signals, the lanterns are surrounded by a black target
board. This provides a clear visual differentiation between the lantemns of the traffic signals
and the billbocard behind, again making it straightforward for a driver to comprehend that the
two are separate objects and thus minimise any potential that the driver confuses the two.

5.1.13. The situation of traffic signals overlapping a billboard is not uncommon in New Zealand, and
there are a number of other locations where this occurs. However in none of these locations

has there been any evidence of an increase in crashes.

Photograph 7: Traffic Signal Overlap, State Highway 1, Timaru, Showing Visual Separation Created
by Target Board
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5.2.  General Proximity of Traffic Signals and Billboard

5.21. A considerable number of consents have been granted where traffic signals are in close
proximity to digital billboards. An evaluation has been undertaken of other known locations
where digital billboards are provided, where the billboard has been established for some
considerable time.

522 As an example, one such location is at the George Bolt Memonial Drive / Tom Pearce Drive
intersection near Auckland Airport. At this location, the digital billboard forms the background
to the traffic signal heads. As the primary access to the airport, George Bolt Memorial Drive in
this location carries around 40,000 vehicles per day (two-way) meaning that at least 20,000
southbound drivers will have sight of the digital billboard each day, which is greater than would
see the proposed billboard at Queen Street. However no crashes have been recorded at this
location due to drivers being distracted by advertising signs over the past ten years.

Figure 5: Digital Billboard at the George Bolt Memorial Drive / Tom Pearce Drive Intersection

5.23. An assessment of 'before and after’ crash rates at digital billboard locations does not reveal
any ewvidence of any increase in crashes after digital billboards are installed.

5.24. Accordingly, it is not considered that there is any reason to anticipate that the installation of
the digital billboard will result in driver confusion or any adverse safety-related effects.

5.3. Assessment of Reported Crashes
5.3.1. The crashes recorded at this intersection have been reviewed in more detail.

« For the 4 crashes were associated with the left-tum lane from Lower Queen Street into
Richmond Deviation, the proposed static billboard would be cutside the field of vision
of the tuming driver;

* For the 3 crashes associated with drivers disobeying the signage and attempting to
tumn right in locations where there is a prohibition on this movement, it is of note there
are already four 'no right turn’ signs plus carriageway markings instructing drivers of
the prohibited movement. These are more signs directly in front of the driver than the
static billboard would be, plus as noted above, from the drivers’ perspective the
signage would appear relatively large compared to the billboard. The crash that
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occurmad when a driver tuming right from Queen Street was struck by 8 southbound
driver on Lower Queen Strest involved at at-fault driver that could not have seen the
billboard.

= The 3 nose-to-tail crashes that occurred on the Gladstone Rosd end Lower Quesan
Sirest approaches occumed some distance from the billboard, and this type of crash is
commaon in urban aress;

=  Crashes invobving drivers failing fo stop &t red fraffic signals is not uncommon at urban
intersactions, and onhy one (in five years) occurred in locations whare drivers could
have seen the proposed billboard. The other 3 occurrences of this type of crash
occurmed involved an at-fault driver that could not have seen the billbosrd;

=  Oneof the 3 crashes that occurred due to tuming movements from Lower Queen Street
occurmed when & southbound driver on Lower Queen Street entered the intersection
an &n orange signal and there is no indication that the driver failed to see this (simply
that they disregardad it). For the remaining 2 crashes imvohing tuming movements
from Lower Quean Street, the movement means that the billboard would move outside
the drivers’ field of vision prior to the collision.

=  The crash that cccurred when a pedestrian cressed Richmond Deviation from north fo
south against the traffic signals, and was struck by a westbound vehicle, involved a
driver that could not have seen the billboard. There is no evidence that the pedestrian
was in any way distracted, rathar, they were simply crossing hesdiess of traffic.

532 Of the three remaining crashes not discussed above, the crash inwvolving a driver clipping a
trailer is recorded as the at-fault driver simply failing to manoeuvra their vehicle cormecly whean
owertaking. It is also possible that the vehicle towing the trailer slowed down which contributed
to the crash. There is no data regarding the reasons why a driver failed to stay in their own
lane and stnuck & truck — the incident was recorded on CCTV and tail-swing of the truck was
niot reported. There is also no resscn why 8 driver reversed into the vehicle behind.

533 On the basis of this review, and taking all relevant matiers into account, it is not considerad
that the nature or frequency of reported crashes would be likely fo be influenced by the
presence of the billboard.
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6. Proposed Conditions of Consent

&.1.  Akhough = number of digital billboards have been consented around the country, sll have
associated conditions of consent in respect of their oparation. In each case, these are required
to ensure compliance with the Waka Kotahi Traffic Controd Devices Manual, andfor supported
by research regarding the safe operation of digital billbosrds, and so it is expected that they
will be offered as part of this application also:

= Eachimage displayed shall be static, and not contain or emit flashing lights, mowement,
animation, or other dynamic effect

« The images displayed shall not incorporate the predominant use of graphics, colours.
or shapes that could cause confusion or conflict with any traffic control device, nor
invite or direct a driver to undertake an aciion.

=  The display time for each image shall be a minimum of & seconds.

=  The transition from one image to the next shall be via & 0.5 second dissolve.

= A gplit sign (that is bwvo adveris) shall not be displayed at any one fime.

= Images on the billboard shall not be linked to “tell & story” across two or more
sequential images (that is, where the meaning of an image is dependent upon or
encourages viewing of the immediately following image).

= The consent holder shall ensure that in the ewent of any matfunction of the LED's or
the control system, the screen default shall be designad to freeze a display in ane still
position or default to a black screen until the malfunction has been repaired.

6.2, Itis also considered that two Advice Motes should be included:
= Reflective materials are not to be used for the digital display units, and would potentially
e contrary to redevant legislation.
= The legal framework relating to digital billboards is set out in Clauses 3.1 and 3.2 of
the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual Part 3 {Advertising Signs') 2011.

6.3 Based on the available research, these provisions will ensure that the signface and the
operation of the billboard meet best practice and do not result in driver confusion or distraction.
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7. Conclusions

7.1.  This report has identfied, evalusted and assessed the vanous transpaort and safety elaments
of 8 proposed digital billboard at Quean Street, Melson. Based on the analysis, it is considered
that the digital billeoard will not present any particular road safety concerns provided that
suitsble controts (through conditions of consent) are put in place.

7.2 The location of the billboard meets the recommendations of the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control
Denvices Manual (Part 3, Advertising Signs), other than in respect of the proamity fo
intersections, and to permanent waming { regulatory signe. These matiers have been
gpecifically evaluated and it is considerad very unlikely that adverse safety-related effects
would arise (egain, subject to suitable conditions of consant baing put in placa).

7.3.  The matter of the overlap of one traffic signal has also been evaluated in detad, and it is
considered that no adverse effects would arise from this.

T4,  Owerall, and subject to the preceding comments, the proposed digital billboard can ba
supported from a traffic and transportation perspeciive and it is considered that there are no
traffic and transportation reasons why consant could not be granted.

Cammiageway Consulting Limited
May 2024

Bakon Mada Limiled Proposed Digial Bilboand
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Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond
Review of Traffic Effects 7/12/2023

1. Scope of this Review

Affirm NZ Ltd has been engaped by Tasman District Council to carry aut a review of the traffic matters of a resource
consent application by Bekon Media Ltd to install a single sided 18m* static billboard on a building at 332 Queen
Street in Richmond. This review is intended to provide background infarmation to the Council Planners Report on
the conzent application.

2.  Documents Reviewed
For the purpase of this review | have considered the following documents:

1. Assessment of Environmental Effects prepared by Town Planning Group (MZ) Limited on behalf of Bekon
Media Ltd, 17 August 2023, [the AEE).

2. Proposed Static Billboard, 332 Queen Street, Richmond - Transportation Matters report of 26 lune 2023
prepared by Carriageway Consulting, 9 August 2023 (the Carriageway report).

3. Visual Package [DCM Urban)

4. Urban Design & Visual Impact Assessment {DCM Urban)

3.  Planning Context
Resource consent is required for a Restricted Discretionary Activity under the Tasman Resource Management Plan
{TRMP) pursuant to Rule 16.1.4.2. Council’s discretion is restricted ta:

{1) Location and legibility in relation to traffic safety.

{2) Any amenity effect on the surrounding area, including size and duration.

4.  Carriageway Consulting Report

4.1 Sign Positioning

The billboard will be offset from the respective approaching traffic legs of the intersection (Lower Queen Street
southbound and Gladstone Road/ State Highway (SH) 6 eastbound) but more importantly it will be elevated several
metres above the carriageway, due to its parapet mounting. Thus, the eyeline for any motorists viewing the sign on
these approaching legs would be to the side of and well above their forward roadway.

It is important that a motorist’s attention be focussed on the road ahead when approaching the demanding
environment of the signalised intersection. Any distraction could be detrimental to their decision-making capacity.

The purpose of roadside advertising, by its own definition, is to capture attention. This is undesirable from a traffic
safety perspective as it could result in driver attention being side-tracked from the key driving tasks. Additional
roadside distractions are also contrary to the Safe Systems Approach used in New Zealand for traffic and road safety
wark.

There is no discussion included within the Carriageway report as to any potential adverse traffic safety effects of the
sign location and positioning when potentially viewed by approaching motorists.

PO Box 3365 Richmond 7050 03 540 3460 ari@affirmnz.co.nz
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4.2 Vulnerable Road Users

Reference is made in the Carriageway report to the presence of pedestrian crossing facilities at the signalised
intersection. However, the report provides no specific assessment of the risk to these road users. There are
retirement villages along both Gladstone Road and Lower Queen Street and elderly pedestrians, including those on
mobility scoaters will be amangst regular users of the intersection.

‘While there is only one reparted crash involving a pedestrian in the cited crash history used in the Carriageway
report, there are almost certainly other non-reported near-miss events. There have been two separate news articles
on near misses involving pedestrians in 2023 at this intersection that we are aware of.

= Intersection 5i:‘|fET.'l," Assessment

The Carriageway report includes a review of the reported crash history at the intersection for the five-year period
2018 - 2022 and 2023 (to date). A brief analysis of the 20 crashes that occurred aver this period on the two legs that
would hawve visibility to the proposed billboard is also included in the report. The conclusion made in the Road Safety
section on page 6 of the Carriageway report is that “it does not appear that there are any inherent rood safety
deficiencies at this location.”

To provide an overall perspective on the level of risk at the intersection we have carried out an assessment using the
procedures outlined in the Waka Kotahi High Risk Intersections Guide. Input data to this analysis was the most
recent reported crash history over the period 2019 - 2023 (to date) and the traffic volumes sourced from the Maobile
Roads website.

Over the five-year period 2019 - 2023 (to date) there have been eight reported injury crashes at the intersection
COMpPrising two serious injury and six minor injury. The traffic volumes used were 20,322 vehicles per day (vpd) for
Gladstone Road/ SHE, 9,653 vpd for Lower Queen Street and 9,189 vpd for Queen Street.

Based an this input information, the assessment gives an estimated Death and Serious Injury (DSI1) equivalent of 1.13
in 5 years and an estimated DSIs per 100 million vehicle kilometres travelled through the intersection of 17.7. These
figures classify the intersection as having a Medium-High risk for both Collective Risk and Personal Risk.

The resulting Level of Safety Service (LoSS) provides a comparison to other signalised urban crossroads intersections
nationally. The combination of reported injury crashes and traffic volumes at the intersection give an LoS5 result on
the margin between Lass Il and LoSS V. That means the observed injury crash rate at the intersection is close to
the worst 30% of similar intersections nationally, or in other words the crash rate is higher (worse) than that of 70%
of similar intersections.

As this analysis indicates that there is currently a higher level of risk at the intersection in comparison to similar
intersections nationally, we disagree with the conclusion made in the Carriageway report that it does not appear
that there are any inkerent road safety deficencies at this lacation.”

6.  Austroads Research Report AP-R420-13

While the transportation matters report doesn’t directly reference the Austroads Research Report AP-R420-13,
“Impact of Roadside Advertising on Road Safety”, 2013, there are some useful aspects in that report that are
pertinent to this application. In referring to this document t is acknowledged that it is a research report and so
doesn’t have the same status as Austroads guides that are typically given more weight in traffic engineering.

PO Box 3365 Richmaond 7050 03 540 3460 ari@affirmnz.co.nz
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Section & of the Austroads report “Best Practice Principles” provides some principles that should be considered
when formulating guidelines for the approval and placement of roadside advertising. Some of these relevant to this
application are quoted as excerpts below, with bold emphasis added:

Sign Offset - Roadside advertising should not be substantiolly affset from the travel lane it is desired to be viewed
from as this could move gaze direction away from the forward roadway.

Elevation - Roodside advertising showld not be elevated to the extent that it draws gaze oway from the forward
roodway.

Diriving Demand - Aspects af the driving environment other than visual clutter are likely to increase mental workload
and decrease capacity to process task-irrelevant material such as roadside advertising. In particular, intersections,
decision-making points and merge points are likely to be demanding of attention. This suggests that in these and
similarly demanding driving environments roodside odvertising showld not be visible.

Rood Environment - A final consideration is the existing safety profile of the rood environment in guestion. For
exomple, a road with an existing high crash rate would probably be a poor choice for installation of roadside
adwvertising. By the same token, a road rated as risky by any of the rood assessment methods (e.g. AusRAP) would
also be an environment in which roadside odvertising probably should not be introduced.

Crazh Rate Ascessment - Black spot locations should not be sites for roadside advertising, especially where crash
types are likely to be exacerbated by distraction (e.g. rear end).

Reviewing the propased billboard location and positioning, along with the assessed existing intersection level of risk
against these best practice principles indicates that in our view this is an unsuitable location for a billboard.

7. Summary and Recommendations

Conclusions

The proposed sign will be visible to traffic approaching the traffic signals on two legs of the Gladstone Road (SHE)/
Queen Street intersection. The sign location and positioning is such that the eyeline for any motorists viewing the
sign on these approaching legs would be to the side of and well above their forward roadway. This has the potential
to distract motorists attention and be detrimental to their decision making capacity in what is a demanding
enviranment of the signalised intersection.

Using on the most recent reported crash history the intersection is shown to have an existing level of collective and
personal rizk in the medium-high category, This places the intersection close to the worst 30% of similar signalised
crossroads intersections nationally in terms of the observed injury crash rate.

Based on this, we disagree with the conclusion of the Carriageway report that “the operation of o sowth-focing
digital billbeard at 186 Queen Street will not present any particular road safety concerns.”

And for the same reasons we disagree with the canclugion in Section 5.4 of the AEE that “any potential for adverse
effects can be appropriately avoided, remedied, or mitigated, and will be less than minor in the context of the
receiving environment”.

1.2 Recommendations

It is recommended that the consent application for the static billboard to be installed on a building at 332 Queen
Strest in Richmond be declined due to potential for adverse effects on traffic safety that will be more than minor.

PO Box 3365 Richmond 7050 03 540 3460 ari@affirmnz.co.nz
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Ari Fon, BE Civil {Hons), CMEngNZ

Director Affirm NZ Ltd
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Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond
Review of Traffic Effects 20/6/2024

1. Scope of this Review

Affirm NZ Ltd has been engaged by Tasman District Council to carry out a review of the traffic matters of a resource
consent application by Bekon Media Ltd to install a single sided 24.5m? digital billboard for off-site advertising on a
building at 332 Queen Street in Richmond.

The application is a revised application to that initially lodged in August 2023, which was for a single sided 18m? static
billboard at the same location. The main changes from the initial application are that the billboard is now proposed
to be digital, and the billboard size increases from 18m? to 24.5m”. The billboard location is the same as that for the
initial application, mounted on the parapet of the building at 332 Queen Street, which is located on the southeast
corner of the Queen Street/ Lower Queen Street/ Gladstone Road (State Highway 6) intersection

This review is intended to provide background information to the Council Planners Report on the consent application.

2. Documents Reviewed
For the purpose of this review, | have considered the following documents:

1. Application for Resource Consent prepared by Town Planning Group (NZ) Limited on behalf of Bekon Media
Ltd, 21 May 2024, (the Application).

2. Proposed Digital Billboard, Queen Street, Richmond - Assessment of Transportation Matters, Carriageway
Consulting, 21 May 2004 (the Carriageway report).

3. Urban Design & Visual Impact Assessment (DCM Urban), April 2024

3. Planning Context
Resource consent is required for a Restricted Discretionary Activity under the Tasman Resource Management Plan
{TRMP) pursuant to Rule 16.1.4.2. Council’s discretion is restricted to:

(1) Location and legibility in relation to traffic safety.

(2) Any amenity effect on the surrounding area, including size and duration.

4. Intersection Safety Assessment

The Carriageway report includes a review of the reported crash history at the intersection for the five-year period
2019 - 20232 and 2024 (to date). An analysis of the 21 crashes that occurred over this period on the two legs that
would have visibility to the proposed billboard is also included in the report. The conclusion made in the Road Safety
section in paragraph 2.3.2 of the Carriageway report is that “it does not appear that there are any inherent road sofety
deficiencies at this location.”

The previous traffic effects review of the original static billboard application at this site (Affirm NZ, 7 December 2023),
included an analysis of the respective Collective Risk, Personal Risk and Level of Safety Service (LoSS) of the intersection
and provided comparisons to other signalised urban crossroads intersections nationally. That analysis also remains
valid for this revised application.

PO Box 3365 Richmond 7050 03 540 3460 ari@affirmnz.co.nz
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To put the safety performance of the intersection into context in more local terms, a brief investigation has been
caried out using reported crash data from the Waka Kotahi Crash Analysis Systern (CAS) for crashes coded only to
intersections, at all urban intersections (maximum 50kmy/h regulatory speed limit) in the Nelson and Tasman regions
for the five-year period 2019 - 2023. This covers allintersections within the main urban areas of both regions including
Melson, Richmond, Stoke, Motueka, Takaka, Wakefield and Brightwater.

Ower this period the Queen Streetf Lower Queen Street) Gladstone Road (SHE) intersection has both the highest total
number of reported crashes as well as the highest number of reported all- injury crashes, of all the urban intersections
throughout the Nelson and Tasman regions.

Further, there has been a noted increase in both the number and severity of crashes at the intersection, when
comparing the most recent five-year crash history {2019-2023) to the previous five-year history (2013-2018). Ower
these respective periods, the total number of reported crashes has increazed from 20 to 27 and reported all-injury
crashes have increased from three to eight.

The asseszment of the intersection crazh risk (carried out by Affirm NZ for the traffic effects review of the initial static
billboard application) showed the crash rate at the intersection is higher (worse) than that of 70% of similar
intersections nationally. The more specific regional assessment outlined abowe, shows that this intersection has both
the highest number of reported crashes and the highest number of reported all-injury crashes of any urban
intersection acrass the Nelson and Tasman regions over the five-year period 2019-2023.

Based on these findings, we disagree with the conclusion made in the Carriageway report that “it does not appear that
there are any inherent rood safety deficiencies at this location.”™

5.  Carriageway Consulting Report

The Carriageway report includes a discussion on research papers on the road safety effects of digital billboards and
provides summary information on Mew Zealand studies on crash rates at locations where hillboards have been
installed.

| agres with the statements in paragraph 3.3.1of the Carriageway report that ‘the availoble literature is sometimes
contradictory” and that ‘it oppeors thot digital billboards do ottract driver ottention to o greater extent than static
billbaards.*

However, the referenced literature isn't conclusive with regards to the effect of any increased distraction and whether
that leads to an increase in the crash rate.

As part of the General Assessment of Road Safety Effects of Billboards section in the Carriageway report, there iz
reference to the Austroads Research Report AP-R420-13, “Impact of Roadside Advertising on Road Safety™, 2013,

In referring to this decument it is acknowledged that it is a research report and 50 doesn't have the same status as
Austroads guides that are typically given more weight in traffic engineering.

There are some direct quotes taken from the Austroads report that are included in the Carriageway report. Paragraph
3.2.2. 8 of the report includes excerpts from Section 5.3 - Summary of the Austroads report, with some of the lines
bolded. However, the Carriageway report omits the text immediately following the quoted excerpt, which states:

“On the other hand, from a Safe System perspective it would be difficult to justify odding any infrastructure to the road
environment that could result in increased distraction for drivers.”

Section 3.1 of the Carriageway report discuszses the guidance provided in the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices
Manual (Part 3, Advertising Signs) and paragraph 7.2 in the Conclusions section of the Carriageway report states:

PO Box 3365 Richmaond 7050 03 540 3460 ari@affirmnz.co.nz
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‘The location of the billboard meets the recommendations of the Wakao Kotahi Traffic Contral Devices Manual (Part 3,
Advertising Signs), other than in respect of the proximity to intersections, and to permanent warning /regulatory signs.”

The relevant Section 5.5 of the Traffic Control Devices Manual states:

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

e intersections

While the proposed digital billboard does meet many of the recommendations for advertising outlined in the Traffic
Control Devices Manual: Part 3, the non-compliance against the recommendation (on road safety grounds) that
advertising signs shouldn't be located within 100m of urban intersections is a fundamental matter for consideration.

6. Review

The proposed digital billboard will be visible to traffic approaching the traffic signals an two legs of the Queen Street/
Lower Queen Street/ Gladstone Road (State Highway 6) intersection.

A review of erashes at all urban intersections in the Nelson and Tagman regions over the five-year period 2019- 2023
shows that this intersection has both the highest total number of reported crashes as well as the highest number of
reported all- injury crashes, of all urban intersections throughout the Nelson and Tasman regions.

This indicates that there are existing safety deficiencies at the intersection, which iz contrary to statements in both
the Carriageway report and the Application with respect to traffic safety.

The purpose of roadside advertising, by its own definition, is to capture attention. This is undesirable from a traffic
safety perspective as it could result in driver attention being side-tracked from the key driving tasks. Additional
roadside distractions are also contrary to the Safe Systems Approach used in New Zealand for traffic and road safety
work.

It is important that a motorist’s attention be focussed on the road ahead when approaching intersections, as any
distraction could be detrimental to their decision-making capacity. This is consistent with the puidance provided in
Section 5.5 of the Traffic Control Devices Manual: Part 3, which recommends that advertising signs should not be
located within 100m of intersections in urban environments.

The location of the proposed digital billboard, at the intersection with the poorest road safety performance of all urban
intersection across the Nelson and Tasman regions and in conflict with a key recommendation from the Traffic Contral
Devices Manual: Part 3 with respect to location of advertising signage, has a likelihood of adverse effects on traffic
safety that will be more than minor.

7. Summary and Recommendations

11 Conclusions

The proposed digital billboard will be visible to traffic approaching the traffic signals on two legs of the Queen Street/
Lower Queen Street/ Gladstone Road (State Highway 6) intersection.
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A review of crashes at all urban intersections in the Nelson and Tasman regions over the five-year period 2019- 2023
shows that this intersection has both the highest total number of reported crashes as well as the highest number of
reported all- injury erashes, of all the urban intersections throughout Nelsan and Tasman regions.

The location of the billboard at the intersection is inconsistent to the puidance provided in Section 5.5 of the Traffic
Control Devices Manual: Part 3, which recommends that advertising signs should not be located within 100m of
intersections in urban environments.

The billboard has the potential to distract motorists attention, which could be detrimental to their decision making
capacity in what is a demanding environment of a signalised intersection.

Based on this, we disagree with the conclusion of the Carriageway report that “the digital billboard will not present
any porticular rood safety concerns.”

And for the same reasons we disagree with the condusion in Section 5.4of the Application that “any potential for
adverse effects con be appropriately avoided, remedied, or mitigated, and will be less than minor in the context of the
receiving enviranment”.

Based on this review, this intersection is considered to be an unsuitable lecation for a digital billboard.
1.2 Recommendations

It s recommended that the consent application for the digital billboard on the building at 332 Queen Street in
Richmond be declined due to likelihood of adverse effects on traffic safety that will be more than minor.

a}i_

Ari Fon, BE Civil (Hons), CMEngNZ

Director Affirm NZ Ltd
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Consent Application RM230535, 332 Queen Street, Richmond
Review of Traffic Effects 19/9/2024

1. Scope of this Review

Affirm NZ Ltd has been engaged by Tasman District Council to carry out a review of the traffic matters of a resource
consent application by Bekon Media Ltd to install a single sided 24.5m® digital billboard for off-site advertising on a
building at 332 Queen Street in Richmond.

The application is a revised application to that initially lodged in August 2023, which was for a single sided 18m* static
billboard at the same location. The main changes from the initial application are that the billboard is now proposed
ta be digital, and the billboard size increases from 18m? to 24.5m*. The billboard location is the same as that for the
initial application, mounted on the parapet of the building at 332 Queen Street, which is located on the southeast
corner of the Queen Street) Lower Queen Street/ Gladstone Road (State Highway 6) intersection

This review is intended to provide background information to the Council Planners Report on the consent application.

2.  Statement of Qualifications and Experience

My name is Ari Joseph Albert Fon. | am a Director of Affirm NZ Ltd, a private engineering consultancy. | hold a
Bachelor's Degree in Civil Engineering with honours from Canterbury University. | am a Chartered Member of
Engineering Mew Zealand (CMEng), a member of the Transportation Group of Engineering New Zealand and a member
of the Safety Practitioners subgroup of the Transportation Group.

| establizhed Affirm NZ approximately eight years ago, following a long period of employment with Aurecon NZ Ltd, a
miulti-disciplinary engineering consultancy. For the previous 15-year period | was manager of the Aurecon MNelson
office, with specific responsibility for land development and transportation projects.

| am experienced in traffic and transportation engineering and have warked in these disciplines throughout the Nelson,
Tasman and Marlborough regions and New Zealand. | have also completed many traffic and access assessments for
developments adjacent to both local roads and state highways throughout the Tasman region over the past 20 years.
| am also an experienced road safety and safe system auditor and have completed numerous Safety Audits for Waka
Katahi MZ Transport Agency as well as for Tasman District Council {the Council) on lacal road projects.

3. Documents Reviewed
For the purpose of this review, | have considered the following documents:

1. Application for Resource Consent prepared by Town Planning Group (NZ) Limited on behalf of Bekon Media
Ltd, 21 May 2024, (the Application).

2. Proposed Digital Billboard, Queen Street, Richmond = Assessment of Transportation Matters, Carriageway
Consulting, 21 May 2004 (the Carriageway report).

3. Urban Design & Visual Impact Assessment (DCM Urban), April 2024
4. Planning Context

Resource consent is required for a Restricted Discretionary Activity under the Tasman Resource Management Plan
(TRMP} pursuant ta Rule 15.1.4.2. Council’s discretion is restricted to:
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1) Location and legibility in relation to traffic safety.

12) Any amenity effect on the surrounding area, including size and duration.

5. Intersection SHfE[",' Assessment

The Carriageway report includes a review of the reported crazh history at the intersection for the five-year period
2019 - 2023 and 2024 (to date). An analysis of the 21 crashes that occurred over this period on the two legs that
would have visibility to the proposed billboard is also included in the report. The conclusion made in the Road Safety
section in paragraph 2.3.2 of the Carriageway report is that “it does not appear that there are any inherent rood safety
deficiencies at this location.”

The previous traffic effects review of the original static billboard application at this site (Affirm MZ, 7 December 2023},
included an analysis of the respective Collective Rizk, Personal Risk and Level of Safety Service (LoSS) of the intersection
and provided comparisons to other signalised urban crossroads intersections nationally. That analysis also remains
wvalid for this revised application.

To put the safety performance of the intersection into context in more local terms, a brief investigation has been
caried out using reported crash data from the Waka Kotahi Crash Analysis Systern (CAS) for crashes coded only to
intersections, at all urban intersections (maxmum S0kmy/h regulatory speed limit) in the Nelson and Tasman regions
for the five-year period 2019 = 2023. This covers allintersections within the main urban areas of both regions including
Nelson, Richmond, Stoke, Motueka, Takaka, Wakefield and Brightwater.

Ovwer this period the Queen Streetf Lower Queen Street/ Gladstone Road (SHE) intersection has both the highest total
number of reported crashes (27) as well as the highest number of reported all- injury crashes (eight), of all the urban
intersections throughout the Melson and Tasman regions.

Further, there has been a noted increase in both the number and severity of crashes at the intersection, when
comparing the most recent five-year crash history (2019-2023) to the previous five-year history (2014-2018). Ower
these respective periods, the total number of reported crashes has increased from 20 to 27 and reported all-injury
crashes have increased from three to eight.

A summary of the contributing erash factors across all 47 reported crashes for the ten-year period 2014 - 2023 shows
that the main factor was poor observation, which was recorded in 25 crashes or just over half of all crazshes. Poor
observation indudes both driver inattention and distraction. The next highest contributing factor was failure to give
way or stop, which was recorded in 22 crashes or slightly under half of all crashes.

The assessment of the intersection crash risk (carried out by Affirm MZ for the traffic effects review of the initial static
billboard application) showed the crash rate at the intersection is higher |worse) than that of 70% of similar
intersections nationally. The more specific regional assessment outlined above, shows that this intersection has bath
the highest number of reported crashes and the highest number of reported all-injury crashes of any urban
intersection across the Nelson and Tasman regions over the five-year period 2019-2023.

Section 2.3.1 of the Carriageway report states that for the period 2019 to 2023, plus the partial record for 2024, “there
were 21 crashes reported in this orea from where drivers could potentially have seen the billboard [if it was in place)”.
That number represents approximately 80% of the total number of crashes that have occurred over this period.

Based on these findings, we disagree with the conclusion made in the Carriageway report that “it does not appear that
there are any inherent rood safety deficiencies at this location.”
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6. Carriageway Cunsulting Report
The Carriageway report includes a discussion on research papers on the road safety effects of digital billboards and

provides summary information on Mew Zealand studiez on crash rates at locations where billboards have been
installed.

1 agree with the statements in paragraph 3.3.1of the Carriageway report that “the available fiterature is sometimes
controdictory™ and that “it appears thot digital billboords do attroct driver attention to o greater extent than static
billboards.”

However, the referenced literature isn't conclusive with regards to the effect of any increased distraction and whether
that leads to an increase in the crash rate.

As part of the General Assessment of Road Safety Effects of Billboards section in the Carriageway report, there iz
reference to the Austroads Research Report AP-R420-13, Impact of Roadside Adwertizing on Road Safety, 2013.

In referring to this document it is acknowledged that it is a research report and s0 doesn't have the same status as
Austroads guides that are typically given more weight in traffic engineering.

There are some direct quotes taken from the Austroads report that are included in the Carriageway report. Paragraph
3.2.2. B of the report includes excerpts from Section 5.3 - Summary of the Austroads report, with some of the lines
bolded. However, the Carriageway report omits the text immediately following the guoted excerpt, which states:

“Oin the other hand, from a Safe System perspective it would be difficult to justify adding any infrastructure to the road
environment that could result in increased distroction for drivers.”

Section 3.1 of the Carriageway report discusses the guidance provided in the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices
Manual (Part 3, Advertising Signs) and paragraph 7.2 in the Conclusions section of the Carriageway report states:

“The location of the billboard meets the recommendations of the Waka Kotahi Traffic Control Devices Manual (Part 3,
Advertizing Signs), other than in respect of the proximity to intersections, and to permanent warning / regulotory
signs.”

The relevant Section 5.5 of the Traffic Control Devices Manual states:

The lacation of advertising signs or devices in close proximity to traffic control devices may result in the advertising sign
obscuring a troffic sign or otherwise detrocting from the traffic sign's effectiveness. Traffic control devices ploce
demands on o driver's attention and ore often located ot sites to warn of specific hazords or to control hazardous traffic
movements. Distractions coused by advertising signs may result in road safety problems. To help avoid safety issues,
advertising signs should not be located within 100m ond 200m in wrban and rural oreas respectively of:

wintersections

= permanent regulatory or warning signs

# curves (with chevron signing)

= pedestrian crossings.

While the digital billboard does meet some of the recommendations for advertising outlined in the Traffic Control
Devices Manual: Part 3, the proposed location of the billboard conflicts with the recommended 100m setback from
the intersection, the pedestrian crossing and permanent regulatory and warning signs. This non-compliance against
the recommendation from the Traffic Control Devices Manual (on road safety grounds) that advertising signs shouldn't
be located within 100m of any of these three features is a fundamental matter for consideration.
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Southbound drivers approaching the intersection on Lower Queen Street experience a number of demands on their
attention, particularly during the morning and evening peak periods. Stratford Street, located approximately 110m
north of the intersection and 130m from the proposed billboard, has a high number of turning movements at peak
times. While Stratford Street has a Give Way control, at peak times when queues form an both streets, southbound
drivers on Lower Queen Street will allow space for traffic to turn into and out of Stratford Street as a courtesy.

Immediately south of Stratford Street, on the opposite side of Lower Queen Street are two vehicle crossings servicing
light industrial and commercial areas, both of which also have higher numbers of turning vehicles in the peak periods.
Along this section of the Lower Queen Street approach, the diverge taper commences for the lane gain at the
intersection and for the development of the left turn slip lane. The development of the flush painted median in the
centre of the road also begins. At peak times, traffic is already two-wide at a point just south of Stratford Street, even
though this isn’t formally marked as a dual-lane section.

Immediately adjacent to the intersection, there is an at-grade zebra pedestrian crossing at the unprotected left turn
lane.

The Urban Design and Visual Impact Assessment Graphic Attachment included in the consent application as
Attachment C doesn't include a representative before and after view that southbound drivers would have when
approaching the intersection on Lower Queen Street. Further, Section 5.1.4 of the Carriageway report states that the
“roadside advertising is only expected to be visible of 80m”,

However, it is evident from image VP1 on page 9 of Attachment C that drivers approaching the signals will have a view
of the billboard far in excess of that distance, likely out to 130m and visible from the vicinity of Stratford Street, with
the billboard becoming maore prominent the closer they get to the intersection.

Section 5.1 of the Carriapeway report discusses the overlap of traffic signal heads with the billboard. While no overlap
will occur on the Gladstone Road approach, there will be visual overlap with the primary signal head on the Lower
Queen Street approach, which is the signal on the immediate left of approaching drivers. As the Carriageway repart
highlights, this visual everlap will accur within the Approach Site Distance [ASD) from the traffic signal stop line, which
that report assesses as 63m for an operating speed of 55kmy/h. Within this distance, drivers will need to make the key
decision as to whether they can proceed through the intersection or brake and stop for an orange or red.

The 55kmy/h adopted operating speed essentially allows for free-flow conditions where there iz little or no traffic, while
in reality the actual operating speeds will be lower than that, with a resulting reduction in the ASD. For example, at
an eperating speed of 40km/h, and allowing for a driver reaction time of two seconds the ASD would be 40m.
Therefore, the visual overlap of the primary signal with the billboard could have an effect ower a greater range than
that indicated in the Carriageway report.

As the Carriageway report sets out, there are additional signal heads on this approach comprising a dual primary,
secondary and tertiary and the signal head alzo has a black target board, however the purpose of the primary signal is
ta wam approaching traffic of the state of the signals and to stop traffic at the correct position. Of all the signal heads
at a signalised intersection, it is the primary signal that should be protected from any visual overlap from background
adwvertising due to its importance.
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7. Submissions
A total of 27 submissions have been received, all of which are in opposition. 22 of the submissions have specifically
raised traffic safety matters as the primary reason for opposition.

Of note is the submissions made by business and/or property owners near to the subject property, along with those
that are regular commuters through the intersection. Some of those submissions make anecdotal reference to
having observed crashes as well as near misses at the intersection.

a. Review

The proposed digital billboard will be visible to traffic approaching the traffic signals on two legs of the Queen Streety
Lower Queen Strest/ Gladstone Road (State Highway B) intersection.

A review of crashes at all urban intersections in the Nelson and Tasman regions over the five-year pericd 2019- 2023
shows that this intersection has both the highest total number of reported crashes as well as the highest number of
reported all- injury crashes, of all urban intersections throughout the Nelson and Tasman regions.

This indicates that there are existing safety deficiencies at the intersection, which is contrary to statements in both
the Carriageway report and the Application with respect to traffic safety.

The purpase of roadside advertising, by its own definition, is to capture attention. This is undesirable from a traffic
safety perspective as it could result in driver attention being side-tracked from the key driving tasks. Additional
roadside distractions are also contrary to the Safe Systems Approach used in New Zealand for traffic and road safety
wiark.

It is important that a driver's attention be focussed on the road ahead when approaching intersections, as any
distraction could be detrimental to their decision-making capacity. This is consistent with the guidance provided in
Section 5.5 of the Traffic Control Devices Manual: Part 3, which recommends that advertising signs should not be
located within 100m of intersections in urban environments.

The location of the proposed digital billboard, at the intersection with the worst reported erash history of all urban
intersection across the Nelson and Tasman regions and in conflict with a key recommendation from the Traffic Contral
Devices Manual: Part 3 with respect to location of advertising signage, has a likelihood of adverse effects on traffic
safety that will be mare than minor.

9.  Proposed Conditions of Consent

The Applicant has volunteered proposed conditions, in a document titled Bekon - Richmond - proposed consent
conditions as gt 11.09 2024 and noting that these have been provided on a Without Prejudice basis.

Thoze draft conditions relevant to traffic matters have been reviewed, with responses provided in plain text where
required. Where additional or amended wording or new conditions are recommended, these have been provided in
conventional fashion using underlined or struck-out text. We consider that should consent be granted, these would
generally be appropriate conditions subject to the following amendments.

Condithen 15

1. Eachimage displayed shall:

a. Be static while being displayed, and not contain flashes, movement, scrolling, animation, full

mation video, or other dynamic effects.
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17. Once operation of the signage has commenced, the consent holder shall engage anindependent chartered

professional traffic engineer that is experienced in the preparation of safety assessments to provide the

CMO, with Traffic Safety Reports at the following frequencies:

a.

b.

12six months; and

2412 months.

18. The Traffic Safety Reports, including any recommended mitigation measures (if relevant], must be

submitted to the CMO within 30 working days of the 12 six-month and 24 12-month anniversaries of

commencement of the signage operations.

19. The Traffic Safety Report must as a minimum include:

a. Anexamination of the New Zealand Transport Agency Crash Analysis System for all recorded crashes

within 100m of the steg limit-lines of all the approaches to the intersection. Particular reference to

be made to crashes on legs digital-billbaasd from where the images on the billboard can be seen;
with-particolarreference and to any crashes with the cause factor 356: “attention diverted by

advertising or signs”, to establish whether there is an identifiable increase of recorded crashes with

interpretation having regard to the likelihood that any such increase may be attributable to the

operation of the digital billboard; and

b. Recommendation(s) of any measures that will be undertaken to awvoid, remedy or mitigate any

identified effects.

Advice note

The type of measures recommended in accordance this condition might include one or more of the following:

a.

Advice Motes

Reductions to the daytime and/er night time luminance levels;
Adjustments to the transition time;

Increases in the image dwell time; asd

Further controls on the image contents; and

Convert the billboard to static onby.

The proposed consent conditions also include four Advice Notes in the proposed Conditions. Advice Note 1 states that
the basis for defining and identifying daytime, night time, sunset and sunrise should be LINZ Astronomical Data. While
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it is agreed that the astronomical data would be definitive, using that as the reference rather than prescribing set
times will make compliance checking by Council officers more difficult.

We believe it is appropriate ta include an Advice Mote referencing the Waka Kotahi TCD Manual Part 3, but recommend
expanding on the wording in Advice Note 4 to also include provisions around the use of colour on the digital billboard.
This addition is consistent with the Carriageway report as these limitations on the use of calour are discussed in Section

3.1 en pages 9 and 10 of that report.

Recommended changes to Advice Note 4:

Guidarce in relation to digital billboards is set out in Clauses 3.1 and 3.2 of the NZTA Traffic Contral Devices
Manual Part 3 (‘Advertising Sigrs’) 2011,

The colours ond potterns wsed on the digitol billboard should aiso comply with the prowsions of Clouse 6.3 of
the Traffic Contral Devices Maonual Port 3, specifically ony advertising constructed where visible from o
roodway must not:

»  he colowred red, green, orange, white or yellow in combinations of colowrs, ar shopes which may be
mistaken for a traffic control device

= hove red, green, oronge, white or yellow in isolation, or in combinations of colours and in a location
where it is likely to form the foreground or bockground to or oppear alongside o traffic control device of
similar colour when viewed by approaching maotorists

» contain lorge oreas of red, green or aronge disploy on illuminated signs which ot night are likely to couse
confusion with traffic control signals or tail lights of vehicles.

10. Surmmary and Recommendations

101 Conclusions

The proposed digital billboard will be visible to traffic approaching the traffic signals on two legs of the Queen Street/
Lower Queen Street/ Gladstone Road (State Highway 6) intersection.

A review of crashes at all urban intersections in the Melson and Tasman regions over the five-year pericd 2019- 2023
shows that this intersection has both the highest total number of reported crashes as well as the highest number of
reported all- injury crashes, of all the urban intersections throughout Nelsan and Tasman regions.

The location of the billboard at the intersection is inconsistent to the puidance provided in Section 5.5 of the Traffic
Contral Devices Manual: Part 3, which recommends that advertising signs should not be located within 100m of
intersections, pedestrian crossings and permanent and regulatory signage in an urban environment.

The billboard has the potential to distract driver’s attention, which could be detrimental to their decision making
capacity in a demanding environment of a signalised intersection with the worst reported crash history in the region.

Based on this, we disagree with the conclusion of the Carriageway report that “the digital billboard will not present
any particulor rood safety concerns.”

And for the same reasons we disagree with the conclusion in Section 5.4 of the Application that “ony potential for
adverse effects can be appropriately avoided, remedied, or mitigated, and will be less thar miner in the context of the
receiving environment”.

Based an this review, this intersection is considered to be an unsuitable lecation for a digital billboard.
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10.2 Recommendations

It is recommended that the consent application for the digital billboard on the building at 332 Queen Street in
Richmond be declined due to likelihood of adverse effects on traffic safety that will be more than minor.

f.s;f',z_

Ari Fon, BE Civil {Hons), CMEngNZ

Director Affirm NZ Ltd
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BEKON MEDIA

Email: anitaf@townplanning.co.nz
Ref: 2023 035 332 Quean 5t Richmond Digital Bilboard UDVIA Addendum_B

Tuesday, 219 May 2024

RM230535 — URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT - ADDENDUM
332 QUEEN STREET, RICHMOMD

Dear Anita,

Thee follewing memso is an addendum to the Urban Design and Visual Impact Assessment which was undertaken
by DCM Urban Design Limited in January 2023, A Motification Decision Report from the Tasman District Cowncil
was issued in December 2023, and in preparing this memo | have read the Motification Decision Report and the
following aspects have been covered below:
a. The cumulative effects the proposed sign will have on the visual amenity of the receiving emvironment.
b. The intemupted views of the Richmond Ranges and the effects this will heve on the surrounding visual

armenity.

c. Additional assessment of the TRMP Objectives and Policies under the TDC Distnct Plan.

Thie orginal UDWIA and consent application was for a 6 x 3m static billboard, the proposal has now been changed
to & digital billboard Tm wide and 3.5m high with a iotal area of 24.5m®. The sign will sbll be located in the same
paosition, above the parapet of the PetMart Shop on the cormer of Oueen Street and Gladsione Road (SHE).

| consider the change from a static billboard to a digital billboard will not cause addiional adverse effects, due to
the commercial nature of the receiving ermdronment and abiity to absorb this change. The exsting receiving
environment is considened highly modified, very low visual quality and includes commercial bulldings and activities,
signage of varying types and sizes, and a high traffic volume that passes through the intersection. Although the
sign will sit abowve the existing parapet, it will not extend past the existing building footprint and the combined heaight
of the sign and building is approxdimately 8.8m, which is below the permitied 10m bulding height. Open views will
be experienced by those traveding along Gladstone Road and throwgh the intersection, where there is already
visual clutter, and constant vehicle movement The transition of images will be less noticeable. There is a
substantial amount of ambient light currently present within the immediate area, including streetights, the
McDonalds sign, and the NPD and Z Fuel Petrol Stations. It is considered that the proposed digital billboard will
successfully integrate with the existing commercial character of the receiving environment, and that any visual
effects will be less than minor.

a. THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS THE PROPOSED SIGN WILL HAVE ON THE VISUAL AMENITY OF THE
RECEIVING ENVIROMMENT

The notification decision report discusses the cumulabive effects the billbosrd will have on the receiving
environment and that the additional sign will add to the visusl clutter already present causing curmulative effects
and a tipping point for amenity values of the area.

www. demurban.com
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| consider the receiving emvironment does not have a sensitive character or landscape values of high quality. The
site is within the Central Business zone and is primarily cccupied by Commercial businesses of varying quality and
signage of vanying types and scales are anticipated in the area. The addition of the propesed digital billboard will
not be unexpectad within this zone or pose additional adverse effects on visual amenity for the already highly
mindified commercial area and busy intersection.

b. THE INTERRUPTED VIEWS OF THE RICHMOND RANGES ANMD THE EFFECTS THIS WILL HAVE ON
THE SURROUNDING VISUAL AMENITY

In the report the intermupted views of the Richmond Ranges from the proposed sign were assessad as minor and
that the ranges offset the low viswal amenity of the intersection and immediate receiving environment. The billboard
will not adversely interrupt and affect the wider ameanity values of the intersection and beyond.

1 agree that the Richmond Ranges help to offset the lower amenity values of the already highly modified intersection
and commercial character of te receiving environment. however there are cumently no planning controls regarding
the protection of views to the Richmond Ramnges, and aithough the bdlboand will interrupt views briefty. the wider
ramges are still visible for those travelling east or south through the intersection. The existing PetMart building
already breaks views of the Ranges and the proposed billboard will be below the permitied 10m building height
reatriction. Should the building extend to the 10m pemitted height, this would substantially cbacure a wider field
of view to the Ranges. | consider that for these reasons, the proposed digital billboard will ondy intermupt views of
the Richmond Ranges briefly when travelling through the intersection and that for the most part the wider views
will be retained. The effects on visual amenity are still considered to be less than minor.

c. ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT OF THE TRMP OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES UNDER THE TDC DISTRICT
PLAN.

SIGNAGE RULES

Rue 16.1.4.1(a) which requires a sign to be located and have the dimensions in accordance with Figure
16.16.

Response

The sign will e Tm wide and 3.5m high and 24 5m®, it will be located approximately 0.7m above the existing
parapet of the Petmart Buiding and is therefore not consistent Figure 16.1B. There are no rules within the TRMP

reganding maximwm signage area for signs extending wholly above the bulding parapst.

Ruwle 16.1.4.1{b) which reguires a sign fo meet conditions {b) to (h) of Ruwle 16.1.3.1. (B The sign relates oniy
fo activities undertaken on the site wnless it is a temporary sign.

Response

The proposed sign will be permanently fixed above the parapet of the building, and although the sign will be
advertising off site activities, the advertising shown will be primarily for local businesses and could also promote
local activiies within Richmond. encouraging visitors to stay and not just traved through e township.

Any perceived effects from the advertising will be the same regardiess of whether it & for activiies underaken on
the site or off site.

Ruwle 16.1.4.1(c) requires & sign to comply with the requirement indicated in Figure 16.18.

wwrw.dcmurban.com
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Besponse
The sign will be located above the parapet of the building to which it is aftached.

Ruwle 16.1.4.1/e){l) Requires any sign painted on or atfached to a buwilding to be related to the activity
operating therein (l.e. onsite advertizing).

Besponse

Although the sign will be advertising off site activities, the advertising shown will be primanily for local businesses
and could also promote lecal activiies within Richmond. encouraging visitors 1o stay and not just travel through
the township. As noted above, any perceived effects from the advertising will be the same regardiess of whather
it ks for activiies undertaken on the site or off site.

Ruwle 16.1.4.1{e){ili) Requires a sign to be no higher than the roof peak or parapet of that part of the building
to which the sign iz attached.

Besponge

Although the sign will sit above the existing parapet, it will not extend beyond the existing building feotprint. The
combined height of the sign and bullding is approximately 8.8m above ground level, which remains below the
permitied 10m bullding height

In conclusion, the cumulative effects of the proposad sign. whether stalic or digital are still considered to have less
than minor effects, due to the highly modified, low visual quality commercial character of the existing receiving
environment, the high traffic volumes along SHE. and the already high level of ambéent lighting in the immediate
area including several large, illuminated signs. While the sign will be advertising off sile activities, the advertising
shown could atso promaote local activities within Richmond, encouraging visiors to stay and not just travel thiowgh
the township. Monethelessa, advertising of on site or off-site activities has the same effect.

iews of the Richmond Ranges will momentarily be intermupled for those travelling east or south through the
Iintersection, signage is anticipated within the commercial area, and wide views of the Richmond Ranges are still
maintained beyond the proposad billboard.

Cweerall, it is of my opinion that the proposed digital billboard will still have less than minor effects on the visual
amenity of the receiving environment.

Yours sinceraly,

David Compton-bMoen
Director, Urban Designer | Landscape Architect

M.Urban Design{hons), BLA{hons), BRS({Planning and Economics)
Registered Landscape Architect, MNZPI
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T.INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL

The following report is an Urban Design and Visual Impact Assessment for a proposed digital
billboard at 332 Quean Streeat in Richmond, Tasman District.

The ariginal UDVIA and consent application was for a 6 x 3m slalic billboard, the Tasman District
Council issued a Notification Decision Report in December 2023, and notification was required due 1o
fraffic related issues and concerns aboul the cumulalive effects on the visual amenity of the
Richmond Ranges. This has been discussed in the Addendum Memo thal is attached to this
document. The client, Bekon Media has changed the original stalic billboard application to a digital
billboard, this report has been amended to reflect this change.

The proposed digital billboard will be Tm long and 3.5m wide with a lolal area of 24.5m*, the billboard
will be localed abowve the veranda overhang and existing parapsat of the Pel Mart building situated at
332 Queen Streel. The proposed sign will face northwest across the Queen Street and Gladstone
Road (SHE) intersection.

The sile is localed within the Cenfral Business Dislricl Zone within the Richmond Town Cenfre and is
confrolled by the Tasman Dislrict Plan and the Tasman Regional Management Plan (TRMP).
Billboards are a parmilled activily, although the proposed billboard, is over size and is positionad
above the existing parapel of the building, therefore it is considerad a Restricled Discrelionary Activity
as set oul in the TRMP. An assessment against the matters sel out in the TRMP are oullined in
Section 3 and a series of pholos and plans are atlached in the Appendix 1 lto assist with the
assessment.

2METHODOLOGY

Rafer to Appendix 2 for assassment methodology and terms used when assessing landscape and
visual effects of the proposal.

2.1 STATUTORY DOCUMENTS

Ralevant siatulory documents relating o Visual Amenity are refarmed to below:
. The Tasman District Plan
» The Tasman Regional Managemeant Plan

Thesa have been addressed in section 3.3.

33JASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

Below is an assessment of effects relating o the urban characler and visual amenity values in
accordance with the Tasman District Plan. The proposal is deemed to be a restricted discretionary
activity.

K| EXISTING URBAN CHARACTER

The proposal is localed within Richmond’s township, the Tasman districts largesl town cenire. The
Richmond lown cenlre is genarally defined by buildings of varying scales and archilectural styles, with
a mixture of retail, hospitality, and small-scale commercial activity. The site is located on the northern
end of Queen Sireel, facing northwesl across the Queen 5Sireel and Gladstore Road (SHE)
intersaction. Commercial buildings, Peltrol Stations, carparking, restaurants, and office spaces are all

www.dcmurban.com
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within the immediale area. Opposile the proposed sile is a McDonalds fast food restaurant and furthar
aleng Gladslone Road (SHE) is an NPD pefral station.

Richmond's lown cenlre extends southeasl approximately 100-300m down Queen Sireet. On the
northern side of Gladstone Road, there are both Commercial and Mixed-Business Fones, with
numerous commercial buildings varying in size, location and archilectural styles, most of these have
associaled signage varying in scale and type. Buildings are typically one storey high, with setbacks
approximately 5-10 melres from the road to allow for onsite carparking. The facades and windows for
both retail and commearcial buildings, are consistently varied, this lack of cohesive design reduces the
overall wisual quality of the receiving environment which is predominanily commercial in character.
The nearasl residential dwellings are localed approximately 180m from the proposead digital billboard
al 337 and 334 Lower Queen Sitreal. Both dwellings are single storey, sumounded by established
vegalation and are not directly facing the proposed sign.

Within the receiving environment thare are numerous axisting signs, for both traffic and commercial
purposes, these include free-standing, wall mounted signs and billboards advertising onsite activities,
tha signs vary in size, colour, type and selbacks from the road. The McDonalds sign sits above the
Railway Restaurant and Bar opposite the proposed billboard site, it is approximately 3m above the
existing parapel and can be seen in all directions when travalling through the interseclion, il is also
illuminated at night.

Commercial buildings and associated infrastructure including roading. visually dominate the receiving
anvironmeanl. Quean Sireel has a moderale-high level of traffic movement and is a key route though
Richmond, for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists, while Gladstone Road (SHE) has high-heavy traffic
mavements for cars, trucks and commercial vehicles. The proposed digital billboard will be visible
from a reascnable dislance by those travelling in a north-eastery direction along Gladslone Road and
when travelling south through the intersection down Lower Queen Streal. A series of viewpoints are
discussed within Section 3.3 of this report to assess the axtent of the views of the proposal.

3.2 URBAM DESIGN ASSESSMENT
The proposal has been assessed against the relevant objeclives, policies, and rules of the RMA and
tha Tasman Regional Managameant Plan (TRMP).

RMA Sec 6 Matters of National importance:

& (a) The valves of the coasfal enviranment. wetlands and iakes and rivers and their mangins can be
protected by the managemeant of sigrage.
& (b} The valwes of oaufstanding natural fealures and landscapes can be protected by the
management of signage.
& (f] The management of signage on historic sites and places can help profect these from
inappropriate development.
Responsa: These are nol relevant lo the location or the proposed digital billboard.
RMA Section T Other matters:

7 ¢) The maintenance and enhancement of amenty values can be directly affected by signage.
7 f) The maintenance and enhancement of the qualily of the environment can also be relevant fo
signage managament.
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Responsa: The proposed digital billboard is nol located within a natural or sensitive area, and due o
tha already highly modified, and visually clullered commercial character of the area it is considered
thal the quality of the existing environment will nol be changed and that there will be no adverse
effects on the amenity values within the receiving environment by the proposed digital billboard.

The proposal has also been assessed against the rules and objaclives of the Tasman Resource
Management Plan Summary Guide No. 10 — Provisions for Outdoor Signs and Advertising:

In the Central Business, Commearcial, Mixed Business, Tourist Sarvices and all Indusirial zones, a
sign is a permitted activify if it complies with Figure 16.18 and conditions relating to:

1.) Lecation and size. (Projected signs max. area 1.0m?)

2) Appearance: the sign doas nol mimic traffic signs. the sign is maintained in a tidy, legible state.

3.) Latter size (minimum vertical height of 150mm and minimum line spacing aof 100mm).

4.) Wumination (only iluminated when the business is apen if the property is adjoining a Residential
Zone), and # does not ncorporate retro-reflective materials, flashing iumination, or a display
that is aerial, animated or maving).

The proposal does nol comply with the above condition 1.) Location and size, and also does not
comply with Figure 76.18 as the sign will ba localed above the existing building parapet o a
maximum height of 3.0m.

1.) Location and size. (Projected signs max. area 1.0m?)

Responsa: The proposed digital billboard does nol comply as il will be mounted above an axisting
varanda and building parapet, it will be 3m high x Bm wide and 1Bm?. The proposed sign is over size
and over height but is nol considered o adversely affect the visual amenily or urban/commercial
character of the receiving environment, which is considered to have a low-quality level of visual
amenily. A viewshed has bean prepared showing the likely visibility of the billboard and is shown on
page T of the supporting figures.

2.) Appearance: the sign does not mimic traffic signs, the sign is maintained in a tidy, legible
state.

Responsa: The proposed billboard will be positioned above and away from the traffic lights / signals of
tha Cuean Streat [ Gladstone Road (SHE) intersection it will be maintained in a tidy manner and will
hawva a clearly legible display. The proposed sign will not have an effect on the architectural integrity
or amenity values [ character of the host building or the receiving environmenl

3.) Letter size {minimum vertical beight of 150mm and minimum line spacing of 100mm).

Responsa: The proposed digital billboard will have a cuslomisable and clearly legible digital display,
and all text will be complying.

4.) Mumination (only iluminated when the business is open if the property is adjoining a
Residential Zone), and if does nof incorporate refro-reflective maferials, fashing
illumination, or a display that is aerial, animated or moving).

Responsa: The proposed billboard will have changeable messages and images, the transition and

change of images will be visible o passing traffic, cyclists, office workers and pedestrians. The
fransitions, however, will be minimised, being no faster than every B seconds lo reduce any effects
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causaed through flashing or flickering. No moving images are proposed, and the position of the sign is
fixed. Traffic and padesirian safety standards shall apply to the billboard.

SIGMAGE RULES

Rule 16.1.4.1(a) which requires a sign fo be located and have the dimensions in accordance
with Figure 16.1B.

Response

The sign will bea 7m wide and 3.5m high and 24 5m?, it will be localed appraximately 0.7m above the
axisting parapel of the Palmart Building and is therefore not consistent Figure 16.1B. There are no
rules within the TRMP regarding maximum signage area for signs extending wholly above the building
parapel.

Rule 16.1.4.1{b) which requires a sign to meet conditions (b) to (k) of Rule 16.1.3.1. (b)The sign
relates only to activities underfaken on the site unless it is a temporary sign.

Rasponsea

The proposed sign will be permanently fixed above the parapat of the building, and although the sign
will ba advertising off site aclivities, the advertising shown will be primarily for local businesses and
could also promote local acliviies within Richmond, encouraging visitors o stay and nol just travel
through the lownship.

Rule 16.1.4.1(c) requires a sign to comply with the requirement indicated in Figure T6.18.
Rasponsa
The sign will be localed above the parapet of the building o which it is atlached.

Rule 16.1.4.7(e)(i) Requires any sign painted on or attached to a building to be related to the
activity operating therein (i.e. onsite adwvertising).

Rasponsea

Although the sign will be advertising off sile activities, the advertising shown will be primarily for local
businesses and could also promote local aclivilies within Richmond, encouraging visitors to stay and
not just travel through the township.

Rule 16.1.4.1(e)(iii) Requires a sign to be no higher than the roof peak or parapet of that part of
the building to which the sign is attached.

Rasponsa

Although the sign will sit above the existing parapet, it will nol extend past the exisling building and

tha combined height of the sign and building is approximalely B.8m, which is balow the parmitlted 10m
building heighit.

3.3  VISUAL EFFECTS ASSESSMENT
3.3.1 VISUAL CATCHMENT AND AMENITY
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The following table oullines the polential visual effects likely 1o be experienced by Visually Sensitive
Raceivers in the receiving environmenl. To assist with determining effects, a seres of public

viawpoints were visited, which were considered represantative of views thal may be experienced from
surrounding businesses, residences, and public spaces (including foolpaths). These were as follows:

moE @M=

VP1 - View Southeasl from 337 Lower Queen Streal
VP2 - View East from 321 Lower Quean Streat

VP3 — View Mortheast from 4a Gladstone Road (SHE)
VP4 — View Morthwest from 304 Quean Sireel

VP5 — View Morthwest from 273 Queean Sireal

Table 1: Assessment of Effects on Visually Sensitive Receptors

Viewpoint

Visually Sensitive Receptors (VSR)

Vehicle users’ pedssiians and cychste alang
Lower Quesn Strest

Vahicle wsars, pedesirians and eycts taveling
through the Queen Siresl | Cladsione Rosd
THE) inlersettion.

Giadstone Road (SHE)

Vehicle users! pedesirians and cyclists when
trawvelling north along Cusen Street iowards SHE

Vehicle users! pedesiriane and cyclists when
travelling north along Cusen Street iowards SHE

VP11 - VIEW SOUTHEAST FROM 337 LOWER QUEEM STREET

Distance Typeof View  Magnitude  Miigation
ofChange  Measures

from {open, partial,
Proposal fm)  screened)

150 OPEN
20-30 OPEN
a0 OPEN
100 OPEN
200 OPEN

Very Law

Very Law

K1

KR

KM

Effects after
mitigatian

Lesx than Minor

Less than Minor

Less than Minor

Lesx than minor

Dascriplion of exisling view — Views are open looking southeast along Lower Queen Streel. The view
consisls mainly of roading and associaled infrastructure such as traffic managemant signage, traffic

lights, streat lighting, overhead powerlines and commercial aclivities. There are several static
billboards and commercial relaled signs visible when travelling along Lower Queen Street towards the
intersaction, including the McDonalds and Hells Pizza signs. Jusl beyond the interseclion, the
concentration of existing signage, and commercial and retail buildings increases, crealing a densaly
urban and commercial visual exparence.
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Description of Effects — Vehicles, cyclists and pedestrian users will axperience open/full views of the
billboard when travelling along Lower Quean Streel lowards the intersection. The proposed digital
billboard will be positioned approximately 3m above the existing building parapet of a commercial
building. Views will be open while users are lravelling through the inlerseclion, however it is
anlicipated that due o the appearance of the proposed digilal billboard being similar to other signage
and billoards in the area, and the exisling commercial'retail activities, heavy wehicle movemenits, and
the low visual amanity of the surrounding area, the proposed billboard will have a low magnitude of
change. The miligalion measura MM1 will further minimise effects on visual amenily, which are
considered to ba less than minor.

2. VP2 -VIEW EAST FROM 321 LOWER QUEEN STREET

Descriplion of existing view — Views from this location are open, across the intersection looking
directly at the proposed billboard. Varying styles and sizes of signage including billboards are visible
down the length of Queen Street and Gladstone Road (SHE), these are located on both building faces
and rooflines with some being freestanding. Commearcial developmant vares in architectural style and
is sel back on either side of the road. The mix of commercial, and roading activities, and ils
associaled infrastructure such as signage, street lighting, traffic signals and carparking can be viewed
throughout the sireet scene. The Richmond Ranges can ba seen in the distance.

Descriplion of Effects — Vehicles, cyclists and pedestrian users will experianca open and direct views
of the proposed digital billboard when travelling through the intersection of Gladsione Road (SHE)
Queen Streel and Lower Quesen Streel. Open views will be possible of the proposed digital billboard
from this location, the billboard will be set against the skyline and will form part of the roofline of the
existing commaercial building. The screen does nol interfere or block any existing vistas as the wider
opan views over the Richmond Ranges are slill visible behind the sign. The magnilude of change and
tha effects on visual amenity are considared o be low. The mitigation measura MM1 will minimisa the
effects which are considered to be less than minor.

3. VP3 - VIEW NORTHWEST FROM 165 QUEEM STREET

Descriplion of existing view — This viewpoinl was taken approximately 90m down Gladstone Road
{SHE) looking northeast towards the proposed billboard, views are open across the road corridor. The
existing view consist of a mix of commercial, hospitality and roading activities, and its associated

infrastructure such as signage, streal lighting, traffic signals and camparking. Commercial buildings,
signage and the Richmond Ranges can be sean in the distance.

Descriplion of Effects — Vehicles, cyclisls and pedesirian users will experience views of the proposed
digital billboard when travelling northeast along Gladstone Road (SHE) lowards the proposal. Opan
viaws will be possible of the proposed digital billboard from this location. The billboard will be set
against the skyline and viewed above the roofline of the existing commercial building. The screan
does nol interfare or block any existing vistas. The wider open views over the Richmond Ranges are
slill visible behind the sign, the quality of the existing views within the commercial and light industrial
devalopment surrounding the proposed sign are low with the magnitude of change also considered to
be low whan compared o tha exisling McDonalds and MPD signs. The mitigation measure MM1 will
minimise the effects which are considerad o be less than minar.
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4. VP4 - VIEW NORTHWEST FROM 165 QUEEM STREET
Descriplion of existing view — This viewpaoint was taken approximately 100m down Queen Street

looking narthwest towards the proposed billboard, views are open across the existing readway. The
existing view consisls of a mix of retail and commercial buildings, roading and ils associaled
infrastructure such as signage, street lighling and carparking. The back of the proposed billboard can
be sean in the distanca.

Descriplion of Effects — Vehicles, cyclists and pedesirian users will experience intermitlent views of
tha backside of the proposaed digital billboard when travelling northwest along Queen Sireel lowards
tha proposal. Al this distance, approximalely 100m from the proposed billboard any views are largaly
bleckad by intervening buildings and road infrastructure. Given the distance and the angle from which
tha backside of billboard is viewed from, the magnitude of change is considered negligible and effects
indiscernible from this location.

5. VP5 - VIEW NORTHWEST FROM 165 QUEEM STREET

Descriplion of existing view — This viewpoint was taken further south down Cuesen Streat looking
northwest towards the proposed billboard, views are open across the existing roadway and the
Richmond Town Cenfre. The exisling view is a mix of retail and commercial buildings, roading and its
associated infrastructura such as signage, streel lighting and carparking. The back of the proposed
billboard can be seen in the distance.

Descriplion of Effects — Vehicles, cyclists and pedestrian users will experience intermittent views of
tha backside of the proposed digital billboard when travalling northwaest along Queen Street lowards
tha proposal. Al this distance, approximalely 200m from the proposed billboard, it will be difficull to
discern the billboard, as the visual clutter of the commercial area including signage, lighting, and othar
associated infrastructure increases as you travel in a northern direction towards the billboard. Given
tha distance, the angle from which the backside of the billboard is viewed from, and the existing visual
clutter within the receiving environment the magnitude of change is considered negligible and effects
indiscernible from this location.

3.4 SUMMARY OF EFFECTS ON VISUAL AMENITY

In terms of visual effects, the proposed digital billboard is nol seen lo advarsely affect the visual
amenily of the recaiving environment. The sign will be positioned above the existing building parapat
and the existing traffic signals, it will be visible by those travelling north-east along Gladsione Road
(SHE), south-east along Lower Queen Streel and north-west along Queen Streel when stopping at
tha traffic lights. Views of the digital billboard will be open when travelling through the intersection, but
al a distance, the sign wil become harder lo distinguish from other signage and commercial
infrastructure.

The closest residential properfies are located approximalely 180m from the proposed billboard and
are facing the road and are screened by vegelation or fencing, it is considered these residents will
axparence a very low magnitude of change.
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The proposed billboard will be visible above the exisling parapet, butl whan seen from a dislance, it
will not block the wider views of the Richmond Ranges and will nol be oul of character. Given that the
existing McDonalds sign is approximately 3m above the exisling parapel and can be seen in all
directions when travelling through the intersection, it dominales the ocullook, and is lluminated at
night; It is considered that the proposed location of the digital billboard is not oul of character and will
not generate any additional effects on the exisling commercial characler or visual amenity of the
recaiving environment.

Queean Stresl, Gladslone Road (SHE) and Lower Quean Streal are heavily dominaled by vehicle
movements, and roading related infrastructure (signage, traffic signals and streetlights). Views of the
billboard will be experienced by users moving through the intersection, but the level of traffic
mavement within the receiving environment will mitigale the changing images of the proposed digital
billboard. There s a significant amount of ambient light currently present through streetlights and
other signage including McDonalds, NPD and Z Fuel Patrol Stations, it is therefore considerad that
the proposal will successfully integrale with the existing commercial character of lhe receiving
environmenl, and thal any visual effects will ba less than minar.

4AMITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigation measures are recommended to either avoid, remedy, or miligate any
potential effects on Visual Amenity:

MM1 DIGITAL IMAGE TRANSITION AND LUMINANCE

It is recommendad that the image transition be every 10 seconds, with a 0.5 sec fade bebwean
images. The screan shall incorporate lighting contral to adjust brightness in line with ambient levels.
The maximum digital sign luminance shall be a maximum of 250 cd/m® al nighitimea and 5,000 cd/m?
during daytima. For further guidance refar lo the Christchurch City Council — Praclice MNote —
Billboards.!

55CONCLUSIONS

It is considered that the proposed digital billboard at 332 Quean Sireel in Richmond is consistent with
the existing commercial character of the surreunding environment, which is nol considered a sensitive
location. As discussed in the assessmenl above, the level of change that the proposed digital
billboard will impose on the receiving environment is considered o be low and tha proposal will not
detract from the commercial character of the receiving environment.

In terms of visual amenity, the effects will be limited to road users travelling through the Queen Streat
! Gladslone Road (SHE) intersection, while the proposed billboard will be elevated abowe the existing
parapel and views will be open from various viewpoinls throughout the recaiving environment, the
affacts axperienced will be lemporary and intarmitlent as the users move past the proposed billboard.
The cumulative effects of the proposed digital billboard are considered to be less than minor, due to

1 hitps:icce.govi nz/assels/Documents/Consants-and-Licances/resource-consants/PMN-03-2021-
Billboard-practice-note.pdf
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the commercial character of the receiving environment, the high traffic volumes along SHE, and the
already high ambient lighling in the immediate area including several large, illuminated signs.

Although the sign will be advertising off site activities, the adverlising shown could also promote local
aclivities within Richmond, encouraging visitors to stay and not just travel through the township.

iews of the Richmond Ranges will momentarily be interrupted for those travelling east or south
through the intersection, signage is anticipaled within the commercial area, and wide views of the
Richmond Ranges are still maintained beyond the proposed digital billboard.

Owerall, it is considered that the proposad digital billboard will still have less than minor effects on the
visual amenily and the commercial characler of the receiving anviranment and all sensitive receivers.
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Fal

APPENDIX 2: DIGITAL BILLBOARD AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
The urban design and visual impact assesament considers the likely effects of the proposal in a holistic sense.
There are thiee components to the assessment

1. Identification of the recaiving environment and a description of the existing urban character

2. The urban design assesament is an assessment of the proposal sgainst the policles, objectives, and rules
of the relevant District Plan regarding building style, land use activity, setbacks and active frontages,
height, shading and signage (if relevant);

3. The visual impact assessment is primanly concerned with the effects of the proposal on wisual amenity
and people. evaluated against the character and guality of the existing visual catchment.

1.0 URBAN CHARACTER DESCRIPTION

To describe the character of the receiving urban environment a site visit is undertaken noting the character of
existing buildings, their height, sethacks from street frontages and where there are any active frontages. The style
and character of individual buildings are noled and grouped where possible, with particular emphasis placed on
basildings with any heritage value. A combinaton of deskiop and site analysis is used to determine the overal
character of an urban area and what its “Sensitivity to Change' may be. For example, an urban area which exhibits
a high level of cohesion and uniformity may have a higher sensitivity to a proposal than an area which is more
imexgular and mixed. As the proposal relates to signage, a broed-brush inventory of existing signage is undertaken
within the receiving environment, noting thedr size, orentation, height, relationship to adjoining buildings and
iBumination. In many examples, corporate colours are considered signage and will be noted accordingly.

2.0 URBAMN DESIGN ASSESSMENT
The urban design sssessment compomnent reviews the proposal against the policies, objectives and rules of the
District Plan which relate 1o Signage and Central City Urban Design matters. When assessing the proposal, the
recaiving environment is considered and whether the proposal will have an adwerse effect on the existing urban
character and amenity of & place, which is described abowve_

3.0 BILLEOARD ANALYSIS
For the assessment of Billboards, the following research is a useful resource: LED Billboard Research: Technical
Rewview of Visual Effects, prepared by CCC, October 2016 by Boffa Miskell and Connectics.

The report states 'Following an assessment of the potential sensitivity of the available viewing audience, the visual
assessment then considers the potential change which will result from visibility of the Proposed Development. It
should be remembered that views of a developmant do not necessarily equate to visual effects. Visual impact is
naot always negative and a change in view is not automatically wrong'.

To assist further with the analysis of digital bilboards we have visited several existing billboards, both digital and
static, o determine their exdent of influence or visual catchment of a billboard as well as 1o compare the brightness
of a digital billboard wersus a externally illuminated static billboard. Four different existing Gx3m billboards were
ohserved during the day and night to assess the visibility of digital and static billboards in an urban environment
during thess times. During the day, the billboards were generally noticeabls when standing further than 100m away
from the sbructune but their content indiscernible. At night, both static (extemally lit) and digital bilboards had a
hisgher level of visibility but did not necessarily have an adverse effect on the sumounding ervironment, depending
on the character of the recaiving environment. Between 100-200m away the bilboards started to blend in with the
surrounding light sowrces and activities, and with distances further away the boards are viewed in conlext with
lights: from houses, traffic kights and other illuminated signs. The billboards that were placed in front of or integrated
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inio & building did not look out of context and tended to assimilate better than a free-standing sign. Again, this is

dependent on context Visual effects of these billboards when viewed from over 200m were generally not

considered 1o be adverse in these whan environments, particularly when sumownded by a high level of amblent

lightt aned activity.

There was no apparent difference of visibility between a digital billboard and a static, externally it billboard at night

The visual essessment involves the following procedures:

= ldentification of key viewpoints: A selection of key viewpoinis are identified and verified for selection

during the site visit The viewpoints are considerad representative of the vanious viewing audiences within
the recedving catchment, being taken from public locations where views of the proposal were possible,
some of which would be very similar to views from nearby residential propertiesfapartments. The
identification of the visusl catchment is prepared as a desktop study in the finst instance using Council
GIS for aerials and contowrs. This information i then ground-truthed on site to determine the key
viewpoinis and potential audience. Depending on the complexity of the project & “viewshed' may be
prepared which highlights the ‘Theorstical Zone of Visual Influence’ (TZV1) from where & proposal will
theoretically be visible from.

= Assessment of the degree of sensitvity of receptors 1o changes in visusl amenity resulting from the
proposal: Factors affecting the sensitivity of receptors for evaluation of visual effects include the value
and quality of existing views. the type of receiver, duration or frequency of view, distance from the
proposal and the degree of visibility. For example, those who view the change from their homes may be
considered highly sensitive. The atractiveness or otherwise of the outhsok from their home will have a
significant effect on their perception of the guality and acceptability of their home environment and their
general quality of life.

= Those who view the change from their workplace are considered moderately sensiive as the
attractiveness or othenstse of the outlook will have a less important, aithough still material, effect on their
perception of their guality of ife. The degres to which this applies depends on whether the workplace is
industrial, retad or commercial. Those who view the chamge whilst taking part in an culdoor leisure sctivity
may display varying sensitivity depending on the type of leisure activity. For example, walkers in open
country on a long-distance tramp are considered highly sensitive to change while other walkers may not
be so focused on the sumounding lendscape. Those who view the change whilst travelling on a public
thoroughfare will also display varying sensitivity depending on the speed and direction of travel and
whether the view is continuous or occasionally glimpsad.

= ldentification of potential mitigation measures: These may take the form of revisionsirefinements to the
enginesning and architectural design o minimise patential effects, and/or the implementation of landscape
design mesasures (e.g. screen tree planting, colour design of hard landscape features eic.) to alleviate
adverse urban design or visual effects and generate potentially beneficial long-term effects.

= Prediction and identification of the pre-mitigation and residual effects after the implementation of the
mitigation measures.

4.0 VISUAL ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
In response to saction ¥(c) of the RMA, an evaluation is undertaken to define and describe visual amenity values.
As with aesthetic values, with which amenity values share considerable overlap, this evaluation was professionally-
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based using current and accepted good practice. Amenity values are defined in the Act as “Those nafural or physical
quakties and characlerizlics of an ames that contribwte fo people's appreciation of #s plessantness, aesthetic
coherence, and culfural and recreafional atnbufes.” The visusl assesament looks at the sensitivity of receplors to
changes in their visual amenity through the analysis of selected representative viewpoints and wider visibdity
analysia. it identifies the potential sowrces for visual effect resulting from the Proposal and describes the existing
character of the area in terms of openness, prominence, compatibility of the project with the existing wisual conteaxt,
viewing distances and the potential for obstruction of views.'

The visual impact assesasment involves the following procedures:

= ldentification of key viewpoints: A selection of key viewpoints is identified and verified for selecton during
thee site visit. The viewpoinis are conaidered representative of the wanious viewing sudiences within the
receiving catchment, being taken from pubdic locations where views of the proposal were possible, some
of which would be very similar to views from nearby houses. The identification of the visual catchment is
prepared &3 a deskiop study in the first instance using Councll GIS for serials and contowrs. This
information is then grownd-truthed to determine the key viewpoints and potential audience. Depending on
the complexity of the project a ‘viewshed' may be prepared which highlights the Theoretical Zone of
Visual Influence” (TZVI) from where a proposal will theoretically be visible from. It is theoretical as the
mapping does not take into account existing structures or vegetation so s consenvative in is results.

» Assessment of the degree of sensitivity of receptors 1o changes in visual amenity resulting from the
proposal: Factors affecting the sensitivity of receptors for evaluation of visual effects indude the value
and quality of axisting views. the type of receiver, duration or frequency of view, distance from the
proposal and the degree of visibility. For example, those wiho view the change from their homes may be
considered highly sensitive. The atiractiveness or otherwise of the outleok from their home will have a
significant effect on their perception of the guality and acceptability of their home environment and their
general guality of life. Those who view the change from their workplace may be considered 1o be only
moderately sensitive as the attractiveneas or otherwise of the ocutlook will have a less important, alithough
still material, effect on their perception of their quality of life. The degree to which this applies also depends
on factors such as whether the workplace is industrial, retail or commercial. Those who view the change
whilst taking part in an cutdoor leisure activity may display varying sensitivity depending on the type of
leisure activity and a greater sensitivity to those commauting. For example, walkers or horse riders in open
country on & long-distance trip may be considered 1o be highly sensitive 1o change while other walkers
may not be so focused on the surrounding landscape. Those who view the change whilst travelling on a
public thorowghfare will atao display warying sensitivity depending on the speed and direction of travel and
whether the view is continuous or occasionally glimpsad.

= Identification of potential mitigation measures: These may take the form of revisionsirefinements to the
enginesning and architectural design o minimise patential effects, and/or the implementation of landscape
design measures (e.g. screen tree planting, colour design of hard landscape features eic.) to alleviate
adverse visual effects and generate potentially beneficial long-term effects.

! Reference: NZILA Education Foundaon - Best Practice Guide - Landscape Assessmenl and Susiainable
Management Best Practice Guide - Visual Simulations {2.11.2010)

PROE 3
www dcrmurban.com
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=  Prediction and identification of the effects during operation without mitigation and the residual effects after
the implementation of the mitigation measures.

5.0 EFFECTS METHODOLOGY
Anahysis of the existing landscape and visual environment is focused upon understanding the functioning of how
an environment is likely to respond to external change (the proposal). In terms of the receiving emironment, this
Is the environment upon which a proposed activity might have effects. It is permissibbe (and often desirable or
necessary) to consider the future state of the ervironment upon which effects will occur, including:
»  the future state of the environment as it might be modified by the utiisation of nghts to carmy out pemitted
actvities

=  the environment as it might be modified by implemeanting resource consents that have been granted at
the time a particular application is considered, where it appears likely that those resource consents will

be implemented.
The assessment evaluates the resilience of the existing character, values or views and determines their capacity
to absorty change. The proposal is assessed in its ‘'unmitigated’ form and then in its mitigated form 1o determine
the likely residual effects. The analysis identifies opportunities, risks, threats, costs and bensfits arising from the

potentisl changa.

Assessing the magnitude of change (from the proposal) is based on the Actearoa MNew Zesland Landscape
Assessment Guidelines (May 2021} with a seven-point scale, being:

VERY LOW / LOW /| MODERATE-LOW | MODERATE /| MODERATE-HIGH | HIGH ! VERY HIGH

The guidelines provide the following table which i & useful comparison for analysis of the magnitude of change
(MZILA) with the likely effects (RMA)L

MAGHITUDE OF CHANGE VERY | LOW MODERATE - | MODERATE | MODERATE - | HIGH | VERY
Lo Lo HIGH HIGH
RMA LEVEL OF EFFECTS LESS THAN | MIMOR MORE THAN MINOR
MIMOR

The Aotearca New Zealand Landscape Guidelines however do not quantify “what' the Magnitude of Change
Is. Below is a gulde to how we have assessed the Magnitude of Change for this proposal:

(a) Very Low — the change is negligile or are not readily discemnibde. For example the proposal may not
be wvisible to the receptor or the chamge in character i3 negligible when compared to the pemnitied
baseline andior receiving environment.

(b) Low — the chamge is discemnible but do not sdversely affect the viewer expenence. For example it may
be possible for the receptor to see the proposal but the effects are not conskdered adverse due to the
quality of the current view or the oblique nature of the view.

? tmpe Fraia.co nzimedalpinads2021_07/Z10505_Te Tangi_a_te_Manu_Revised Final Draft_as approwed 5_May 2021 pf

PACE &
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(c) Moderste-High — the change is discemible and changes the quality of the existing view. potentially with
tive loss of views.
(d) High - the change is discemible and there is a loss of views or the changes greatly affect the quality of
the view so that the charscter of existing view s fundamentally changed.
(&) Very High — the change is discamible and there is a total loss of views or the changes significantly affect
the quality of the view so that the character of existing wiew is fundamentally chamged.
In determining the extent of adverse effects. taking inlo account the sensitivity of the landscape or recepior
combined with the Magnitude of Change proposed, the level of effects is along a continuum 1o ensure that each
effect has been considered consistently and in tum cumulatively. This continuem may include the following effects
(based on the deacriptions provided on the Cuality Planning website — Determining the Extent of Adverse Effects):

+ Indiscernible Effects Mo effects at all or are too small to register.

* Less than Minor Adverse Effects Adverse effects that are discernible day-to-day effects, but too small
to adversely affect other persons.

=  Minor Adverse Effects Adverse effects that are noticeable but will mot cause any significant adverse
impacis.

=  More than Minor Adverse Effects Adverse effects that are noticeable that may cause an adverse impact
but could be potentially mitigated or remedied.

= Significant Adverse Effects that could be remedied or mitigated An effect that is noticeable and will
hawve a serous adverse impact on the environment but could potentially be mitgated or rermedied.

# Unacceptable Adverse Effects Extensive adverse effects that cannot be avoided, remedied or
mitigated.

6.0 PHOTOGRAPHY METHODOLOGY
All photos are taken wsing a SONY ALPHA AT |l digital camera with a focal length of S0mm_ Mo zoom was used.
In the case of stitched phoios used as the viewpoint images, a seres of 4 porirait pholos were taken from the same
poaition to create & panorama. The pholos were stiiched together automatically in Adobe Photoshop 1o create the
pamnorama presented in the figures.

ationg (2.11.10)

Reference: MZILA Education Foundstion - Bes

Manggement' Sesl Fracice 8 — wiISLUG) 50T

7.0 STATUTORY DOCUMENTS
Relevant statutory documents in terms of Landscape Values and Visual Amenity are referred 1o in the LVIA.

4 hitps-fwave qualityplarming ceg ntnode/ 837
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APPENDIX ONE - URBAN DESIGN AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT GRAPHIC ATTACHMENT

PROPOSED DIGITAL BILLBOARD 332 QUEEN STREET

15 APRIL 2024
PROJECT NO. 2023 025
REVISION H
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FROFOSED DIGITAL BILLEOARD 332 QUEEN STREET NELSON
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LEGEND
CHARACTER PHOTOS

. Edsting car parking and signage of
» nearby by commercial buildings

° m&?onoaoomomwon.o.oasa:
| businesses

¢ . Edsting signage associated with
) businesses in varying locations

7= orea

> ..-. /// g T = ~ .

¥ //;./I.V?/// R D, ” ‘ g

g . ; ¥ Qe ¢ Bilboard Location (Mounted above
existing building parapet)
y e\

A. LOCATION MAP 1:2500 @ A3
QO.vimv: - WIDER CONTEXT AND CHARACTER PHOTO LOCATIONS Av-
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. View West from 332 Queen Street, ocross the rood from the site showing existing carparking and
commercail buildings. Note signoge mounted above the bulding focades.

e

. View South from 332 Queen Street, cross the road from the site, of the central business use of the area
showing existing commercial buildings. Signage i both free standing at road frontoge and on the
building facades.

CONTEXT - CHARACTER PHOTOS

‘ View Northwest towards 332 Queen Street [Pet Mart) and the Salvation Army Family Store showing the
centrat business use of the area, commerical bulldings and existing signoge on the building facades.

. View Southwest from 4 Gladstone Raod (SHé). approx. 260m from the site, showing existing commerical
buildings and signage in the area. Signoge is both free standing ot rood frontage and on/ or above the
buildings focodes.
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.Ws», -

i ©

[

A. LOCATION MAP 1:2500 & A3

CONTEXT - VISUAL VIEWSHED AND VIEWPOINT LOCATION PLAN

25 8 EEN STREE

LEGEND
VIEWPOINT LOCATIONS

VP1 - View Southeast from 337 Lower
Queen Street

VP2 - View East from 321 Lower Queen
Street

VP3 - View Northeast from 4A Glodstone
Road ($Hé)

VP4 - View Northwest from 301 Queen

VPS5 - View Northwest from 273 Queen
Street

- = Site

Bélboard Location (Mounted above
exsting building parapet)

Viewshed for bilboard dispiay {note
single sided bilboard)

*H
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W SOUTHEAST FROM 337 LOWER QUEEN STREET - EXISTING

2023 025 BEXON MEDIA - 332 QUEEN STREET

Imoge caphures on Soay ILCE-&00C
Focal length Somm

Date: 134 Aprl 2023 ot 12:38om
Height of 1.40 metres

Page 155 of 182



Tasman District Council — Commissioner (Resource Consent) Hearing Agenda — 5 & 6 November 2024

Attachment 9 — DCM Visual Package May 2024 — Iltem 2.11

PROPOSED BALBOARD
{ABOVE BURLDING PARAPET)

Image capiures on Sony IWCE-S000

1 - VIEW SOUTHEAST FROM 337 LOWER QUEEN STREET - PROPOSED Dote: 139 Ap 2033 o 12:380m

2023025 BEXON MEDIA - 332 QUEEN STREET Helghd of:4.£0 mavas
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VP2 - VIEW EAST FROM 321 LOWER QUEEN STREET - EXISTING

2023 _025 BEXON MEDIA

332 QUEEN STREET

wwnpotmart.co.nz FetMa

!

Image caphues on Sony ILCE.4000
Focal length S0mm

Date: 13 Apd 2023 ot 12:38pm
Height of 1.40 metres
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VP3 - VIE

PROPOSED BLLROARD
{ABOVE BLILDING PARAPET)

W NORTHEAST FROM 4A GLADSTONE ROAD (SHé) -

EDIA - 332 QUEEN STREET

PROPOSED

Image caphues on Soay ILCE-&000
Focal length S0mm

Date: 13 Apr 2023 at 12:380m
Height of 1.40 metres
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PROPOSED BILLBOARD ABOVE PARAPET
{ONLY BACK OF BILLEOARD VISIBLE)

ILCE-40C0

VP4 - VIEW NORTHWEST FROM 301 QUEEN STREET - PROPOSED SHr -

2023 025 BEKON MEDIA - 332 QUEEN STREET
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VP5 - VIEW NORTHWEST FROM 273 QUEEN STREET -EXISTING

2023_025 BEKC

MEDIA - 332 QUEEN STREET

Image caphures on Sony ILCE-4000
Focal kength Somem

Date: 134 Apd 2023 ot 12:38om
Height of 140 metres
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PROPOSED BILLBOARD ABOVE PARAPET
[ONLY BACK OF BULBOARD VISIBLE)

VPS5 - VIEW NORTHWEST FROM 273 QUEEN STREET - PROPOSED

AEDIA - 332 QUEEN STREEY

Image caphures on Sony ILCE-000
Focal lergth S0mm

Dote: 13 Apri 2023 at 12:38m
Height of 1.40 metres
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RMM

Memorandum

20 Saptember 2024

Allention
Fhil Doale — Tasman District
Couwncil

Issued by
Tany Mine
FRMM Landscape Architects

RMM Jab Mo.
24177

ROUGH MILHE MITCHELL
LaNDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

Audit of Urban Design and Visual Impact Assessment for a
proposed digital billboard at 332 Queen St, Richmond

Intreduction

This mema provides a review of the Urban Design and Visual
Impact Assassment Rev. C dated 11 April 2024 (UDVIA) and
addendum dated 21 May 2024 for the proposed digital
billboard at 332 Quesan Sireel, Richmond by DCM Urban
(DCM).

The proposed billboard will be located above the parapet of the
Pel Mart Shop at the cormer of Queen Streel and Gladsione
Road (8HE), a key inlersection within the town centre of
Richmond. We understand the original proposal was for a
slalic signage 6m wide and 3.0 m high, which has bean
updated to a digital billboard measuwring 7m wide and 3.5m
high, with a tolal area of 24.5m”. The proposed billboard is a
Restricted Discretionary Aclivily under the Tasman Resource
Management Plan (TRMP).

RMM hawve reviewed the DCM UDVIA documenl as an
independent audit and have nol provided a re-assessment af
Wrban Design and Visual Assessment mallers. We sel oul
matters for discussion following, with our response in italics to
each of thesa:

Meathodology Usad.

Assessment of Urban Design and Amenity Effects incl.
Matification Decision Report UDVIA Addendum.

3. Viewpaint Selection and Visual Effects.

4. Mitigation.

P =

Methodology Used

Thea UDVIA reviews the proposal against the TRMP objectives,
policies and rules in relation to the provisions for Outdoor
Billboard and Advertising.

Additionally, the report references the LED Bilboard Research:
Technical Review of Visual Effects, prepared by CCC, Oclober
2018 by Boffa Miskell and Conneclics as a guideline for the
billboard analysis itsell.

+64 3366 3296 Ll Twa
irduErmmlacon:

EO Cambridge Terrace

Chrigtohyrch G013

PO Box 3764

rmmla cans Christchurch 5140
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Direct study methodology included site visils o study the
axisting signagae/billboards along the proposed Site. Day and
nighttime obsarvation of both stalic and digital billboards has
been underiaken lo derive key viewpaint locations. Thesa have
considered the public view localion within the receiving
enviranmeant and visualisation for the same are provided in a
Graphic Attachment (GA).

Based on the above methodology the UDVIA covers the
Tollowing points:

*  Ewalualion of the existing urban character of Richmond's
lownship.

*  Assessmenl of effects on urban characler and wvisual
amenily valuas.

* Compliance with the TRMP provisions for ouldoor signs.

*  Additional assessment of TRMP Objeclives and Policies
under the TDC District Plan.

* Effects on visual amenily, considering localion, visibility,
impact, and comparison with exisling billboard.

*  \isual effects assessmeant including viewpoints, receplors,
distance, type of view, magnitude of change, and miligation
MEe3asUras.

*  Cumulative aeffects on the visual amenity of the receiving
environmant.

Our Response:

The methodology used for the UDVIA appropriately covers an
understanding of the sledy area and assesses the varous
design aspects for the proposed billboard. The description of
the location, receiving environmerd, architecfural styles of
proximate  builf form, residential proximity, exisfing
signagevbiboards, fraffic movement and vizsibility accord with
our understanding of such.

The reply to the TRMP provisions for Billboards is included in
the rasponse and addifional documaeants have bean Gmﬁ'ﬂ}f
refarred fo for the assessment of fechnical review of the viswal
and ameniy effects.

Howavar, regarding the Visual Effects Assessment, the report
cites Ta Tangi a fe Manu: Aclearoa New Zealand Landscape

64 1366 1068 Lewel Twa
irdoErmmlacon: B8 Cambridge Terrace
Chrintohurch G013
PO Box 3764
2 rmimla cong Christohurch &40
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Assessment Guidelines (TTatM Guidelines) - May 2021
version. This is an outdated version of this document and
therefore, should not be used. Furthermore, the term
‘Magnitude of Change’ (Section 5.0 Appendix 2 of the UDVIA)
that has been applied to the descriptors used is incorrect as
the descriptors are for the level of adverse effects.

Assessment of Urban Design and Amenity Effects incl.
Notification Decision Report UDVIA Addendum

The UDVIA assesses the proposal against the RMA Section 6
Matters of National Importance and appropriately concludes
the digital billboard is not within a natural area. The conclusion
is not drawn, however implied that Section 6 matters do not
apply. We agree.

Regarding RMA Section 7 Other Matters 7c and 7f the UDVIA
concludes that due to already highly modified and visually
cluttered commaercial character of the area “...there will be no
adverse effects on the amenity values within the receiving
environment by the proposed digital billboard.”

Our Response

Given our understanding of the receiving environment,
permitted building heights under the TRMP, and following a
site visit, we do not agree with the conclusion reached by DCM
regarding Section 7 matters. Following review of the
addendum memo prepared by DCM our opinion remains the
same. Refer VP1 and VP2 of the GA.

The UDAVA provides an assessment (supported by a Graphic
Attachment) against the TRMP Summary Guide No. 10 —
Provisions for Outdoor Signs and Advertising. Essentially the
conclusion drawn is “The proposed sign is over size and over
height but is not considered to adversely affect the visual
amenity or urban/commercial character of the receiving
environment, which is considered to have a low-quality level of
visual amenity.” (Page 6, UDVIA).

+£4 3366 3266 Lewnl Twa
irfo@rmmla conz 68 Cambridge Terrace
Christchurch 5013
PO Box 3764
3 rmmia conz Christchurch 5140
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Our Response

We agree that the urban/commercial character of the
immediate receiving environment, has a low-quality level of
visual amenity. However, the photomontages for VP1 and VP2
in my opinion clearly demonstrate the visual prominence of the
billboard within the existing setting. We believe the DCM report
does not sufficiently assess, particularly the important location
of the billboard along the main town centre urban spine, and
therefore underestimates the resulting effect.

The Memo addendum covers the queries raised regarding
Cumulative Effects and Visual Amenity, Interrupted Views of
the Richmond Ranges, and provides an additional assessment
of the TRMP Objectives and Policies, in the Notification
Decision Report. The addendum concludes that “proposed
digital bikboard will stil have less than minor effects on the
visual amenity of the receiving environment™ (Page 3 of the
Addendum Memo).

Our Response

Having reviewed the DCM UDVIA addendum, we do not reach
the same conclusion. The assessment takes into consideration
the permitted building height of 10m as a baseline discussion
and provides logic for the locating the billboard above the
current parapet level, which in my opinion is not entirely the
case. Given the majority of structures within the immediate
receiving environment are single storey, and do not contain
billboards above their roof ines, the proposed billboard adds
to the urban clutter above the building lines in this location.

Therefore, we consider that the proposed billboard would have
a minor adverse effect on amenity values within the area.
Further, if in the future a 10m building is built on the site, we
would expect it fo have building integrated signage so as fo
avoid the urban clutter of such elements.

We also note in relation to amenity effects the matters of
discretion under Rule 16.1.4.2 is limited to (2) “any amenity
effect on the surrounding area, including size and duration.”

+64 3366 3268 Lesnl Twa
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This matter is particularly broad and allows far consideration of
any amanify affect not just wisval amenity.

Viewpoint Selection and Visual Effects

Five public viewpaints were assessed lo delermine the visual
affects on visually sensitive receivers (VW5Rs) such as vehicle
users, pedesirians, and cyclists.

=  VP1: Southeast from 337 Lower Queen Sireel
= VP2 Easl from 321 Lower Queen Sireel

=  VP3: Northeas! from 4a Gladstone Road (SHEB)
=  VP4: Northwest from 301 Queen Straet

= VP55 Morthwest from 273 Queen Street

Each viewpaint is accuralely described and the UDVIA useafully
labulates the Assessment of Effects, and the Magnitude of
Change (nole previous camments regarding this mathodology)
is assessed as being either low or vary low from the five
respeclive wviewpoints. ARer miligation measures are
considerad (Viewpaints 1 -3) the effects (assuming adverse
effects as this is nol slafed) are assessed as being either
indiscernible or kess than minor.

Owr 58

We consider the viewpoints are reprasentative of the typical
public viewpaints afforded of the proposed billboard and for the
most part find the DOM assessment balanced and considered.
However, wa would expect 3 greater assassmant of both night-
time wvisibility effacts and effects on the pedestrian experience.

Furtheymore, the assessment confuses magniude of change
and adverse affects and therefore we do nol draw the same
conclusion it reaches, as per the following “In terms of visual
affects, the proposed digifal billboard is nol seen lo adversealy
affect the visual amenity of the receiving environment.” (Page
10, UDWIA)

in owr wew, the assessment undersiates the lack of integration
of the bilboard in the oweral built form of the building wpon
which it baing eracted or the effect on the overall sfreefscape
along Queen Sireel and SHE intersechion. If is nofed that the

+64 1366 3166 Lewel Twa
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proposed location is consistent with simiar settings. We
disagree.

Notably, the nearby McDonald's fast-food restaurant signage
has been used as a benchmark to rationalise the proposed
billboard's location, placement above the parapet, size, visual
dominance, and night illumination.

While we acknowledge that the McDonalds signage sits some
three metres higher than adjacent roof form, the billboard is not
of a similar nature and the visual impact of the proposed digital
billboard, situated much closer to a major intersection, would
be more dominant and feature transitional images, which we
believe would add to its prominence. That is the whole point of
such signage in locations like this.

Mitigation

The UDVIA recommends mitigation measures to either avoid,
remedy, or mitigate any potential effects on Visual Amenity.
Spacifically, mitigation measure (MM1) recommends digital
image transition and luminance control to achieve this.

Our Response

While the MM1 considers image transition and luminance
control to align with ambient lighting levels, and given the
dominate location and size of the billboard, we consider that
the digital measures alone cannot mitigate the visual impact of
the proposed billboard fo the extent stated in the UDVIA. Due
to the inherent design intended for the billboard it will inevitably
stand out.

Conclusion

Overall, we generally find the DCM UDVIA considered and
balanced. However, for the reasons stated above we believe
the potential adverse effects have not been thoroughly
assessed and therefore we do not agree with the conclusion
reached in the UDVIA that “the proposed Jocation of the digital
billboard is not out of character and will not generate any
additional effects on the existing commercial character or

+64 3366 3266 Lewel Twa
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visual amenity of the receiving environment.” (Page 11 of the
UDIVA).

It is our opinion the potential visual and amenity effects arising
from the proposed billboard will not be less than minor.

Tony Milne (Fellow) NZILA

20 September 2024
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Dark Sky Designation — Wai-iti Recreation Reserve and Tunnicliff Forest

between
Top of the South Dark Sky Committee

and

Tasman District Council

dated
20 May 2019
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PARTIES

" Top of the South Dark Sky Committee {the Committee)
and
Tasman District Council (the Council)

1. Purpose and Scope

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) cutlines the agreemeant between the two parties in relation to the
proposed International Dark Sky Association (IDA) Dark Sky designation (designation) for Wai-iti Recreation
Reserve and Tunnicliff Forest (the reserve and forest).

The Committes is seeking a designation over the reserve and forest to provide opportunities for the public to
enjoy quality viewing of stars in an area close to urban centras, The reserve and forest meet the criteria for the
establishment of the designation in accordance with the 1DA reguirements.

The purpose of the reserve is primarily for the provision of community recreation opportunities and the forest is
for commercial forestry operations and income for Council.

2. Operating Principles
The Council agrees that we will:

— Recognise the designation over the reserve in the Moutere - Waimea Ward Reserve Management Plan by
the inclusion of policies that protect the dark sky status. This will be done during the next management
plan rewview.

— Keep lighting to a minimum and only install lights when and where absolutely necessary for visitor safety,
of on a shorl tarm basis for night harvesting in the forest. Ensure that any lights installed are fitted with
timers and/or curfews imposed.

— Respect the natural night time environment by prohibiting illuminated signs, “Light painting” and the use of
searchlights in non-emergency situations.

- Only install lights that comply with the requirements of the designation, in consultation with the Cark Sky
Committee. Approved lighting will be fully shielded so as not to emit light above the horizental plan and be
below 3000K correlated colour temperature.

-  Only allow the use of non-conforming lighting (i.e. searchlights, etc.) in emergency or termparary situations.
Any such installations will 1o the greatest possible extent possible adhere to these operating principles and
their ugse will be limited to the shortest possible time.

- Manage visitor activities to ensure visitors are aware of the dark sky status and request that any lighting of
camping equipment and recreational vehicles is fully shielded and glare is minimized.

~ Erect and maintain signs acknowledging the 1DA Dark Sky designation at the entrances to the reserve and
forest,

— Maintain the MOU for the forest area during Council ownership of the forest. If at any time, Council decides
to sell the forest, the MOU will terminate and will not be binding on a future landowner.

The Dark Sky Committee agrees that we will:

- Recognise that lighting of the forest area may occur from time to time including during night harvesting
activities and for cyclists riding in the forest at night.

—~  Apply for the IDA Dark Sky designation.

= Maintain a measurement programme to follow the evolution of light pellution in the area and assert that the
night sky quality is not degrading.
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—  Commit to public education by providing on site interpretation panels where the dark sky is the central
theme, plus appropriate media releases and a website.

—  Host events at least four times a year that highlight the dark night =ky in an appropriate way e.g. cultural or
historic value, impoertance to wildlife, astronomical or stargazing events.

— Book for any significant event using the Council online booking and approval process (1 manth notice s
required for processing).

—  Submit an annual report to the IDA detailing the activities and progress towards fulfilling the IDA goals
during the previous year.

3. Site Access

The Council envisage that there will generally be no impediment to public access to the reserve and forest
except:

—  When a community group is given consent to hold an event, which may also include overnight staying.
— For public safety as the result of a natural hazard, e.g. wind storm, fire or flood, efc.

- When reserve maintenance or a forestry operation is being carried out which requires the closure of the
reserve or forest for a period of time.

Vehicle access to the main part of the reserve is closed during winter but can be opened on request for
events. Vehicle access to the forest is by permit only.

4, Location

The reserve and forest, an area of around 135 hectares, is located on the Wakefield-Kohatu Highway at Wai-
iti, adjoining the Wai-iti River. The entrance is located on the Wakefield-Kohatu Highway approximately 10m
from the Melson side of the Wai-iti River Bridge.

An aerial photograph showing the extent of the proposed dark sky designation over the reserve and forest is
included as Appendix 1

5. Disputes

In the case of a dispute, the parties will in good faith seek to resolve the dispute. This process may include
mediation.

6. General

This MOU will be considered void and shall terminate should the site not achieve dark sky status from the IDA,
within 24 months from the date that this MOLU is signed.

This MOU shall terminate;

— |mmediately, if it is proven that, the Committee members, staff or contractors have failed to follow, or, are
in serious breach of the terms and conditicns of this MOLL.

—  If both parties agree that the designation no longer applies, the Committee will seek to have the
designation uplifted from the reserve and forest.

— If the IDA determine that the reserve and forest no longer complies with the designation and the
designation is uplifted.

This agreement will be reviewed by the parties in May 2028 to determine whether an agreement is still
required or needs 1o be altered to reflect changing neads.
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SIGNED:

Top of the South Dark Sky Committee

[, ) 277 P ot
5Bty [Pttt
Name:  Ralph Bradiey ‘ Peter Knowles
Chairperson 2
Position: Top of the South Dark Sky Committee % L /(‘\~
Brent Nichols

Date: Q[ [ Ob /3 "/52 .

Tasman District Council

(2 et i o
Name:  Susan Edwards Name: k¢ Drummond
Community Development Manager Corporate Services Manager

Position: in relation to Wai-iti Scenic Reserve Position: in relation to Tunnicliff Forest

Date: 10/06/2c167 Date: N/Q/%(’\_
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Appendix 1 - Designation Area
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Dark Sky Designation Area
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