


 
Hearings end 

 

 

7.  Deliberations on the draft Signs Bylaw 
 

8.  Close Extraordinary Meeting 

2



 

 

Report to: Council - Hearings and Deliberations 

Date:  4 March 2026  

Subject: Overview of submissions received in relation to the draft Signs Bylaw  

Prepared by:  D Hirst - Policy Planner  

Input sought from: J York - Regulatory Manager  
M Hoggard - Strategy, Policy and District Plan Manager 

Authorised by:  P Kearney - Senior Manager Corporate Services 

 
1. SUMMARY  
This memo provides a high-level overview of submissions received during the public consultation held 
between 4 December 2025 and 13 February 2026 regarding the draft Signs Bylaw.  
Further information on the content of the submissions, along with Council officers’ suggestions for 
consideration, can be found in Attachments 1-3. To assist Council’s understanding of how the 
proposed suggestions would affect the drafting of the Signs Bylaw, officers have included a 
tracked-changes version of the bylaw (Attachment 3). Please note, these are suggestions only and that 
this version remains subject to change and feedback from elected members based on the outcomes 
of the hearings and deliberations process. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Council: 
a) Receives this report for information. 
b) Considers the submission feedback and initial officer response and provides feedback and 

direction to Council Officers following the hearings and deliberations process. 
 
3. BACKGROUND 
On 26 November 2025 Council agreed that Council engage in a special consultative procedure of the 
updated draft Signs Bylaw. Original versions of the Bylaw had followed similar processes. 
 
A public notice went out on 4 December 2025, alongside the draft document and a Statement of 
Proposal. Moreover, a physical presentation was put up outside the museum to inform people of the 
consultation. This was supported by social media posts and videos.  
 
Council officers from relevant departments have reviewed the submissions and provided initial 
suggestions for elected members to consider as part of the deliberations process.  
 
Following hearings and deliberations the intention is to bring back a final version of the Signs Bylaw 
for approval at the March Council meeting.  
 
4. FEEDBACK RECEIVED  
In total 12 submissions were received, focussing on the following issues: 
1. Amenity & visual clutter (keep signs small / fewer): 

Several submitters objected to increases in sign sizes, stressing Kaikōura’s landscape character 
and the cumulative effects of “visual clutter”. They opposed larger sponsorship (from 1 m² to 
3 m²) and subdivision boards (up to 6 m²) and sought tighter differentiation so sponsorship 
acknowledgements do not become general advertising.  
 

2. Subdivision signage (legibility at speed / SH1 interfaces): 
Developers argued the fixed 6 m² cap is not evidence-based because legibility depends on 
speed and setback; some proposed speed and setback-scaled formulas and sought retention of 
larger existing subdivision boards alongside SH1 where they inform road changes. Others asked 
to keep very large boards (e.g., 12 m²) for public-information and safety reasons. 
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3. Sponsorship signs (scope, scale, and revenue for clubs): 
Views diverged. Some wanted sponsorship boards strictly limited (logo-only and clearly 
secondary to the host) to avoid morphing into advertising; others (e.g., large clubs) sought 
higher totals than 3 m² to sustain sponsorship revenue.  
 

4. Portable signs in the West End / Mixed-Use area (practicality vs accessibility): 
Hospitality/retail operators requested a simple allowance for multiple footpath signs (e.g., 
branding + menu/specials + supplier brand) while preserving a clear pedestrian corridor. Several 
asked to allow multiple flatboards and to clarify how sign area is measured so façade paint 
schemes are not counted as “sign area.”  
 

5. Airport treatment (different from Rural): 
Operators at Kaikōura Airport asked not to be treated as “Rural” for signage, seeking a tailored, 
airport-specific framework reflecting commercial operations, wayfinding and safety.  
 

6. Drafting clarity & enforcement (definitions, cross-references, exemptions): 
Submitters raised wording fixes (e.g., “6 metres squared” → “6 square metres”; “sub-divided 
lot” terminology; cross-refs), sought clarity on measuring multi-face signs from a “single 
viewpoint,” and asked for transparent, consistent exemption decisions.  
 

7. Mobile traders (parity with fixed sites): Submitters sought parity so mobile commercial units 
(e.g., trailers, caravans) operating for extended periods must meet the same zone-based 
signage limits (portable signs, flags, illumination, total area) as nearby fixed premises, rather 
than having bespoke allowances. 

  
5. COUNCIL OFFICERS RESPONSE  
In response, Council Officers have suggested the following responses to the submissions be 
considered by elected members during the deliberation process: 

 
1. Keep simple, district-wide baselines; add one unified exception pathway: 

Retain the 6 m² baseline for subdivision boards and the 3 m² site-total for sponsorship signs, but 
create a single, consistent exception pathway (facilitated by the Regulatory Manager, with sign-
off by Council) to potentially approve larger-than-baseline subdivision (with 20 or more lots), 
sponsorship and building-mounted signs (not larger than current) only where they: 

 
• serve a public information/safety purpose or demonstrate aesthetic merit appropriate to Kaikōura; 
• meet legibility/illumination/separation controls; and 
• have written Waka Kotahi (NZTA) support if visible from a State Highway.  

 
2. Sponsorship signs — tighten the definition; keep the cap: 

Keep the 3 m² per site cap but (i) make sponsorship signs only have the sponsor’s logo, branding 
and name (ii) require the sign to identify the beneficiary organisation.  
 

3. Portable signs in West End / Mixed-Use — adopt a clear “rule of three”: 
Allow up to three portable signs per business (any mix of sandwich boards and flatboards), each 
≤ 1.0 m², placed against the frontage or kerb, with a 2.0 m unobstructed pedestrian corridor at 
all times, no illumination, and immediate removal if the corridor is compromised.  
 

4. Mobile trading — ensure parity with fixed sites: 
Insert a concise clause requiring any mobile trading unit that operates in one location for more than 
four hours to comply with the same signage controls that apply to the zone it occupies (portable-sign 
caps, flag limits, illumination rules, total sign-area limits). This avoids special-case tables, keeps 
enforcement simple, and ensures fair treatment alongside fixed premises. 
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5. Measurement and clarity fixes: 
Amend the measurement clause so architectural background colours/façade paint schemes are 
not counted as sign area unless they are used as a deliberate advertising display; retain the 
single-viewpoint rule for multi-face signs but add the clarification that if from a single point you 
can see the advertising material of both faces, then the two faces are deemed a single side, if 
not they are deemed two separate signs.  
 

6. Transitional approach — remove the blanket amnesty: 
Replace the consultation draft’s “existing permanent signs” amnesty with a 12-month sunset 
after commencement, after which all signage must comply or be expressly authorised.  
 

7. Airport — add a dedicated table: 
Create an airport signage table with allowances that are modestly larger than Rural (for 
building-mounted and freestanding signs) while applying district-wide illumination and 
measurement controls and standard portable-sign limits landside.  
 

8. Mixed-Use precinct boundaries: 
Add maps to enhance understanding of zones.   

 
6. RELEVANT LEGISLATION 
Section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002 outlines the consultation process that must be followed 
in cases where bylaws are developed or edited in non-trivial ways.  
In assessing submissions, Council first considers whether the proposed controls fall within the 
statutory purposes for making bylaws under section 145 of the Local Government Act 2002—
specifically, protecting the public from nuisance, protecting public health and safety, and minimising 
offensive behaviour. Council then evaluates whether the proposed controls are necessary and 
proportionate to the issues identified. Consistent with section 155 of the Act and relevant case law, 
this includes assessing whether a bylaw is the most appropriate way to address the perceived 
problem, whether the proposed form of bylaw is appropriate, and whether the controls are supported 
by evidence of the harms they seek to mitigate. 
 
7. COMMUNITY OUTCOMES SUPPORTED 
This paper supports the ‘community’, ‘environment’, and ‘development’ outcomes below.  
 

 

Community 
We communicate, engage and 
inform our community 
  

Environment 
We value and protect our 
environment 
 

 

Development 
We promote and support the 
development of our economy 
  

Future 
We work with our community and 
our partners to create a better 
place for future generations 
 

 

Services 
Our services and infrastructure 
are cost effective, efficient and fit-
for-purpose 
 

  

 
Attachment 1: Summary of the submissions on the draft Signs Bylaw  
Attachment 2: Full submissions received 
Attachment 3: Signs Bylaw 2026 Consultation Tracked Changes Version  
Attachment 4: Signs Bylaw Consultation Version (Clean Version) 
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Submission 
#

First_Name Family_Name
Organisation_Name_

_optional_
Contact_Phone_

Number
E_mail_Address Submitter_Address Summary of Feedback 

Submission 
Attached 

(Y/N)

Attending 
Heaing 
(Y/N)

SME_Comments_on_submission

12 Courtnay Wilson c The submitter states that they oppose increasing the maximum size of sponsorship signs from 1 m² to 3 m², 
as they believe sponsorship signs should remain smaller than the hosting organisation’s own signage to 
ensure they are identifiable as sponsorship acknowledgements rather than general advertising.
They also state that subdivision signs should remain limited to 1 m², arguing that the proposed allowance of 
6 m² per sign (up to two signs) is unnecessary and visually intrusive. They express concern that larger 
subdivision and sponsorship signs will contribute to visual clutter, which they associate with reduced amenity, 
increased stress, and negative mental health effects. The submitter emphasises the value of Kaikōura’s 
natural landscape and believes keeping signage smaller supports the district’s unique character and promotes 
wellbeing for residents and visitors.

N Y Council has assessed the submission in accordance with the Local Government Act 2002, with regard to public safety, nuisance management, and the amenity related 
objectives reflected in the draft Signs Bylaw. The submitter seeks to retain a 1 m² limit for sponsorship and subdivision signs, raising concerns about visual clutter, 
landscape effects, and the need to differentiate sponsorship acknowledgements from commercial advertising. Council notes that the draft bylaw proposes increasing 
sponsorship signs to 3 m² and subdivision signs to 6 m², primarily to address practical communication needs for clubs, community facilities, and development sites, as 
outlined in the Statement of Proposal. 
The district wide limits aim to balance visual amenity with functional requirements, and the comparative analysis in the Statement of Proposal shows that similar or 
larger limits are used by several councils. At the same time, Council acknowledges that managing cumulative visual effects and maintaining Kaikōura’s natural character 
is consistent with the bylaw’s purpose to avoid nuisance and protect community wellbeing. In light of this, Council recommends amending the definition of a 
sponsorship signs under the bylaw so that it only includes logo, bradning and naming info about the sponsor, and that sponsorship signs must identify the beneficiary 
organisation.
Council considers that the proposed sponsorship sign limit remains modest relative to typical primary business or organisational signs, and that the bylaw restricts 
illumination, number of signs, and placement to limit visual impact. For subdivision signs, Council notes that the higher limit responds to practical needs for legibility 
and public information purposes, particularly where distances from the road or multi stage developments require larger displays, and as outlined in other submissions, 
can have a positive safety impact when adjacent highways. While the submitter’s concerns relate mainly to amenity values, the draft bylaw’s approach provides a 
proportionate balance between landscape protection and the functional requirements of legitimate signage. On that basis, the proposed limits remain reasonable and 
maintain a clear connection between the controls and the effects being managed.
Recommendation: 
Retain the proposed 3 m² sponsorship sign limit and 6 m² subdivision sign limit as drafted, as they provide a balanced and proportionate framework that supports 
safety, legibility, and practical communication needs while maintaining restrictions on illumination, number, and placement to manage visual effects and protect 
amenity.
Amend the definition of a sponsorship sign in line with the above requirements to differentiate such signs from advertisements. 
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