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●​ The Safety Standard: These should be permitted provided a 2-metre clear pedestrian passage is 
maintained. Audit data shows that West End footpaths comfortably maintain 2.4m to 3.0m of 
clearance even with three signs present. 

4. A Practical Way to Measure Building Signs 

The draft currently prohibits building-mounted signs exceeding half of the total visible wall or roof area 
across all zones and precincts (including Tables 1, 2, and 3). 

●​ The Ambiguity (Clause 5): "Sign Area" is defined as the smallest geometric shape enclosing all 
elements, including background colours. 

●​ The Proposal: We request a specific exclusion for background architectural colours to be 
added to Clause 5. This would formally differentiate a building’s design palette from the actual "Sign 
Area" (the logos, branding, and text). As long as the branding itself remains under the 50% limit, 
cohesive background colours should be considered an architectural design choice, not part of the 
signage area calculation. 

5. Common-Sense Updates for Signage Definitions 
●​ Sign Area Clarification: If a sign spans a roofline but the actual artwork only occupies a small 

portion, the background colour should be considered an architectural element. 
●​ Integrated Infrastructure: We request that the definition of Freestanding Sign be amended to: 

"Includes signs fixed to fences, permanent planters, or integrated boundary seating." 

6. Helping Modernise the West End (The Amnesty Clause) 

The draft currently states that amnesty ceases when a sign is "renewed, modified or replaced." This 
unintentionally encourages owners to keep old, deteriorating signs to avoid losing their size rights. 

●​ The Proposal: Businesses should be encouraged to update and improve their appearance. We 
suggest allowing "Like-for-Like" footprint updates. This allows us to invest in modern, 
high-quality signage and keep our town looking its best without being penalised for basic 
maintenance or aesthetic refreshes. 

 
7. Clear Boundaries for Beach Road 

The Council has identified "jurisdictional confusion" as a primary reason for this review. However, while 
Table 3 provides a clear boundary ("Yarmouth/Brighton Street to the West End"), Table 2 (Mixed Use 
Precinct) relies on vague descriptors and external maps. 

●​ The Transparency Gap: For a bylaw to be truly "clearer and more workable," a business owner 
should not be required to cross-reference GIS maps or District Plans just to determine which rules 
apply to their frontage. 

●​ The Proposal: Update Table 2 to match the clarity of Table 3. The bylaw should explicitly define the 
boundaries using street-by-street intersections (e.g., "Beach Road from Brighton Street to 
approximately 142 Beach Road"). 

●​ Enforcement Consistency: Specific street boundaries provide a single source of truth for both 
owners and Enforcement Officers, reducing the risk of disputes and administrative delays. 

 
8. Leveling the Playing Field for Fixed and Mobile Shops 

To ensure a level playing field, mobile commercial units (caravans/trailers) should follow the same 
standards as the permanent shops they compete with. 
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●​ The Proposal: I suggest adding a Table 7 (Mobile Commercial Activities) for any unit trading in a 
fixed location for more than 4 hours. 

●​ The Standards: 
○​ Surface Coverage: Signs/branding must not exceed 50% of the trailer’s visible side area. 
○​ Portable Signs: Limited to one sandwich board and one flatboard (attached to the unit). 
○​ Flags: Limited to one per unit. 
○​ Illumination: Subject to the same "off when closed" rules as fixed sites. 

 

9. Clear Standards for High-Quality Signage 
Instead of leaving "Aesthetic Merit" up to a personal opinion, let’s have a predictable set of standards for 
fast-tracked approval based on natural materials and local heritage themes. 

●​ Material & Craftsmanship: Use of natural timber, stone, or wrought iron and 
hand-painted/locally designed artwork. 

●​ Local & Brand Integration: Imagery reflecting Kaikōura’s heritage, integrated with the 
business’s unique brand identity and iconic colours (e.g., Coopers Catch red). 

10. Functional Illumination 
●​ Security Lighting: Allow passive identity lighting to remain on after hours for security. 
●​ Mobile Parity: Mobile businesses should be subject to the same illumination limits as fixed sites.​

 

Enough Thinking: A Call for Practical Reality We have spent enough time "thinking" about theoretical 
limits and arbitrary numbers. It is time to focus on the Practical Reality of running a business in Kaikōura. 
A bylaw that makes such a large percentage of our town "illegal" overnight is not a solution. We need a 
system that ensures fairness across all zones, scales with the size of the shop frontage, and differentiates 
between high-quality building design and actual signage area. It is time to move past arbitrary caps and 
build a system that rewards quality, respects property boundaries, and supports the businesses that drive 
our local economy. 

I wish to be heard in support of this submission at the hearing on 4 March 2026. 
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2026 Kaikōura Signs Bylaw Submission -  Ralph Hogan Text in boxes is from bylaws and drafts 

HISTORY 

The Kaikōura signs bylaws have restrained billboards and signage proliferation along our pristine 
scenic highway since 2002. I was heavily involved in bylaw modifications and workshops from 
2009 through 2023. Since I was not invited to participate in this year’s revision and draft, I am 
compelled to write this fairly lengthy yet insuƯicient submission after the fact. 

I was able to get a meeting with Daniel and Matt attending but of course the draft had already 
been done. When asked who was on the working group for this latest 2026 revision, they said 
there wasn’t one… that they had just spoken to several people and seemed happy with that. 
I was disappointed to be unable to give input before this 2026 draft proposal was completed. 
As it goes, only some token changes might be had at this stage, but it is likely too late for any 
substantive discussions to be had.  A robust working group would have been nice. 

While Kaikōura still enjoys moderate protection, it has been slowly eroding over time through 
insuƯicient enforcement and more recent bylaw changes.  This latest 2026 proposal serves to 
move towards conforming to the wishes of those who have broken the past rules, and it will 
continue to degrade the aesthetic of our pristine environment. It threatens the Kaikōura ethos 
that has been sacrosanct for so many years. 

The 2011 review held for 12 years, until the 2023 review and the working group developed some 
proposals that were accepted by Council after the community consultation process. 

It was recognised in 2023 by both staƯ and council, that if you allow infractions, it gives 
psychological license for others to violate the rules. Monkey see, monkey do. 
Asymmetrical enforcement rewards those who do not comply and punishes those who respect 
the rules. But so does changing the rules to suit those who have not complied. 

We saw the copycat eƯect most recently with the huge multi faced Ocean Ridge subdivision 
infraction, followed soon by the tall industrial subdivision sign at Inland Road and SH1, then the 
return of the oƯsite Butcher sign adjacent that had already been removed. Then the oversized 
Ludstone Road subdivision sign infraction.   

Sponsorship Signs as OƯ-site Advertising – 2023  
It was recognised by the 2023 working group, including staƯ, that current oversized large 
“sponsorship” oƯsite signs advertising a business and their products are indistinguishable from 
any other oƯsite sign advertising a business and their products and as such that they were still 
considered oƯ-site advertisement signs. There was an explicit assurance that these signs would 
be removed. StaƯ committed to it in their report and Council accepted the report without 
protest. The acceptance in the working group of the tripling the area of signage on buildings in 
the commercial and mixed zones was contingent on this assurance. This assurance was not 
honoured. 

Enforcement 
In the first year after the 2023 revision there was an admirable eƯort to improve enforcement by 
the enforcement oƯicer.  While there was moderate success in getting several violations 
remedied, particular businesses were not compelled to comply. Several oƯsite signs remained, 
including the oversized oƯsite sponsorship signs.  Why certain individuals have been given a 
pass is anyone’s guess.  

While not addressed in the 2023 revision, there was talk afterwards of providing some 
allowance for sponsorship signs but in the context of them being smaller than the organization’s 
sign. A 2024 amendment was made, for which I was unaware of any public consultation.  
This allowed 1 square metre for “sponsorship” signage which seemed reasonable.  
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The 2026 Draft proposes to increase that the allowable area to 3 square metres.  
That is larger than the allowance for an organisation’s sign in most areas (Tables 4,5, and 6). 
 I oppose this 3-fold increase. But if you insist, I suggest that any one sponsor be limited to 1 
square metre. In other words, one sponsor gets 1 square metre not 3 square metres. 

PART II, sec 4. DEFINITIONS (From 2026 draft)    
Sponsorship Sign means a sign located at the principal site where a Club or Society conducts 
its activities, which solely identifies a third party that provides financial or in-kind 
support to the Club or Society, and does not include general advertising, endorsements, 
or unrelated commercial messages. 

I support this proposed definition as I understand it to mean, in other words, a Sponsorship 
Sign may only contain the name (logo) of the sponsoring third party.  
I would also suggest that a sponsor’s sign shall: 

 indicate who they are sponsoring.  
 be smaller than the entity’s signage that they are sponsoring. 
 be no larger than 1 square metre  
 only contain the name (logo) of the sponsoring business or person. 

These requirements may help to distinguish them to the public and other potential advertisers 
as sponsoring signs rather than advertising signs. In other words, to not give licence for 
advertisers to put up their own random oƯsite advertisement signs elsewhere. 
Keep in mind that these restrictions ONLY apply to signs that are legible from public spaces. 

The emphasis of signage visible from a public road as a sponsor should not be greater for the 
oƯsite sponsoring business or person than that of the club or society they are sponsoring. If the 
limit for the club is 2 square metres, then the 1 square metre already allowed for a sponsor, as is 
in the 2024 bylaw, should be adequate.  

From Table 1: (From 2026 draft) 
Note: The total area of approved sponsorship signs will be excluded when determining 
permitted total sign areas under Tables 2 to 6 of this Part. 
This implies that 2 through 6 refers to other entities rather than only businesses so it might be 
good to clarify that in those tables.  Rather than referring to “business”, it may be better to refer 
to “entity” or “site”. 

Subdivision Signs 
Until now, subdivision lots for sale signs have been limited to 1 square metre (2 sq metres for 
auction sale). The 2026 proposal that suggests increasing this by 12 times is beyond the pale.  
It proposes 6 square metres per sign, then doubling that to 2 signs which would equal 12 square 
metres in total. If they were placed side by side the eƯect would be twice as obtrusive.  
Just because they want a big giant billboard does not justify seriously impacting our long-
standing respect for Kaikōura’s aesthetic beauty. This is the very visual pollution that has been 
fought hard against.  

The 2023 revision already gave tourism and hospitality businesses a 2 square metre advantage 
over other businesses of only 1 square metre in most zones (Tabel 4,5,6).  
The maximum size permitted for large subdivisions should be no more than that of tourism and 
hospitality businesses in the same zones. This would already be double that of other 
businesses. Anything beyond that is unreasonable and unfair. 

It appears that this latest proposal moves towards legitimising existing violations that are just 
too politically diƯicult to mitigate. First it was the clubs, now it is the developers. 
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Promotional Materials 
In the promotional materials for this latest draft, claim that “these changes align us closer to 
best practice.” “Best Practice” is a cliché undefinable government term used historically to push 
through any number of agendas. It has no concrete, measurable meaning. It merely provides an 
illusion of legitimacy.  

As for this proposal taking a “balanced approach,” it is tipping the scales away from the long-
standing pristine ethos of the district and away from road-user safety, allowing more distraction 
when increasing signage size. 

Furthermore, comparing us to other districts is like comparing apples and oranges. Kaikōura is 
the apple of NZ’s eye. Other districts do not necessarily share our amenity values. 

The promotional material also claimed this 2026 proposal introduced an exemption for signs 
with aesthetic merit that complement Kaikōura’s character. That was actually introduced in 
2023 and was allowed only through approval by a site-specific Council resolution (Part IV. 8, 
A.16.III). This seemed like a good addition in 2023 and 2024 to accommodate large murals that 
may seem to otherwise conflict with some building sign limits. This was retained in 2024 and 
this 2026 proposal but contradicts itself in (Part VIII.17.2) allowing approval by a single staƯ 
member.  

 In speaking with staƯ, it was clear that they did not understand the diƯerence between a 
Council resolution and council staƯ policy. This also highlights an age-old confusion in reports 
over a decision or statement of the elected Council versus a decision or statement of Council 
staƯ.  

Furthermore, the promotional materials imply that it may be for any sign when in fact it is only 
for building signs. 

Part IV section 8.A.16.III  (From Proposed 2026) 
16. Signs attached to buildings where either: 
I. The total area of signs attached to the walls …; or 
II. The total area of signs attached to the roof …, 
Unless 
III. Such signs on a particular building have been approved by a resolution of 
Council on the basis that these areas of signs include elements considered 
to have aesthetic merit and are of a nature that is appropriate and complimentary to the 
character of the Kaikōura community. 

. 

PART VIII.17.2  (From 2026 proposed) 
 The ability to grant an exemption to prohibited signs on buildings (Part IV section 
8.A.16.III) is delegated to the District Council Regulatory Manager (or a role containing such 
responsibilities). The Kaikoura District Council Regulatory Manager will make such a 
determination after being contacted by the applicant upon consideration of the application 
against the criteria for exemptions outlined in this bylaw. 

This undermines the oversight through a resolution of the elected Council for this particular 
aspect as stated in Part IV section 8.A.16.III versus an individual Council staƯ member.  
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But in talking to staƯ there seemed to be a misunderstanding as to what this new wording 
actually means. So that should be clarified before accepting it. For example, the illustration 
shown above from 2023 and 2024 would double the measured area according to the proposed 
new wording. 

The following example not only violates existing rules which only counts one face (12 square 
metres) but under proposed rules it actually has 3 faces that “can be seen from one viewpoint.” 
(12 + 12+ 1 = 25 square metres). Even if the 2 sign proposed rule is adopted and applied to this 
sign, each large face is twice the proposed 6 square metre limit.  

      
 
 
Table 1 - Signs Granted Amnesty  (From Proposed 2026) 
All existing permanent signs established before 1 September 2023 except oƯ-site signs (other 
than where those signs are sponsorship signs), sandwich boards, flatboards, flags and any 
signs that are prohibited under any of clauses 8A(1) to 8A(9) inclusive, 8A(15), 8B or 8C of Part IV 
of this bylaw. Such approvals under amnesty will however cease when the sign is renewed, 
modified or replaced. 

A new Part IV.8.B was created so 8B or 8C shift to 8C or 8D. This is a simple error in carrying 
forward a change from 2024. 

As for amnesty, most breaches were made when bylaw rules applied. But it was an attempt to 
give some slack by giving some time before they too, had to come into compliance by a sign’s 
use-by date. Clearly there are signs that have gone up after the amnesty date but now, 
depending on how you read it, the 2024 amendment and the 2026 proposal seems like they are 
trying to give larger sponsorship signs amnesty rather than enforcing after repeatedly 
disrespecting the rules. 

The promotional material said this would be clarified but I fail to see what improvement there is 
in the current proposal.  
Maybe it is time to remove amnesty altogether and tidy the place up.  
 
Basic Document Control 
Please identify each page with the name, version and page number of bylaws.  
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