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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL 

1 These legal submissions are filed on behalf of the following 

submitters (collectively referred to as “the submitters”): 

(a) Carter Group Limited (Submitter 3602); 

(b) Scentre New Zealand Limited (Submitter 2332); 

(c) Kiwi Property Holdings Limited (Submitter 2372); 

(d) Bunnings Limited (Submitter 2364); and 

(e) NPT Limited (Submitter 2369) 

2 The submitters have elected to present a joint case to the hearings 

panel in the interests of efficiency and in recognition of the 

similarities in their submissions and the outcomes sought.  

3 Considerable work to narrow the issues between the parties has 

continued right up until the hearing of this part of the General Rules 

proposal. Through the ongoing discussions many points in issue have 

been able to be resolved meaning that, while there were 

considerable amendments sought at the time of filing evidence, there 

are now only a small number of outstanding issues.  

OUTSTANDING ISSUES 

4 The issues that remain outstanding are: 

Activity Standards: 

(a) Whether signs displayed on a building or site as a means of 

direction or warning should be subject to activity or built form 

standards (P6); 

(b) Whether Guest Accommodation should fall within activity P9 or 

P10; 

(c) The number of characters for 3D signage (20 vs 30); 
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Built form Standards: 

(d) The multiplier to be applied to ascertain maximum area of 

signage on a building for Industrial and Commercial Retail Park 

zones (1.0m vs 1.2m); 

(e) The maximum height above ground level of signage for 

Eastgate, Northlands and Riccarton Malls; 

Definitions 

(f) The appropriate definition of “Primary Building Frontage”. 

ACTIVITY STANDARDS 

Directional or Warning Signs 

5 It is submitted that activity standards for permitted activity P6 are 

not necessary. P6 allows any sign displayed on a building or site as a 

means of direction or warning as a permitted activity where the 

activity standards are met. The activity standards limit the size of 

such signs to 0.25m² and require that they not protrude over the 

façade.  

6 Mr Clease explains that signage needed for warning or direction “is 

generally required by other agencies or legislation, needs to be of a 

size necessary to meet its functional requirements”1. Given the 

requirements in the higher order documents to significantly reduce 

reliance on resource consent processes these activity standards are 

likely to be directly contrary to achieving such outcomes. In 

particular it is noted that non-compliance with the activity standards 

will mean a restricted discretionary resource consent is required. This 

is very restrictive for something as practical as directional and 

warning signage.  

Guest Accommodation Zone 

7 Mr Blair’s most recent version of the signage rules includes signage 

in the Guest Accommodation zone as a permitted activity under rule 

P9, which also applies to residential zones, small settlement zones, 

open space and specific purpose school zones. Rule P9 contains the 

                                       
1 Evidence in Chief of Jonathan Clease, 22 February 2016, paragraph 54 
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most restrictive activity standards in relation to 3 dimensional 

signage on a building. The submitters consider the Guest 

Accommodation zone would be more appropriate as part of activity 

P10 given the scale of Guest Accommodation activities generally.  

8 Mr Clease in his evidence expresses concern that such restrictive 

standards will be applied to Guest Accommodation explaining that 

the Guest Accommodations sites are “of a scale and form that is 

readily able to accommodate lettering that is 500mm high and in my 

view more appropriately sit within the group of zones included within 

P92”3  

BUILT FORM STANDARDS 

Signage Attached to Buildings in the Industrial and Commercial Retail Park 

Zones 

9 A slightly increased multiplier is sought to be applied to the 

calculation of the amount of signage that can be attached to 

buildings in Industrial and Commercial Retail Park zones. Mr Clease 

explains “Such facades can readily accommodate relatively high 

levels of signage without obscuring architectural features (as such 

are typically limited) and where such signage is not out of keeping 

with the levels of amenity anticipated in these zones.”4 

Signage Height 

10 A maximum height of 9 metres in height is suggested by the Council 

for signage on Northlands, Eastgate and Riccarton Malls. The building 

height for these buildings in 20m. The submitters consider 9m to be 

overly restrictive and note that in these locations the character of the 

area and the buildings is such that a height limit of 12m for signage 

to be displayed would be appropriate and anticipated in the context 

of large suburban District Centres. Mr Clease sets out that “this 

modest increase in permitted height, is compatible with the scale of 

the built environment that it anticipated in these centres, the relative 

insensitivity of the receiving environment, and the direction to reduce 

                                       
2 It is noted that in the period of time following the filing of Mr Clease’s evidence the 
provisions have changes such that in the most recent version of the signage section P9 has 
become P10. 
3 Evidence in Chief of Jonathan Clease for the submitters, 22 January 2016, paragraph 66. 
4 Evidence in Chief of Jonathan Clease, 22 February 2016, paragraph 111. 
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consenting in the Statement of Expectations and to enable 

recovery.”5 

DEFINITION OF PRIMARY FRONTAGE 

11 The submitters remain concerned regarding the definition of “Primary 

Building Frontage” to be used when calculating the amount of 

signage which may be affixed to buildings as a permitted activity.  

12 Mr Clease has summarised the concerns of the submitters in his 

evidence saying “this definition is ambiguous, unnecessarily 

restrictive, and inappropriately includes an attempt to leverage 

additional glazing rather than simply controlling signage outcomes”. 

13 The submitters support the revised definition offered by Mr Clease as 

being clearer in its application, easier to understand and allowing an 

appropriate amount of signage to support the rebuild of commercial 

and industrial areas. 

14 Strategic Objective 3.3.2 requires that the Replacement District Plan 

“Uses clear, concise language so that the District Plan is easy to 

understand and use.” In direct contrast to this direction, the notified 

definition of “primary building frontage” is ambiguous and uncertain 

and is likely to leave users of the plan without a clear idea of how the 

total area of signage is to be calculated or which frontage of the 

building is considered primary. In addition the ‘bonus’ for sites with 

secondary elevations with glazing is also likely to cause further 

confusion. 

15 The objective also requires minimisation of “the number, extent, and 

prescriptiveness of development controls”. Again, the definition of 

“primary building frontage” in the notified plan is directly contrary to 

Strategic Objective 3.3.2 and paragraph (a) of the Statement of 

Expectations in the Order in Council (OIC).  

16 As explained by Mr Clease, some commercial and industrial buildings 

will be oriented towards either a public road or a carpark, but in 

many instances they will do both. In those instances it may not be 

clear which frontage is the “primary building frontage” and 

calculating the total signage based on only 1 frontage in such cases 

                                       
5 Evidence in Chief of Jonathan Clease, 22 February 2016, paragraph 117 
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is likely to result in an insufficient amount of signage. Objective 

6.8.1.1 (which has been agreed on by all parties) seeks to enable 

signage that contributes to the vitality and recovery of the city 

through supporting the needs of business. Strategic Objective 3.3.1 

specifically looks to foster investment certainty. It is difficult to see 

how the use of this definition, which is likely to result in a restricted 

amount of signage in some instances, meets these objectives.  

17 The Land Use Recovery Plan specifically addresses how the review of 

the District Plan can assist with the redevelopment of commercial 

land and encourage investment in the recovery: 

“Businesses have greater confidence to invest when they have a 

clear, reliable and supportive regulatory framework. As identified in 

Action 2 and other actions, the district plan for Christchurch city will 

be reviewed and amended. Among the matters to be addressed, 

measures to provide a clear and supportive framework must be given 

priority. These include reducing consent and notification 

requirements, removing unnecessary impediments associated with 

urban design requirements and providing certainty for businesses.” 

18 Mr Carter’s evidence for the Central City hearing highlighted the 

difficulties in developing in post-quake Christchurch. It is submitted 

that enabling commercial and industrial signage to support the 

redevelopment of those zones will greatly assist investors and 

developers in that endeavour. Conversely, including a rule in the plan 

that causes confusion and potentially restricts the signage needed to 

induce significant tenancies does not give business greater 

confidence to invest and does not create a reliable and supportive 

regulatory framework. 

19 Mr Carter highlighted how important signage can be in obtaining key 

tenants in his evidence to the Panel on the Natural and Cultural 

Heritage chapter, setting out that “I have had people in London 

trying to get tenants. I have been, myself, twice to Australia in the 

last couple of weeks trying to get tenants and you cannot compete 

when they say, “What signage can we have?” And they say, “I do not 
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know, I have to go the Council,” and they kind of lose interest very 

quickly.”6 

20 Mr Blair’s rebuttal evidence does not address Mr Clease’s suggested 

definition. Ms Reeves agrees with Mr Clease that the notified 

definition is confusing stating “I agree that the definition of a primary 

frontage has a degree of ambiguity”7. Ms Reeves also accepts that 

there will be situations where buildings have more than one frontage 

however the solution offered is that the permitted signage may be 

used anywhere on the building so may still be used on the alternative 

frontages. It is submitted that this fails to take account of the clear 

requirement for the Replacement District Plan to foster investment 

certainty and to minimise reliance on resource consent processes. 

Further the multipliers used are already inherently conservative, 

meaning when they are used with only one frontage there will simply 

not be enough signage for any other facades.  

21 Mr Clease also raises concerns that providing additional signage 

based on the amount of glazing on secondary frontages results in 

repetition of the urban design controls that have already been 

included in the commercial provisions. He states “the commercial 

chapter hearings are the appropriate forum for the need for, and 

content of, controls on urban design and glazing to be considered.”8.  

22 When summarising his position on the definition of “primary building 

frontage” Mr Clease sets out that “the key outcome that the rule 

should be seeking to achieve is to provide for a realistic quantum of 

signage that adequately enables and supports business activities, 

especially in a post-earthquake recovery context, whilst still 

maintaining appropriate levels of amenity. In a recovery context, and 

being mindful of the OiC Statement of Expectations, where there is 

uncertainty regarding this balance, I consider that the emphasis 

should be towards enablement.”9.  

  

                                       
6 Transcript of Evidence, Chapter 9:Natural and Cultural Heritage, 3 February 2016, page 
1153 
7 Rebuttal Evidence of Janet Reeves, paragraph 8.3 
8 Evidence in Chief of Jonathan Clease, 22 February 2016, paragraph 103 
9 Evidence in Chief of Jonathan Clease, 22 February 2016, paragraph 93. 
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23 A balancing exercise between urban design matters on the one hand 

and enabling redevelopment and ensuring clarity and usability of the 

provisions on the other hand has already been undertaken as part of 

the Strategic Directions decision. The interpretation section of the 

Strategic Objectives section is clear, all other objectives of the 

Strategic Objectives section are to be achieved in a manner that is 

consistent with Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. Put simply, enabling 

recovery, facilitating the future enhancement of the district and 

achieving clarity of language and efficiency is considered central to 

providing certainty for those undertaking and investing in the 

redevelopment of the city. 

 

Dated this 21st day of March 2016 

 

        

 

H G Marks 

Counsel for Carter Group Limited, Scentre New Zealand Limited, Kiwi 

Property Holdings Limited, Bunnings Limited and NPT Limited 

 


