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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL: 

1 This memorandum is filed on behalf of Carter Group Limited, Scentre 

New Zealand Limited, Kiwi Property Holdings Limited, Bunnings 

Limited and NPT Limited (the Submitters).  

2 The Submitters presented a joint case at the hearing of the Signage 

provisions of the General Rules chapter of the Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan. 

3 This memorandum is filed to seek a minor correction to the Signs 

provisions in Decision 56 – Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures. 

The particular issue of concern is whether the definition of sign / 

signage is intended to apply only to signage affixed to the exterior of 

buildings or whether it encompasses signage placed internally (for 

example in a window).   

Outdoor Advertising and Signage 

4 The previous Christchurch City Plan (City Plan) contained objectives, 

policies and standards to control the use of ‘Outdoor Advertising’.  

5 Of particular relevance, the terms ‘sign’ and ‘outdoor advertisement’ 

were used interchangeably in the City Plan and referred exclusively 

to signage on the outside of buildings.  

6 An amended version of those provisions was notified in the 

Replacement District Plan (RDP) under the heading ‘Signs’ and the 

definition of ‘sign / signage’ in the operative RDP is almost identical 

to the definition of ‘outdoor advertisement’ in the City Plan.  

7 The Panel’s decision on the Signs provisions appeared to confirm that 

the rules apply only to signs on the outside of buildings, rather than 

inside: 

“The submitters’ major concern is the definition of ‘primary 

building frontage’ that is to be used when calculating the 

amount of signage which may be affixed to a building as a 

permitted activity.”1 

8 However, it has come to the Submitters’ attention that in interpreting 

the operative provisions Council staff now consider the term ‘sign / 

signage’ to include, not only outdoor advertisements, but also any 

                                                
1 Decision 56 of the Independent Hearings Panel at paragraph 47 
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signage that is outwardly facing. As such, where signage within a 

window is visible it is being counted towards the overall allocation of 

signage for that building.  

9 The Submitters consider that this approach is inconsistent with the 

Panel's decisions on the Signs provisions, and the broader strategic 

direction of RDP. 

10 It appears that this may be because the operative RDP Signs 

provisions omit the following note, which was included in earlier 

working versions of the provisions2 and on which all evidence before 

the Panel was based: 

“These rules apply to outdoor advertisements only”. 

Minor Correction 

11 The submitters respectfully seek a minor correction from the Panel to 

clarify that the rules in the Signs part of the General Rules chapter 

apply solely to signs affixed to the outside of a building by reinserting 

the note referred to in paragraph 10 above.  

12 As the Panel will appreciate, the implications of the Council’s 

interpretation are significant for the Submitters and may result in the 

new provisions being more restrictive than the predecessor City Plan 

provisions.  This appears to be inconsistent with the Panel’s decision 

on this and other matters in the RDP. 

 

DATED this 23rd day of May 2017 

 

       

L J Semple / H G Marks 

 

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

Property Holdings Limited, Bunnings Limited and NPT Limited 

                                                
2 Including the “revised proposal” lodged by the Council prior to mediation and conferencing, 
the version attached to Mr Blair’s evidence for the Council, and the version attached to Mr 
Clease’s evidence for the submitters. 


