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How to use this document 

  
This document outlines the results of consultation with residents on whether we should invest up to 

an additional $150 million to allow the Te Kaha multi-use arena to continue as currently planned.  

 
The first section contains the basic demographic and geographic breakdown of submitters, and 

where possible provides city comparisons. While we received a significant number of submissions, 
submitters were not representative of the wider population Christchurch City. As with all consultation 

processes it is important that when referencing the opinions provided by submitters, no inferences 

are made to them being representative of the views of all residents.  
  
The purpose of the thematic (qualitative) component of this document is not to provide analysis on 

everything that submitters commented on, but rather to provide a summary of key topics and issues 
identified by submitters.  
  
The thematic analysis is based on the opinions of submitters, whether they are factually correct or 

not. 
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Key Messages 

 
We received thousands of submissions for the Te Kaha Multi-Use Arena consultation, both from 

residents of Christchurch, surrounding districts, wider New Zealand and overseas, and from 
individuals and organisations. Submitters addressed a variety of issues and expressed many 

opinions either in support of investing up to an additional $150 million to see the project continue 

as planned, to stop the project altogether or to pause the project and re-evaluate.  

 
Invest up to an additional $150 million 

 
The majority of submitters would like to see the Council invest up to an additional $150 million to 

see the project continue as planned. Submitters who identified as male were more likely to 
support this option, as well as submitters aged under the age of 25. Submitters from surrounding 

Canterbury districts and the rest of New Zealand are also highly supportive of investing up to an 

additional $150 million, tending to be more supportive of this option compared to submitters from 
Christchurch City.  

 

There was a clear message from the majority who want us to invest up to an additional $150 
million that they just want to see us get on with it. There were indications from these submitters 

that we (the city and the region) deserve this facility, particularly after all we have been through 
over the past 10 years.  

 

There was some acknowledgement from these submitters that investing in the project would be a 
significant financial decision for the city, and that we should be working with our neighbours and 

other interested parties to help reduce the financial burden on city ratepayers and residents.  
 

There was general agreement from these submitters that if getting the project underway and 

completed meant additional rates increases, then this is something that they were prepared to 
accept. However, many noted that first they would like us to look at other options for finding 

additional funding, including naming rights, asset sales, deferring or diverting funds from other 

projects, ticket surcharges, fundraising campaigns, and other sponsorship opportunities. 
 

These submitters told us that they are sick of having to travel to other cities to attend events, and 
want to be able to host events in Christchurch and spend their money locally.  There was 

discussion around the employment opportunities that this would bring to the city, and the 

vibrancy it would create and the significant benefits for local businesses. There was some 
discussion that over the long term the facility will pay for itself, and that the economic and social 

benefits will outweigh any long-term debt burden.  
 

Stop the project altogether or pause and re-evaluate 

 
Just under a quarter of submitters are not supportive of investing up to an additional $150 million. 

They would instead rather see the project stopped altogether, or to pause and re-evaluate the 
project. Submitters who would like the project to be paused and re-evaluated were more likely to 

be aged 65 years or over, and to identify as either female or non-binary. 

Similarly, submitters who would like to see the project stopped altogether were more likely to 
identify as female or non-binary. 
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For both submitters who want to see the project stop altogether or paused and re-evaluated, the 

financial implications of the project proceeding were of significant concern. Many were concerned 

about the ongoing impacts that this would have on rates (both the capital and operational), with 

many pointing out the additional pressure that this will put on households who are already 

struggling with the rising cost of living.  

 

There are concerns that low-income households will feel this pressure the most, and they are also 

likely to be the ones with the most barriers to access to events held at the arena.  

 

These submitters were also concerned that the investment case no longer stands up, particularly 

in the context of investing up to an additional $150 million. There were calls for the investment 

case to be reviewed to ensure that ratepayers would get an acceptable return on their investment, 

with some indicating that they feel if the project was to go through a rigorous cost benefit analysis, 

the project would not survive the process.  

 

Both of these groups also addressed the project in the context of other issues and challenges 

facing the city, with a general sense from some that the arena is a luxury or nice to have, which 

should come after some of these other issues and challenges have been addressed.  

 

They expressed concern about some of the ideas raised to mitigate the additional funding 

required. Some indicated that they would not want to see asset sales to fund up to the additional 

$150 million, while others were concerned about deferring or diverting funding from other 

projects and reduced levels of service for services that resident’s value. 

 

There were submitters from the pause and re-evaluate group that do not think Christchurch 

residents should be solely responsible for the funding of the arena, and would like to see 

investment from Greater Christchurch and the wider region. Submitters would also like to see 

sporting groups and organisations that would benefit from the arena, contribute towards its 

funding.   

 

While submitters who supported the additional investment so the project can proceed as planned 

generally supported an arena of 30,000 seats so that we can attract the big events that residents 

want to see in the city, others were concerned that we would have trouble regularly filling a facility 

of that size and we should instead take another look at what the city really needs and what would 

be most appropriate for the majority of events that will be held at the arena. 
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Engagement Approach 
 

We received submissions throughout the consultation period, but the bulk of these came at the 

start of the consultation, with another spike at the end of the consultation period. 
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Engagement Approach 

 
Consultation started on 10 June 2022 and ran until 5 July 2022. An email was sent to approx. 550 

stakeholders across the city, including resident's associations, business groups, community 
groups, services and schools.  

 

The consultation was posted on the CCC Facebook, Instagram, Twitter and LinkedIn pages three 
times during consultation, inviting submissions on the Have Your Say webpage.  We also posted 

once before and once after the consultation period and these also went across all the channels. In 
total, these posts reached almost 400,000 users (387,272) and were engaged with (comments, likes 

and shares) 7,239 times. Our most popular post was on Facebook, which received 307 reactions, 

543 comments and was shared 193 times. 
 

We published two Newsline stories (consultation opening and closed) and these were viewed 

6,411 times. We received 44 media enquiries on the topic for this period. 
 

The consultation was primarily online. However, submission forms were available for print across 
all Council Libraries and Service Centres. 

 

In terms of the number of individuals involved, this consultation was on par with the ‘Share an 
Idea’ campaign run following the 2011 earthquake.  

 

Analysis Methodology 
 

Data Cleaning 

 
Some data cleaning was required, particularly where a submission was invalid, or a submitter had 

made more than one submission.  
 

Submitters were required to provide their first and last name, an email address or phone number 
and their residential address when making their submission. Where these details were not 

provided, a submission has been deemed invalid and has not been included in the final analysis. 

 
Regular checking was undertaken to identify instances where a submitter had made more than 

one submission. This was done using IP addresses, residential addresses, emails and phone 
numbers. Where multiple submissions were identified from a single IP address, the other details 

provided by submitters (e.g. name, phone number, email, address) were used to identify which 

were actually duplicates verses submissions from multiple individuals using a shared device.  
Identifying duplicates involved checking against multiple pieces of information provided by each 

submitter, it was not done based on a single variable.  

 
Where duplicates were identified, any additional feedback was merged into the first submission 

received from that submitter and the additional submissions were removed for analysis purposes. 
This ensures that all feedback provided by submitters has been included, but they are only 

counted as a single submission in the numbers provided in the analysis section of this report. 
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Where submitters own multiple properties and had made submissions on behalf of each property, 
they were also merged into a single submission for analysis and reporting purposes. 

 
Where submitters provided more than one submission with different points of view they were 

contacted by staff and asked which one they would like included and any others were removed.  

 
Where a submitter has made both a personal submission and a submission on behalf of a business 

or organisation, both submissions have been included. However, where there was more than one 

submission made on behalf of a business or organisation they were treated in the same way as any 
additional submissions made by an individual. 

 

Analysis 
 

This report contains both quantitative and qualitative analysis. The following outlines the steps 
taken to analyse the data.  

 

Quantitative Analysis 

 
Quantitative analysis has been undertaken on the final clean dataset with all invalid and 

duplicate/additional submissions removed.  

 
Comparisons have been provided to the demographic information for Christchurch City from the 

2018 census, this provides an understanding of which groups are overrepresented and 
underrepresented by submitters.  

 

Ward breakdowns have been run based on the suburb information provided by submitters. 
Significant cleaning has been undertaken on the ward information and spot checks have been 

undertaken on the suburb to ward conversion. A more detailed summary of response by suburb is 
available in appendix one.  

 

Qualitative Analysis 

 
A thematic analysis of the feedback provided by submitters has also been undertaken. There was 

some pre-sorting of this feedback done by using survey logic to direct submitters to three different 

open-ended questions based on their preferred option (those who indicated that they would like 
to pause and re-evaluate the project were also asked to provide feedback on which aspects they 

think we should re-evaluate). From here feedback was sorted into themes and analysed to provide 
the thematic analysis included in this report.  

 

While the proportion of submitters who commented on each theme has been provided, these 
should be treated as indicative only and have been rounded to the nearest 10. Comments from 

submitters can feature in multiple themes. 
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Who did we hear from? 

 
Submissions Received 

 
A total of 30,575 submissions were received (online and offline); 14 valid offline submissions were 
received either via email or post. Of the 30,575 submissions received, 501 were identified as 

duplicates where a submitter had made multiple submissions; these were removed. 87 were 

identified invalid as the submitter had not provided all the required information to make a 
submission (first name, last name, email address or phone number and their street address), these 

were also removed. This left a total of 29,987 valid submissions.  

 
 Count % 

Total Submissions Received 30,575 100% 

Removed (more than one submission) 501 2% 

Invalid 87 0.3% 

Total Valid Submissions 29,987* 98% 

Individuals 29,801 99% 

Organisations 186 1% 
*Note that there were submissions that did not state a stance however did provide attachments, these are included in 

the total valid submissions. 

 
Territorial Authority Breakdown 
 

The majority of submissions received were from Christchurch residents (87%), 11% were from our 

Greater Christchurch Partnership neighbours, and other Canterbury territorial authorities (TA) 
comprised around 1.3% of submitters. We heard from submitters from a range of other TAs across 

the country (around 76% of all TAs) and from a small number of submitters based overseas. 

 
Forty-nine submissions were received from people living overseas. Of those, 80% were from 

Australia and 12% from the United Kingdom, with the remainder from various other countries.  
 

It is also worth noting that approximately 1,100 submitters reported living in Christchurch City, 

however address checking and cleaning revealed that they actually live in surrounding districts 
such as Selwyn and Waimakariri. These were cleaned and the summary information in this report 

is based on the cleaned data. 

 
Territorial Authority Count % Territorial Authority Count % 
Christchurch City 25,769 87 Porirua 4 0.01 

Selwyn District 1,952 7 Westland District 4 0.01 

Waimakariri District 1,233 4 Taupo District 4 0.01 

Ashburton District 152 0.5 Napier City 4 0.01 

Hurunui District 131 0.4 Southland District 4 0.01 

Auckland City 126 0.4 Manawatu District 4 0.01 

Timaru District 74 0.25 Gisborne District 3 0.01 

Wellington City 46 0.15 Kapiti District 3 0.01 

Queenstown-Lakes District 21 0.07 Upper Hutt City 3 0.01 

Dunedin City 21 0.07 Palmerston North City 3 0.01 

Nelson City 19 0.06 Rotorua District 2 0.01 
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Marlborough District 17 0.06 Thames-Coromandel District 2 0.01 

Tasman District 15 0.05 Waikato District 2 0.01 

Tauranga City 14 0.05 Waipa District 2 0.01 

Kaikoura District 14 0.05 Waitaki District 2 0.01 

New Plymouth District 9 0.03 Whanganui District 2 0.01 

Invercargill City 9 0.03 Matamata-Piako District 2 0.01 

Mackenzie District 9 0.03 South Taranaki District 2 0.01 

Waimate District 8 0.03 Central Otago District 2 0.01 

Lower Hutt City 8 0.03 Gore District 2 0.01 

Grey District 8 0.03 Hauraki District 1 0.00 

Whangarei District 7 0.02 Far North District 1 0.00 

Hamilton City 7 0.02 South Wairarapa District 1 0.00 

Marlborough District 6 0.02 Chatham Island Territory 1 0.00 

Hastings District 6 0.02 Otorohanga District 1 0.00 

Buller District 5 0.02    

   International 49 0.16 

   Total 29,796  
 

 

Wards 

 
The highest proportion of submitters living in Christchurch City were from the Halswell ward (10%) 

which is in line its total city population (9%), followed by Cashmere, Fendalton and Heathcote. A 
lower proportion of submissions were received from the Hornby and Spreydon wards. There was 

also a low proportion of submissions from Banks Peninsula (3%), however this is in line with the 

ward’s proportion of the total population (2%). 
 

Ward 
Te Kaha 

Submission Count 
% City total * City total % * 

Banks Peninsula Ward 748 3 9,390 2 

Burwood Ward 1,434 6 28,800 7 

Cashmere Ward 2,210 9 22,300 6 

Central Ward 1,461 6 27,500 7 

Coastal Ward 1,841 7 23,300 6 

Fendalton Ward 2,445 9 23,400 6 

Halswell Ward 2,454 10 34,300 9 

Harewood Ward 1,812 7 22,600 6 

Heathcote Ward 2,321 9 26,500 7 

Hornby Ward 1,000 4 24,500 6 

Innes Ward 1,727 7 24,500 6 

Linwood Ward 1,242 5 25,400 6 

Papanui Ward 1,237 5 23,900 6 

Riccarton Ward 1,179 5 26,600 7 

Spreydon Ward 1,152 4 25,500 7 

Waimairi Ward 1,506 6 23,600 6 

Total 25,769 100 392,090 100 

 
*Based 2021 population estimates (Source: Statistics New Zealand) 

 

Age Breakdown 
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The majority of submitters were between the ages of 35 and 79 years (75%). The number of 
submitters under the age of 24 years (6%) was significantly below the overall city proportion 

(32%). The sample size of submitters between 25 – 34 years aligns with the city proportion, 
however those between the ages of 35 – 49 years and 50 – 64 years were overrepresented by 

submitters when compared to the proportion of residents in these age groups. 
 

Age Count % City total* City total %* 

Under 18 years 265 0.9 76,545 21 

18 – 24 years 1,526 5 39,297 11 

25 – 34 years 4,706 16 58,026 16 

35 – 49 years 7,792 26 72,621 20 

50 – 64 years 8,679 29 67,143 18 

65 – 79 years 5,873 20 40,374 11 

Over 80 years 746 3 15,000 4 

Not answered 391 1   

Total 29,978 100 369,006 100 
 

*As at Census 2018 (Source: Statistics New Zealand) 
 

Gender Breakdown 

 
More than half of submitters (58%) identified their gender as male, 39% identified their gender as 

female and 0.5% identified as non-binary or another gender. This is a notably large proportion of 
submitters identifying as male, both compared to the city proportions and what we typically see 

across our engagement and research programmes.  
 

Gender Count % City total* City total %* 

As a man 17,254 58 183,972 49.9 

As a woman 11,815 39 185,034 50.1 

Non-binary / another gender 150 0.5   

Not answered 759 2.5   

Total 29,978 100 369,006 100 

 
*As at Census 2018 (Source: Statistics New Zealand) 

 
Ethnicity Breakdown 

 
The majority of submitters were of New Zealand European ethnicity (88%) which is significantly 

higher than the proportion of New Zealand Europeans in Christchurch City (72%). Around 6% of 

submitters identified as Māori ethnicity. This is lower than the proportion of the city's population. 
Similarly, the proportion of submitters who identified as Pacific Peoples, Asian, MELAA or other 

European was lower than the proportion for the city’s population. 

 

Ethnicity Count % City total* City total %* 

New Zealand European 26,353 88 264,231 72 

Māori 1,722 5.7 36,642 9.9 

Pacific Peoples 332 1.1 14,178 3.8 

Asian 536 1.8 54,984 15 
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Middle Eastern/Latin 
American/African (MELAA) 

145 0.5 5,580 1.5 

Other European 1,133 3.8 25,635 6.9 

Other 887 3 5,007 1.4 

Total 29,978 100 369,006 100 
 
Note: Respondents were able to identify with multiple ethnic groups 
 

*As at Census 2018 (Source: Statistics New Zealand) 
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What do submitters want us to do? 
 

Full Sample 

 

The majority of submitters (77%) are supportive of investing up to an additional $150 million so 

that the project can proceed as planned. Just under a quarter of all submitters (23%) are not 

supportive of investing up to an additional $150 million, with 15% indicating that they think that 

we should stop the project altogether and 8% wanting to pause and re-evaluate the project.  

 

Response Count % 

Invest up to an additional $150 million to enable 

the project to continue as planned 

23,216 77 

Stop the project altogether 4,375 15 

Pause and re-evaluate the project 2,387 8 

Total 29,978* 100 
*Note that there were submissions that did not state a stance however did provide attachments and were included in 

the total valid submissions. 

 
Territorial Authority 

 

Christchurch City results generally align with the overall result, although support for investing up 

to an additional $150 million is slightly lower than the result from all submitters. Submitters from 

Selwyn, Waimakariri, Hurunui, Timaru and and Kaikoura show greater support than submitters 

from the City for investing the additional money for the arena. Submitters from Ashburton District 

had the greatest support for investing the additional money, at 97%. 

 

Territorial Authority 

Invest up to  

an additional  
$150 million 

Stop the project 
Pause and  

re-evaluate 

Count % Count % Count % 

Christchurch City 19,418 75 4,129 16 2,215 9 

Selwyn District 1,751 90 118 6 83 4 

Waimakariri District 1,124 91 64 5 45 4 

Hurunui District 118 90 6 5 7 5 

Ashburton District 147 97 3 2 2 1 

Timaru District 68 92 4 5 2 3 

Kaikoura District 13 93 1 7 0 0 

Waimate District 6 75 2 25 0 0 

Rest of New Zealand 365 88 29 7 20 5 

Total 23,010 77 4,356 15 2,374 8 

 
Ward 
 

Ward breakdowns show that there are differing opinions across the city.  Submitters from Central, 

Coastal, Halswell, Hornby, Riccarton and Waimairi wards tend to mirror the city-wide results (75% 
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want to invest up to an additional $150 million), while those from Burwood, Fendalton, Harewood 

and Papanui wards tend to be more supportive of investing up to an additional $150 million to see 

the project continue as planned. Submitters from Banks Peninsula, Cashmere, Heathcote and 

Linwood wards tend to be the least supportive of investing up to an additional $150 million, with 

less than half of submitters from Banks Peninsula agreeing that we should invest the additional 

money. 

 

Ward 

Invest up to  

an additional  
$150 million 

Stop the project 

Pause and   

 re-evaluate 
 

Count % Count % Count % 

Banks Peninsula Ward 360 48 293 39 95 13 

Burwood Ward 1,159 81 181 13 94 7 

Cashmere Ward 1,424 64 493 22 292 13 

Central Ward 1,099 75 241 16 121 8 

Coastal Ward 1,427 78 299 16 114 6 

Fendalton Ward 2,010 82 253 10 180 7 

Halswell Ward 1,934 79 327 13 193 8 

Harewood Ward 1,519 84 181 10 112 6 

Heathcote Ward 1,559 67 504 22 257 11 

Hornby Ward 768 77 150 15 82 8 

Innes Ward 1,418 82 201 12 107 6 

Linwood Ward 841 68 281 23 119 10 

Papanui Ward 1,023 83 133 11 81 7 

Riccarton Ward 895 76 177 15 107 9 

Spreydon Ward 814 71 212 18 126 11 

Waimairi Ward 1,168 78 203 13 135 9 

Total 19,418 75 4,129 16 2,215 9 

 
International 

 

Of the 49 international submissions received, 92% would like to see up to an additional $150 

million invested in the arena. This is considerably higher than result across all submitters (77%). 

 

 

Invest up to  

an additional  

$150 million 

Stop the project 
Pause and  

re-evaluate 

Count % Count % Count % 

International 45 92 0 0 4 8 

 

 

Organisations 
 

The majority of organisations (86%) who submitted tended to support investing up to an 

additional $150 million so that the project can continue as planned. This position was particularly 

prevalent among organisations in the construction, hospitality, events and entertainment, 



Council 
14 July 2022 
 

Page 17 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 5
 

  

   

 

15 
 

investment and property developers, retail and sports categories. Those in the interest, lobby and 

community groups tended to have more mixed views, while submissions from political 

organisations and groups fell into the pause and stop categories.  

 

Category 

Invest up to  

an additional  
$150 million 

Stop the project 
Pause and  

re-evaluate 

Count % Count % Count % 

Construction Industry 15 83 1 6 2 11 

Hospitality, Events & 
Entertainment 

41 95 1 2 1 2 

Interest, Lobby, 
Industry & Community 
Groups 

9 53 4 24 4 24 

Investment Companies, 
Property Developers & 
Real Estate 

17 89 2 11 0 0 

Political Groups & 
Organisations 

0 0 1 50 1 50 

Retail 14 100 0 0 0 0 

Sports 15 100 0 0 0 0 

Other 48 86 7 13 1 2 

Total 159 86% 16 9% 9 5% 

 

 

Age (Full Sample) 

 

Age breakdowns show that there were varying opinions across age groups. Submitters aged under 

25 years tended to be the most supportive of investing up to an additional $150 million, followed 

by submitters aged 25 – 49 years. The response from 50 – 64 year olds more or less aligned with 

results from all submitters. Submitters aged 65 years and over tended to be less supportive of 

investing the additional money compared to other age groups. 

 

Age 

Invest up to  

an additional  
$150 million 

Stop the project 
Pause and  

re-evaluate 

Count % Count % Count % 

Under 18 years 237 89 16 6 12 5 

18 – 24 years 1,336 88 137 9 53 3 

25 – 34 years 3,946 84 536 11 224 5 

35 – 49 years 6,294 81 955 12 543 7 

50 – 64 years 6,701 77 1,266 15 712 8 

65 – 79 years 4,040 69 1,147 20 686 12 

Over 80 years 479 64 177 24 90 12 

Total 23,033 78 4,234 14 2,320 8 
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Gender (Full Sample) 

 
Submitters who identify as male are more likely to support the additional investment of up to $150 

million. Results from submitters who identify as a woman are in line with the results from all 

submitters. Submitters who identify as non-binary or another gender are less likely than other 

genders to support the additional investment, and more likely to say stop the project altogether 

than other genders. 

 

Gender 

Invest up to  
an additional  

$150 million 

Stop the project 
Pause and  

re-evaluate 

Count % Count % Count % 

As a man 13,745 80 2,242 13 1,267 7 

As a woman 8,972 76 1,833 16 1,010 9 

Non-binary / 
another gender 

71 47 55 37 24 16 

Total 22,788 78 4,130 14 2,301 8 

 
 

Ethnicity (Full Sample) 

 

Submitters who identified their ethnicity as New Zealand European, Māori and Pacific Peoples 

were more supportive of up to an additional $150 million compared to other ethnic groups.  Those 

who identified their ethnicity as Asian, MELAA, other European and other ethnic groups were less 

supportive of investing the additional money into the arena. These submitters were also more 

likely to say stop the project compared to other ethnic groups. 

 

Ethnicity 

Invest up to  

an additional  
$150 million 

Stop the project 
Pause and  

re-evaluate 

Count % Count % Count % 

NZ European 20,840 79 3,544 13 1,969 8 

Māori 1,428 83 183 11 111 6 

Pacific Peoples 277 83 28 8 27 8 

Asian 346 65 134 25 56 10 

Middle Eastern/Latin 
American/African 

94 65 31 21 20 14 

Other European 748 66 253 22 132 12 

Other 581 66 184 21 122 14 

Total 24,314 78 4,357 14 2,437 8 

 

 

 

 



Council 
14 July 2022 
 

Page 19 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 5
 

  

   

 

17 
 

 

Invalid & Removed Submissions 

 
Where we received multiple submissions from an individual or on behalf of an organisation, the 

majority were in support of investing up to an additional $150 million. A total of 924 duplicate 

submissions were identified, of these 499 were removed prior to analysis (see methodology). 

Submitters in support of the additional investment accounted for 76% of the submissions which 

were merged and removed.  

 

Category 

Invest up to  

an additional  
$150 million 

Stop the 

project 

Pause and  

re-evaluate 
Blank Total 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count 

Invalid 23 25 9 9 7 6 48 60 87 

Removed 382 76 70 14 25 5 24 5 501 

Total 405 69 79 13 32 5 72 13 588 
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Thematic Analysis of Feedback 

 
How to use this analysis 
 

The purpose of the thematic (qualitative) component of this document is not to provide analysis on 

everything that submitters commented on, but rather to provide a summary of key topics and issues 
identified by multiple submitters.  

 
The thematic analysis is based on the opinions of submitters, whether they are factually correct or 

not. 

 
Given the large volume of submissions, analysis has been carried out at the key theme level for each 

of the three positions and with a general indication as to the quantum of submitters who addressed 
each sub-theme given in the analysis.  

 

While the proportion of submitters who commented on each theme has been provided, these have 
been rounded to the nearest 10. Comments from submitters can feature in multiple themes. The 

proportions have been calculated based on the number of submitters who supported each option, 

not the total number of submitters. 

 
Invest up to an additional $150 million to enable the project to continue as 

planned (All submitters) 

 
There was very much a sense from submitters who support investing up to an additional $150 

million so that the project can proceed as planned that we should just get on with it and that the 
city and wider region deserve to see this project come to fruition.  

 
Other themes covered by these submitters include the financial impacts and funding options, 

economic impacts and benefits, event attraction, the design and design elements such as the size 

and capacity and the roof, future proofing and the governance arrangements 
 

Get on with it (60% submitters) 

 
For those in support of investing additional money to continue the project, there was an 

overwhelming sense of just wanting to see the facility built without further delay. Many were 

frustrated with how long it has already taken, thought that it should already have been completed 

by now, and stated that costs would only increase as time went on. 

 
Submitters who support investing the additional money commonly highlighted that as New 

Zealand’s second largest city, we need a world class arena that will bring many benefits to the city 

and wider region.  It was felt that this will be a key asset for the city. Submitters also pointed out 

that the city is missing out on hosting significant events because we do not currently have the 

appropriate facilities. 

 

There was a sense from some submitters that we deserve this after the earthquakes and other 

disruptive events over the past decade. These submitters feel that a new arena is a key component 
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of the rebuild and city’s recovery, and some noted that we have waited over a decade for this after 

being promised it as an anchor project in the Central City Recovery Plan.  Others also suggested 

that the arena would merely be replacing what we lost in the earthquakes. 

Economic Impacts & Benefits (50% submitters) 

 

Submitters commonly mentioned that Christchurch is currently missing out on hosting large 

events, such as international rugby games and concerts, because of inadequate facilities and 

capacity. They feel that we needed an arena that would entice bigger events to the city, resulting 

in increased international and domestic visitors to the city and associated revenue for local 

businesses. Some noted that they are having to travel to large events outside of Christchurch at 

great expense and would prefer to spend their money locally. 

 

Many felt the arena will bring employment opportunities and vibrancy to the city, could help 

attract people to live and stay in Christchurch, bring global exposure, and will benefit many local 

businesses. Some submitters highlighted that they have already invested in businesses and 

property in the central city on the premise and expectation that the planned arena will be built 

there. 

 

There is a feeling from some that the facility will pay for itself over the long-term. Others feel that 

the economic and social benefits to the city would outweigh any long-term debt burden. Some 

submitters feel that we simply need to accept the costs of the project just as we do with other 

Council facilities, such as libraries and pools, which are not expected to make a profit but provide 

many other, non-financial benefits to the communities that they service.  

 

Financial Impacts (30% submitters) 

 

There was an acknowledgement from some submitters that an arena with a full roof will be a 

significant cost for the city, but even taking this into account they still feel that we should proceed 

with the project as planned.  
 

Suggestions were offered for how we could offset or mitigate some of these costs, primarily 

through alternative revenue sources such as selling naming rights to the arena, selling certain 

Council assets, ticket surcharges, fundraising campaigns, and other sponsorship opportunities.  

 

There were some suggestions that sporting bodies who are likely to benefit from the arena should 

be contributing towards the build, as they will be the main beneficiaries of an arena, while others 

thought the government should be approached for more funding. 

 

Submitters commonly raised deferring or diverting money intended for other purposes and 

projects to fund a full roof on the arena. Key areas suggested for cost-savings included cycleways 

and the Cathedral. 

 

Generally, submitters in support who mentioned rates contributions are prepared to pay an 

increase in rates in order to fund the additional costs. Those who supported the extra $150 million 

spending, but were opposed to rates increases, suggested the money either comes from 
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elsewhere within Council or from other sources, as they had concerns for those who would not be 

able to afford such an increase to their rates or cost of living.  

 

Some of these submitters blame the Council for the current shortfall in funding due to under-

insuring the old AMI Stadium prior to the earthquakes and feel that ratepayers should not be 

penalised because of this. Others questioned what has happened to the insurance money received 

after the earthquakes, and how this has been incorporated into the current arena budget. 

Future Proofing (20% submitters) 

Submitters commonly highlighted that they feel we should be thinking long-term, and that we 

have one chance to build an asset that will be fit for future generations. Some of these submitters 

mentioned that they want to see this facility built for their children and grandchildren. 

 

There was a general view that we should do this once, and do it right, as it is a long-term 

investment for the city and its people. Largely the current plans for a roof and 30,000 seat capacity 

were seen as essential by those who support investing up to an additional $150 million, and many 

thought we would regret not taking the opportunity to incorporate these elements if they were 

abandoned due to cost cutting. However, a small number of submitters suggested we proceed 

with a design where a roof, increased seating, or other improvements could be added in the 

future. Some submitters thought that the current debate and tensions about costings would be 

long forgotten about in years to come. 

Governance & Decision Making (10% submitters) 

There was a sense among these submitters that the Council (both elected members and staff) are 

responsible for the lack of progress on the project and perceived mismanagement of the process. 

Key areas of dissatisfaction include the inability to make decisions, delays leading to cost 

escalations, funding arrangements, inexperience with large infrastructure projects, and the 

processes used to award contracts. 

 

Many submitters implored the Council to be brave, bold and to just get on with it. 

 

Some submitters wanted greater scrutiny and transparency of costings, with some noting that 

they feel that the team tasked with delivering the project could be getting better value for money 

for ratepayers and the city. Some submitters feel we should be using local companies to manage, 

design and build the facility, as they have local knowledge and expertise, and the money spent 

would stay in the city. 

 

A small number of submitters blame various successive governments for inadequately funding the 

project following the 2012 decision from the Christchurch Earthquake Recovery Authority to 

include a multi-use arena in their Central City Recovery Plan. 

 

Regional Investment (10% submitters) 
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Submitters commonly noted that the arena will be an asset for the whole of the South Island, 

particularly the Canterbury area. It was felt that residents of the Greater Christchurch area would 

be likely users of the facility and neighbouring councils would also benefit financially from the 

arena, so should therefore contribute towards the costs of the arena. Some of the submitters who 

were happy to contribute via their rates were residents of Selwyn and Waimakariri districts. 

 

Some submitters feel Council should have approached neighbouring councils many years ago to 

discuss contributions and were disappointed that this had not been done already. 

Events (10% submitters) 

Many submitters in favour of proceeding with the current design feel that we needed a world-

class, modern facility to attract a range of events to the city.  

 

Many submitters in favour of investing up to an additional $150 million are annoyed with the city 

missing out on hosting international sporting events and games, with some reluctantly travelling 

elsewhere to attend matches. Submitters highlighted our city’s proud sporting identity and 

successes and mentioned how sport unites us and contributes to the wellbeing of many.  

Others pointed out the opportunities that we are missing out on to host concerts and other events 

in the city because we do not have a facility that is up to the right standard to attract big 

international artists and events. As with sporting events, submitters highlighted that they are sick 

of having to travel to other cities to attend these types of events, and feel that the city deserves a 

facility that can accommodate these events.  

 

Submitters pointed out the shortcomings of the current temporary stadium, with some no longer 

attending events held there due to unpleasant experiences. 

 

A smaller number of submitters, particularly younger submitters, mentioned the arena would be a 

reason for them and their peers to stay in the city and could act as a drawcard for others to move 

here.  Some submitters stated that although they are not sports fans, they would still like to see 

the arena built. Although rugby was the most mentioned sport, some submitters noted there 

could be opportunities for new sporting events to be held. A small number of submitters noted 

that an arena would bring international exposure to our city. 

 

 

The Design & Design Elements (10% submitters) 

 

There is strong support for a covered arena from these submitters, with many saying it needs a 

roof as the cold weather that Christchurch experiences in winter makes the spectator experience 

unpleasant and puts many off attending events in the current stadium. Comparisons were made 

with the stadium in Dunedin and the benefits it has brought to the city. A small number of 

submitters who support the additional investment think that a roof is unnecessary.  

 

Many submitters do not want any changes made to the proposed design, noting that this would 

likely result in further delays and cost increases. In comparison, a small number of submitters 
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think that cost savings could be achieved by simplifying the design and removing some design 

elements. 

 

There were mixed views about the multi-use nature of the arena, with some submitters believing 

this will compromise the overall experience for users. Some want the arena to be truly multi-use, 

while others feel it should primarily be a sporting venue. Those concerned about a multi-use arena 

providing a compromised experience are worried that by trying to provide a facility that is suitable 

for a wide range of uses, we will end up with an arena that provides an average experience 

regardless of the type of event. A guarantee of good sound acoustics is desired by some 

submitters. 

 

A small number of submitters feel there was not enough consideration given to people with 

disabilities in the design of the arena, or to sustainable design and environmental impacts. 

 

Size & Capacity (10% submitters) 
 

Generally submitters who support the additional investment agree that the fully covered arena 

should have at least 30,000 seats, with people feeling this is about right for a city of our size. Some 

submitters believe that a smaller arena would not be of much use, particularly when compared 

with other New Zealand stadia. Others are concerned that a smaller facility would compromise 

our ability to attract events.  

 

Those who do not agree with the 30,000 seats were more likely to suggest an increase rather than 

decrease. Some feel that 30,000 is short-sighted and would not allow the city to compete for large 

events or allow for population growth and is less than what the city previously had. A small 

number of submitters suggested at a minimum the new arena should have in the region of 35,000 

to 50,000 seats. 

 

A smaller number think that seating could or should be reduced in order to save on costs, with 

some suggesting that we could take a staged approach and add additional seating later when 

budgets allowed. 
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Stop the project altogether 
 

Most of the feedback from submitters who would like to see the project stop altogether fell into 

the category of financial impact and implications. Submitters also commented on a small number 

of other topics, including priorities, the location and capacity and attendance.  
 

Funding & Financial Implications 

 
Financial Impact (80% submitters) 
 

For those wishing to stop the project altogether, by far the main reasons are financial, with many 

indicating that they think that there are more pressing issues and needs that we should be 

investing the money in.  

 

Many submitters feel that the financial cost and debt burden of the project is just too high to 

justify, and it would be financially irresponsible to continue with the arena. Submitters noted that 

we are in a period of increased financial uncertainty and hardship, and that now is not the time to 

be undertaking such a large project or taking on such a significant amount of additional debt.  

Submitters feel that ratepayers and particularly low-income households will be unfairly burdened 

for many years to come with the costs for a facility that for many, attending events at will be out of 

reach. Some mentioned the stadium in Dunedin, highlighting the long-term financial costs to the 

city and the sacrifices and compromises that the city had to make as a result. 

 

Other submitters noted that the final project costs are still uncertain, with some questioning 

whether $650 million will even be enough to complete the project or whether there will be further 

cost increases that rate payers will also be asked to finance. 

 

Some submitters highlighted concerns that we will also be required to provide operational 

subsidies on top of the increased capital costs, and that the cost of this will inevitably be passed 

onto ratepayers, which would further increase the financial pressure that the facility is likely to put 

on households. Some indicated that they would not be happy about making significant ongoing 

financial contributions to the cost of running a facility that will for the most part sit idle or empty.  

 

Some submitters indicated that they feel that investing in this project is a waste of money which 

will result in the city ending up with a facility that is in essence a white elephant. As with the 

submitters who are concerned about the financial impacts on households, these submitters also 

highlighted that there are more pressing issues and needs across the city that need to be 

addressed. 

 

Investment Case & Benefits (< 5% submitters) 

 

There was a small amount of discussion from submitters who want to stop the project altogether 

that the project does not stack up in terms of return on investment and cost-benefit ratios. There 

is some concern that the Council will invest in an arena that will have what is perceived to be poor 

return on investment.  Many think that if the project was put through a rigorous cost-benefit 

analysis process, it would not survive and that it would be a financially irresponsible decision for 
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