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What is important to us?

Our Strategic Framework is a big picture view of what
the Council is aiming to achieve for our community

Our focus this Council term
2022-2025

Strategic Priorities Reduce emissions as a Council and as a city,
@ and invest in adaptation and resilience, leading

a city-wide response to climate change while
protecting our indigenous biodiversity, water bodies
and tree canopy.

Be an inclusive and equitable city which puts
people at the centre of developing our city and
district, prioritising wellbeing, accessibility and

connection.
B Manage ratepayers’ money wisely, delivering quality
o Champion Otautahi-Christchurch and collaborate core services to the whole community and addressing
to build our role as a leading New Zealand city. the issues that are important to our residents.
Build trust and confidence in the Council through Actively balance the needs of today’s residents
meaningful partnerships and communication, with the needs of future generations, with the aim
listening to and working with residents. of leaving no one behind.

Adopted by the Council on 5 April 2023

Our goals for this Long Term Plan
2024-2034

Draft Community Outcomes

. Collaborative and confident @ A cultural powerhouse

:& Our residents have the opportunity to actively Our diverse communities are suppo rtedto .
. . . 0 understand and protect their heritage, pursue their
participate in community and city life, have a strong

. X . arts, cultural and sporting interests, and contribute
sense of belonging and identity, and feel safe. to making our city a creative, cultural and events

Green and liveable ‘powerhouse’
Our neighbourhoods and communities are accessible
and well connected, supporting our goals to reduce
emissions, build climate resilience and protect

and regenerate the environment, especially our
biodiversity, water bodies and tree canopy.

Thriving and prosperous

Our city is a great place for people, business and
investment where we can all grow our potential,

where enterprises are innovative and smart, and where

together we raise productivity and reduce emissions.
Ta be adopted by the Council as part of the Long Term Plan 2024-2034

Our intergenerational vision

A place of opportunity for all.

Open to new ideas, hew people,
new investment and new ways
of doing things - a place where
anything is possible.

Ngai Tahu has rangatiratanga over its takiwa - the Council is

committed to partnering with Ngai Tahu to achieve meaningful
outcomes that benefit the whole community
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1.

2'

Apologies Nga Whakapaha

Apologies will be recorded at the meeting.

Election of a Chairperson Te Whakatu Poumua
At the start of the meeting, a Chairperson will be elected.

Declarations of Interest Nga Whakapuaki Aronga

Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant and to stand aside from decision-making when a
conflict arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external
interest they might have.
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4. Future of Lichfield Street Carpark
Reference Te Tohutoro: 26/206721

Responsible Officer(s) Te

Pou Matua: Bruce Rendall, Head of Facilities and Property

Accountable ELT Anne Columbus, General Manager Corporate Services/Chief People
Member Pouwhakarae:  Officer

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Putake Pirongo

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide background information to the hearings panel
considering the future of the Lichfield Street Carpark. This includes background
information about the carpark and consultation on its future, a summary of submissions
and preliminary analysis of the themes raised in the submissions

1.2 Onthe4 June 2025 the Council instructed staff to obtain the views of stakeholders and
the public on the future of the Lichfield Street Carpark Building. In response staff
undertook a consultation process in November and December 2025. This report
originated from the earlier Council decision.

1.3 Asthe submitters are still to be heard, the report does not contain recommendations on
the substantive matters before the panel. These will be provided following consideration
of the matters raised in the hearings.

2. Officer Recommendations Nga Tutohu
That the Hearings Panel:

1. Receives the information in the Future of Lichfield Street Carpark Report.

2. Notes that the decision in this report is assessed as medium significance based on the
Christchurch City Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy.

3. Notes that substantive recommendations will follow once staff have heard the matters raised
by submitters.

3. Executive Summary Te Whakarapopoto Matua

3.1 Thisreport provides the Hearings Panel with essential background and analysis to inform
a decision regarding the future of the Council-owned Lichfield Street Carpark.

3.2 Rebuiltin 2016-2017 to support the central city’s post-earthquake recovery, the facility
currently generates a $1.5 million annual operating surplus but delivers only a 3% return
on capital. Because the building is not classified as a strategic asset, this return falls
below the expectations set by Council investment policies. Consequently, the Council is
evaluating three potential pathways: retaining the asset under a new model to improve
financial performance, maintaining the status quo, or selling the carpark to "recycle"
capital into higher-priority infrastructure or debt reduction.

3.3 Public consultation conducted in late 2025 drew 1,244 submissions, revealing a strong
preference for continued Council ownership. Approximately 74% of submitters support
retaining the carpark while changing the operating model, whereas 16% favour a sale.

3.4 Theanalysis identifies a significant tension between the community’s expectation for
low-cost parking and pressures for improved financial performance. Following the
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scheduled hearings, staff will provide further information for the Panel to develop
recommendations whether the Council should retain, modify, or divest the asset to best
align with city-wide objectives

4, Community Impacts and Views
4,1 Consultation started on 10 November and ran until 7 December 2025.

4.2 Project details including links to the Korero mai | Let’s Talk webpage were advertised via:

e Anemail sent to key stakeholders, including local businesses, tenants and the
Central City Business Association.

e  Posts on the council Facebook page which reached over 96,000 people on 10
November and 18,000 people on 1 December.

e Anewsline story published on 10 November.

e Alinkto the consultation at the conclusion of the Life in Christchurch Transport
Survey, which was in field at approximately the same time.

e Signs at the pay stations and lifts of Lichfield Carpark.

e  Flyers were distributed by students conducting the residents’ survey in the car park
during the period that the consultation was open.

4.3  The Korero mai | Let’s Talk page had 2,799 views throughout the consultation period.

4.4  Staff met with Ballantynes on 4 December to discuss the consultation.

Summary of Submissions Nga Tapaetanga

4.5 Submissions were made by five organisations/businesses and 1240 individuals. All
submissions are available on our Korero mai webpage.

4.6  Submitters were asked to provide feedback on two options for the future of Lichfield
Carpark:

Option 1: Retain and change: Council retains ownership of the carpark but changes the
operating model to improve financial performance.

Option 2: Sell: Council would sell the asset and reallocate the funds to invest in other
infrastructure or community assets, or pay down debt.

4.7 Atotal of 1,122 submitters indicated a preference, while 123 did not. Of those who stated
a preference, 925 submitters (74%) preferred that the Council retain the carpark and
change the operating model, while 197 submitters (16%) preferred that the Council sell
the carpark and reallocate the funds elsewhere.
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Which option do you prefer? gﬁm‘:{e‘i % of Submitters
Not Stated 123 10%
Retain the carpark and change the operating model 925 74%
Sell the carpark 197 16%
4.8 Afull analysis of submissions is available in Attachment A.

5. Background/Context Te Horopaki

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

The Lichfield Street Carpark Building is a Council-owned facility at 33 Lichfield Street that
was rebuilt in 2016-2017 following demolition of the original 1960s structure damaged in
the Canterbury earthquakes. The replacement building was developed to support the
central city rebuild by providing short-stay off-street parking for shoppers and visitors,
particularly within the core retail area. The facility continues to operate on this basis and
includes several ground-floor commercial tenancies.

During the 2024/25 Annual Plan process the Council requested a report on options for the
future of the carpark. This report, which was considered by the Council in June 2025,
raised issues including whether the carpark remains the best use of Council capital,
whether it aligns with current policy, and whether continued ownership is justified given
the maturity of the central city rebuild and the availability of privately owned parking
nearby (see Attachment 3).

The report found that the carpark is performing its original role and supports access to
central city retail, hospitality, and entertainment activities. Average peak occupancy has
increased over recent years but remains below the 85 per cent target set in the Central
City Parking Policy. Similar parking options are widely available in the surrounding area,
largely provided by the private sector.

From a financial perspective, the building generates an operating surplus but only
delivers a return of around 3 per cent on the capital invested. This level of return is below
what Council policy expects for non-strategic, income-earning assets. While the asset has
a high book value and may appreciate over time, it is underperforming compared with
alternative uses of Council capital and is exposed to future risks such as rising
maintenance costs and changing transport patterns.

The policy assessment concluded that off-street parking buildings are not considered
strategic assets. Council policy is largely neutral on ownership, provided parking
objectives are met efficiently. The report noted that Council’s role in directly owning
parking facilities has reduced over time and that private operators now meet most
central city parking demand.

Several options for the future of the facility were identified. These included retaining the
carpark with changes to the operating model to improve financial performance, recycling
the capital through sale of the land and building, or first seeking further information by
consulting the community and stakeholders (At the time of the earlier report, Council had
not undertaken consultation on the future of this specific facility).

Item No.: 4
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5.7 The preferred option adopted by Council was to “learn more” by undertaking
consultation. Council resolved in June 2025 to seek the views of stakeholders and the
wider public before making any final decision on ownership or operation.

5.8 The following related memos/information were circulated to the meeting members:

Date Subject
Nil

5.9 Thefollowing related information session/workshops have taken place for the members
of the meeting:

Date \ Subject
Nil

Options Considered Nga Kowhiringa Whaiwhakaaro

5.10 The following reasonably practicable options were considered and are assessed in this
report:

5.10.1Retain the carpark and make changes to improve financial performance.
5.10.2 Retain the carpark with no changes.
5.10.3 Dispose of the carpark and recycle capital into other council uses.

5.11 No preferred option has been identified as this time. The hearings may reveal further
community views, so it is premature to identify a preferred option.

Options Descriptions Nga Kowhiringa
5.12 Option 1 - Retain the carpark and make changes to improve financial performance.

5.12.10ption Description: Under this option, the Council would retain ownership of the
facility but implement a new operating model designed to achieve a commercial return
on the asset. Potential changes could include outsourcing management to a
professional carpark operator, leasing the entire building to a third party, or changing
fees, parking mix and delivery arrangements to optimize revenue and reduce costs. This
approach seeks to balance the Council’s role as a service provider with its policy
requirement to act as a prudent manager of non-strategic assets.

5.12.20ption Advantages

e Maintains the perception that Council has an ability to influence central city
parking supply and market pricing. Pricing is currently towards the lower end of
central city carpark building prices but is not the lowest (for a 2-hour representative
session)

e  Aligns with the preference of 74% of submitters who supported retaining the asset
under a revised model.

e  Ensuresthat parking profits are reinvested locally for community benefit.

e  Preserves an asset that may see increased demand as major facilities open.
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5.12.30ption Disadvantages

e  Council continues to carry the commercial and downside risk associated with a
fluctuating parking market and future demand uncertainty.

e Ashift toward a more commercial operating model may create a tension between
the goal of improving financial performance revenue and the community’s desire
for low parking rates.

5.12.4Considerations to option post consultation:

e  Pricing Sensitivity: Submissions indicate that the impact on parking charges is the
single most important factor for those supporting retention (72%). There is an
assumption among submitters that prices can remain low even while the Council
seeks to improve financial returns — this is unlikely to be possible.

e Operational Trade-offs: Changes intended to improve financial performance could
include raising fees, offering more longer-term car parking and/or reducing costs.
Any changes must be carefully managed to ensure they do not have unintentional
impacts.

5.13 Option 2 - Retain the carpark with no changes (Status Quo).

5.13.1 Option Description: This option involves maintaining the current status quo, where
the facility is owned by the Council and managed internally by the Transport Unit
primarily for casual, short-stay use. The existing pricing structure and operational
approach would remain in place. This serves as a baseline for comparing alternative
strategies and acknowledges the facility's current role in supporting the central city
retail precinct.

5.13.20ption Advantages
e  Provides continuity and certainty for existing users, local businesses, and tenants.

e Avoids the potential disruption and administrative costs associated with changing
management models or divesting the asset.

e  Maintains existing Council control over the facility.
5.13.30ption Disadvantages

e  Failsto address the current financial underperformance (3% return), which is
inconsistent with Council’s policy for non-strategic assets.

e Does not respond to the opportunity to release capital for higher-priority Council
projects or debt reduction.

5.13.4Considerations to option post consultation:

e Strategic Alignment: While the carpark has met its initial objective of supporting
the post-earthquake rebuild, it is not formally classified as a strategic asset.
Continuing with no changes may be seen as a passive approach to asset
management that ignores the competitive nature of the central city parking
market, and Christchurch’s evolving needs.

5.14 Option 3 - Dispose of the carpark and recycle capital into other Council uses.

5.14.10ption Description: Under this option, the Council would divest the carpark and
"recycle" the resulting capital into other core priorities, such as paying down debt or
funding higher-priority infrastructure projects. Responsibility for the operation and
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future of the building would transfer to a private purchaser. Existing ground-floor retail
tenancies would be protected under their current lease terms.

5.14.2 Option Advantages

e  Releases capital for reinvestment in activities that provide a higher social and / or
financial return to the city.

e Transfers the commercial risk and the burden of managing future market
uncertainty (such as mode shifts) to the private sector.

e Aligns with the Council's policy of being "agnostic" on ownership if the primary
objective of providing parking is being met by the private sector.

5.14.30ption Disadvantages
e Removes a Council lever for influencing central city parking competition.

e Directly contradicts the dominant public sentiment, with only 16% of submitters
supporting a sale.

e Lossof along-term revenue stream that currently provides a $1.5 million annual
operating surplus. This may be offset through better return from using the
proceeds to pay down debt or investing in higher priority infrastructure.

5.14.4Considerations to option post consultation:

e  Market Perception: Many submitters expressed strong concerns that a sale would
lead to "price gouging" and a monopoly-like environment for private operators
(noting that ownership of carpark buildings is not concentrated).

e  Speculative Demand: While supporters of retention treat future parking demand
growth as a certainty, counterfactual analysis suggests that demand is exposed to
significant risks from private investment, climate policy, remote work patterns, and
public transport investment. A private owner may be better equipped to manage
this inherent volatility.

Analysis Criteria Nga Paearu Wetekina

5.15 The following criteria have guided the analysis in this report. Criteria are based on
feedback from the community as well as Council’s statutory decision-making
requirements:

5.15.1 Impact on Parking Prices and Short-Term Parking Supply: This criterion considers
the extent to which the option may affect parking fees at the Lichfield Street Carpark,
and parking prices more broadly across the central city. It also assesses any
potential changes to the availability of short-term parking spaces, particularly those
used by visitors, shoppers, and people accessing services. The analysis examines
whether the option is likely to increase, reduce, or maintain current price levels and
short-stay capacity, and the implications of any change.

5.15.2 Demand: This criterion assesses how well the option responds to current and future
demand for parking. It considers changes in travel behaviour, and wider transport
trends such as increased use of public and active transport. The analysis considers
whether the option is resilient to future growth pressures and aligns with anticipated
demand over time.

5.15.3  Business Impacts: This criterion evaluates the potential effects of the option on
local businesses and overall economic activity in the city. Consideration is given to
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how changes in parking ownership, pricing, or short-term park availability may
influence customer access, foot traffic, and the attractiveness of the city for retail,
hospitality, and service-based businesses. Both positive and adverse impacts are
considered.

5.15.4  Accessibility: This criterion considers the impact of the option on accessibility to the
city, particularly for people with disabilities, reduced mobility, or other access needs.
The analysis assesses whether accessibility would be improved, maintained, or
potentially reduced, and identifies any risks associated with changes to parking
layout, pricing, or management that could affect equitable access.

5.15.5 Financial Implications: This criterion examines the financial consequences of the
option for the Council. It considers potential capital release, ongoing revenue
streams, operating costs, and the anticipated payback period where relevant. The
assessment also identifies financial risks, including exposure to market changes,
long-term revenue uncertainty, and implications for Council’s overall financial
position.

5.15.6  Policy Alignment: This criterion assesses whether the option is consistent with
existing Council policies, strategies, and plans. Where inconsistencies are identified,
the analysis considers the significance of those differences and whether adopting the
option would require changes to current policy settings or signal a shift in Council
direction.

5.15.7 Community Views and Preferences: This criterion considers known community
views, expectations, and preferences in relation to parking, access to the city, and
Council asset management. The analysis draws heavily on, but is not limited to,
submissions and the feedback obtained through this hearing.

5.16 The options analysis is attached as Attachment 2.

6. Financial Implications Nga Hiraunga Rauemi

Capex/Opex Nga Utu Whakahaere

Option 1 -Retain and Option 2 - Retain No Option 3 - Dispose
Change Option change

Cost to Implement This modelis likely to Nil This model will result in
involve gradually capital release that,
increasing fees, long depending on the
term lease of quantum and use of the
underutilised capacity revenue, may reduce
and reduction of some Council’s ongoing
costs (e.g. security). costs. A full financial
Overall, this will model has not yet
increase the surplus prepared currently.
generated from the
building, albeit a full The cost of
model has not been implementation will be
prepared at this time. minor and managed

through existing
The cost of budgets.
implementation will be
minor and managed

Item 4
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through existing
budgets.

Maintenance/Ongoing
Costs

Security costs will be
reduced

No change

Operating and
financing costs will be
reduced, albeit this will
be offset by reduced
revenue

Funding Source

Existing budgets

Existing budgets

Existing budget

Funding Availability

No additional funding
is required

No additional funding
is required

No additional funding
is required

Impact on Rates

Potential minor
reduction in need for
future rates increases

Has no impact

Potential minor

reduction in need for
future rates increases
depending on the use

of revenue.

7. Considerations Nga Whai Whakaaro

7.1 Risks and Mitigations Nga Morearea me nga Whakamatautau Risk Assessment One
PagerRisk Management Policy. Option 1: Retain the carpark and make changes to
improve financial performance - This option retains Council ownership but aims to
improve the current return on investment through a more commercial operating model.

7.1.1 Risks

e Demand Volatility: Improving financial performance relies on consistent
occupancy. However, future demand is exposed to significant uncertainty from

7.1.2

climate change policies, private sector investment in carpark buildings, increased
public transport investment, shifting work patterns, and the impact of fee changes,
which could leave the Council holding an underperforming asset despite
management changes.

Operational Tension (Revenue vs. Accessibility): A shift toward a "service before
profit" model as requested by some submitters may conflict with the goal of
achieving a commercial return. Price increases aimed at boosting revenue could
deter short-stay shoppers, inadvertently driving retail activity toward suburban
malls with free parking. Similarly, long stay use of underutilised capacity could
reduce ability to deal with short term demand on peak occasions

Management Execution and Capability: Implementing a complex, commercially
agile operating model within a local government framework can be challenging.
There is a risk that the Council lacks the specialized expertise or agility of a private
parking operator, leading to sub-optimal revenue optimization or higher
operational overheads.

Suggested Mitigations

Professional Management Agreement: Outsource the daily operationto a
specialized third-party provider under a performance-based contract that
prioritizes both revenue targets and short-stay availability KPIs.

Item No.: 4

Page 12

Item 4


trim://16/947166?view
trim://16/947166?view
trim://15/670109?view

Hearings Panel
20 February 2026

Christchurch
City Council -

7.2 Option 2: Retain the carpark with no changes (Status Quo) - This option maintains the
status quo of internal management and current pricing, primarily focusing on supporting
central city retail through affordable parking.

7.2.1

7.2.2

Risks

Financial Opportunity Cost and Underperformance: Retaining an asset that
provides only a 3% return is an inefficient use of ratepayer capital when compared
to the cost of Council debt or the potential social return of other capital projects.
Additionally, one of the directions of current reform is to encourage councils to use
more user pays funding, reducing the need for rate increases. Retainingthe
carpark without changes is inconsistent with this direction, benefiting users at the
expense of ratepayers.

Mitigation

Efficiency Benchmarking: Conduct annual benchmarking of operational costs
against private sector peers to ensure internal management remains as cost-
effective as possible.

7.3 Option 3: Dispose of the carpark and recycle capital into other Council uses - This
option involves the sale of the asset to the private sector, with the revenue reinvested
into higher-priority Council activities.

7.3.1

7.3.2

7.4

Risks

Loss of Pricing Influence: Divesting the Council's most significant parking asset
removes its ability to exert downward pressure on city-wide parking fees. A private
owner may prioritize high-margin long-term commuters over short-stay shoppers,
potentially leading to "price gouging" that harms the central city retail sector.

Public and Reputational Backlash: With 74% of submitters favouring retention, a
sale may be perceived as a "short-term cash grab" that ignores community
sentiment, potentially eroding public trust in Council’s long-term stewardship of
city infrastructure.

Mitigations

Protective Covenants: Include specific conditions in the Sale and Purchase
Agreement, such as a "short stay only" requirement for a set number of levels or a
cap on price increases for an initial transition period. This will almost certainly
impact on price.

Transparent Capital Recycling: Clearly identify the specific projects (e.g., debt
reduction or high-priority infrastructure) that the sale proceeds will fund,
demonstrating a direct benefit to ratepayers that outweighs the loss of the asset.

Independent Valuation and Competitive Process: Ensure a robust, open-market
sale process informed by current independent valuations to avoid the risk of
"underselling" a long-term revenue-generating asset.

Legal Considerations Nga Hiraunga a-Ture Statutory and/or delegated authority to
undertake proposals in the report:

7.4.1 The Council has the statutory authority to engage on the future of this facility, recycle

7.5

capital through the sale of the facility, or make changes to operating model.

Other Legal Implications:

Item No.: 4
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7.5.1 There are minor legal implications (e.g. related to rights associated with adjacent

7.6

buildings and laneways) that do not impact on the decision before the Panel.

Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here Report Template
Guidance NotesThe required decision:

7.6.1 Aligns with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework.

7.6.2 isassessed as medium significance based on the Christchurch City Council’s

Significance and Engagement Policy. The level of significance was determined by
consideration of the level of interest in the decision, the financial impact, and the
limited ability to reverse decisions for some options.

7.6.3 is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. <enter text>.

7.7

This report does not support the Council's Long Term Plan (2024 - 2034).

Policy Considerations

7.8

7.9

The Central City Recovery Plan (2014) included an aspiration to have car parking
buildings in the central city core. The plan indicates that parking “will be managed to
support and complement activities, land use and transport networks. The emphasis will
be on providing short term, on- and off-street parking close to the Core for shoppers and
business visitors.”

The Cost Share Agreement 2013 between the Crown and Council addressed the need to
replace the previous building (amongst others), funding delivery responsibility,
ownership and operating liability. Responsibility for ownership and future operations as
identified as “CCC / Private sector” suggesting that the Council was agnostic about
ownership.

7.10 The Central City Parking Policy 2021 has a goal of promoting 85 per cent occupancy of

parking spaces in the central city at peak times. This has been implemented as a target of
less than or equal to 85% occupancy at peak times.

7.10.1 Otherrelevant goalsin the Policy are to support greenhouse gas emissions reduction

targets and support high-amenity off-street parking that makes efficient use of
space.

7.10.2  One specific policy is relevant to the matter at hand. Policy 7 states that “[the

Council] will not generally provide additional off-street parking”. The supporting
text indicates that the Council does not wish to undermine the feasibility of
commercial car parking buildings, and that the Council can provide certainty to
investors by not providing further off street carparking.

7.11 The Investment Policy 2024 provides guidance on reviewing ownership of property. It

contains a list of reasons why the Council might invest including:

7.11.1  For strategic purposes consistent with our LTP;

7.11.2 Toreduce the current ratepayer burden;

7.11.3 The retention of vested land;

7.11.4 Holding short-term investments for working capital requirements and liquidity

Mmanagement;

7.11.5 Holdinginvestments that are necessary to carry out our operations consistent with

an Annual Plan, to implement strategic initiatives, or to support inter-generational
allocations;

Item No.: 4
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7.11.6  Holding assets (such as property) for commercial returns;

7.11.7  Providing ready cash in the event of a natural disaster, the use of which is intended
to bridge the gap between the disaster and the reinstatement of normal income
streams and assets;

7.11.8  Investing amounts allocated to accumulated surplus, Council created restricted
reserves and general reserves;

7.11.9 Investing proceeds from the sale of assets.

7.12 For property investments the Policy requires assessment of benefits beyond financial
returns, and comparison with other arrangements that could deliver similar results.

7.13 The Significance and Engagement Policy 2019 identifies strategic assets which are those
used to “achieve or promote outcomes that [The Council] believes are important to the
current or future well-being of the community”. Off-street carparking assets are not
listed as strategic assets.

7.14 Insummary, it appears that the Council’s policy position has been to support the rebuild
of the Central City, particularly through providing short-term off-street parking for
shoppers and visitors. The Council appears to be agnostic on ownership if the objectives
are being met efficiently. It does not see that the provision of off-street carparking
buildings is a strategic activity or priority.

Impact on Mana Whenua Nga Whai Take Mana Whenua

7.15 The decision does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land, a body of
water or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically
impact Mana Whenua, their culture, and traditions.

7.16 The decision does not impact a matter of interest to Mana Whenua and will not impact on
our agreed partnership priorities with Nga Papatipu Runanga.

7.17 The decision at hand, has no bearing on Council's relationship with Mana Whenua as the
land is not a site of significance, nor would the land be used in a manner which affects
existing environmental uses or raises new resource concerns.

Climate Change Impact Considerations Nga Whai Whakaaro ma te Ahuarangi

7.18 The proposals in this report are unlikely to contribute significantly to adaptation to the
impacts of climate change or emissions reductions.

7.19 If the Council elects to retain the Lichfield St Car Park building, the existing use will
continue and there will be no positive or negative impact on climate change. If the
Council elects to list the facility for sale, the current use will likely continue and there will
be no positive or negative impact on climate change.:

Other Information

7.20 Ownership and Operation of Central City Car park buildings: There was commentary in
submission about the ownership and operation of central city car parks. The following
information may be useful to decision makers:
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Car park Owner Operator
152-158 Hereford St 152 Hereford Limited (Tim Glasson & Warren | Wilsons
Building Bell)
33 Lichfield St CcC Ccc
Christchurch Art CccC Cccc
Gallery
East Frame Car park Lichfield Holdings Limited (Hunt Family) Wilsons
Innovation Carpark MP Innovation Limited Partnership Inpark
(cnr Madras St/
MacKersy Property, a New Zealand owned
Lichfield St) ( Y TopeTty, atiew "
property company)
The Crossing A B Investments Limited (Carter Family) Wilsons
The Terrace The Terrace Carpark Limited (Gough Family) [ Wilsons
The West End Ngai Tahu Wilsons
Tu Waka Waipapa Ngai Tahu Wilsons

8. Next Steps Nga Mahinga a-muri

8.1 Following the hearings, the panel will prepare a recommendation to the Council.
Attachments Nga Tapirihanga
No. Title Reference Page
28 | Lichfield Carpark Submissions Full Analysis January 2026 26/211999 17
28 | Attachment 2: Option Analysis 26/233044 41
_ Attachment 3: Council Lichfield St Carpark Building - Future 25/332460 43
Strategy 4 June 2025 Report

Signatories Nga Kaiwaitohu

Authors

Bruce Rendall - Head of Facilities & Property
Aimee Martin - Senior Research Analyst

Luke Rees-Thomas - Property Consultant
Krystle Anderson - Senior Engagement Advisor

Approved By

Bruce Rendall - Head of Facilities & Property
Brent Smith - General Manager City Infrastructure
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Future of Lichfield Carpark

Summary of Submissions

January 2026

Christchurch
City Council s
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Key Messages

Feedback from submitters indicated a clear preference for retaining the Lichfield carpark in public
ownership rather than selling it. Of those who expressed a view, 74% supported retaining the
carpark with changes to its operating model, compared with 16% who supported a sale. This
majority view was consistent across all age groups and wards, although support for retaining the
carpark softened slightly with age.

Submitters who supported retaining the carpark commonly expressed concerns that a sale would
result in higher parking prices, reduced access, and increased market power for private parking
operators in the central city. Many viewed the carpark as an important tool for maintaining
competitive parking prices in the central city and valued the assurance that parking revenues were
reinvested locally rather than extracted as private profit.

A number of submitters also believed that parking demand would increase over time due to
central-city growth, higher-density residential development, and new major facilities. These
submitters considered the carpark to be a strategically valuable asset with increasing future
importance.

Submitters who supported selling the carpark generally placed less weight on future parking
demand. Instead, they emphasised the opportunity to release capital for reinvestment, particularly
to reduce debt or fund other council priorities such as infrastructure or transport improvements.
From this viewpoint, selling the carpark was seen as a way to better allocate limited capital to
higher-priority outcomes.

When considering the carpark’s future, submitters most commonly identified parking charges,
availability of short-term parking, future demand, impacts on local businesses, and accessibility
for people with disabilities as important factors for the Council to consider when making a
decision.

Financial implications for the Council and ratepayers were particularly important for those
supporting a sale, while those favouring retention placed greater weight on pricing impacts,
accessibility, and broader economic impacts for the central city.

Overall, the feedback reflected opposing views shaped by differing perspectives on whether the
carpark should be treated as a strategic asset, as well as differing priorities. Submitters presented a
range of views on how best to balance financial, accessibility, economic, and strategic
considerations.
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About the Consultation

Consultation started on 10 November and ran until 7 December 2025.

Project details including links to the Korero mai | Let’s Talk webpage were advertised via:

e Anemail sent to key stakeholders, including local businesses, tenants and the Central City
Business Association.

e Postson the council Facebook page which reached over 96,000 people on 10 November
and 18,000 people on 1 December.

e Anewsline story published on 10 November.

e Alink to the consultation was provided at the conclusion of the Life in Christchurch
Transport Survey, which was in field at approximately the same time.

e Signs at the pay stations and lifts of Lichfield Carpark.

e Fliers were distributed by students conducting the residents’ survey in the car park during
the period that the consultation was open.

The Korero mai| Let’s Talk page had 2,799 views throughout the consultation period.

Staff met with Ballantynes on 4 December to discuss the consultation.
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How to use this report

The purpose of this report 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 and responses to the
specific questions we asked.

The analysis is based on the opinions of submitters, whether they are factually correct or not.
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Who did we hear from?

Number of submitters by community board

Community Board

Te Pataka o Rakaihautl Banks Peninsula
Waitai Coastal-Burwood-Linwood
Waipuna Halswell-Hornby-Riccarton
Waimaero Fendalton-Waimairi-Harewood
Waipapa Papanui-Innes-Central

Waihoro Spreydon-Cashmere-Heathcote

Number of submitters by ward

Ward
Banks Peninsula
Burwood
Cashmere
Central
Coastal
Fendalton
Halswell
Harewood
Heathcote
Hornby
Innes
Linwood
Papanui
Riccarton
Spreydon

Waimairi

Number of Submitters

37

201

178

230

221

329

Number of Submitters

37

69

132

78

63

60

118

60

107

38

95

69

48

74

90

58

% of Submitters

3%

16%

14%

18%

18%

26%

% of Submitters

3%

6%

11%

6%

5%

5%

9%

5%

9%

3%

8%

6%

4%

6%

%

5%
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Number of submitters from outside of Christchurch

Location

Selwyn
Waimakariri
Hurunui

Outside Canterbury

Uncategorised

Number of Submitters

27

21

Number of submissions from individuals and organisations

Submitter Type
Individuals

Organisations

Number of Submitters
1,239

6

% of Submitters

2.2%

1.7%

0.2%

0.1%

0.2%

% of Submitters

99.5%

0.5%
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Number of Submitters by Age

Age Number of Submitters % of Submitters
Not Stated 8 1%
Under 18 years 1 0.1%

18 - 24 years 32 3%

25 - 34 years 198 16%
35-49years 280 22%

50 - 64 years 297 24%

65 years and over 429 34%

Number of Submitters by Gender

Gender Number of Submitters % of Submitters
Not Stated 21 2%
Male 630 51%
Female 580 47%
Non-binary / another gender 14 1%

Number of Submitters by Ethnicity

Ethnicity Number of Submitters % of Submitters
NZ European 1,054 85%
Maori 65 5%
Pacific Peoples 11 1%
Asian 41 3%
Middle Eastern, Latin American & African 21 2%
Other European 82 7%
Other 89 7%
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Number of Submitters by Disability Status

Difficulty with seeing, hearing, walking
or climbing stairs, concentrating, self- Number of Submitters
care, or communicating*

Not Stated 46
No difficulty with any of these 896
Some difficulty with one or more of these 260
A lot of difficulty with one or more of these 38
Cannot do one or more of these at all 5

% of Submitters

4%
72%
21%

3%

0.4%

*This question is based on the Washington Group Short Set, a brief set of six questions used internationally to

identify functional difficulties associated with disability.
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Which option did submitters prefer?
Submitters were asked to provide feedback on two options for the future of Lichfield Carpark:

Option 1: Retain and change
Council retains ownership of the carpark but change the operating model to improve financial
performance.

Option 2: Sell
Council would sell the asset and reallocate the funds to invest in other infrastructure or community
assets, or pay down debt.

Atotal of 1,122 submitters indicated a preference, while 123 did not. Of those who stated a
preference, 925 submitters (74%) preferred that the Council retain the carpark and change the
operating model, while 197 submitters (16%) preferred that the Council sell the carpark and
reallocate the funds elsewhere.

Number of

. . o o .
Which option do you prefer? Submitters % of Submitters
Not Stated 123 10%
Retain the carpark and change the operating model 925 74%
Sell the carpark 197 16%

Age

Retaining the carpark was the majority preference across all age cohorts. Respondents aged 49
years and under had a clear preference for retaining the carpark, which gently softens with age,
and the inclination to sell becomes slightly more common in older cohorts.

Age Retain the carpark Sell the carpark
Under 18 years 100% 0%
18 - 24 years 86% 14%
25 -34years 94% 6%
35-49years 94% 6%
50 - 64 years 81% 19%
65 - 79 years 2% 28%
80 years and over 58% 42%
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Ward

Across all wards, retaining the carpark was the majority view. Submitters from the Spreydon (80%
retain), Coastal (84% retain), and Halswell (82% retain) wards tended to show a stronger
preference for retaining the carpark. In contrast, submitters from Fendalton (35% sell), Papanui
(25% sell), and Waimairi (22% sell) wards expressed comparatively higher support for selling,

though even in these wards most submitters still preferred to retain the carpark.

Ward

Banks Peninsula
Burwood
Cashmere
Central
Coastal
Fendalton
Halswell
Harewood
Heathcote
Hornby
Innes
Linwood
Papanui
Riccarton
Spreydon

Waimairi

Retain the carpark

76%

67%

80%

79%

84%

60%

82%

2%

67%

79%

68%

67%

69%

74%

80%

69%

Sell the carpark

22%

17%

14%

10%

10%

35%

10%

15%

20%

16%

21%

13%

25%

14%

8%

22%

Not Stated

3%

16%

5%

10%

6%

5%

8%

13%

13%

5%

11%

20%

6%

12%

12%

9%
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Why do you prefer this option?

Submitters were asked to provide feedback on their preferred option. Submitters provided a range
of feedback on both options, the key themes from which are summarised below.

Retain the carpark and change the operating model
Influence on the broader market

There was a significant level of concern from submitters who supported retaining the carpark
about the broader impacts on the central city cark parking market if Council decided to sell the
carpark. They expressed concern that selling the carpark would increase the cost of using the
facility, reducing central city accessibility for many current users of the carpark.

They also noted that the sale would remove an important market lever for the Council, limiting its
ability to encourage competitive parking rates in the central city. In their view, this could negatively
affect overall visitation. In some instances, submitters highlighted that the market in the central
city is already dominated by a limited number of operators and felt that limiting this any further
would be detrimental.

Submission Examples

“This car park is the only reason | still come into the city centre. The council needs to keep control and
influence over parking prices in the city centre. Other cities that have lost council own carparks have
seen increases in parking cost and the loss local visiting the city centre.”

“The car park is already making a profit and with some changes to the operating model this could be a
bigger profit which can then be invested in other infrastructure/assets. | would also like the council to
have influence over the parking prices in the city centre.”

“There is a proliferation of private carparks within the CBD and | would like council to retain a level of
control over central city parking (Id consider this building to offset reduced on street parking as a result
of greater pedestrianisation of the CBD). | would like to avoid the city’s carpark options being controlled
by one or two private entities, given how often this results in monopolies in NZ, to the detriment of the
consumer.”

“The council then retains control of how it is operated. Parking is going to be a continual issue in the city
in the coming years and its important that the council is positioned appropriately to provide solutions or
control of how we use the city.”

“With the assurance that the Lichfield Site will be preserved as a carpark, the new owners will be able to
gouge prices, because there isn't enough competition in the city (it's pretty much all Wilsons), there aren't
enough parking spaces (people will pay because they have no choice), and the public transport network
is not efficient, reliable, or accessible enough to be a realistic option for most. Private parking providers
are predatory, and have been for a long time, all across New Zealand.”

“Selling takes away the opportunity to manage pricing. Parking is a big issue on getting into the central
city for events (revitalising the central city). Expensive private parking discourages people going into the
central city. Keeping this allows the council to provide pricing pressure on other commercial operators, if
it wants to, and at specific times to keep the central city attractive place to travel, park and go to events)”
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Preference for public ownership and reinvestment of profit in the community

For many submitters, maintaining the availability of a publicly owned parking option was an
important priority. Generally, these submitters expressed a preference for their parking fees to be
reinvested into the community or used to support local infrastructure improvements, rather than
contributing to the profits of a private entity or overseas company.

These submitters also emphasised the importance of retaining the ability to choose a publicly
owned parking option. Several noted that if this choice were removed, they would be less inclined
to visit the central city and may instead take their business elsewhere.

Submission Examples

“The carpark is making money. The fact that the profit is lower than other council assets is irrelevant. It is
a social service and any money it makes is better in the hands of the council ... and can be used for the
betterment of the city.”

“I like having an alternative to ... parking companies. | enjoy paying for parking in the Lichfield building
as it feeling like putting money directly back into the city.”

“The private car park owners are absolutely terrible and not concerned at all with the interests of
Christchurch residents. | deliberately choose to use the Lichfield car parking building any time I'm parking
int he central city specifically because it is CCC owned.”

“I have few alternatives for parking that are not owned or run by ..., whose practices | do not want to
support. If there is no parking | can use that is not funding ..., | will absolutely be put off from going into
the central city.”

“Selling is a one off injection and then it’s gone. | want the council to earn the money not a private
company - and it’s also a really great location for a car park for older adults ( my 91 yr old mum), | would
hate to see it redeveloped into something else. If there was a clear option for investing the money in
something with a better return then maybe | would favour but the council is not offering a better
investment or return option, and the risk is it is just lost into operating costs. Central city land will always
be valuable.”

“Itis already making a surplus of 1.5million, with every day that passes, the CBD is filling up, more people
are living and visiting town, and with the new stadium coming online, it is clear demand will grow,
making it more profitable. Selling it to fund community projects will not provide a return on investment, it
is very short sighted to sell. This also provides competition to the parking, | prefer to use CCC car parks
from any foreign owned car parks (Wilsons) and | know the money is going back into council.”

“I prefer that the money from the carpark goes to local spending (i.e. supports the council) instead of
offshore investors such as ...., who already nearly have a monopoly on our parking buildings.”

“Current non council parking enforcement companies are hiking prices due to lack of competition. I'd
rather not go into town than parkin a .... building.”
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Future growth in parking demand and long term value

Submitters provided a range of feedback on the options in the context of the future needs, uses,
and potential gains for the city. Across these submissions there was a strong and consistent
agreement that the Lichfield Street Carpark is likely to provide future value to Christchurch,
economically, socially, and strategically.

In a number of cases submitters consider that parking demand in the central city is likely to
increase, driven by the opening of the One New Zealand Stadium, continued population growth,
and the ongoing development of high-density housing that often doesn’t include car parking.
Several also questioned the timing of this decision, noting that a number of major civic and anchor
projects are about to come online. They suggested that the Council should first assess how these
developments will collectively affect demand for the carpark before proceeding. Other submitters
noted that selling the carpark might offer a short-term financial boost for the Council but argued
that retaining it could deliver greater long-term benefits if parking demand does in fact increase.

Submission Examples

“Given the scope and number of proposed new developments, it seems very short sighted to consider
selling it. Even if, at some future date, the need for parking lessens, it would remain a valuable asset for
the council”

“It is profitable and could be made more profitable. With the One Stadium and Parakiore opening soon,
Court Theatre opened this year and more restaurants, bars and hotels opening in the central city I think it
is too soon to consider selling this asset. The rate of use could increase significantly.”

“This is a city asset which is a long term revenue generator at a time when the CBD is infilling and
populating, feeding more demand for this asset. We only use CCC parking as it provides money to our
communities and not overpriced outside competition. With the development of the stadium and city
events, council owned assets can only benefit our city. The sale will only provide short term gains where
long term ownership provides a greater asset, ability to provide a competitive parking market and
continue to provide ongoing local employment and funding for the city.”

“$1.5 million is still a significant amount of money to be added to the Councils financial position.
Depending on who you sell to, it would give them a stranglehold. With the stadium opening soon this
carpark will get even more use and make more money.”

“Itis simple, once you sell an asset, any return you get from that asset is gone forever, but every year that
asset will actually improve in overall value and while council owns public parking it allows it to have a
certain level of control over how much private car parks with in the city charge. Also, with the opening of
the New Stadium in the very near future it is a no brainer that this carpark will be utilised by many who
attend an event at the stadium meaning guaranteed income.”

“Retaining profit making assets is beneficial, there is never going to be enough money in the future to buy
back large assets like this. There is a lack of different parking providers in Christchurch and selling it will
no doubt have it go to .... who run the majority of car parks which is not a New Zealand company, so
money goes straight off shore. There will be even further demand for car parks with the stadium being
built, therefore more profit from the carpark.”
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Strategic Value

Many submitters described the carpark not just as a financial asset, but as a strategic one. They
emphasised its value as a policy tool that allows the Council to support affordable, inclusive, and
equitable parking in the central city. In their view, retaining the carpark gives the Council influence
over access to the CBD, parking prices, protection against monopolies, and offers broader support
for the city’s economy.

Many submitters who supported retaining the carpark noted an expectation within the community
that the Council should be able to counterbalance private pricing power and maintain a certain
level of accessible parking supply. Some also suggested that they see this as closely connected to
the Council’s wider strategic objectives for the central city.

Submission Examples

“Rather than compare ROE with broad commercial entity returns. CCC could also contemplate its public
benefit.”

“Whilst the return is low it is still a positive investment. The influence you have on parking is valuable - it
brings people into the city & keeps it affordable to park. Bringing people in was the original reason for
building it, please don't lose sight of that. Over-priced & unaffordable parking is a reality if sold privately -
this will have an impact on the surrounding businesses & Riverside market. It will also be surely
significantly used to capacity more when the stadium is completed - | would much prefer that money go
to Council than some overseas investment company just trying to make a profit. Whilst it is still producing
an OK return, please retain it to keep the access to the city within reach for many people struggling with a
tonne of other financial pressures currently. | don’t think the time is right to sell now. Please retain it &
keep our city humming with people.”

“The ground floor mobility parking allows me to easily access the city centre shops when there are no
other mobility parks available to get my wheelchair out. I'm concerned that if it was sold the parking
would become significantly more expensive and prevent me from accessing the city centre.”

“While I support moves to promote active and public transport over driving to the city centre, some
people - especially those with disabilities - don't have a choice. They need access to affordable parking,
and leaving them at the mercy of profit-driven private parking companies is unfair and will effectively
prevent them from accessing and enjoying the city centre.”

“Key CBD car park that is already quite expensive. Presumably a likely buyer would be ... and charges
even higher. The article states 3% return isn't high enough, however what responsibility does the council
have to help bring people into the city and support retail? As someone with somewhat limited mobility
this car park is ideal and | use it frequently.”

“I think the council should retain the ownership of such a large, well placed parking building to ensure
there will always be reasonably priced parking in the central city, especially with the stadium about to
open. | think prices at this carpark are about right and it is a strategic asset that is making a return
(profit) for the council.”

“If the Council is striving to regenerate the city centre, then car park(s) ownership is a tool that can be
used to assist in achieving such a strategy.. If in private hands, more difficult to involve parking into any
such strategy.”
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Sell the carpark
Other Priorities

For most of the submitters who supported selling the carpark, the primary driver was the
opportunity to invest any revenue from the sale in other priorities, ranging from investment in
specific projects or programmes, to generally reducing debt and keeping rates down.

Many saw the sale as a straightforward way to reduce the amount of debt on the Council’s books,
and by extension relieve rates pressure. In some instances, these submitters indicated that in their
view any proceeds from a sale should be strictly ringfenced to reducing debt. Others thought that
the carparks should be sold to redirect capital to what they view as more essential services,
including road and footpath maintenance, active transport infrastructure, flood mitigation, or
infrastructure with a perceived higher societal value such as parks. Some submitters noted that
they would only support a sale if there was a clear guarantee that the carpark would continue to
operate as a carpark in the future.

Submission Examples

“Council doesn't need to be in the carparking business - better to sell the asset and use the money to
retire debt and/or on keeping essential infrastructure fit-for-purpose and the future.”

“Use funds to develop walking cycling infrastructure and places to securely park bicycles as in
Belgium and Holland.”

“Get the debt down. If the public transport system was improved there wouldn't be a need for this
carpark.”

“Selling allows money to be free up to spend on mass public transport such as light rail. the less
people driving into the city and parking the better. a parking lot isn't a very useful asset.”

“Sell and use the money to build a new car park multi-level building between The Court Theatre and
Lady Isaac Theatre. More parking is urgently needed in that area.”

“It would free up capital to do other overdue capital projects such as the restoration of the regional
council buildings or further development of the former red zone Avon River corridor, which incidentally
has been done really well to date.”

“If the Council needs to reduce debt this seems and ideal mechanism. | would still remain a carpark,
but the Council will have the funds to reinvest.”

“Rate increases in Christchurch have been excessively high and are prohibitive for older property
owners. Therefore any initiative to free up capital should be considered by the Council so as to
minimise the future burden on ratepayers”

“Free up Capital BUT must still be used as a carpark by any future owner”

“I think the money could be used to help reduce debt and hopefully have a positive impact on rate
rises.”
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Core Business

Many submitters who supported the sale felt that providing car parking is not a core
function/business of the Council. These submitters commonly argued that operating a carpark is a
commercial activity best left to private providers, and that the Council should not be competing
with the private sector.

Some also believed the Council has a responsibility to protect ratepayers and the city from
subsidising an asset that delivers poor returns. Others preferred that the Council focus its efforts
on broader transport policy and encouraging mode shift, rather than running carparking buildings.

Submission Examples

“Council should not be involved in Commercial activities. Private Businesses do Commercial ventures
better.”

“I don't believe the council are business managers, let an existing successful company manage it, and
council MUST invest the money wisely”

“Council can use the funds for other purposes. | don't think commercial style carparking is the council’s
responsibility. Street parking yes, mass building parking no.”

“Ratepayers shouldn't be subsidising parking.”

“The asset is no making a good return so the value is better used elsewhere. A carpark building is not an
essential service and can be provided by private owners in a competitive environment. It's not a library or
pool etc where a private operator can not make a profit.”

“Its not a core function of the City Council. With the City Council nearly taking away every on street
parking option in recent years the City Council should be working with ECAN to ensure we have a world
class bus system to lower the need for carpark buildings.”

“If we try and reduce having cars in the central city it will become a white elephant so sell it and use the
money for better things.”

“Itis not an essential asset for council to own and can be owned externally without losing its usefulness
as a central city car parking building.”

“As you've outlined, it doesn't make enough of a return for Council to retain it and it really isn't core
Council business to run a car park. I'm not keen for my rates to go towards it. It makes more sense to sell
it to someone who can put in the time and effort to get a better return.”

“Why do you need to own a car park? Is that councils core business?”

“There are at least two commercial operators in Christchurch so there is competition to keep the prices
down. Supplying car parking is not a core Council business especially when there are commercial
alternatives.”

“The Council's core business is not car parking; it should be in the hands of private sector specialists who
run this type of business.”
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Personal Values

In some instances, submitters had value-based reasons for supporting the sale of the carpark,
expressing worldviews about the role of Council, the role of cars in daily life, and what a future city
should look like. In general, these submitters feel that Christchurch should become a less
car-dependent, more future-focused, climate-conscious city, and that public resources, including
money and land, should reflect this direction.

Submission Examples

“By owning a carpark building, and having rates cheaper than the market price, ratepayers are
effectively subsiding people who choose to drive into town. This goes against the Council's declaration of
a climate emergency and is particularly egregious given it is opposite the bus exchange. | believe the city
council should retain ownership of STRATEGIC assets, such as the airport, Lyttelton Port, and Enable. Car
parking is not a strategic asset, and the council should sell all its carpark land, and let the market set the
parking rate. All public streets in the central city should also be paid parking, and the price should be set
ata price that maintains 80% or so occupancy, so that parking is available when required. There should
also be more provision of disabled parking for those that need to drive.”

“I bike, so don’t feel the need for CCC to be providing car parking buildings.”

“..There is an abundance of parking options in the central city. The council does not need to own a
parking building to ensure there is sufficient parking available for workers and shoppers/ visitors to the
central city. The council should focus on policy responses to reducing traffic congestion in the central city
through incentivizing the use alternative methods of accessing the central city other than single occupant
vehicles. With the emergence of new forms of transport such as autonomous vehicles in the coming 20
years or so the council should not own a facility that supports a continuation of single occupant vehicle

»

use.

“We (ratepayers) should not be in the game of subsidising car parking. If anything, the council should be
encouraging people to leave their cars at home and use alternative (active or public) transport.”

“Selling allows money to be free up to spend on mass public transport such as light rail. the less people
driving into the city and parking the better. A parking lot isn't a very useful asset.”

“Money now to pay for more important things. Parking costs might go up but that might force people to
rethink how they travel - | doubt it would mean people don’t come to the CBD at all.”

“It's a move away from car-centric. | do realize that keeping it might be regarded as a win win by some.”

“Should parking costs rise forces people way up other options such as bus/ taxi as being more financial
viable.”
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Other ideas or options for the Council to consider

Pricing Structure

In many instances submitters suggested that they would prefer the Council retain the carpark and
review the pricing structure to make it more financially viable. Several submitters suggested that
small, staged increases in parking fees would be appropriate and acceptable if this ensured the
asset remained in public ownership. In many instances, submitters also restated their preference
for revenue to stay with the Council, where it can benefit the wider community, rather than be
taken as profit by a private commercial entity. In some cases, submitters noted they would be open
to surge pricing, particularly during major events at venues such as One New Zealand Stadium.

Other submitters noted that they would like the option of long-term leasing to be made available,
similar to what’s offered in other commercially run carparks across the central city. They
commonly highlighted that this would be a win-win for Council, providing guaranteed, consistent
revenue and occupancy.

In a number of instances submitters pitched for discounted rates for defined groups, including
Christchurch residents, seniors, central city workers, and EV drivers. Examples included senior
concessions, ratepayer discounts, staff/shift-worker rates and early bird rates, and EV-specific
pricing. Submitters argued that discounted rates for these groups would make parking fairer and
more accessible for those who rely on it most. These concessions were framed as a way to support
locals, reduce barriers to CBD access, and maintain affordability, while still allowing the carpark to
function sustainably.

Submission Examples

“Yeah, just raise the price to what a commercial operator would raise it to anyway. If we sell it, they’ll
just up the price. So why not ask us to bring beers and a plate of food to this metaphorical bbg, instead
of just beers, and grumbling that we don’t have enough food.”

“My suggestion would be that it’s not currently losing money so that’s a good thing, however if it does
need to make more money for you to keep it, | wouldn’t be against price increases if it meant that the
carpark remained in public ownership.”

“Review parking fees and consider charging a slight premium for during times of large concerts,
sporting events that are to be held at the stadium”

“Perhaps like private operators give an incentive for early bird users, this will incentivise more use for
those working in the CBD”

“You could look to do a 'first hour free' or slightly reduce the weekend hourly rate, acknowledging that
this may not necessarily help with the 'making of money, however, | frequently use a carpark in town
in the weekends which offers one hour free.”

“A parking subscription model could be worth investigating. This would allow for ticketless access for
high frequency users adding both convenience and a value add which can be monetised.”
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Leasing

In some instances, submitters suggested that instead of selling the carpark, Council could explore
leasing the operation of the building to a third party. This option would allow Council to retain the
building and valuable central-city land, while handing over the day-to-day management to a
commercial operator.

These submitters see leasing as a middle-ground option. It maintains public ownership, avoids the

risks of selling to a private monopoly/duopoly, and can reduce operating costs while still
generating income. Most supported operational leasing or medium-term building leases and
expressed opposition to long or irreversible leases.

Leasing individual car parks or floors, especially for businesses, workers, or partners like Te Whatu
Ora, was also commonly raised. In general, leasing was viewed as a safer, more flexible alternative
to outright sale, provided CCC retains control over pricing, maintenance standards, and long-term
strategic use.

Submission Examples

“I prefer that Christchurch City Council owned and ran the car park, but the only other option for me
would be to continue to own it and offer it for lease on medium term lease. Not a 99 year lease that is
as good as selling it.”

Council could derisk/reduced associated administration by leasing the car park to an operator (similar
to Ngai Tahu owned car parks) and incorporate some parameters around charging in the terms. This
would be far preferable to sale.”

“Leasing to companies to encourage business in the central city. Release of these car parks (including
leased) for outside business hour parking, to help with events at new stadium and providing
additional parks and revenue.”

“Lease car parks to nearby businesses? The top floors are usually free to park on- so could lease some
ofthose parks to increase revenue.”

“Offering reserved parks on the top floors. Relocate EV charging parks to higher floors and charge
more for this service. Introduce early bird parking, but again limit to higher floors.”

“Do a Joint Venture with a Carpark Management services on a renewable contract basis, say 3 years.
Be certain that the Council acts in the best interest of those who live here/use this facility - retain the
land and the building at all costs.”

“How about partial selling (building) or just the building lease out for long term, that way council will
still own that property for an regular income.”
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Alternative Activities

Some submitters suggested transforming underused parts of the carpark into markets, arts and
cultural venues, community support spaces, mobility hubs, and even housing, while still retaining
flexibility for parking and city events.

Itis the view of these submitters that there are opportunities to activate unused floors with
markets, nighttime events, street art showcases, live performances, pop up food stalls, or
recreational uses like roller skating, all aimed at drawing more people into the central city and
creating vibrancy during off-peak parking times. Others suggested social or community functions,
such as hosting support services, a drop-in centre, or low-cost housing options, alongside
transport-related additions like bike hubs or car-share bases. Overall, the sentiment was that the
carpark could become a multi-purpose urban space that supports culture, community, mobility,
and economic activity more broadly, not solely vehicle storage.

Submission Examples

“Are there particular times it’s not used as much? Maybe close a floor for a night market or activities
that benefit the community and would also generate income.”

“Run a night market on the top floor once a week for street food. Use the top floor for gigs, dance
parties, fun events or other income generating activities.”

I think having some innovation in there would help, have a noodle market or something of the sorts.
Allow businesses to lease a block of parks for their employees at a discounted rate. Co cider converting
the fist floor to more business or even just lease the building out to a company at a 5% profit while
retaining the control

“Could be a base for car share operation for inner city residents. That is like a rental company that
means inner-city residents do not need to own a car but can access one when required.”

“A Car park. Overnight parking for apartments?”

“Future conversion to office, commercial, residential or other use - either the building or the site. This is
a key parcel of central city land which will have strategic and development value to the city as part of
a car-free future.”

“As above! Keep it. Maybe convert the top floor into an apartment scenario.”

“Integrate bike storage, EV charging, car-share bays and last-mile shuttle stops (close to the bus
exchange).”

“Possibly convert the existing building into a Social Superhub - providing all the variety of help &
resources to improve food poverty, homelessness, mental health & resilience, emergency housing etc.
What is needed is a powerful community action group to deliver better social outcomes for deprived
people.”
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Factors for the Council to consider in decision making

Submitters were asked to provide feedback on the factors they believe are important for the
Council to consider when deciding the future of the Lichfield Street Carpark. They were presented

with a range of predefined factors and were also able to suggest additional considerations not

included in the list. To minimise order bias, the response options were randomised so that each

submitter viewed them in a different order.

Which of the following do you think are the most important factors
for Council to consider when making a decision on the future of
Lichfield Street Carpark?

The impact it will have on parking charges in the central city
The availability of short-term parking in the central city

Future demand for parking given population growth and transport
trends

Potential impacts on local businesses and economic activity (e.g., will
reduced parking affect retail and hospitality foot traffic?)

Impact on accessibility for people with disabilities or mobility
challenges

Financial implications for the council and ratepayers (e.g., revenue
from sale vs. ongoing operating costs)

Environmental considerations (e.g., encouraging public transport,
reducing emissions, or sustainability goals)

Other

Number of
Submitters

768

661

655

646

512

495

236

179

Note: Response options for this question were shown in a random order for each submitter.

% of
Submitters

62%

53%

53%

52%

41%

40%

19%

14%

The insights gathered from this question help build a deeper understanding of the priorities,

concerns, and values that underpin submitters’ views on the carpark’s future.

Among submitters who support retaining the carpark, the top four factors they believe the Council
should consider are the impact on parking charges (72%), future demand for parking (59%), the

availability of parking in the central city (58%), and the potential impacts on local businesses and

economic activity (58%).

For submitters who support selling the carpark, the top four factors they identified are financial
implications for the Council and ratepayers (83%), the availability of short-term parking in the

central city (31%), environmental considerations (27%), and the potential impacts on local

businesses and economic activity (27%).

Responses from submitters who support selling the carpark suggest two main groups: those

motivated primarily by financial reasons and those driven by value-based considerations. Only

27% of submitters who selected financial implications as a key factor also identified environmental

considerations as important. Conversely, among those who prioritised environmental impacts, just
21% considered the effect on parking charges to be important, and only 25% thought the

availability of parking should be a key consideration.
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Which of the following do you think are the most important factors for
Council to consider when making a decision on the future of Lichfield
Street Carpark?

The impact it will have on parking charges in the central city

The availability of short-term parking in the central city

Future demand for parking given population growth and transport
trends

Potential impacts on local businesses and economic activity (e.g., will
reduced parking affect retail and hospitality foot traffic?)

Impact on accessibility for people with disabilities or mobility challenges

Financial implications for the council and ratepayers (e.g., revenue from
sale vs. ongoing operating costs)

Environmental considerations (e.g., encouraging public transport,
reducing emissions, or sustainability goals)

Other

Total Stated

Retain the Carpark

Number of

Submitters

655

531

539

529

419

290

161

139

916

% of Submitters

2%

58%

59%

58%

46%

32%

18%

15%

Sell the Carpark
;\luul:“n:)i:tre(:i % of Submitters
37 19%
59 31%
49 26%
51 27%
44 23%
159 83%
52 27%
20 10%

192
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Other Important Factors

Atotal of 159 submitters identified additional factors they believe the Council should consider
when deciding the future of the Lichfield Carpark. Of these, 87% came from respondents who
supported retaining the carpark. The additional factors raised were broadly aligned with the key
themes already expressed in comments supporting their preferred option.

The three main themes emerging from these additional factors are summarised below.
Retaining public ownership and local accountability

Submitters emphasised the importance they place on having access to a publicly owned carpark,
noting that they value a model in which any profits are returned to the Council and reinvested in
public services. They expressed a preference for continued Council oversight of the carpark to
ensure that revenue supports local infrastructure and services.

Accessibility

Submitters emphasised that when public or accessible transport does not meet their needs (due to
factors such as distance, multiple transfers, long travel times, or irregular operating hours) it is
important that the Council continues to provide parking to support their access to the central city.
They also stressed the need for mobility-friendly carparks, noting that these facilities are essential
for enabling people with mobility challenges to fully participate in central city activities.

For some submitters, affordability was the priority. They were concerned that selling the carpark
would lead to higher prices and reduce their access to the central city.

Taking a long term view

Submitters urged the Council to take a long term view, with a focus on protecting income
generating assets, and avoiding one off “sugar hits” to bring rates down in the short term. In some
cases, these submitters expressed a concern that a decision to sell the carpark may lead to larger
rates increases in the future as the Council would have sold an income generating asset. Some
expressed a concern that once it is gone, it is gone. And buying back the land or similar asset is
likely to be more expensive in the future.
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Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about the future of the
Lichfield Street Carpark?

Submitters who provided feedback here generally used it as a space to reiterate their preferred
option and why.

The vast majority (84%) of this feedback was from submitters reiterating a clear desire for the
Council to retain the Lichfield Street Car Park, and overall, there was a strong sentiment to retain
the council-owned asset, as it is seen as a vital and strategic resource for the central city.

Submitters reiterated their appreciation of the carpark's convenient location, reasonable pricing,
and contribution to the local economy and betterment of the city. They expressed concerns that
selling the asset to a private operator would lead to higher parking fees and reduced accessibility,
which could negatively impact businesses and visitors to the central city.

Submission Examples

“Keep it. There are better things for the council to worry about. Keep it. The benefit to the life of the
inner city is far more important than financial costs.”

“To sell a profitable business that provides the local community with affordable parking and
encourages city business would be inane and shortsighted.”

“Councillors are in power for a relatively short time and are always keen to make a lasting mark.
Retaining the car park requires long term vision. The city population will continue to grow and will
need this infrastructure to be retained to provide service before profit and to put profits back into the
local economy not send them overseas.”

“It provides a safe and reliable service for workers in the vicinity that are unable to use alternative
transport options. Ifit is substantially changed, including increased parking costs, it will have a
detrimental impact on those of us who have no other option. My work, alongside 400 colleagues,
involves looking after the safety and welfare of all members of our community - this facility helps to
look after our safety and welfare when doing so.”

“Selling this carpark would provide a short term cash boost but it doesn't make sense when we are
just about to open the stadium and create a huge demand for parking”

“Please don’t sell it. Financial gain now from a sale will only help in the immediate term. Maintaining a
range of income streams will only help the council in the long run. Plus why have someone else hike up
the rates and get all the benefits when you could do the same and at least we could get some extra
infrastructure from it.”

“Revenue from a sale should only be used to either pay down council debt or to enhance the central
city experience for residents and visitors (only if there is a compelling reason to fund from this source
rather than debt).”

“Money should be used to repay debt.”

Item No.: 4

Page 40

Item 4

Attachment A



Hearings Panel

20 February 2026

Christchurch
City Council ==

Attachment 2: Option Analysis

Criteria

Option 1: Retain and change

Option 2: Retain, No Change

Option 3: Dispose and
Recycle Capital

Impact on Parking Prices and
Short-Term Parking Supply:

Likely involves gradual fee
increases and leasing
underutilised capacity. Tension
exists between revenue goals
and low parking prices.

Maintains existing pricing
structure and focus on casual,
short-stay parking.

Reduces perception of
Council's ability to influence
city-wide pricing. Perception of
risk of "price gouging" by
private operators. Despite
perceptions, there is diverse
ownership in the current
market and it is unlikely that

there will be significant change.

Demand

Council remains exposed to
risks like further private sector
investment, climate policy and
mode shifts. Unlikely to be a
significant change.

A "passive" approach that may
ignore evolving transport trends
and competitive market needs.
Unlikely to be a significant
change.

Transfers the commercial risk
and demand volatility to the
private sector. Unlikely to be a
significant change.

Business impacts

Higher prices could drive some
shoppers to suburban malls
with free parking. Unlikely to be
a significant change.

Provides continuity and
certainty for local businesses
and existing tenants. Unlikely to
be a significant change.

The existing market is
dominated by owners with
retail, commercial and
hospitality interests in the
Central City. They are unlikely
to make significant operational
changes that would impact on
those interests.
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Criteria Option 1: Retain and change Option 2: Retain, No Change Option 3: Dispose and

Recycle Capital

Accessibility

There are 26 mobility spacesin
the car park. The resource
consent requires a minimum of
18. Any reconfiguration to
change the numbers is likely to
be very difficult. Itis very
unlikely that this would change

There are 26 mobility spaces in
the car park. The resource
consent requires a minimum of
18. Any reconfiguration to
change the numbers is likely to
be very difficult. Itis very
unlikely that this would change

There are 26 mobility spaces in
the car park. The resource
consent requires a minimum of
18. Any reconfiguration to
change the numbers is likely to
be very difficult. Itis unlikely to
very unlikely that the sale
would reduce disability parking
options.

Financial Implications

May increase operating surplus
but Council continues to carry
commercial downside risk.

Return is inefficient and
inconsistent with policy for
non-strategic assets.

Releases capital for higher-
return projects but loses $1.5M
annual operating surplus. The
loss of surplus may be offset by
reduced debt servicing costs
and/ or higher “returns” from
other investments depending
on Council’s future decision
making.

Policy Alignment

Aligns with acting as a prudent
manager of non-strategic,
income-earning assets.

Inconsistent with current
policy.

Aligns with policy of being
"agnostic" on ownership if
parking objectives are met.

Community Views and
Preferences

Strongly supported; 74% of
submitters preferred retention
with a revised model.

Favoured by those prioritizing
low parking rates over financial
returns.

Directly contradicts public
sentiment; only 16% of
submitters support a sale.
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10. Lichfield St Carpark Building - Future Strategy
Reference Te Tohutoro: 25/332460

Responsible Officer(s) Te
Pou Matua:

Bruce Rendall, Head of Facilities and Property

Accountable ELT

Member Pouwhakarae:

Brent Smith, General Manager City Infrastructure

1. Purpose and Origin of the Report Te Putake Purongo

1.1

1.2

13

The objective of this report is to present options for the future of the Council owned and
operated 33 Lichfield Street Carpark building (Lichfield Street Carpark).

The report originated from requests from the Mayor and Councillors during the 2024/25
Annual Plan process. In making the requests, Councillors raised questions about the asset's
current performance, the optimal use of capital, and the alignment of continued ownership
with the Council’s broader policies and strategies. When assessing the facility’s future, it is
also essential to consider economic and transport impacts and outcomes.

Staff have included details on the anticipated current market value of the facility and formal
processes required. The content of the valuation report is provided on a public excluded basis
to protect the Council’s negotiating position should, after consultation, it decides to sell the
property.

2. Officer Recommendations Nga Tutohu

That the Council:

1. Receives the information in the Lichfield St Carpark Building - Future Strategy Report.

2. Notes that the decision in this report is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch
City Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy.

3. Instructs staff to undertake consultation to obtain the views of stakeholders and the public on
the future of the Lichfield St Carpark Building, which will inform a future report to the Council.

4. Resolves to release the Valuation Report included as Public Excluded Attachment A of this

report on the date the Land and/or Facility in question is transferred to a purchaser and that
transaction is settled, if this is the subsequent decision.

3. Executive Summary Te Whakarapopoto Matua

31

32

33

As a component of the Annual Plan decision process, elected members have requested
options for the future of the Council owned and operated Lichfield Street Carpark.

The Lichfield Street Carpark was built to support the rebuild of the Central City, particularly
through providing short-term off-street parking for shoppers and visitors. It has achieved this
objective.

While the car park is meeting its objectives, these can also be, and are being, met through
private sector provision. Lichfield Street Carpark is not a strategic asset and, based on its
policy, Council should be looking to achieve commercial returns from the facility.
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3.4  Financially the building is not returning a commercial return on the capital invested. Itis

35

3.6

3.7

3.8

currently generating a 3% return on investment. While this might be acceptable for a strategic
asset, it is underperforming compared to the cost and alternative uses of capital, and
inconsistent with the policy direction of generating a commercial return.

Given these factors, the ongoing investment in the Lichfield Street carparking building
appears to present some risk to ratepayer capital into the future. Given these circumstances
there is sufficient case to examine options for the future of the facility.

From examining the policy position the Council appears to be agnostic on ownership of the
facility, if the objectives are being met efficiently. Inits policy position, the Council does not
see that the provision of off-street carparking buildings as a strategic activity or priority.
Divesting the asset and recycling capital into higher priority activities.

Another option is for the Council to retain the carpark but change the operating model to
improve financial performance (i.e. improve revenue, reduce costs or both). Sub options
could be changing the inhouse operating model, lease the building or enter into a
management agreement with a carpark operator.

The key gap in the Council’s knowledge is the views and preferences of the community. Given
this gap, the recommended approach is to seek views of stakeholders and the community
before making a final decision about the future of the Lichfield Street Carpark.

Background/Context Te Horopaki

History and Status

4.1

4.2

4.3

44

The original Lichfield Street parking building was developed in 1960s. This facility sustained
significant damage from the 2011 Canterbury earthquake events, which resulted in demolition
of the complete structure. A new parking facility was designed and constructed in 2016/2017
on the same location, with the intent of replacing the prior offering and to support the
rejuvenated central city’s core retail precinct.

The replacement of the facility was a priority action arising from the Council / Canterbury
Earthquake Authority (CERA) Christchurch Central Parking Plan of 2015. The operating asset
holds a $50 million book value today.

The car park is currently operated solely on a casual basis which is used to assist with getting
people to visit the Central City (except for seven parks on the top floor which are associated
with the seven retail tenancies. In addition, four car parks are leased to Ballantynes providing
vehicle access to their adjoining building car park over two levels).

The facility contains several commercial tenancies, located on the ground floor of the
building. Each of these spaces is leased to an external party, scheduled as follows:

Tenant Location | Area

Black and White Retail 1 138m2
Cafe

Season Ace Retail 2 59m2

Pending vacancy | Retail3 | 67m2

Metro Mart Retail 4 120m2
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4.5

4.6
4.7

Bennetts Shoes Retail 5 79m2

Sushi Court Retail6 | 112m2
J Bings Retail7 | 151m2
TOTAL 726m2

In addition, there are 2 sets of cell towers on the site, one set on the northwestern corner and
the second on the southwestern corner.

If the Council elects to divest the facility, the above tenancies will continue and transfer to the
purchaser.

The facility is owned by the Council and managed internally by the Transport Unit. Unlike
other transport asset (e.g. the roading network and all public transport infrastructure owned
or operated by the Council), it is not a Council strategic asset.

The facility is presently maintaining an operating surplus of approx. $1.5 million per annum.

The land is zoned ‘City Centre Zone’ under the operating District Plan. The site does not
contain a specific designation.

Policy Considerations

4.8

4.9

4.10

411

4.12

4.13

The Central City Recovery Plan (2014) included an aspiration to have car parking buildings in
the central city core. The plan indicates that parking “will be managed to support and
complement activities, land use and transport networks. The emphasis will be on providing
short term, on- and off-street parking close to the Core for shoppers and business visitors.”

The Cost Share Agreement 2013 between the Crown and Council addressed the need to
replace the previous building (amongst others), funding delivery responsibility, ownership and
operating liability. Responsibility for ownership and future operations as identified as “CCC /
Private sector” suggesting that the Council was agnostic about ownership.

The Central City Parking Policy 2021 has a goal of promoting 85 per cent occupancy of parking
spaces in the central city at peak times. This has been implemented as a target of less than or
equal to 85% occupancy at peak times.

Other relevant goals in the Policy are to support greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets
and support high-amenity off-street parking that makes efficient use of space.

One specific policy is relevant to the matter at hand. Policy 7 states that “[the Council] will not
generally provide additional off-street parking”. The supporting text indicates that the
Council does not wish to undermine the feasibility of commercial car parking buildings, and
that the Council can provide certainty to investors by not providing further off street
carparking.

The Investment Policy 2024 provides guidance on reviewing ownership of property. It
contains a list of reasons why the Council might invest including:

4.13.1For strategic purposes consistent with our LTP;
4.13.2To reduce the current ratepayer burden;
4.13.3The retention of vested land;

4.13.4Holding short-term investments for working capital requirements and liquidity
management;
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4.13.5 Holding investments that are necessary to carry out our operations consistent with an
Annual Plan, to implement strategic initiatives, or to support inter-generational
allocations;

4.13.6Holding assets (such as property) for commercial returns;

4.13.7Providing ready cash in the event of a natural disaster, the use of which is intended to
bridge the gap between the disaster and the reinstatement of normal income streams
and assets;

4.13.8 Investing amounts allocated to accumulated surplus, Council created restricted
reserves and general reserves;

4.13.9Investing proceeds from the sale of assets.

4.14 For property investments the Policy requires assessment of benefits beyond financial returns,
and comparison with other arrangements that could deliver similar results.

4.15 The Significance and Engagement Policy 2019 identifies strategic assets which are those used
to “achieve or promote outcomes that [The Council] believes are important to the current or
future well-being of the community”. Off-street carparking assets are not listed as strategic
assets.

4.16 Insummary, it appears that the Council’s policy position has been to support the rebuild of
the Central City, particularly through providing short-term off-street parking for shoppers and
visitors. The Council appears to be agnostic on ownership if the objectives are being met
efficiently. It does not see that the provision of off-street carparking buildings is a strategic
activity or priority.

Current Performance

4.17 Council completed the construction of the current parking building in 2017. In line with policy
the building was intended to primarily serve short stay (largely up to 4 hours) public parking
needs in the central city for visitors, commerce, hospitality and retail, rather than a focus on

longer - stay commuter parking needs. The carpark management approach therefore aligns
with the Christchurch Central Parking Plan’s objectives.

4.18 The average peak occupancy of Lichfield Street Carpark is shown in the table below:

Year Average Peak Occupancy (the average
occupancy of the highest hour of the
day).

2022/23 66.19%

2023/24 70.57%

2024 to April 25 78.49%

4.19 Occupancy figures are slightly below the target in the Central City Parking Policy 2021 but may
reflect the high level of carparking availability in the Central City (see “Plethora of parking
keeps cars on road”, The Press 13 May 2025) and the impact of cost-of-living pressures, which
is only now starting to improve after pressures post Covid.

4.20 Overall performance against policy objectives is harder to assess as we do not collate statistics
on the average parking duration, so we do not know for sure if we are primarily meeting short
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4.21

4.22

4.23

424

4.25

stay visitor needs. There is an all-day rate so some of the car park users park will be for longer
periods, potentially supporting commuter rather than shopping use.

Financially the building is not returning a commercial return on the capital invested. It is
currently generating a 3% return on investment. While this might be acceptable for a strategic
asset, it is underperforming compared to the cost and alternative uses of capital, and
inconsistent with the policy direction of generating a commercial return.

While Council’s investment policy states that “generating a commercial return on strategic
investments is considered a secondary objective”, this is not a strategic asset or investment.
With the rebuilding of this part of the Central City now well progressed, the reason for holding
this asset is for commercial returns (see point 4.13.6). We therefore need to assess the
performance of the building against other arrangements that could deliver similar results.

The Council’s Parking map (accessible at https://ccc.govt.nz/transport/getting-
around/parking/carpark with an extract below) shows that there are significant number of
parking buildings and car parks in the vicinity of the Lichfield Street carpark. Most of these are
privately owned and allow for either short (hourly rates) or long stays (maximum daily rates).
Some have leased spaces that are not available for causal use. Hourly rates vary with some
below those applied at Lichfield and some above. These facilities have a variety of owners,
and there is evidence of increasing competition between operating companies (e.g. “‘It keeps
us honest’: Car parking competition grows in Christchurch”, The Press, 13 May 2025).

Parking map
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In terms of meeting its broader objectives, this level of supply suggests that there are other
providers that are providing facilities to meet the same needs that Council is aiming to
address.

While there is alternative provision, ownership does enable Council to have some influence
over central city short-medium stay parking supply and pricing. For instance, following the
height of the Covid pandemic when visitors were encouraged to begin return to the central
city when lockdowns were lifted, the facility enabled the Council to offer for a short period first
hour free parking to help incentivise people to return to the central city.
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4.26 The building operates on a 24/7 basis supporting central city hospitality and entertainment
offerings. Other carparks in the Central City now also do this. Lichfield Street also offers
secure, well-located cycle and motorcycle parking, along with a small number of electric
vehicle charging bays. Again, other facilities now offer these same benefits.

4.27 Council’s remaining off-street parking in the central city is limited to the Art Gallery (108
spaces), the Botanic Gardens (305 spaces) and a temporary carpark under development in the
Performing Arts Precinct (58 spaces). These parks are primarily intended to support the
relevant facility, although the Art Gallery carpark does have a broader casual public parking
role. At the time of writing, the operating model for the Performing Arts Precinct is under
consultation with stakeholders from adjacent facilities.

4.28 The balance of short and long stay parking around the retail core isimportant. Long stay use
is primarily meeting demands from the workforce, which has not been the primary objective
of this building. However, short stay parking for customers is essential for supporting travel
choice into the central city for retail, hospitality and a wide array of other commercial
activities. During its re-establishment since 2016, there has been sensitivity around the
balance of short and long stay use, with operators using pricing to ensure sufficient space is
available to meet the needs of customers. In 2019 Council increased its all-day parking
charges by 50% ($10 to $15) following calls by businesses at the western end of Cashel Mall
that shoppers were struggling to find spaces. Such pressure on pricing would likely increase
as the current supply of temporary parking diminishes, unless it is accompanied by
fundamental shifts in the current mode choices of central city visitors from the dominant
private car to public transport and cycling.

4.29 Animportant consideration in any decision about the future of the Lichfield Street carpark
must be the way in which the balance of parking is managed to favour customers in this highly
convenient location. Engagement with other parking building owners and parking facility
operators, along with central city retail and hospitality operators would be useful to
understand how this matter might be collectively considered if the building were to be
divested by Council. If retained by Council, it is likely that the operation of Lichfield Street
would continue to be sensitive to the needs of the business community in sustaining flows of
customers.

Analysis

4.30 From the policy analysis, while the car park is meeting its objectives, these can also be, and
are being, met through private sector provision. The facility is not a strategic asset, so the
Council should be looking to achieve commercial returns from it. Currently, it is not providing
a commercial return on capital.

4.31 Looking to the future the facility is likely to generate steady income through fees, albeit the
return is lower than desirable. The asset may appreciate in value over time, potentially
making the land more valuable in the long term, however, capital growth is generally not a
major focus for Council.

4.32 It will continue to support local businesses and accessibility to the Central City, although this
can and will occur irrespective of operator and/or owner.

4.33 Over the foreseeable future, changing transport trends may reduce demand for car parking
with more people using public transport, cycling, walking, autonomous vehicles, and
ridesharing. This creates risk for operators. The Council is less able to respond to this risk
given the multiple calls on its capital and the relatively low strategic importance of this asset.
Other owners or operators may be better able to respond to changing trends.
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4.34 The maintenance costs of the facility will rise in the future, further reducing financial returns.
While not formally benchmarked, operating costs are likely to be greater than for other
facilities due to the economies of scale associated with operations and its standalone nature
resulting inefficient operations (e.g. security guards).

4.35 Retention of the facility has an opportunity cost. Leaving capital in an underperforming asset
can be detrimental to Council’s broader objectives, particularly when the other policy
outcomes associated with this facility have been met either directly or through private sector
carparks.

4.36 Given these factors, the ongoing investment in the Lichfield Street carparking building
appears to present some risk to ratepayer capital into the future. Given these circumstances
there is sufficient case to examine options for the future of the facility.

Other Matters

4.37 The following related memos/information were circulated to the meeting members: (Attach
any circulated documents if possible. Do not provide links to TRIM.)

DHEY] Subject
Nil Nil
4.38 The following related information session/workshops have taken place for the members of the
meeting:
Date \ Subject
Nil Nil

Options Considered Nga Kowhiringa Whaiwhakaaro

4.39 The Council must “seek to identify all reasonably practicable options for the achievement of
the objective of a decision” (Section 77 (1) (a) of the Local Government Act 2002). The
objective in this report is to determine the future of the Lichfield Street Carpark.

4.40 The following reasonably practicable options were considered and are assessed in this report:

4.40.1Learn more: The key gap in the Council’s knowledge now is the views and preferences
of the community. An option is for the Council to seek these views and preferences
before determining which option best achieves the objective above.

4.40.2Retain and change: The Council could retain the carpark but change the operating
model to improve financial performance (i.e. improve revenue, reduce costs or both).
Sub options could be changing the inhouse operating model, lease the building or enter
into a management agreement with a carpark operator.

4.40.3Recycling: The Council could release the capital invested in this asset and reallocate
this to invest in infrastructure or community assets through either avoiding new
borrowing or repaying existing debt. Known as capital recycling, this is the concept of
redirecting existing capital from lower-performing uses to higher-impact projects.

4.41 The following options were considered but ruled out:

4.41.1Do nothing different - Having identified that there are issues associated with the
performance and the risk to ratepayer capital, there is a clear case for exploring the
facilities future operation and ownership. Having recognised a performance problem
(and the opportunity presented by either improving financial performance or recycling
capital) “doing nothing different” is no longer a reasonably practicable alternative.
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Options Descriptions Nga Kowhiringa
4,42 Preferred Option: Learn More

4.42.10ption Description: The key gap in the Council’s knowledge now is the views and
preferences of the community. An option is for Council to seek these views and
preferences before deterring which option best achieves the objective above.

4.42.2 Option Advantages

e  Allows for the Council to share information about the problem, opportunities and
options with stakeholders and the public.

e Allows for feedback from stakeholder and the public, which can be factored into
advice on the future decisions.

4.42.30ption Disadvantages
e Delays a decision while information sharing and consultation occurs.
4.43 Option 2: Retain and Change.

4.43.10ption Description: The Council could retain the carpark but change the operating
model to improve financial performance (i.e. improve revenue, reduce costs or both).
Sub options could be changing the inhouse operating model, lease the building or enter
into a management agreement with a carpark operator.

4.43.20ption Advantages
e  Retains ownership of an existing asset leading to capital growth.
e Potential improved financial performance.

4.43.30ption Disadvantages

e There an opportunity costs as capital may be better used to address higher
priorities.

e Improving financial performance may require raising fees, changing fee structures,
or reducing costs such as security, cleaning or control room support (with potential
reputational risks orimpacts on usage).

e Thereis existing evidence that the public reputation of some potential alternative
operators could be better.

e The Council has not previously undertaken targeted consultation on the future of
the Lichfield Street Carpark.

4.44 Option 3: Recycling

4.44.10ption Description: The Council could release the capital invested in this asset and
reallocate this to invest in infrastructure or community assets through either avoiding
new borrowing or repaying existing debt. Known as capital recycling, this is the concept
of redirecting existing capital from lower-performing uses to higher-impact projects.

4.44.2 Option Advantages
e  Freesup capital for more important purposes.

e  Reduces risks associated with holding an asset that faces future demand
challenges.

4.44.30ption Disadvantages

e  Reduction in the Council’s direct influence on parking fees.

Item No.: 10 Page 8

[tem No.: 4 Page 50

Item 4

Attachment C



Hearings Panel

Christchurch

City Council ==

20 February 2026
Council Christchurch
04 June 2025 City Council w-

e Thereis a potential impact on the Council’s parking operations staff.

Analysis Criteria Nga Paearu Wetekina

4.45

4.46

4.47

4.48

4.49

Focusing on the objective of this report, which is to determine the future of the Lichfield Street
Carpark, as well as Council’s decision-making duties, the first question driving analysis is:

e Isthere sufficient understanding of the views and preferences of the community to
make a final decision?

The Council has not previously undertaken targeted consultation on the future of the Lichfield
Street Carpark.

Other carparking consultation relates to different matters and has limited ability to inform the
decision in this case. Forinstance, consultation feedback on a carpark proposal at 129
Gloucester Street included community interest in mode shift and opposition to new facilities
based on climate change reasons. Itis unclear how those concerns would relate to a decision
about the future of an existing facility.

Overall, there is not sufficient understanding of the views and preferences of the community
to make a final decision.

Consultation is an efficient and effective way of obtaining more information about the views
and preferences of the community. This leads to a preference for the Learn More option.

5. Financial Implications Nga Hiraunga Rauemi

Capex/Opex Nga Utu Whakahaere

Cost to Implement

Option 2 - Retain and
Change
Further investigation is
needed depending on

Recommended Option
Learn More
<$10,000 for

consultation related

Option 3 - Recycling

<$50,000 for sales
costs, including

costs specific changes marketing, valuation,
legal costs etc
Maintenance/Ongoing Nil TBD Nil
Costs
Funding Source Operating budgets TBD Cost of sale subtracted

from capital revenue

Funding Availability

Available TBD NA

Impact on Rates

Nil - existing budgets TBD Small positive due to a
reduction in future
increases. Dependson

net capital revenue and

specific use of funds.

5.1

52

In October 2023, the Council received a valuation report (PX Attachment A). The report sum
includes both the land and facility structure and has been calculated by considering both
Income Capitalisation and Discounted Cashflow methodologies. This approach is appropriate
given the unique primary use as a public 'pay as you go' car park and status as an income
earning asset. The current view is that the sums in the report are unlikely to have shifted
substantially since the assessment date in 2023.

As is evidenced in the valuation report, sales of public parking buildings, by their nature, are
not transacted on the open market in high numbers which provides minimal evidence for
market value comparisons. Despite this, in consideration of the location, present market
uptake and future usage expectations, it is anticipated that there would be potential buyers
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for the asset. Interested parties may include local, national or international entities with
similar or competing interests.

5.3 Ifthe Council ultimately elects to divest the car parking facility and land, it may consider
registering an encumbrance on the land titles, to require the facility to only be utilised for
public car parking into the future. Despite this use being the obvious continuation due to
prohibitive redevelopment requirements, registering this restrictive encumbrance may affect
the value and staff would need to take advice on this aspect. It is unlikely that this
encumbrance would be an effective tool to control parking charges applied by the purchaser.

5.4 Based on the valuation and a 5% Council cost of capital rate, a Net Present Value (NPV)
analysis was done using different payback periods (10/20/30/50 years). Assuming the sale
proceeds are used to reduce Council debt there is a positive NPV under all scenarios if the land
and buildings are sold together. If the building only is sold the positive NPV turns to negative
around the 25-year mark. Therefore, from a Council perspective the recommendation is that it
is financially preferable to sell both Lichfield St land and buildings.

Considerations Nga Whai Whakaaro

Risks and Mitigations Nga Morearea me nga Whakamatautau

6.1 There are no significant risks associated with the recommended option.

6.2 There may be reputational risk if the Council proceeds straight to one of the other options.

Legal Considerations Nga Hiraunga a-Ture
6.3  Statutory and/or delegated authority to undertake proposals in the report:

6.3.1 The Council has the statutory authority to engage on the future of this facility, recycle
capital through the sale of the facility, or make changes to operating model.

6.4  Other Legal Implications:

6.4.1 There are minor legal implications (e.g. related to rights associated with adjacent
buildings and laneways) that do not impact on the decision before the Council.

Strategy and Policy Considerations Te Whai Kaupapa here
6.5 Therequired decisions:

6.5.1 Align with the Christchurch City Council’s Strategic Framework.

6.5.2 Is assessed as low significance based on the Christchurch City Council’s Significance and
Engagement Policy. The level of significance was determined based on the number of
people affected, the level of impact on stakeholders and possible benefits.

6.5.3 is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies.
6.6  Thisreport does not support the Council's Long Term Plan (2024 - 2034).

6.6.1 The future of the Lichfield Street Carpark is not listed as an action in the LTP; however,
the Council can decide on its future.

Community Impacts and Views Nga Mariu a-Hapori

6.7 Havingregard to the Council’s Significance and Engagement policy and the assessed level of
significance, consultation is recommended. This will involve informing targeted stakeholders,
such as retailers in the vicinity, as well as the public. Given that the decision is of low
significance, the consultation is likely to be limited to four weeks.
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6.8 The decision affects the following wards/Community Board areas:
6.8.1 Waipapa Papanui-Innes-Central.

6.9 The Community Board’s view has not been sought on this occasion, as the report focusses on
an asset with city-wide significance.

Impact on Mana Whenua Nga Whai Take Mana Whenua

6.10 The decision does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land, a body of
water or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact
Mana Whenua, their culture, and traditions.

6.11 The decision does not impact a matter of interest to Mana Whenua and will not impact on our
agreed partnership priorities with Nga Papatipu Riinanga.

6.12 The decision at hand, has no bearing on Council’s relationship with Mana Whenua as the land
is not a site of significance, nor would the land be used in a manner which affects existing
environmental uses or raises new resource concerns.

Climate Change Impact Considerations Nga Whai Whakaaro ma te Ahuarangi
6.15 The proposals in this report are unlikely to contribute significantly to adaptation to the
impacts of climate change or emissions reductions.

6.16 If the Council elects to retain the Lichfield St Car Park building, the existing use will continue
and there will be no positive or negative impact on climate change. If the Council elects to list
the facility for sale, the current use will likely continue and there will be no positive or negative
impact on climate change.

Next Steps Nga Mahinga a-muri

7.1 If supported, the next steps will be to proceed to a consultation process.

Attachments Nga Tapirihanga

No.

Title Reference Page

A

Valuation Report - October 2023 (Additional Documents - 25/414666
Circulated Separately) - CONFIDENTIAL

In addition to the attached documents, the following background information is available:

Document Name - Location / File Link

Not applicable
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Signatories Nga Kaiwaitohu

Authors

Luke Rees-Thomas - Property Consultant

Nick Dean - Finance Business Partner

Stephen Wright - Manager Operations (Transport)
Clive Morris - Team Leader Parking Operations and Appeals
Bruce Moher - Acting Head of Finance

Jane Cameron - Team Leader Transport

Will Wijnveld - Senior Legal Counsel

Tessa Zant - Manager Engagement

Bruce Rendall - Head of Facilities & Property

John Meeker - Principal Advisor Urban Regeneration
Tim Cheesebrough - Senior Transport Planner

Approved By

Bruce Rendall - Head of Facilities & Property
Lynette Ellis - Head of Transport & Waste Management
Brent Smith - General Manager City Infrastructure
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5. Volumes of Submissions
Reference Te Tohutoro: 26/238308

Responsible Officer(s) Te

Pou Matua:

Accountable ELT

Member Pouwhakarae: Services

Ruth Close, Democratic Services Advisor

Helen White, General Counsel / Director of Legal & Democratic

1. Purpose Te Putake Purongo

11

1.2

1.3

14

The purpose of this report is to provide the Future of Lichfield Carpark Hearing Panel with:

1.1.1 Allsubmissions received on the Future of Lichfield Carpark.

1.1.2 Aschedule of submitters who wish to speak to their submission during the hearings.

Attachment A contains a schedule of submitters who will speak to their submission during

the hearings and a copy of their submission.

Attachment B contains a table of submitters who do not wish to be heard (including those
submitters who originally wished to be heard but no longer wish to be heard). Also included

(in corresponding order) is a table with their submissions.

Note, that the Local Government Act 2002 requires, as one of the principles of consultation,
that “the views presented to the local authority should be received by the local authority with

an open mind and should be given by the local authority, in making a decision, due

consideration” (section 82(1) (e).

Attachments Nga Tapirihanga

No. Title Reference Page
ALT | Submitters to be heard - Future of Lichfield Street Carpark 26/295239 56
Hearings Panel
B4 T | submitters who do not wish to be heard - Future of Lichfield 26/295272 58
Street Hearings Panel
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Future of Lichfield Carpark Hearings Panel
Friday 20 February 2026
Time Name Submission ID
9.30am Apologies
Election of chair
9.35am Staff presentation
10.00am Break 10.00 - 10.15am
10.20am Richard Hansen 36
10.25am Jessica Maclean 31
10.30am Toni Minson 21
10.35am Antony Gough 5
10.40am Buffer
10.45am Jonathan Ballantyne 63
10.50am Adele Geradts 60
10.55am Doug Ollivier 57
11.00am Simon Ironside 22
11.05am Staff take questions from Hearings Panel
11.10am
11.30am
11.35am
11.40am
11.45am Lunch break 11.45 - 12.15pm
12.15pm Margaret Stewart 2
12.20pm Thomas Healey 37
12.25pm Consideration and deliberations commence
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Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the
- - Your role in the Which option - : ) ; ) o Which of do you think ) factors you believe are most important for the Council to . ’ ;
Submission ID Name Organisation o Address PHON | why do you prefer this option? Do you have any other ideas or options the Council could consider for the future of the Lichfield Street Carpark? : g _ X ther pecify = i L vt Is there anyting else you would like to tell us about the future of the Lichfield Street Carpark?
organisation doyou prefer? factors for Council to consider when making a decision? consider when deciding the future of the Lichfield Street
Carpark?
It P tralcityis affordable. Keeping this asset in council
hands retains control of market pricingfor parkingin the centralcity. Christchurchis one me of the last
pricing for parking . The impact it will have on parking charges in the central
retante | Cies nNewZealand that actually tail sector i s central city and i's great for tourism Sy porental o .
d k. Itwillonly b tant andvitalas t I'm placingthis asset !
” Aichard Hansen carparkand Ian” commerce aike. W"e;':lyn E:Zemmm Important and vitalas time goes by. .Im placing this asset | . o i icing When the Stadium has an event on put 20% on the evening rate. Again, be careful ot to punish people. | (e.g. will recuced parking affect retail and hospitality foot Public consultation it's important. Thank you for the o
change the n pri or give them reasons to not go to the rugby, but a lttle upward pressure would be tolerated. traffic?),Impact peopl opportunity
o shop and be part of the city community. We don't want that. We can't put barrers up to people
operating model Y for population
choosing It is partof agreater strategy cityvibrant. e
dead andisn't untilthe Cathedral d. Thisis decades o P
away (f ever).. We don'twant the Cashel Mallto suffer the same fate. It ain't broken 5o don't mess with .
What the people want- that any d
thata diverse range of views are sought, rather than just those
Retainthe |1am not wholly 0pposed to selling the carpark, but I would want a clear indication of what the funds were o o
carparkand to be spenton- met tage. Ifwe Leasingi than CCC running & v Financialimplications Pl e & P justthe two. What will benefitour children and their
£ Jessica Maclean ’ ) car-park. |only found out about this survey as a friend
changethe | retain the car-park, there would always b : sgone,its | council) for the council and ratepayers (e.g., evenue from sale vs. ongoing childrenthe most?
PN et ety recommended the CCC transport one to me. I'm curious
perating gone- perating about what other efforts have been made to seek the views of
different communities?
ists atatime hen he G Dueto poor public transport system
Retainthe | populating, feeding more demand for this asset. We only use CCC parking as it provides money to our The impactitwill have on parking charges in the central city,The poor P port ey
ity owned asset NZand our profit. Ipt d inthe city those here bus P v treacy
carparkand d P of the stadium and city hortterm parkingin Loty
2 Toni Minson uncil city, they must also provide locations for times take too long, will continue to-|own great quantities of parking, willreduce competitionand | s above
changethe |events, benefitour city. The sale will term gains where for Other
residents o park and access these resources. drive, sellinga which
longterm asset, ability to provide a competitive parking market and (Please specity)
will ot change peoples habits
continue to provide ongoing local employment and fundingfor the city.
The impact it will have on parking charges in the central city, The
availabilityof short term parkingin the central city Potential
Itis not an essential asset for council Amixof dto be on the upper levels with a barier arm needed to localb tivity (.. wil
5 Antony Gough Sellthe Carpark Money should be used to repay debt.
acentralcity car parking building. ensure permanents park n their llocated areas. reduced parking affect retail and hospitalityfoot traffic?),Financial
implications for the council and ratepayers (e.g., revenue from
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Hearings Panel Christchurch g
20 February 2026 City Council w-

6. Hearing of Submissions Nga Tapaetanga
Submitters who indicated that they wished to be heard in person will present to the Hearings Panel. A

schedule of presenters can be found at the beginning of the Volume of “Heard Submissions”.

7. Consideration and Deliberations Nga Whaiwhakaaro me Nga Taukume o
Nga Korero

At the conclusion of submitters being heard, the Hearings Panel will consider all submissions received on
the proposal, and any additional information provided by submitters and Council Officers.
The Hearings Panel will then deliberate on the proposal.

8. Hearings Panel Recommendations Nga Tutohu o Te Tira Tauaki

At the conclusion of deliberations the Hearings Panel will make a recommendation on the Future of
Lichfield Carpark to the Council.
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