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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Peter Gordon Rogan Nunns.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 26 May 2015.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed 

by the following parties on 10 June 2015: 

 

(a) Mr Jeremy Phillips for Scentre (#742) and other submitters; and 

(b) Mr Nicholas Fuller for Scentre (#742) and other submitters; and 

(c) a submitter statement from Professor S.S. Bagchi for the 

Avonhead Community Group (#1018). 

 

2.2 In my rebuttal evidence, I consider and address two topics raised in one or 

more of these statements. As I have addressed these topics in my primary 

evidence, my comments here are intended to expand on these points as 

needed. The topics are: 

 

(a) the trade-off between certainty and flexibility in parking policies; 

and 

(b) options for managing spill-over to on-street parking. 

 

3. THE TRADE-OFF BETWEEN CERTAINTY AND FLEXIBILITY 

 

3.1 Mr Phillips' and Mr Fuller's evidence is that they consider it would be 

preferable to manage parking provision for High Trip Generators (HTGs) 

through the use of minimum parking requirements (MPRs) rather than 

through Integrated Transport Assessments (ITAs). While they 
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acknowledge that MPRs can have significant economic costs when they 

require developers to over-provide parking, I understand that they consider 

that the uncertainty associated with the ITA process outweighs these 

costs. 

 

3.2 In paragraph 2.1(e) in his primary evidence, Mr Phillips states that: 

 

“Minimum car parking requirements are the most appropriate method 

for managing car parking provision, in particular for high trip 

generators, as they provide certainty and avoid consenting 

requirements for those activities that provide a compliant supply (or 

greater), or a reduced supply where parking reduction factors allow it. 

In other circumstances, applicants can apply for a reduced parking 

supply to be assessed on its merits, as per the status quo. In contrast, 

determining car parking provision for high trip generators through an 

Integrated Transport Assessment ("ITA") process will result in 

significant uncertainty given that car parking provision can then only 

be determined through that consenting process.” 

 

3.3 Mr Fuller makes a similar statement in paragraph 4.20 in his primary 

evidence. I acknowledge that there is a trade-off between flexibility and 

certainty in parking policies. However, neither Mr Phillips nor Mr Fuller 

provide empirical evidence on or estimates of the cost of uncertainty that 

would arise as a result of the ITA process. Nor do they seek to 

demonstrate how those costs outweigh the costs of inflexible parking 

supply arising from MPRs. Consequently their evidence does not cause 

me to change my view on the costs and benefits of ITAs. 

 

3.4 There is a significant amount of empirical evidence on the economic costs 

of MPRs. In paragraphs 5.23-5.36 of my primary evidence, I have reviewed 

this data. In paragraph 6.5 of his evidence, Mr Phillips acknowledges my 

conclusion about the opportunity cost associated with over-supplied car-

parks but contends that there is not “sufficient evidential support that 

excessive car parking provision is widespread in Christchurch”. 

 

3.5 I disagree with this statement, as Mr Phillips has provided no specific 

evidence to suggest that Christchurch is different to other jurisdictions in 
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which MPRs have led to parking over-supply. Furthermore, I have 

analysed 86 measurements of peak parking demands over time at 29 retail 

sites in Christchurch using data from the New Zealand Trips Database 

Bureau1. I have summarised data on measured parking demands in Figure 

1. The horizontal black line shows the approximate minimum amount of 

parking required by the operative Christchurch City Plan - roughly 4.6 

spaces per 100m2 of gross floor area (GFA). In the majority of cases, 

measured peak parking demands fell below this minimum. There is a wide 

spread of measured parking demands at comparably-sized retail facilities2. 

 

Figure 1: GFA and peak parking demand at retail facilities in Christchurch (Source: Trip Database 
Bureau, Operative Christchurch City Plan) 
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Christchurch (Source: TDB) 

Operative plan MPR: 

4.6 spaces/100m2 GFA 

 
 

3.6 Mr Fuller has also provided several examples of parking over-supply at 

commercial sites in Christchurch (paragraph 4.17).  

“I am aware of several commercial sites that have, or did have an 

over-provision of car parking compared to their demands. Specifically, 

these sites are the Bush Inn Centre in Riccarton, Eastgate Shopping 

Centre and Tower Junction. The Bush Inn Centre has developed 

                                                   
1
  Available online at http://www.tdbonline.org/. I have excluded CBD retail sites and retailers with more than 5,000m

2
 of 

gross floor area. 
2
  The large range in parking demands also suggests that Mr Fuller’s argument in paragraph 4.18 that the application of 

both parking minimums and maximums would represent a “more pragmatic approach” is unlikely to be valid. 

http://www.tdbonline.org/
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additional floor space on those car parks to increase the trading of the 

centre, thereby effectively removing the over-supply. Eastgate 

Shopping Centre and Tower Junction have both gained consents to 

develop additional floor space at the expense of car parking to better 

balance the use of redundant parking areas with increased trading.” 

 

3.7 I acknowledge Mr Fuller's examples and note that they support the 

conclusions about over-provision of parking reached in my primary 

evidence: 

 

3.8 Overall, I support Mr Phillips statement in paragraph 6.5 that “the economic 

and efficiency costs [of car parking] would in fact encourage landowners to 

provide a parking supply that matches demand”, and I note that removing 

MPRs from local and neighbourhood centres and from HTGs can play an 

important role in enabling them to do this. I also note that the proposed 

changes to ITA assessment matters related to parking discussed in 

paragraph 26.4 of Mr David Falconer’s rebuttal evidence are likely to 

reduce any costs of uncertainty associated with ITAs, as they have 

included a reference to MPRs to guide assessment. 

 

4. OPTIONS FOR MANAGING SPILL-OVER TO ON-STREET PARKING 

 

4.1 Mr Fuller's evidence and Prof. Bagchi's statement are that MPRs are the 

most appropriate means of managing spill-over to on-street parking. They 

suggest that the Council is not able to effectively manage on-street parking 

using other methods. 

 

4.2 In paragraph 4.9 of his primary evidence, Mr Fuller states that: 

 

“Whilst the Council has some ability to manage the on-street parking 

provision throughout the City, the approvals process for changes to 

time restrictions and implementation of no-stopping lines ultimately 

requires Community Board approval. This has the potential to result in 

tensions between the community and the Council, such that the 

Council's ability to implement changes to on-street parking is 

hindered.” 
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4.3 In a similar vein, Prof. Bagchi states that on-street parking management 

approaches used near the Airport Business Park, which experienced rapid, 

unexpected growth in commercial activities and offices following the 2011 

Canterbury Earthquakes, have been ineffective (paragraph 7):  

 

“The Council has attempted to solve the issue by implementing a 120-

minute parking limit in the residential areas but this has exacerbated 

the problem, since it has led to the situation that residents or their 

visitors themselves cannot park their cars outside their own 

properties.” 

 

4.4 I acknowledge Prof. Bagchi's point that it can be challenging to implement 

new on-street parking policies. It is necessary to monitor and in some 

cases refine them after implementation. However, I disagree that MPRs 

are a more economically efficient means of managing parking spill-over 

than alternative parking policies. In paragraphs 5.12-5.22 of my primary 

evidence, I reviewed several non-regulatory approaches to managing 

parking over-spill and concluded that the costs of implementing them are 

likely to be substantially smaller than the costs of imposing MPRs. 

 

4.5 My economic evidence suggests that it is more appropriate for Council to 

focus on “raising its game” when it comes to parking management, rather 

than imposing large opportunity costs on developers, businesses, and 

households. On-street parking management policies, ranging from time 

restrictions to demand-responsive pricing to residents’ parking permits, 

have been successfully implemented by many local governments3. Given 

the precedents in other New Zealand and overseas cities, it is likely that 

Council will be able to improve in this area. 

 

4.6 Finally, Prof. Bagchi focuses in particular on potential parking spill-over in 

residential areas. In paragraph 14, he states that any reduction in MPRs in 

residential zones will result in unacceptable costs to existing residents: 

 

“The ACG also seeks the retention of the existing rule that residences 

that exceed 150m2 in size are entitled to two parking spaces. 
                                                   
3
  See e.g. Litman, T. (2006) Parking Management Best Practices, Planners Press. A summary of this book is available 

online at http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf. See also http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm28.htm for some of Litman’s case 
studies. 

http://www.vtpi.org/park_man.pdf
http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm28.htm
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Developers should not be permitted to provide less than adequate on-

site parking space on the assumption that staff and visitors will be able 

to avail themselves of one or both of the parking spaces in front of 

residential dwellings. A rule that permits otherwise would deprive 

ratepayers of their legitimate entitlement.” 

 

4.7 I find the logic of this statement hard to follow. On the one hand, Prof. 

Bagchi states that new residences should not be allowed to provide less 

than two parking spaces, as this may result in people parking on the street. 

On the other hand, his final sentence states that allowing this to occur 

would “deprive ratepayers of their legitimate entitlement” to on-street 

parking. By this, I presume he means existing residents who have chosen 

to park their own cars on the street. 

 

4.8 It is my understanding that Prof. Bagchi is arguing that new residents 

should be limited from making the same choice that some existing 

residents have made – to provide less on-site parking and park on the 

street instead. From an economic point of view, this is best described as 

regulating to protect a first-mover advantage (i.e. 'first in first served'). 

 

4.9 If removing MPRs results in significant negative effects on existing 

residents in some areas, the interests of those residents could still be 

safeguarded through other parking management policies outside the 

pRDP, such as residential parking permit schemes. Residential parking 

permits, as their name implies, reserve preferential access to on-street 

parking for residents of the surrounding area. Auckland Transport’s new 

Parking Strategy goes one step further by “grandfathering in” existing 

residents while excluding new developments from the scheme4. 

 

4.10 Residential parking permits are already in use in Auckland5, Wellington6, 

and Dunedin7. Residents must apply to renew their permit annually, and in 

other cities costs are between $115 (Wellington) and $180 (Dunedin). The 

                                                   
4
  The Auckland parking strategy states that “To protect the sustainability of residential parking schemes, AT believes 

that new developments within residential parking zones should not be eligible for parking permits. This will avoid 
developers passing on the costs of providing parking to ratepayers. Developers and new residents associated with 
new developments have a responsibility to ensure they have sufficient off-street parking to meet their needs.” It is 
available online at https://at.govt.nz/media/1119147/Auckland-Transport-Parking-Strategy-May-2015.pdf.  

5
  https://at.govt.nz/driving-parking/parking-permits/resident-parking-permits/  

6
  http://wellington.govt.nz/services/parking-and-roads/parking/residents-parking  

7
  https://www.dunedin.govt.nz/services/parking/schemes-and-permits/residents-parking 

https://at.govt.nz/media/1119147/Auckland-Transport-Parking-Strategy-May-2015.pdf
https://at.govt.nz/driving-parking/parking-permits/resident-parking-permits/
http://wellington.govt.nz/services/parking-and-roads/parking/residents-parking
https://www.dunedin.govt.nz/services/parking/schemes-and-permits/residents-parking
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cost of a permit tends to be significantly cheaper than the cost of paid 

parking for non-residents, which means that parking for permit-holders is 

subsidised by councils or by other users (who must pay higher prices for 

the remaining parking). Although the existence of such a subsidy means 

that permit parking schemes are not fully economically efficient, they are in 

my view more economically efficient than higher MPRs, as they do not 

impose large costs on new developments. 

 

4.11 While the implementation of new parking management policies is ultimately 

the decision of Council (i.e. it is outside the scope of the pRDP), it is my 

view that alternative approaches are available, widely used in other cities, 

and likely to be considerably more economically efficient, from a cost-

benefit perspective, than applying MPRs in local and neighbourhood 

centres and applying higher MPRs in residential zones. 

 

 

 

Peter Gordon Rogan Nunns 

17 June 2015 

 
 


