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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Dr Stephen Gordon Chiles. 

1.2 My experience and expertise is set out in my Evidence in Chief (‘EIC’), 

filed with the Panel on 26 August 2015.  

1.3 I confirm that I have read and agree to comply with Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Practice Note 2014).  This 

evidence is within my area of expertise except where I state that I am 

relying on facts or information provided by another person.  I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

2. EVIDENCE OF JON FARREN 

2.1 I agree with the evidence of Mr Farren dated 26 August 2015, other 

than the issue he sets out in paragraph 4.2 of his evidence. This issue 

is what the appropriate control should be for new guest 

accommodation to mitigate noise from other new activities in the zone. 

2.2 In paragraph 4.2 of his evidence Mr Farren has proposed that all guest 

accommodation should have sound insulation of 35 dB Dtr,2m,nTw + Ctr. 

This control requires all façades to be constructed with high 

performance glazing. While this will achieve acceptable internal sound 

levels, in many instances the internal sound would still be at 

appropriate levels with standard glazing. In my opinion, the main issue 

is for mechanical ventilation to be provided so that windows can be 

kept closed. 

2.3 Since writing his evidence, Mr Farren and I have discussed this issue 

and we agree that an appropriate method, would be to require noise 

sensitive activities in the new zone to be designed to comply with rule 

6.1.5.2 in the Christchurch Replacement District Plan, adapted so the 

criteria for road-traffic noise are also applied to sound from other 

activities in the zone at the permitted noise limits. This is the same rule 

already proposed to control road-traffic noise and it includes 

appropriate ventilation requirements. 
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3. EVIDENCE OF MATTHEW BONIS 

3.1 In his evidence dated 3 September 2015 Mr Bonis proposes controls 

relating to health-care facilities and controls for outdoor amenity and 

short stays in relation to guest accommodation. 

3.2 In the joint statement by Mr Camp and I, attached to my EIC, we 

agreed that guest accommodation and health-care facilities in the 

zone should only be for short-term stays and should not require 

significant outdoor amenity. In paragraph 3.2 of his evidence Mr 

Farren expresses a similar opinion. 

3.3 With respect to the short-term nature of guest accommodation or 

health-care facilities, I did not base my opinion on a specific number of 

days. As Mr Bonis sets out in paragraph 89 of his evidence, there 

would not be different noise effects depending on whether somebody 

stayed in guest accommodation for 29, 30 or 31 days. Likewise, the 14 

day control proposed by Mr Bonis does not relate to specific noise 

effects. In terms of noise effects the key issue is to avoid long-term 

residential use. While the exact number of days is not critical, this aim 

would be achieved by specifying a 30 day limit.  

3.4 With respect to outdoor amenity, I understand the zone as a whole will 

have landscaped areas that will be accessible to hotel guests. 

Therefore there will be some outdoor amenity and I consider this 

acceptable. Also some outdoor facilities associated with guest 

accommodation such as tennis courts or a swimming pool, without 

wider amenity areas, might be appropriate as the activities themselves 

are not particularly noise sensitive. However, in accordance with the 

joint statement between Mr Camp and myself, I consider it would not 

be appropriate to have a significant outdoor amenity area, for example 

with loungers and tables set out around a pool for relaxation. Likewise, 

I consider a restaurant set up with an extensive outdoor dining area 

would not be appropriate, but a few tables outside an indoor café or 

restaurant should be acceptable. 

3.5 Given that some outdoor amenity would be acceptable I consider it 

inappropriate to simply prevent all outdoor amenity areas associated 

with guest accommodation. I also consider the proposal in paragraph 

92 of Mr Bonis’ evidence to be inappropriate as it would prevent 
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outdoor areas associated with sports that are not particularly noise 

sensitive and incidental outdoor areas associated with restaurants and 

cafés. 

3.6 In paragraphs 96 to 99 of his evidence Mr Bonis recommends 

preventing health-care facilities with overnight accommodation. The 

reasons are attributed to evidence previously given by Mr Day. 

Technically there is no reason why health-care buildings cannot be 

designed to provide appropriate internal sound levels for overnight 

accommodation. For short-term stays where outdoor amenity is not 

required I am not aware of any reason in terms of noise effects why 

overnight accommodation should be prevented as proposed by Mr 

Bonis. 

4. EVIDENCE OF JEREMY TREVATHAN 

4.1 In his evidence dated 8 September 2015 Dr Trevathan sets out noise 

limits that would apply at the boundary of the Commodore Hotel. I 

agree with paragraph 3.2 of his evidence that these limits would 

provide a reasonable level of amenity and sleep protection. 

4.2 In paragraphs 3.3 to 3.6 of his evidence Dr Trevathan explains how 

these noise limits will be restrictive for some activities near the 

Commodore Hotel. He proposes one mechanism to achieve 

compliance with the limits, by preventing all activity within a 20 metre 

setback. While I agree with Dr Trevathan that this is one way in which 

compliance might be achieved, there are numerous activities that 

could take place in this area in compliance with the noise limits, such 

as car parking. To achieve compliance with the noise limits, it is not 

necessary to prevent all activity near the site boundary. 

4.3 In paragraphs 4.4 to 4.6 of his evidence Dr Trevathan sets out how 

sound insulation controls should include requirements for ventilation. I 

agree with Dr Trevathan, and this is addressed in rule 6.1.5.2. 

 

Stephen Chiles 

8 September 2015 
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