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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Raymond Trevor Salter.  I currently work as a consultant 

with an Australasian tourism consultancy company, TRC Tourism Ltd.  

TRC Tourism Ltd has offices in Australia and New Zealand and carries 

out a wide variety of tourism consulting activities throughout 

Australasia, the Pacific and Asia. 

1.2 My qualifications and experience is set out in my evidence in chief, 

filed with the Panel on 26 August 2015. 

1.3 I confirm that I have read and agreed 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. SCOPE OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence addresses points raised by the following 

witnesses: 

(a) Janice Carter for Christchurch City Council; 

(b) David John Compton-Moen for Christchurch City Council; and 

(c) Matthew Bonis for Christchurch International Airport Limited 

(CIAL) 

2.2 My rebuttal evidence addresses three issues: 

(a) Protection for noise sensitive activities and in particular areas for 

outdoor amenity; 

(b) Height limits for guest accommodation; and 

(c) Definition of short stay 

 

3. PROTECTION FOR NOISE SENSITIVE ACTIVTIES AND IN 

PARTICULAR AREAS FOR OUTDOOR ACTIVITIES 

3.1 The agreed statement by Stephen Gordon Giles and Stuart Camp for 

the purpose of acoustics witness caucusing states at paragraph 3.2: 
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“We agree that short stay guest accommodation of a type similar 

to the nearby Sudima and Commodore hotels could be 

appropriate in the proposed zone if it is subject to sound insulation 

controls.  Any guest accommodation should be of a type that does 

not provide significant areas for outdoor amenity.” 

3.2 The part of the statement relating to sound insulation controls is then 

confirmed by the experts agreeing that sound insulation for any guest 

accommodation in the proposed zone be set out in 6.1.5.2.a of the 

proposed plan rather than as a different control specifically for this 

zone.   

3.3 However the agreed statement of not providing significant areas for 

outdoor amenity has resulted in a proposed rule 16.4.7.1.1.(d) for 

activity P1 Guest accommodation that: 

“There shall be no outdoor amenity areas associated with Guest 

Accommodation” 

3.4 The difference between “no significant areas for outdoor amenity” and 

“no areas for outdoor amenity” is major.  It has consequences for the 

services offered by a hotel and severely restricts the amenities able to 

be offered to visitors.  This proposed prohibition would preclude the 

ability to provide outdoor dining or bar space.  It would also not allow 

for the provision of a swimming pool or outdoor deck or seating areas.    

3.5 Limitations on the provision of outdoor amenity areas are inconsistent 

with the amenities and services already provided by hotels within the 

50db noise contour.  The Sudima Hotel, the Clearwater Resort and 

Commodore Hotels all have outdoor seating and dining areas linked to 

their public areas. 

3.6 While the intent is, as I understand it, to limit a “resort style” hotel, 

normal amenities for a quality hotel would be expected to include 

these sorts of amenities, almost irrespective of their location. 

3.7 I am not aware of any history of issues associated with the existing 

hotels and the operation of their associated outdoor amenity areas that 

function within the 50db noise contour.  I do not consider that guests of 

the “business style” hotel proposed for the MAIL site are likely to be 

any different to the current clientele in their noise tolerance or 
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expectations given the location of the airport and its facilities.  Unless 

there is evidence of visitors staying at hotels within the 50db noise 

contour making complaints about noise to the airport, then I consider 

the proposal to have no outdoor amenity areas on the basis of noise 

effects unduly restrictive.  I therefore consider that the proposed rule is 

discriminatory and unnecessary.   

4. HEIGHT LIMITS FOR GUEST ACCOMMODATION 

4.1 The proposal to have a maximum height limit of 20 metres for guest 

accommodation provides a more efficient use of land at the MAIL site.  

It enables a more efficient design of the Hotel with a six floor option to 

provide up to 200 rooms.   

4.2 Some submitters have indicated a desire to preclude a “resort style 

hotel”.  The ability to have a building that is six stories rather than a 

limit of 12 metres and essentially a three story building achieves this 

objective.  A hotel that is more of a “business style” hotel is expected 

to have multiple floors of accommodation, whereas a “resort style” 

hotel is often expected to be low rise, spread around the recreational 

and outdoor amenities and offer a greater level of outdoor 

experiences.  

4.3 The evidence of Mr Compton-Moen presents modelled imagery1 (at 

Attachment A, Image 6) which shows a 20 height limit in the vicinity of 

the Gateway Bridge looking from Memorial Avenue towards the Port 

Hills.  This modelled image implies a cube shaped building for guest 

accommodation.  In practical terms this is unlikely as it is an inefficient 

design for guest accommodation buildings, with rectangular buildings 

with central services down the spine of the structure being the 

generally preferred option.  Consequently it is more likely that any 

impacts upon the views to the Port Hills from this vantage are 

expected to be less that that indicated in the image presented.   

4.4 I therefore support the provision of a 20 metre height limit for visitor 

accommodation on the MAIL site to provide for efficient design of 

facilities and land use as well as reducing the likelihood of a “resort 

style” development.  

                                                

1
 Paragraph 6.3 of evidence of Mr Compton Moen. 
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5. DEFINITION OF SHORT STAY 

5.1 The evidence of Ms Carter proposes a new activity specific standard 

to address any ambiguity as to whether all forms of guest 

accommodation are sensitive activities in the context of the air noise 

contour.  The new rule 16.4.7.1.1. P1 proposes to limit the period for 

guest staying to no more than 30 days at any one time.  The evidence 

of Mr Bonis raises a question about the 30 day limitation of stay period 

proposed to meet the RPS definition.  The submitter proposes another 

period of 14 days2 as another definition of short stay.  No evidence is 

provided to substantiate this definition of short stay. 

5.2 It is unclear why there is the necessity to prescribe a short stay 

requirement for this location.  In particular if the intent is to restrict 

residency in this location, then the market instruments of the likely 

room rates and availability of alternatives in the City would make 

residency unattractive.  In addition the main markets for 

accommodation at this location are expected to be business travellers 

and holiday makers that are utilising the airport or SH1.  

5.3 However, to provide a justification of the 30 day limit as a definition for 

short stay, the Commercial Accommodation Monitor (funded by the 

Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment and carried out by 

Statistics New Zealand, is also known as the Accommodation Survey) 

is the authoritative set of information on the supply and demand for 

accommodation at both the national and regional level for New 

Zealand. This survey is a census of all short-term commercial 

accommodation units that are GST registered and have a turnover of 

at least $30,000 per annum.  Short term accommodation for the 

purposes of this survey is defined as less than one month3.  

5.4 There are other definitions of short term applied by other councils for 

other purposes.  For example, Queenstown defines visitor 

accommodation on the basis of short term stays of less than 3 months. 

                                                

2
 Paragraph 89 Statement of Evidence of Matthew William Bonis 

3
http://www.mbie.govt.nz/info-services/sectors-industries/tourism/tourism-research-

data/commercial-accommodation-monitor/about-the-cam/cam-methodology 
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However this is intended to provide a differentiation for rating purposes 

rather than addressing possible noise effects as proposed in this 

application.  

5.5 I recommend that 30 days is an appropriate definition of short stay, if it 

is required, as it aligns with the definition used in the collection of 

accommodation statistics in New Zealand. 

 

 

 

Raymond Trevor Salter  

8 September 2015 
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