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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Edward Lewis Jolly.  I am a Senior Associate Urban 

Designer for the company Jasmax Limited based in Christchurch.  I 

have a Bachelor's Degree (with Honours) in Landscape Architecture 

(BLA) from Lincoln University and a Master's Degree in Urban Design 

(MAUD) from the University of Westminster, UK.  

 
1.2 My experience includes: 

 

(a) over 15 years working in landscape architecture and urban 

design in both the public and private sector, in both the UK 

and in New Zealand; 

 

(b) 3 years as Principal Urban Designer for Auckland Council, 

where I was involved in providing urban design expertise for 

strategic plans, design projects and in the assessment of 

resource consent applications; and 

 

(c) my current role as lead of Urban Design at Jasmax’s office 

in Christchurch, although my role includes work across New 

Zealand.  Jasmax specialises in architecture, interior design, 

landscape architecture, urban design and master planning.  

It has a history spanning 47 years across many notable 

local, national and international projects. 

 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to 

provide evidence in relation to urban design issues relevant to the 

Housing New Zealand Corporation's (HNZC) submission (#126) on 

the Residential Medium Density (RMD) Zone Proposal.  I note that 

HNZC has made a general submission in support of the entire 

proposal – my evidence is focused on the HNZC submission as it 

applies to HNZC's landholding interests only, and the issue of the 

application of the 8m height limit to the land in question. 

 

1.4 I note that I have previously provided evidence to the Independent 

Hearings Panel in the General Rules hearing (specifically on the 

Guest Accommodation Zone) and the Central City hearing 

(specifically on the Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone) on behalf of the 
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Council
1
 and the Specific Purpose (Stage 2) Hearing on the Specific 

Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone on behalf of the University of 

Canterbury.
2
   

 

1.5 I have undertaken site visits to all areas considered within the notified 

RMD zone proposal, and the additional area sought to be rezoned 

RMD by HNZC.  

 

1.6 I attended urban design expert conferencing with Ms Jane Rennie 

representing HNZC (via telephone conference) on 16 May 2016, and 

the conferencing statement is attached in Appendix A to this 

evidence. 

 

1.7 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.   

 

1.8 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view 

while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Strategic Directions chapter of the proposed Replacement 

District Plan (pRDP); 

(b) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(c) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (CCRP); 

(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS);  

(e) Schedule 4 (Statement of Expectations) of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch District Plan) Order in Council 

2014; 

(f) The Decisions of the Independent Hearings Panel on the 

pRDP, particularly Decision 10 on the RMD, Residential 

                                                   
1  Statement of Evidence of Edward Jolly on behalf of Christchurch City Council, Urban Design, dated 4 

February 2016, and Statement of Evidence of Edward Jolly on behalf of Christchurch City Council, 
Central City Specific Purpose (Hospital) Zone, Urban Design, dated 16 December 2016. 

2  Statement of Evidence of Edward Lewis Jolly on behalf of the University of Canterbury (Submitter 2464)  
dated 15 October 2015.  
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Suburban Density Transition (RSDT), and Residential 

Suburban (RS) zones; and 

(g) Urban Design Character Assessment for Additional 

Residential Medium Density Areas; co-authored by myself 

and Ms Josephine Schröder of Christchurch City Council, as 

attached to Ms Schröder’s evidence. 

 

1.9 I have read the evidence of Ms Schröder (Council urban design 

evidence).  I confirm that I concur with Ms Schröder’s evidence to the 

extent that it is relevant to the HNZC matters discussed in my 

evidence. 

 

1.10 I have used the following terminology to describe specific areas, in 

my evidence: 

 

(a) notified RMD area/zone or Proposal – the RMD land 

notified by the Council on the planning maps, through this 

proposal; and 

(b) additional RMD area/zone – the additional RMD land 

sought to be rezoned to RMD, through submissions on this 

proposal.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 Ms Schröder addresses matters related to the urban design 

provisions of the notified RMD zone in general.  Ms Schröder’s 

evidence provides the urban design reasons for the recommended 

inclusion or exclusion of additional RMD areas (except for the HNZC 

submission, which I address). 

 

2.2 My evidence addresses matters related to the urban design 

provisions of the proposed additional RMD zone in relation to the 

HNZC submission, specifically:  

 

(a) the appropriateness of RMD zoning for additional RMD 

areas largely owned by HNZC and sought to be zoned RMD 

by HNZC, from an urban design perspective; and 
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(b) the 8m height limit in relation to HNZC properties. 

 

3. OUTCOMES OF CONFERENCING 

  

3.1 The conferencing statement is attached in Appendix A to this 

evidence.  The outcome of conferencing included: 

 

(a) agreement that the locational criteria used were appropriate 

to identify the additional RMD areas for rezoning;  

 

(b) agreement that HNZC housing was appropriately located 

within the additional RMD areas as the needs of social 

housing tenants parallel the criteria for the RMD locations; 

and 

 

(c) the nature of the notified RMD zoning south of the Hornby 

Hub was counterintuitive and created 'islands' of RMD on 

the wrong side of the RSDT zone and within the RS zone.  

 

3.2 The HNZC issue outstanding from conferencing was whether to 

remove the 8m height overlay and replace it with a height rule of 11m.  

 

4. ADDITIONAL RMD AREAS OWNED BY HNZC  

 

4.1 HNZC sought an extension of the additional RMD zone to properties 

owned by HNZC at Hornby North-West and Linwood South.  During 

facilitated mediation between Council and HNZC it was agreed that a 

RMD zoning for the HNZC owned properties in the Hornby (North-

West) area on Gilberthorpes Road and Amuri Street is appropriate.  

 

4.2 I support the zoning of this land as RMD as an extension to the 

rezoning of the Hornby North area, the latter being discussed in Ms 

Schröder’s evidence in chief at Section 7.  The HNZC properties are 

located immediately adjacent to the notified RMD land at Hornby and 

to the east of Gilberthorpes Road.  Gilberthorpes Road provides a 

natural boundary between the RMD and Residential Suburban 

zoning.  I also agree with Ms Schröder where she suggests that a 

future extension to the RMD area to Wycola Road would provide a 
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more legible urban form than that identified through the proposal and 

the additional RMD land pursued by HNZC, but understand there may 

be scope concerns preventing the rezoning that land now. 

 

4.3 The cluster of HNZC sites, with the potential for dual street frontage 

created through site amalgamation, provides a comprehensive 

residential redevelopment opportunity of the nature I believe is sought 

through Policy 14.1.2.3 – High quality, medium density residential 

development.   I therefore support the rezoning from an urban design 

perspective. 

 

4.4 While not the subject of conferencing, HNZC (submission #126) also 

sought the inclusion of 75, 77, 77A-C and 79 Mackworth Street.  I 

consider that for the reasons discussed in Ms Schröder’s evidence in 

chief (paragraphs 17.1 to 17.4) regarding wider issues relating to 

Linwood South, that the additional sites should not be rezoned to 

RMD.  I refer to and adopt those reasons, and do not repeat them 

here. 

 

5. ISSUE OUTSTANDING – HEIGHT LIMIT 

 

5.1 HNZC seeks the removal of the 8m height limit overlay for the 

Proposal.  The reasons given in the HNZC submission are to provide 

consistency with other RMD zoned areas and that the 8m height limit 

will reduce the potential housing capacity or yield that could be 

provided in these areas.  

 

5.2 While I do not agree with HNZC that consistency is an appropriate 

reason to increase the height limit to 11m (and I acknowledge that the 

Council's position as relayed to the Panel through a memorandum 

dated 2 June 2016 is that the 8m height overlay applies to all land 

previously zoned Living 1 and 2 in the City Plan and rezoned to RMD 

in Stage 1 of the review and the RMD land in Central Riccarton, not to 

all RMD land), I agree that a lower height limit could impact on the 

potential redevelopment capacity, particularly where sites can be 

amalgamated and redeveloped comprehensively.   
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5.3 In my opinion, if (and only if) residential intensification is undertaken 

comprehensively and effectively, a maximum of 3 storeys (11m) 

should be allowed for, but subject to site size being the trigger.  Site 

amalgamation can be highly beneficial in achieving both higher 

quality development and increased densities, as well as lessening the 

impacts of change, particularly at the boundaries of the amalgamated 

site.  Of specific concern is the potential abrupt change in both 

building height and boundary setbacks between new development 

and adjacent existing single storey houses (which are not 

redeveloped in response to RMD zoning).  

 

5.4 Therefore, I support the retention of an 8m height limit, including for 

HNZC's properties.  However, I also consider that an 11m height limit 

should be provided, for comprehensive redevelopment on sites that 

are greater than 1500m², in association with increased boundary 

setback distances.  The latter would help to ensure an appropriate 

level of amenity and to offset any potential adverse effects on 

neighbours as a result of the increase in height.  

 

 

Edward Lewis Jolly 

9 June 2016 
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In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch  

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource  

Management Act 1991  

 

And  

 

In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings  

Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order  

 

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 

 

Residential Chapter 14  

TOPIC: Additional Residential Medium Density Zone areas for Linwood (Eastgate), Hornby and 

Papanui (Northlands) 

  

Monday 16 May 2016 

 

1. EXPERT CONFERENCING  

Urban design expert conferencing for the additional Residential Medium Density Zone (aRMD) areas 

for Linwood (Eastgate), Hornby and Papanui (Northlands) was held on Monday 16th May via 

teleconferencing. The session was facilitated by John Mills. Jane Rennie’s (JR) ‘Will Say’ Statement 

was used as the basis for the discussion. 

2. PARTICIPANTS  

Name Representing 

Jane Rennie (JR) Housing New Zealand 

Edward Jolly (EJ) Christchurch City Council 

 

3. ISSUES DISCUSSED  

3.1 Housing New Zealand (HNZ) Unit Requirements and Demand 

Both parties acknowledge the need expressed previously by Housing New Zealand to reconfigure its 

existing housing stock amongst other issues, including providing more 1 bedroom units. 

3.1.1     Locational Criteria for the Identification of the RMD Zone. 

Both parties agreed from an urban design perspective to the appropriateness and purpose of the 

locational criteria used to identify RMD in general as set out in policy (and which is beyond 

challenge). The criteria to be within walking distance of a Key Activity Centre (KAC), public transport 
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route, park or significant open space or school was deemed appropriate. Both parties agreed that to 

the best of their knowledge that the identified sites met this criteria.  

However, it was agreed that the nature of the proposed aRMD zoning south of the Hornby Hub was 

counterintuitive and created ‘islands’ of RMD on the wrong side of the Residential Suburban Density 

Transition (SRDT) zone and within the residential suburban (RS) zone. It was acknowledged that the 

reasons why this has occurred were not fully understood during conferencing and both parties 

reserved the ability to investigate further.  

3.1.4  Additional RMD Zoning 

Both parties agreed to the proposal to increase the RMD zone and the principle to intensify 

development around centres and provide additional housing to meet demand. 

3.1.5 HNZC location  

Both parties agreed that HNZC housing is appropriately located within the aRMD zone as the needs 

of HNZC tenants parallel the criteria for the RMD locations, including walkable distance from 

transport, KAC’s, parks or open space and schools. 

3.1.6 Boundaries of RMD 

EJ raised the concern about having different zones on opposite sides of a street. He suggested that 

the principle to transition zones mid-block between private lots was more appropriate. However, 

after discussion between the participants it was agreed that there are sensitivities to either 

approach and that the boundaries should be considered on a case-by-case basis, taking into 

consideration amenity effects, such as overlooking and shading and residential character. 

3.1.7 RMD Rules Package  

The participants discussed the appropriateness of the rules package for the additional areas. EJ 

identified that a fine grain assessment was being undertaken by the Council to ascertain the 

appropriateness of the rules package in each area proposed by the IHP. Therefore, EJ reserved the 

right to agree on the appropriateness of the rules package at this time. 

3.1.8 Height Overlay 

Some uncertainty between the participants to the reason for the proposed 8m height overlay was 

discussed. Both parties reserved the right to further investigation. 

3.1.9 Safety (CPTED) 

Both parties agreed that the activity status assessment matters within the RMD zone for multi-unit 

development met requirements to assess concerns for safety and Crime Prevention through 

Environmental Design (CPTED) principles. 

3.1.10 Character Considerations 

Both parties agreed that in terms of the appropriateness of areas to accommodate change and 

specifically change in character the attributes within private properties (which are the subject of the 

aRMD zone) should be considered with greater regard to the public realm, such as streets, which are 

under the control of Council.  

3.1.11 Street Trees  
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It was discussed that mature street trees can be defining qualities of an area. As long as they are 

retained, they may aid in the ability for an area to absorb change through screening and providing  

structure to the streetscape better than if they were absent. Additionally, the aRMD zones proposed 

specifically in Hornby and Linwood provide the potential opportunity through redevelopment for the 

street amenity to be enhanced through tree planting etc. 

 

We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the 

conferencing session held on 16 May 2016 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for 

Expert Witnesses.  

 

Signed: 

 

Name Signature 

Jane Rennie 
 

 
Edward Jolly 
 

 
 

 

 

 

RMD - CCC evidence

Ed Jolly
pg 12 of 12


