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Christchurch Replacement District Plan Hearing (Commercial)
Edwards Submission on behalf of #1068
256 Barrington Street, Christchurch

BACKGROUND
1.

My full name is Raymond John Edwards, and I act as an authorised agent on behalf of
Papanui Properties Limited (#1089). My position, qualifications and experience have been
set out in other evidence presented to the Panel and, owing to the nature of this evidence, it is
not intended to repeat that information here.

2.

The submitter supported the Commercial Core and Commercial Fringe zoning for the subject
site as identified on Planning Maps 38 and 45. The Commercial Core and Commercial Fringe
zones have now been combined into one Commercial Core zone as part of the amendments
to the Commercial chapter of the Plan.

3.

The submitter is aware of a number of further submissions in opposition to the Commercial
Core and/or Commercial Fringe zoning of the subject site, but considers that the matters
raised in the further submissions have been adequately addressed in the evidence of Mr Mark
Stevenson on behalf of the Council.

PURPOSE OF DOCUMENT
4.

The purpose of this evidence is to acknowledge the Council's position as expressed in the
evidence of Mr Stevenson in paragraph 25.3 and Attachment C of his evidence.

5.

Council's position is further supported in paragraphs 29.1-29.4 of the evidence of Mr. Tim
Heath and paragraphs 6.2 to 6.5 of Mr. Andrew Milne.

6.

The submitter acknowledges and agrees with the position of the Council experts in support of
the Commercial Core zoning. To this effect we attach a letter from Mr. Jamie Gaskell of
Tinline Properties that outlines the development potential of the mall site under the proposed
zoning.

The content of the letter concurs with the position outlined in Mr. Stevenson’s

evidence in relation to this site.
7.

With the Panel’s indulgence, we seek that this statement and the attached letter from Mr.
Gaskell be accepted as evidence and taken as read. If this approach is accepted then the
submitter wishes to notify the Panel that we no longer seek to be heard in support of the
submission.
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