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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF MARK GAUNTLETT TANSLEY 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Mark Gauntlett Tansley.  

2 I am a Statistical and Retailing Consultant, and the sole proprietor 

and director of Marketplace New Zealand Limited, a consultancy 

providing advice, information and evidence on growth and 

demographics, retail and commercial planning and related resource 

management matters.    

3 I have forty-eight years of professional experience, throughout New 

Zealand, and have been called as an expert witness for forty-three 

of those. 

Canterbury Experience 

4 I have undertaken work in Christchurch and Canterbury for most of 

my professional career.   In 1997, I was engaged to advise the 

owner of the Northwood/Belfast Supa Centa, in their objective of 

bringing it up to capacity.    

5 In 2001, I was approached by Christchurch City Council (CCC) to 

provide advice in relation to commercial provisions in its earlier 

notified review of the City Plan.   That culminated in the notification 

of Variation 86. 

6 Between 2006 and 2011 I worked on an extended Belfast project, 

which became Plan Change 22, and was actively involved as a peer 

reviewer of other proposals for CCC. 

7 In June 2014, I was approached by Christchurch International 

Airport (CIAL) to ascertain whether I could provide evidence in 

support of CIAL’s position on proposed Change 84 ("PC84").   I 

subsequently did so and continue to be engaged by CIAL. 

Other Relevant Experience 

8 I have been engaged by Palmerston North City Council (PNCC) since 

2002, initially to prepare a retail strategy and then to assist in its 

implementation.   I have peer reviewed economic assessments 

accompanying commercial development proposals, while more 

recently I have advised PNCC concerning reviews of the City's 

Industrial Zone, Institutional Zone and Airport Zone provisions.   

These studies have all had a focus on the extent to which retail, 

commercial service and office activity should be provided for in such 

areas. 

9 I have advised Auckland Council (pre- and post-amalgamation) and 

undertaken commercial peer review work for it.   Increasingly, the 



  3 

 

 

100126900/655428.10 

matters at issue revolve around proposed mixed-use development, 

the tensions raised with objectives and policies of the Plan and the 

possible implications of the proposed Unitary Plan. 

10 I acknowledge I have read and I comply with the Environment 

Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014 in presenting this statement. 

Other than where I state that I am relying upon the evidence of 

another person, the evidence in this statement is within my area of 

expertise.   I have not omitted to consider material facts known to 

me that might alter or detract from the opinions which I express 

below. 

THE WATERLOO PARK SUBMISSION 

11 As is further explained in Mr Jonathan Clease’ evidence, following 

the proposed rewording of what are now: 

11.1 16.1.2 Objective 2; and 

11.2 16.1.2.1 Policy 6 (previously 16.1.1.7), 

much of  Waterloo Park Limited’s (Waterloo Park) original 

submission is redundant – or will only be relevant to the extent that 

the proposed Objective 2 and Policy 6 (with the further amendments 

sought) are not accepted by the Hearing Panel.  

12 Accordingly, the initial focus of my evidence is on the 

appropriateness of Objective 2 and Policy 6 – and the recognition of  

the Waterloo Park site (being the former Islington Freezing works) 

as a "brownfields redevelopment" opportunity in order to 

appropriately reflect Regional Policy Statement (RPS) Policy 6.3.8 

and the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) "mixed-use" definition.   I 

note from his evidence (paragraph 7.19) that Mr Stevenson 

recommends accepting specific recognition of the Waterloo Park site 

as a brownfields site. 

13 In terms of informing potential alternative and further relief, my 

evidence also more briefly addresses inter alia the following parts of 

the Industrial chapter: 

13.1 Policy 16.1.1.7 (now Policy 6) concerning brownfields 

redevelopment  

13.2 Policy 16.1.1.4; and 

13.3 the rules and definitions that would, as notified, potentially 

constrain the provision and operation of retailing and 

commercial services within the subject Zone. 
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SUMMARY OF MY EVIDENCE 

14 In my evidence, I find that: 

14.1 The Officer's Report recommends acceptance of the Waterloo 

Park submission on Policy 6 (previously 16.1.1.7) and I 

support his view.    

14.2 While the specific policy context for Waterloo Park is no 

longer focused on Policy 16.1.1.4, the Company's submission 

on that Policy is meritorious and I support it. 

14.3 I consider that beyond food and beverage outlets, trade 

suppliers and yard-based outlets, in a Brownfields 

redevelopment context, provision can and should be made, 

so as to confer permitted activity status on other commercial 

activities, namely retail, commercial services and offices, 

albeit within zone-wide thresholds.   The latter would 

encourage an intensive hub for Waterloo Park, but at a size 

(and including an individual retail threshold) that would 

conform with the Policy context; and 

14.4 I also consider that subject to individual activity thresholds, 

permitted use status would appropriately be conferred on 

ancillary retail and ancillary office activities. 

16.1.2.1 POLICY 6 (PREVIOUSLY POLICY 16.1.1.7) 

15 As set out in Mr Clease’s evidence, Mr Stevenson has 

recommended the inclusion of a statement under the Brownfield 

objective that clarifies that for Brownfield proposals, it is only the 

brownfield objective and policy that are of relevance for brownfield 

proposals1.  

16 In the context of Mr Stevenson's recommendation concerning its 

zoning, Waterloo Park seeks to amend the Policy by including 

provision to support the commercial redevelopment of Brownfield 

sites, and altering the proposed related definition of "mixed-use" as 

follows: 

Mixed Use – means a development which combines, in a building or 

buildings, a range of activities, including retail, commercial, 

medium-density residential activity, commercial activities, and/ 

or community facilities.  located at ground level and fronting the 

street or public access ways. 

                                            
1 CERA sought the addition of this statement to the notified brownfield policy. 
Waterloo lodged a further submission in support of the statement, however sought 
that the statement be incorporated into the objective rather than the policy 
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17 The absence of the word "commercial" in relation to the 

development of brownfield sites appears to indicate a lesser Policy 

inclination to accommodate commercial activities than is foreseen in 

Policy 16.1.1.4 in relation to other Industrial General Zones.   I 

know of no generic "distributional effect" reasons that would justify 

such an inconsistency.   I support the amendment sought by 

Waterloo Park and note that Mr Stevenson has recommended that 

the amended wording be accepted.  

18 The proposed amended wording of the "mixed-use" definition 

mirrors that provided in the LURP, apart from the addition of 

"community facilities" as part of the notified wording.   The LURP 

promotes residential-based mixed-use in addition to purely 

residential development in brownfield sites.   That may be an 

appropriate policy thrust on some brownfield sites, but where – as 

in Waterloo Park's case – the development is intended to be 

overwhelmingly industrial in character, a broader mixed-use 

definition is more likely to give rise to more than a purely local 

commercial hub to serve businesses and their labour force.   I see 

no other purpose within the Policy target of mixed-use development 

in an industrial complex. 

19 I recognise that the amendments sought would have a City-wide 

application. 

ALTERNATIVE AND FURTHER RELIEF 

16.1.1.4 - Policy 4 Activities in the industrial zones  

20 Waterloo Park seeks amendments (again now effectively as an 

alternative given its position on Brownfields) to Policy 4(a)(v) and 

(c), the former by inserting the word "retailing", and the latter by 

changing the threshold for avoiding the use of industrial zones for 

non-industrial activities from "could adversely affect" the strategic 

role of other centres to "are likely to have a significant adverse 

effect" on the strategic role of other centres.  

21 In my opinion, particular care needs to be taken with regard to what 

could otherwise be a blanket policy of excluding retailing from the 

Industrial Zones of the City.  Instead, I consider the required 

approach is one that appropriately recognises the needs of local 

workers and businesses to have convenient access to such retail 

activities as local demand will support. 

22 I also support the amendment sought to Policy 4(c).  In my opinion, 

the notified words lack appropriate direction, as "could" places no 

explicit onus on the Christchurch City Council (CCC) to have regard 

to evidence on the likelihood, whilst unqualified "effects" implies 

that no regard need be had to evidence on magnitude and duration. 
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23 I appreciate, having regard to the notified Rules, that the Policy 

wording as it stands is intended to establish a very restrictive 

approach to non-industrial activities.   However, in doing so, careful 

regard still needs to be had to enabling the non-industrial activities 

that will be appropriate in such areas.   In this regard, non-CBD 

centres in Christchurch, especially Key Activity Centres (KACs) in 

areas which did not suffer significant catchment losses have 

benefitted from the enforced re-distribution of retail/commercial 

spending.  On top of this, spending growth in City outlets since 2011 

has far outstripped pre-earthquake trends and expectations.    

24 The current and foreseeable market circumstances do not support 

what I see as an unduly conservative Policy, especially when the 

dominant context is that of Policy 6 (previously 16.1.1.7).   I 

consider the proposed re-wording to be balanced and appropriate. 

Specific Waterloo Park rule context and Rules 

25 Before turning to the Waterloo Park’s specific submissions on the 

rules, I wish to make some general comments on the wider 

approach proposed. 

26 Waterloo Park has a very limited residential interface in its 

property's north-eastern segment with which it has chosen to not 

engage.   This has essentially resulted in a planned triangular 

industrial precinct, with a potential pedestrian connection to the 

adjacent residential area, one boundary interface with the Rural 5 

Zone and otherwise bounded by a small industrial area, Waterloo Rd 

and Pound Rd. 

27 Waterloo Rd lies adjacent to the railway reserve and may become 

redundant once a parallel internal road is developed, as part of 

Waterloo Park's subdivision.   State Highway 1 lies south of the 

railway line.   Land on the western side of Pound Rd is zoned for a 

mix of rural, golf course, and quarry activities.   Together with a 

proposed landscaping strip along the Waterloo Park's Pound Rd 

frontage, these features effectively segregate Waterloo from other 

activities (and deny the Zone from having a  high-profile commercial 

frontage a long a major transport route (being Pound Rd)). 

28 I now discuss the provisions relating to outline development plans 

and some of the other rules submitted on by Waterloo Park. 

Outline Development Plan 

29 The proposed Rule 8.2.3.2 and 3.3 requirement for development of 

sites like Waterloo Park to be in accordance with an ODP ensures 

that consideration of a broad framework must precede subdivision 

and development.    
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30 The first Waterloo Park ODP has already been amended to reflect 

consented development and recent stormwater and infrastructure 

considerations.   However, this recently consented ODP amendment 

provides no information on the extent, if any, to which a land-use 

distinction may be proposed to cater cohesively for the non-

industrial activities referred to in Policies 16.1.1.4 – Policy 4 and 

16.1.2.1 – Policy 6 (previously 16.1.1.7).   This may very sensibly 

reflect the likelihood that apart from ancillary retail and office 

activities, the envisaged commercial and social opportunities will 

not, for the most part, be feasible until the later stages of Waterloo 

Park's subdivision and development. 

31 Nonetheless, I am of the opinion that the commercial potential 

within Waterloo Park will be maximised, within the constraints 

discussed in paragraphs 25-27, if there is a deliberate strategy to 

group the relevant activities.   Such a strategy would be 

synonymous with the Policy 16.1.2.1 – Policy 6 (previously 

16.1.1.7) intention of supporting mixed-use development in 

brownfields redevelopments. 

Activity thresholds 

32 In Waterloo Park's circumstances, I support individual activity 

thresholds for retailing and ancillary activities, but with the 

reservation that it would be generally appropriate to provide overall 

activity caps for the entire precinct (for other than ancillary 

activities) to encourage the establishment of a central hub.  For that 

reason, I now separate my brief comments on the submission 

concerning non-ancillary activities from the submission's other 

commercial aspects.    

33 In this regard, I consider that it would be appropriate to incorporate 

Zone-wide constraints on non-ancillary retail, commercial service 

and non-ancillary office activities, in a manner consistent with 

16.1.2.1 – Policy 6 (previously 16.1.1.7).    

34 My view is that provided such development cannot accommodate 

destination retail outlets (namely retail outlets large enough to act 

as wider geographical drawcards) there is no prospect that they 

could anchor a centre capable of any material – let alone significant 

– adverse effects on other commercial centres.   I also recognise 

that in such an environment, retail and commercial service activities 

would need to be located (together with food and beverage outlets) 

at ground floor level, while apartments and at least some offices 

could be developed on upper levels. 

35 I therefore consider that primary areal constraints would most 

appropriately focus on the permitted extent of commercial 

development at ground floor level (i.e. the footprint) with offices 

and apartments permitted above that.   This approach is essentially 
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related to what might be expected to emerge as an integrated 

commercial hub (cf paragraph 31) but should there be demand for 

some free-standing commercial activities (over and above food and 

beverage outlets which are permitted without threshold limits) that 

could be met, but at a cost to the extent of any "centralised" 

commercial footprint. 

36 I consider that an appropriate footprint, for retail and commercial 

service activities within Waterloo Park, would be 3,000m² gfa, with a 

floorspace limit of 400m² gfa on any individual retail activity.   I 

would support a rule to that effect.   I consider that some office 

development would occur above such a footprint, and that to a 

limited extent, offices and health care facilities could be expected to 

gravitate to such an area.   I would support additional gfa for such 

uses of 6,000m², but limited to 3,000m² at ground floor level, to 

encourage (and to some extent, ensure) that potential development 

in a commercial core would be multi-level and therefore efficient in 

terms of land-use. 

37 I do not consider it necessary to include any other commercial 

constraints, for these reasons: 

37.1 The operative Plan does not limit offices in the Business 8 

(Islington Park) Zone, but I am advised that of 50ha sold to 

date, none have been for the purpose of developing stand-

alone offices.   While this experience would in part reflect the 

undeveloped status of the Park, it is consistent with the 

limited extent to which non-ancillary office space could be 

expected, in this mainly industrial enclave.   I anticipate that 

the market for such offices will be limited to professional and 

commercial / consultancy activities servicing either or both 

the wider Waterloo Park business community and its 

workforce, or primary industry clients in the surrounding rural 

areas.   The absence of a commercial profile discussed in 

paragraphs 26 and 27 and the existence of such in Hornby 

and town centres of Leeston, Lincoln, Rolleston and others 

will attract most corporate and professional firms seeking to 

establish or expand office activities in and near south-western 

Christchurch; and 

37.2 If there is future demand for multi-level development, such 

an approach would help to intensify the form of development 

in a commercial hub.   I acknowledge that the current 

economics of development favour two level buildings rather 

than three or more, but the future market – especially for 

residential apartments – may well accept and absorb more 

vertical building forms. 
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38 I consider that the approach outlined above is consistent with the 

promotion of mixed-use environments in brownfields development 

areas, without posing any threat to the CBD, KACs and other 

centres. 

Rule 16.2.4.1.1: Ancillary Retail Activities 

39 Waterloo Park also seeks the removal of floorspace caps identified in 

proposed Activity Specific Standards for ancillary retailing and office 

activities.   As I intimated in paragraph 32, ancillary retailing is not, 

in my opinion, appropriately restricted other than by individual 

thresholds.   I do not think that less specific rule provisions can 

guarantee outcomes consistent with sub-Policy 16.1.1.4(c) 

especially if activities seeking ancillary retail space were to cluster, 

more so if such a cluster were a de facto extension of whatever 

commercial hub may emerge. 

40 All retail businesses need an office function, albeit this can be off-

premises for some or the most part.   Office space for shops tends 

to relate – within particular retail categories – to the turnover of the 

retail operation, rather than the size of the premises.   To the extent 

that office space is also more loosely taken as including space for 

cleaning equipment and for staff facilities – lockers, toilets and rest 

areas – as well as eating / tea-making and bench space, it is also 

linked to the payroll count at peak times.   Whereas some back-of-

house office functions can be off-premises (e.g. non-day-to-day 

accounting functions, the compulsorily kept seven or more years of 

records of all transactions for IRD purposes, reserve supplies of 

packaging, stationery and office perquisites and seasonal 

decorations) most or all of such space is usually on-premises, other 

than for very small retail operations. 

41 In addition to retail "office" functions discussed above, all retailers 

need back-up space in which to receive, record and unpack inwards 

goods, prepare them and/or store them for subsequent display, 

repack for despatch when not being physically carried out by 

customers and for holding the likes of lay-bys and faulty / 

unsatisfactory merchandise for return to suppliers.   Bulky and 

perishable goods require substantial back-up areas for such aspects 

of the business, as well as dealing with rubbish. 

42 In the case of retailing ancillary to a predominant use, it is therefore 

unavoidable that the so-called retail activity will comprise a retail 

showroom, which is unequivocally retail, plus the back-of-house 

functions discussed above, which will physically merge with the 

main industrial activity (assuming there is one).   A manufacturer or 

wholesaler of goods wishing to open an ancillary "factory" outlet is 

not going to provide separate identifiable office and staff areas for 

the retail operation, whilst much of the shop's other back-of-house 



  10 

 

 

100126900/655428.10 

activity will likewise be merged with the predominant activity within 

the premises. 

43 The purpose of an "ancillary" retail rule is to formalise the ability of 

any industrial activity to sell the products it creates, assembles or 

otherwise enhances "ex-factory".   It is arguably not a rule to enable 

traders solely concerned with distributing goods at wholesale to set 

up retail premises, but this is not a practical option for trucking, 

courier and similar firms not undertaking a true wholesale function.   

It is – in any event – impossible to stop large wholesalers from 

selling to staff, families and by any other limited form of customer 

"qualification", so it is not practical to try to prevent such ancillary 

activities.   However, in the absence of the creation of recognisable 

retail premises, such propensities pale into insignificance compared 

with other legitimate ways to bypass bricks and mortar shops, 

notably through direct selling based on the internet and television 

marketing. 

44 Where specific provisions for ancillary retail activities is 

contemplated, as in this case, I consider that due recognition needs 

to be had to the matters discussed above.   The notified maximum 

ancillary retail threshold of 250m² represents, when back-of-house 

functions are added to the trading area, a stand-alone retail gfa of 

300-350m², depending on the nature of the merchandise on offer.   

This is below my recommended 400m² gfa cap for non-ancillary 

retail activities (cf paragraph 36) so I consider it appropriate.   

However, if it is within scope, I consider that the 250m² cap should 

be described as "space for the display and sale of goods to the 

general public".   This could not compromise the Proposed Plan's gfa 

definition.   I accept the notified lower threshold of 25% of total 

activity gfa, on the basis that it would only be needed for activities 

occupying less than 1,000m² gfa and would ensure that – even 

adding in back-of-house functions – retailing would be ancillary, by 

any definition, within a bona fide predominantly industrial activity.   

I therefore only in part support the Waterloo Park submission in that 

particular respect. 

45 For completeness, I would note that trade suppliers and yard-based 

activities will continue to be provided for in Industrial Zones and my 

above discussion recognises and is consistent with such provisions. 

Rule 16.2.4.1.1: Ancillary Office Activities 

44 Rules constraining what are defined as "ancillary office" activities in 

the Proposed Plan have the greatest potential to create unnecessary 

development barriers and related delays and costs in the Waterloo 

Park precinct.   This is because the Rules discussed in paragraphs 

29-44 relate to activities that will represent only a small proportion 

of the overall development.   The "ancillary office" Rules will, for 
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practical purposes, apply to every other development in the Business 

Park. 

45 Further to my comments in paragraphs 37 and 38, it is equally true 

that an inherent office component is integral to industrial businesses.   

The proposed definition, describing office activity as "incidental to 

permitted or consented activity", is not in my view appropriately 

worded.   However, unless scope exists through other submissions, 

use of the words "incidental to" is accepted for the purpose of my 

evidence. 

46 Because office activities can reflect high levels of employment (these 

days generally seen as around 1 full-time employee for each 15m² of 

office space), a permitted provision for up to 30% of gfa to be 

devoted to offices would, for many industrial activities, allow more 

office than industrial workers.   Whilst that might well be appropriate 

for industrial activities incorporating national or regional 

headquarters, it is in my opinion more generous than is needed by 

most businesses, to integrate their primary and ancillary functions. 

47 There is however, a generic exception to the above comment.   

Some industrial activities, especially in the construction, transport 

and logistics fields, operate from yard-based depots (with very small 

building coverage) and conduct most of their business beyond the 

"premises".   Nonetheless, they need to cater for their mobile as well 

as fixed staff, possibly with more space per capita (to allow for 

showering and clothing changes, for example) even though their 

fleets (i.e. their stock-in-trade) park externally, reducing the need 

for enclosed premises.   Waterloo Park is very favourably located to 

accommodate such businesses, for which a 30% of gfa office cap 

may be less than workable, especially where the rule limits ancillary 

offices to 30% or 500m2, whichever is the lesser. This means that for 

yard-based depots where the only building on the site is the ancillary 

office, a consent will be needed in all circumstances.  

48 The contrasting situations referred to in the two previous paragraphs 

show that it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to propose a 

single Rule for a permitted ancillary cap that is reasonably equitable 

for all, without creating anomalies that could have been avoided. 

49 Waterloo Park's submission seeks to delete the proposed threshold 

Rule whereby offices within the Zone's primary business activities 

cannot – as permitted activities – occupy more than the lesser of 

500m², or 30% of the activity's gfa.   The fixed cap would apply 

above a gfa of 1,666m² and would lower the permitted office 

proportion to 25% of a 2,000m² gfa, or 20% of a 2,500m² gfa 

operation. 
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50 As I appreciate the situation, the purpose of the threshold Rule is 

two-fold; to not unduly use the Zone for non-industrial occupations, 

and to not unduly disperse office floorspace which has greater 

potential to contribute to the urban form and vitality of centres, 

particularly the CBD and KACs.   To me, that implies that permitted 

status should be available to activities in which the office functions 

relate directly to the business' primary industrial function(s).   I do 

not think the notified Rule does that, because the fixed cap would or 

could be unduly harsh for large operations (think Foodstuffs Papanui 

for example) and also for the kinds of activity discussed in paragraph 

47. 

51 In my opinion, the Rule would more appropriately have two 

components: 

 1) Amend Ancillary office threshold in Rule 16.2.4.1.1, by deleting 

the fixed threshold and reducing the ratio from 30% to 20%, 

subject to 

 2) where the gfa of all buildings on the relevant site is less than 

40%, the ancillary office component may not exceed 5% of that 

site area. 

 Thus, for example, a 4,000m² site with total gfa of 1,000m² (25% of 

site) could, under both the 20% and 5% rules, have 200m² devoted 

to office functions.   However, for a 400m² building on the same site, 

the 20% office cap would be only 80m², a very low threshold for 

activities requiring a high proportion of yard space and relatively 

small buildings.   However, a permitted "5% of site" cap could not 

lead to undue ancillary office space on a site or in the Zone. 

52 I have not considered the full extent to which such a resolution of 

the submission (or something similar) would be within scope.  If not, 

I support Mr Clease' suggested provision at his paragraph 75.   It 

has the same underlying purpose.  

RULE 16.2.4.1.1:  DEFINITIONS 

53 The Waterloo Park submission on food and beverage outlets within 

Rule 16.2.4.1.1 seeks amendments to proposed definitions as well as 

more site specific amendments.   I have considered these only 

briefly in my evidence.   

54 In particular, the former have wider implications for the proposed 

District Plan, and I would therefore have considered these aspects 

separately.  However, I interpret that the evidence of Mr Stevenson, 

at paragraph 33.23, recommends the complete acceptance of 

Waterloo Park's submission.   I concur with his reasoning and have 

not therefore explained why I do so. 
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55 My only further comment is that in my opinion, adoption of the 

proposed "café" definition was introduced solely in relation to its 

differentiated use in the Industrial Zone.  I consider that the matter 

is now resolved. If the recommendation is adopted, it would render 

the "café" definition superfluous, City-wide.   I would support its 

deletion. 

 MR STEVENSON'S EVIDENCE 

56 I have already referred to matters within the Waterloo Park 

submission that have been favourably addressed in Mr Stevenson's 

statement.   My evidence on other relevant matters is discussed in 

the context of Policy 16.1.2.1 – Policy 6 (previously 16.1.1.7). 

 Retailing 

57 Mr Stevenson refers to the Waterloo Park submission on retailing at 

his paragraph 33.9 and discusses the perceived implications through 

to paragraph 33.16, where the recommendation is to reject it.   

However, the context for these paragraphs, established in the first 

sentence of paragraph 33.9, is Policy 16.1.1.4.   The discussion does 

not identify or differentiate Policy 16.1.1.4 from Policy 16.1.2.1 – 

Policy 6 (previously 16.1.1.7), which is the relevant strategic 

umbrella in light of Mr Stevenson's recommendation that Waterloo 

Park should be recognised as a brownfields redevelopment site. 

58 My evidence on these matters has been prepared in a Policy 16.1.1.7 

context, which may well explain our divergent opinions.   I do not 

consider that acceptance of the Waterloo Park's submission, subject 

to the rules that I propose, would have any adverse effects for the 

City Centre or the role and function of other established centres, 

precedent, cumulative or otherwise. 

 Commercial Services 

59 The Waterloo Park submission on commercial services has been 

given a negative recommendation by Mr Stevenson, but also – as I 

perceive it – without any explicit regard to Policy 16.1.2.1 – Policy 6 

(previously 16.1.1.7).   For reasons outlined in the two preceding 

paragraphs, and in the context of rules which I have proposed in 

respect of such activities, I consider that a negative response by 

Council would be inappropriate and also devoid of any potential 

adverse precedent or distributional effects. 

Dated:  24 April 2015 

 

__________________________ 

Mark Gauntlett Tansley 


