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LEGAL SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF WATERLOO PARK LIMITED 

INTRODUCTION 

1 These legal submissions are provided on behalf of Waterloo Park 
Limited (Waterloo). 

2 Waterloo is a submitter (#920) and further submitter (#1277) on 
the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (proposed 
District Plan). 

3 Waterloo Business Park (Waterloo Park) is a significant new business 
park in Islington (on the site of the old Islington Freezing works). 
Waterloo Park has been many years in the planning.   

4 The development was enabled following a lengthy plan change 
process (Plan Change 19) rezoning the land to a new Business 8 
(Islington Park) zone.  The decision was appealed to the 
Environment Court by neighbouring residents, with the appeal 
resolved following mediation in 2012.  PC19 finally became 
operative in October 2012.  In the context of the District Plan 
Review, PC19 is therefore a recent and post-earthquake plan 
change. 

5 Waterloo Park and the associated zone package was explicitly 
developed as a means for regenerating and remediating the ex-
Islington freezing works site, which had been in heavy industrial use 
for around 100 years.  The zone description in the operative City 
Plan is explicit that the benefits of brownfield regeneration are a key 
outcome anticipated for this zone, and as such differentiate the zone 
from greenfield industrial areas or from incremental change in long-
established industrial zones.  

6 Development of Waterloo Park is now well underway.  Significant 
earthworks and the installation of roads and services has already 
been undertaken.  Numerous lots have been sold and a number of 
new buildings are in the process of design and construction.   

7 Waterloo Park is therefore a current brownfields redevelopment 
opportunity which is under development which should be 
appropriately recognised and provided for in the proposed District 
Plan.  This is important when considering the matters in dispute 
relating to Mr Stevenson’s suggestion for the introduction of retail 
and office caps which do not exist at present. 

8 In general terms the version of the Replacement Plan recommended 
by Mr Stevenson supports brownfields redevelopment of Waterloo 
Park but it also introduces more regulation than that provided for 
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under the operative plan, PC19.  It is that additional regulation that 
is in dispute. 

9 The matters in dispute between CCC and Waterloo Park are limited 
to: 

9.1 whether there should be a cap on “ancillary offices”; 

9.2 what the cap should be for standalone retail; 

9.3 whether any provision should be made for standalone offices. 

History of the Site  
10 When the Islington property became available, the owners saw an 

opportunity to be part of a significant redevelopment of what had 
been an industrial site for well over 100 years.  

11 The Waterloo Business Park and associated zone package was 
explicitly developed as an effective method for regenerating and 
remediating the ex-Islington freezing works site. Further, the zone 
description in the operative City Plan is explicit that the benefits of 
brownfield regeneration are a key outcome anticipated for this zone, 
and as such differentiates this zone from industrial areas in general.  

12 The recent Canterbury Earthquakes have also highlighted the 
Islington area as being exceptionally well suited to a business-park 
development.  

13 This part of the city has, with its particular geology and soil 
structure, proven to be free from liquefaction issues, and other 
major quake related problems. Quake damage reported was 
reasonably light, and related only to older, basic brick construction 
buildings. This soil structure, together with the quantity of land 
available, is proving to be ideal for predominantly new lower level 
buildings to be constructed to meet expected demand.  

Waterloo Business Park Development  
14 Waterloo Business Park site is a 114-hectare landholding located 

just 10km from the Christchurch Airport in the western corridor of 
Christchurch. The Business Park will be developed over a number of 
stages over several years, as shown in Figure 1 below. The focus of 
Stage One is on establishing key (larger) industries in the Business 
Park.  

15 The project is a joint venture between the Auckland-based 
Southpark Corporation Ltd, and Southland-based Stewart Transport 
Ltd.  
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Figure 1:  Waterloo Business Park development Master Plan 

16 Key features of the Business Park Master Plan include: 

16.1 it is a master-planned environment that has efficiency, 
sustainability and community at its core; 

16.2 a multitude of options that cater to those looking to design 
and build, purchase, and those who prefer to lease; 

16.3 5 ha of recreation space; 

16.4 positioned and designed for access to roads, rail, and air;  

16.5 $400 million in construction over 5-7 years; 

16.6 $30 million in state-of-the-art infrastructure, including Hyper 
Fast Broadband,  reticulated gas, power and water; and  

16.7 retail and hospitality outlets providing for the health and well-
being of staff. 
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17 The Master Plan anticipates development through four stages.  
Throughout the stages, lots have been sized to suit purchaser’s 
individual needs, including: 

17.1 fundamental to this development is the high-amenity central 
hub; 

17.2 smaller lots will generally be located within and around this 
central hub, with the focus on higher amenity users in this 
area, such as showrooms and associated offices and high-
tech research based users; and  

17.3 the rows of lots between the realigned Waterloo Road and the 
railway line will suit industrial users, particularly those who 
require a direct connection with the Main South Railway line. 

18 Waterloo has recently welcomed its first tenant into the Business 
Park.  Santa Rosa Foods have moved onsite into their new $7 
million, state of the art food processing plant.  A number of other 
sites have also been sold. 

INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL PROPOSAL 

19 The Panel must ensure that a set of provisions is included in the 
proposed District Plan which will generally enable and encourage the 
regeneration of the brownfields Waterloo Park site. 

Discussions with other parties 
20 Waterloo has had extensive discussions with various parties in the 

lead-up to this hearing regarding the objectives and policies relating 
to brownfield development in the proposed District Plan.  On 13 May 
a revised set of objectives and policies relating to brownfield 
development were agreed between Waterloo, the CCC, the Crown, 
and Gelita NZ Limited.  This revised set of brownfields objective and 
policies was tabled as Exhibit 3 by Mr Stevenson on Day 3 of this 
hearing.  

Brownfield redevelopment 
21 As outlined in detail by Mr Clease,1 brownfield regeneration is 

provided for in both the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 
(CRPS) and the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP).  Brownfield 
regeneration is to be identified, enabled, encouraged and provided 
for in the proposed District Plan as a key method for facilitating 
recovery and accommodating urban growth.  

                                            
1  Evidence in Chief Jonathan Clease on behalf of Waterloo Park Limited, 
paragraphs [19] to [28].  
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22 As explained in Mr Clease’ evidence, the proposed rewording and 
inclusion in the Industrial chapter of: 

22.1 16.1.2 Objective 2; and  

22.2 16.1.2.1 Policies 6 and 7 (previously 16.1.1.7), 

makes some of Waterloo’s original submission redundant (or only 
relevant to the extent that the Hearing Panel does not accept 
proposed Objective 2 and Policies 6 and 7).   

23 Mr Stevenson recommends accepting specific recognition of the 
Waterloo Park site as a brownfields site and also acknowledges that 
Waterloo Business Park is considered to be a local centre.2  Waterloo 
strongly supports the inclusion of the brownfield overlay which will 
clearly identify its site as a brownfield site that is appropriate for 
redevelopment in the proposed District Plan and the inclusion of the 
specific brownfield provisions in objective 2 and policies 6 and 7.  

MATTERS IN DISPUTE 

24 Waterloo Park acknowledges that it is desirable to provide clarity to 
plan users by stating a specified limit on the floorspace allowed for 
stand-alone and ancillary office and retail activities in industrial 
zones.   

25 However, Waterloo submits, as discussed by Mr Tansley, that in 
the Waterloo Park context, a specific set of rules should apply to the 
Industrial General (Waterloo Park) Zone.3   The floorspace 
requirements contained in the Industrial General zone for ancillary 
offices, standalone offices and retail activities should not apply to 
the specific Waterloo site given its history, its current PC19 
provisions which Mr Stevenson’s version would seek to constrain, 
and the fact it is a brownfield site already under development.  

Ancillary offices 
26 Waterloo is opposed to the floorspace cap proposed for ancillary 

office activity.  As explained by Mr Clease and Mr Tansley, offices 
provide an essential supporting function to industrial activities and 
there is no need for the ancillary office rule to contain caps on the 
size of offices permitted.  A cap is neither necessary nor efficient 
and has the potential to force industrial businesses to separate their 
various staff functions and maintain geographically disparate sites.  
If the real issue is in relation to defining what is an “ancillary” 
activity then more careful thought should be given to rewording the 

                                            
2  Evidence in Chief of Mark Stevenson for Christchurch City Council, paragraph 
[7.19]; Transcript, 15 May 2015, page 305, lines 35 – 45.  
3  Evidence in Chief of Mark Tansley for Waterloo Park Limited, paragraph [36].  
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definition to properly define what is an ancillary activity than 
introducing artificial caps as a proxy for a definition. 

27 Should the Panel reject this submission and be minded to impose a 
cap on ancillary office activities, Mr Tansley and Mr Clease both 
propose alternative options that are preferable to the rule currently 
proposed by the CCC.4   

28 Waterloo submits that the ancillary office floorspace cap should be 
deleted or, in the alternative, the relief proposed by Mr Tansley or 
Mr Clease should be adopted.  

Standalone retail 
29 In cross-examination Mr Stevenson accepted that some provision 

for standalone retail should be allowed in the Waterloo Park zone to 
provide for the needs of workers.  The question is what that limit 
should be in light of the fact the Operative Plan does not contain a 
limit.  It is particularly noteworthy that in the context of a site under 
development where no restrictions were imposed in PC19 Mr Heath 
did not provide any expert evidence on this topic and we can only 
guess what his expert opinion might be in the context of this 
pre-existing zone and the recent PC19.  Mr Stevenson stated that 
the failure to have Mr Heath comment on the proposed cap was an 
“oversight”.  Be that as it may the only expert to give evidence on 
the topic was Mr Tansley. 

30 Waterloo submits that the appropriate footprint for retail and 
commercial service activities within the Waterloo Park site is 
3,000m2 gross floor area, with a floorspace limit of 400m2 on any 
individual retail activity.  It has produced evidence from Mr Tansley 
to support its position.   

31 Be that as it may the Panel has no evidence to controvert the expert 
opinion of Mr Tansley that the cap suggested is not appropriate.  
Mr Stevenson is not qualified to comment on this aspect. 

Standalone office 
32 Similarly, office activities should be permitted up to 6,000m2 gross 

floor area within the Waterloo Park site, limited to 3,000m2 at 
ground floor level.5  Mr Heath did not comment on this matter 
either.  This is presumably also an “oversight”. 

33 For the avoidance of doubt there appeared to be some 
misunderstanding during questioning as to whether 6,000 m2 was 

                                            
4  Evidence in Chief of Mark Tansley for Waterloo Park Limited, paragraph [44] – 
[52]; Evidence in Chief Jonathan Clease on behalf of Waterloo Park Limited, 
paragraphs [69] to [76]. 
5  Evidence in Chief of Mark Tansley for Waterloo Park Limited, paragraph [36]. 
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one office or a cumulative total.  Questions were put to Mr Tansley 
comparing at 500m2 threshold suggested elsewhere with 
Mr Tansley’s 6000m2.  However, the 6000m2 is a total across the 
whole site and in that context is modest given the current lack of 
any cap.  It is comparing apples and oranges to compare a 500m2 
threshold for an individual office with a 6000m2 cap across the 
whole site.6  In questioning Mr Tansley confirmed a 500m2 cap 
would be appropriate for a single office.7 

Other specific matters 
34 Waterloo supports permitted activity rule 16.2.2.1 P20 which 

provides for residential activity in the Industrial General (Waterloo 
Park) Zone outside the 50dBA Ldn contour.   

35 Waterloo also supports the permitted activity rule for pre-schools 
located more than 100 metres from the boundary of an Industrial 
Heavy zone in the Industrial General zone.  

36 Waterloo seeks permitted activity status for commercial services 
activities.  Mr Clease elaborates further on this point in his 
evidence.  

37 Waterloo notes that the most recent version of the Industrial 
proposal contains the further amendment to rule 16.2.4.1.3 NC1 
regarding trade waste requested by Mr Clease in his evidence.8  
Waterloo supports this amendment.  

KiwiRail 
38 For completeness, Waterloo notes that since preparing its evidence, 

it has had further discussions with KiwiRail Holdings Limited 
(KiwiRail) regarding its requested rail corridor rule.  As outlined in 
the joint memorandum of counsel dated 2 May 2015, KiwiRail and 
Waterloo agree in principle that the reference to rail corridor is 
intended to apply only to KiwiRail designated land or New Zealand 
Railways Corporation land and will not affect land owned by 
Waterloo.  The definition needs to be amended to make this clear.  
Provided this occurs Waterloo withdraws its opposition to KiwiRail’s 
proposed corridor provisions.  

Gelita NZ Limited 
39 On the face of their submissions and sought relief, Gelita NZ Limited 

(Gelita) and Waterloo Park Limited appear to be in conflict.  
However, the relief sought by Gelita is general in nature, whereas 
Waterloo Park Limited’s relief relates directly to its Islington site and 

                                            
6  Transcript page 1124, lines 10-30 and page 1126, lines 10-20. 
7  Transcript page 1126, lines 20-25. 
8  Evidence in Chief Jonathan Clease on behalf of Waterloo Park Limited, 
paragraphs [94].  
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the specific zone.  Waterloo Park Limited is not opposed to the relief 
sought by Gelita and understands that Gelita does not oppose the 
site-specific relief Waterloo is seeking for its Islington development.   

CONCLUSION 

40 Waterloo therefore requests the Hearing Panel accepts the relief 
sought in Waterloo’s submission and further submission, including 
as amended through evidence.  

Dated:  14 July 2015 

 

_______________________________ 
JM Appleyard / BG Williams 
Counsel for Waterloo Park Limited 


