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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF JONATHAN GUY CLEASE 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Jonathan Guy Clease. 

2 I am employed by a planning and resource management consulting firm 

Planz Consultants Limited as a senior planner and urban designer. I 

have seventeen years’ experience working as a planner, with this work 

including policy development, providing s.42a evidence on plan 

changes, the development of plan changes and the preparation of s.32 

assessments, and the preparation and processing of resource consent 

applications. I have worked in both the private and public sectors, in 

both the United Kingdom and New Zealand. I have a B.Sc. in 

geography, a Master of Regional and Resource Planning, a Master of 

Urban Design, and am a full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute.   

3 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

3.1 The notified proposal; 

3.2 Waterloo Park Limited’s (‘Waterloo’) submission; 

3.3 Relevant submissions that Waterloo have lodged further 

submissions on; 

3.4 The evidence prepared and circulated by Council experts, and 

in particular the evidence (and supplementary evidence) of Mr 

Eman and Mr Stevenson; 

3.5 The alternative strategic directions framework provided via 

memorandums dated 19th November by CERA and the 

Property Council. 

4 Although this is a Council hearing, in preparing my evidence I have 

reviewed the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained in part 

5 of the consolidated Environment Court Practice Note (2014).  I 

have complied with it in preparing my evidence.  I confirm that the 

issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of 

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

me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

5 In my evidence I found that: 

5.1 The LURP and CRPS both identify brownfield regeneration as 

a key outcome and method for enabling the recovery of post-



  3

 

032709833/389400.1 

earthquake Christchurch and as an effective and efficient 

means of accommodating urban growth into the future; 

5.2 The notified proposal does not give effect to the LURP and 

CRPS insofar as the proposed planning framework relates to 

brownfield regeneration; 

5.3 That this shortcoming can be rectified through an amendment 

to a proposed objective and the inclusion of a new policy as 

an effective method for implementing the objective; 

5.4 That the notified definitions for ‘brownfield’ and ‘mixed use’ 

are inconsistent with the use of those terms in the LURP and 

CRPS and as such do not enable or provide for brownfield 

regeneration as effectively as they should. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

6 In my evidence I will address: 

6.1 A summary of the planning background and context of 

Waterloo Business Park; 

6.2 Set out the relevant provisions of the higher level planning 

documents including the Land Use Recovery Plan and the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; 

6.3 Consider the notified proposal against these higher order 

documents and the  relevant provisions of the Order in 

Council (‘OiC’), including the Statement of Expectations set 

out in the fourth schedule of the OiC; 

6.4 Propose amendments to the Strategic Directions Chapter of 

the proposal and relevant definitions so that the proposal: 

• Better gives effect to the higher order planning 

documents; 

• Better enables the recovery of post-earthquake 

Christchurch; and 

• Better enables the efficient and effective management of 

urban growth and development insofar as these relate to 

the regeneration of brownfield industrial land.  

PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN  

Waterloo Business Park planning context and background 

7 Waterloo Business Park is a significant new business park that is in 

the first stages of development and that is located in the suburb of 
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Islington on the western edge of Christchurch. Construction of the 

Business Park is now underway, with significant earthworks and the 

installation of roads and services having been undertaken. Several 

new buildings have recently been completed or are in the process of 

design and construction. The site is identified on the map attached 

as ‘Attachment 2’ to this evidence. 

8 The Business Park has been many years in the planning. The 

Business Park was enabled following a lengthy private Plan Change 

process to rezone the 114 hectare area from a mix of Business 4, 

Business 5 and Rural 2 zones to a new Business 8 (Islington Park) 

Zone.   

9 The Waterloo Business Park and 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 some 100 years. Approximately 35 hectares of the 

site had an industrial zoning, with the rural balance having been 

used as an integral part of the processing operation where stock 

were held, treated effluent spread, and industrial by-products and 

associated contamination buried in earlier decades. The Waterloo 

Business Park proposal therefore presented the opportunity to 

rejuvenate a large brownfield area for modern business activities. 

10 The ‘Business 8’ planning framework provided for and anticipated a 

range of ‘dry’ light industrial, commercial, transport, business, and 

warehousing activities.  

11 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 this zone from greenfield 

industrial areas more generally or from incremental change in long-

established industrial zones. 

12 The Business 8 zone description states that: 

“The zone will enable the regeneration of the existing large 

‘brownfield’ industrial complex based on the old freezing works, with 

the possible retention of good quality buildings that are capable of 

adaptive reuse, and the removal of obsolete structures that 

comprise the majority of the existing complex, and their 

replacement with modern buildings and landscaping. The zone will 

also facilitate the remediation and capping of areas contaminated by 

the old freezing works activity.”1 

13 The existing business park is therefore the result of a recent, 

extensive, plan change process and provides a tangible example of 

the successful regeneration of brownfield industrial land to provide 

                                            
1
 Operative City Plan, Volume 3, Chapter 3, Section 1.14 Business 8 Zone description 
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for a wide range of modern business needs within the context of 

post-earthquake Christchurch. 

Strategic Planning Framework 

14 The replacement District Plan is required to give effect to the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘CRPS’) and is to be 

consistent with the Land Use Recovery Plan (‘LURP’).  

15 The strategic framework for managing and providing for the urban 

growth and recovery of greater Christchurch is set out in Chapter 6 

of the CRPS. In general terms, the CRPS seeks to provide for urban 

growth through a combination of greenfield expansion adjacent to 

the existing urban edge, and through more intensive use and 

redevelopment of sites within the existing urban area. This approach 

is most succinctly set out in Objective 6.2.2, however it is 

interwoven throughout Chapter 6 of the CRPS. Priority growth areas 

are identified on ‘Map A’ to Chapter 6, with Waterloo Business Park 

identified as a priority area. 

16 A key component of facilitating the more efficient use of existing 

sites is through the promotion of brownfield regeneration. Objective 

6.2.6 regarding business land development seeks to: 

“Identify and provide for Greater Christchurch’s land requirements 

for the recovery and growth of business activities in a manner that 

supports the settlement pattern brought about by Objective 6.2.22, 

recognising that:… 

(2) Except where identified for brownfield redevelopment, areas 

used for existing industrial activities are to be used primarily for that 

purpose, rather than as a location for new commercial activities.” 

17 The principle policy for implementing the above objectives regarding 

brownfield land is Policy 6.3.8. This policy seeks: 

“To encourage and provide for the recovery and regeneration pf 

existing brownfield areas through new comprehensive residential, 

mixed-use or business developments, provided such activities will 

ensure the safe and efficient functioning of the transport network 

and will not have significant adverse distributional or urban form 

effects on the Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood 

centres, or give rise to significant reverse sensitivity effects”. 

18 The methods to implement the policy state that Territorial 

Authorities will “include in district plans objectives, policies and rules 

(if any) to give effect to policy 6.3.8”. 

                                            
2 In addition to wider urban growth objectives, Obj 6.2.2(2) specifically seeks to 
provide ‘higher density living environments, including mixed use developments….in 
greenfield areas and brownfield sites. 
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19 The LURP likewise recognises the importance of brownfield 

regeneration as a key component in enabling recovery and 

accommodating urban growth in post-earthquake Christchurch. 

Action 24 is the key method for implementing the outcomes sought 

in the ‘providing for business’ Section 4.3 of the LURP. This action 

requires that the City Council, in its next review of the District Plan, 

enables, amongst other matters, ‘ii. Comprehensive developments 

in existing urban business areas, including brownfield sites’.  

20 Provision for brownfield regeneration also comprises one of the 

action points under the ‘rebuilding communities’ section 4.1, where 

the Council is to enable and provide for “comprehensive residential 

and mixed use developments, including on brownfield sites”3.  

21 In conclusion, across the CRPS and the LURP, brownfield 

regeneration is to be identified, enabled, encouraged, and provided 

for through the District Plan as a key method for facilitating 

recovery and accommodating urban growth in an efficient manner. 

Such brownfield regeneration is to be: 

i) Undertaken in a comprehensive manner; 

ii) Can include residential, mixed use, or business activities; 

iii) Is to be undertaken so as to ensure the safe and efficient 

functioning of the transport network; 

iv) Not give rise to significant distributional effects on existing 

centres; 

v) Not give rise to significant reverse sensitivity effects on 

existing businesses.  

 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH 

REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN  

Objective level recognition of Brownfield regeneration 

22 The Strategic Directions chapter, as notified, includes minimal 

explicit reference4 to the important role of brownfield regeneration 

in the recovery and long-term growth of both residential and 

business activities in Christchurch. Given the importance of 

brownfield regeneration as a key method for giving effect to the 

direction set out in the LURP and CRPS, and its identification at an 

objective level in the CRPS, this lack of specific recognition is 

                                            
3 Action 2(iii) LURP 

4 The only reference to the role of brownfield sites is in Policy 3.6.2.3(b)(iii) where 
brownfield sites are identified as one of the opportunities for providing for housing. 
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considered to be a significant shortcoming of the Strategic 

Directions Chapter. 

23 Waterloo’s primary submission sought a single amendment to 

proposed Objective 3.6.2 – Development form and function’ by 

adding an additional sub-clause to provide this explicit recognition at 

an objective level. The proposed amendment is as follows: 

Objective 3.6.2: An integrated pattern of development and well-

functioning urban form that:…. 

xi. achieves the regeneration and efficient use and 

development of brownfield areas. 

24 Mr Stevenson for the City Council has assessed submissions 

regarding brownfield regeneration, however he does not appear to 

have considered the above amendment sought by Waterloo and 

Waterloo’s submission is not among those listed in Appendix B to Mr 

Stevenson’s evidence. Council are therefore silent on the above 

relief. At a strategic level, brownfield regeneration has a significant 

role to play in providing for recovery and growth, along with 

greenfield growth and site-specific infill development. As such, it is 

important that this role is explicitly stated at an objective level in 

the Strategic Directions Chapter, as this chapter ‘sets the scene’ and 

provides the framework for the more detailed objectives, policies, 

and methods that follow in the topic-specific chapters. The proposed 

amendment also enables the City Plan to better give effect to the 

CRPS than the Strategic Directions chapter as notified. 

25 I am aware that the Property Council and CERA have both circulated 

alternative Strategic Direction frameworks5. Both alternative 

frameworks propose rather more succinct provisions than the 

notified proposal. The Property Council version includes explicit 

reference in their proposed Objective 3.6.2 regarding urban form 

and growth. The CERA version is somewhat more abbreviated and 

therefore at an objective level does not provide explicit recognition 

of the role and importance of brownfield regeneration at an 

objective level. To this extent, should the Panel be minded to adopt 

one of these alternative frameworks, that the Property Council 

version is preferred as a more efficient and effective means of giving 

effect to the CRPS and LURP insofar as it relates to brownfield 

regeneration.  

Policy level recognition of Brownfield regeneration as a 

necessary method for achieving objectives 

26 Waterloo did not seek specific policy changes, however they have 

lodged several further submissions on the relief sought by other 

parties to the Strategic Directions Chapter.  

                                            
5 Memorandums filed and circulated by both parties on 19th November 
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27 Gelita NZ (#1014) seeks to limit residential development in 

Industrial brownfield areas via an amendment to Policy 3.6.2.3(iii). 

The notified strategic directions policy and associated residential 

objective identifies that residential development in brownfield areas 

is only acceptable where these areas are ‘suitable’. The CRPS policy 

on residential intensification (Policy 6.3.7(2)) likewise states that 

such residential development is to be focussed on ‘suitable’ 

brownfield land. Residential redevelopment should not be 

anticipated in locations adjacent to existing and ongoing heavy 

industry as these would not be ‘suitable’.  

28 Successful regeneration of brownfield industrial sites will often be 

for a range of commercial activities, however residential will not 

always be appropriate due to reverse sensitivity issues, the 

industrial character and amenity of the wider area, or ground 

contamination issues. A blanket exclusion on the ability to 

regenerate brownfield industrial land for housing regardless of the 

context is nonetheless opposed as not being an effective means of 

providing for recovery or the efficient use of land. To this end I am 

in agreement with Mr Stevenson who likewise is opposed to the 

relief sought by Gelita.  I would consider that rather than deal with 

Gelita’s concerns at the ‘Strategic Directions’ and ‘definitions’, their 

concern may better be dealt with as a zone specific approach, rather 

than a blanket exclusion.  This would be a matter for later hearings 

to address.    

29 The Whole of Government (‘CERA’) submission (#495)6 seeks the 

inclusion of a new policy regarding brownfield redevelopment as 

follows: 

Policy X Brownfield redevelopment 

To support the redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential or 

mixed use activities where: 

a. A reduction in the residential, commercial or industrial land 

supply will not affect the ability to meet the anticipated needs of 

residential, commercial or industrial activities including those 

with specific location requirements. 

b. The residential or mixed-use development would not hinder the 

establishment or ongoing operation of surrounding activities. 

c. The anticipated outcomes and amenity values of the adjoining 

zone are not compromised. 

                                            
6 It is noted that the specific relief sought by the Property Council via their 19th 
November memorandum includes a similar policy 
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d. The safety and efficiency of the current and future transport 

system is not significantly adversely affected. 

e. A high level of residential amenity can be achieved on the site. 

f. There is good walking and cycling access to public transport 

routes, commercial and community services, and open space. 

g. If necessary, contaminated land is remediated in accordance 

with national and regional standards. 

h. The redevelopment does not impact on the vitality and strategic 

role of commercial centres as the focal points for commercial 

and other activities and the efficient and effective use of land 

and/or community and transport infrastructure investment and 

other centres. 

30 The Property Council, via their specific relief submitted on 19th 

November, have sought a similar policy “to support the 

redevelopment of identified brownfield sites for residential, business 

or mixed use activities”, subject to a set of policy criteria similar to 

the above CERA criteria.  

31 The need for a policy to provide a method for implementing the 

objective sub-clause sought above is supported. Should the Panel be 

minded to accept the policy proposed by CERA, it is considered that 

this should be done with the important amendment that the word 

‘significant’ is added to policy sub-clauses (a) and (h) to qualify that 

minor effects on the provision of industrial land and centre vitality 

are anticipated. The CRPS Policy 6.3.8 on brownfield redevelopment 

anticipates out of centre development provided such development 

does not have significant effects on centre vitality (clause (h)). 

Policy 6.3.6(4) & (6) seeks commercial activity primarily in centres, 

however it also anticipates out of centre development where such 

does not give rise to significant adverse distributional effects. Any 

brownfield redevelopment of industrial land must inherently have a 

degree of effect on land supply and distribution, albeit to a very 

minor extent, and therefore the ‘significant’ qualifier is equally valid 

for clause (a). 

32 Mr Stevenson has considered the relief sought by CERA in his 

evidence-in-chief, and by the Property Council in his supplementary 

evidence. He has concluded that an explicit policy is necessary for 

appropriately recognising the need to provide for brownfield 

regeneration as an important method within the Strategic Directions 

Chapter. I concur with this conclusion for the reasons as set out in 

the above discussion. Mr Stevenson has proposed an alternative, 

and much more concise, policy as follows: 
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Encourage and provide for the regeneration of brownfield sites for 

residential and/or mixed-use activities, where the effects of 

development are consistent with the function and context of the 

surrounding environment including reverse sensitivity effects. 

33 I agree with Mr Stevenson that the detailed criteria regarding the 

selection of appropriate brownfield sites is better considered as part 

of the lower-order objectives and policies that form part of the 

individual topic chapters. I note that CERA, in their memorandum 

filed on 19th November, appear to be stepping away from the 

detailed policy provision sought in their original submission and 

instead are now seeking a more concise policy.  

34 It therefore appears that myself and the Property Council are in 

agreement as to the need for the role of brownfield regeneration to 

be explicitly recognised at an objective level (with CCC and CERA 

relying on more implicit provision), and that myself, Mr Stevenson, 

CERA, and the Property Council are in broad agreement that an 

explicit policy is a necessary method for achieving the wider 

objective aims of the Strategic Directions Chapter. Of the various 

policy wording options available, I prefer the opening sentence of 

the Property Council (with criteria left to the topic-specific chapters), 

namely:  

To support the redevelopment of identified brownfield sites 

for residential, business, or mixed use activities. 

 

Definitions 

35 ‘Brownfield’: The notified proposal defines ‘brownfield’ as 

meaning:  

“Previously used industrial land or commercial land, or land no 

longer required by a requiring authority for a designated purpose” 

36 The LURP defines the term ‘brownfield’ as meaning: 

“abandoned or underused business or industrial land, or land no 

longer needed by a requiring authority for a designated purpose”.  

37 CERA has sought in their submission that the LURP definition be 

adopted for the District Plan.  

38 The CRPS7 has a similar, but not identical, definition of ‘brownfield’ 

as meaning: 

“abandoned or underutilised business land, or land no longer 

required by a requiring authority for a designated purpose”. 

                                            
7 As amended through Appendix 1 to the LURP 
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39 It is important to note that the CRPS definition for ‘business’ means 

‘land or activities that include commercial and industrial and any 

ancillary activity’. The use of the umbrella term ‘business land’ in 

the context of a brownfield definition therefore incorporates both 

land used for commercial or industrial purposes8. 

40 Gelita NZ (#1014) seeks to exclude industrial land from the 

definition of ‘brownfield’. This amendment has been opposed by 

Waterloo via further submissions. 

41 Redundant or underutilised industrial land provides some of the best 

opportunities for brownfield regeneration, and therefore excluding 

industrial areas will significantly constrain the important contribution 

that brownfield redevelopment can make to the recovery of the City 

and the efficient accommodation of urban growth into the future.  

42 The District Plan is required to be consistent with the LURP and to 

give effect to the CRPS. As such it is considered that the definition 

of brownfield as used in the CRPS should also be used in the District 

Plan. To have two different definitions that inform the strategic 

policy framework in the CRPS and the District Plan will lead to 

uncertainty in terms of how the two strategic frameworks are to be 

interpreted and applied. Given that the District Plan is required to 

give effect to the CRPS, where the same term is used in both 

documents, the CRPS version should take precedence.  

43  ‘Mixed Use’: The notified proposal defines ‘mixed use’ as meaning 

“development which combines, in a building or buildings, medium 

density residential activity with commercial activities and/or 

community facilities located at ground level and fronting the street 

or public access ways”. 

44 The LURP defines ‘mixed use’ as “development that includes a range 

of activities, including retail, commercial and residential, and that 

fosters a more integrated community”.  The CRPS does not define 

‘mixed use’. 

45 Waterloo have sought that the definition be amended as: 

 means a development which combines, in a building or buildings, a 

range of activities, including retail, commercial, medium 

density residential activitiesy, commercial activities, and/ or 

community facilities. located at ground level and fronting the 

street or public access ways. 

                                            
8 It is noted that the proposed District Plan does not define ‘business’ but instead has 
separate definitions for commercial and industrial activities. ‘Business’ in its plain 
English meaning will therefore cover both as an umbrella term. 
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46 The CERA submission also seeks to amend the definition of ‘mixed 

use, with Waterloo supporting in part this amendment via further 

submissions. The proposed CERA definition is:  

means development which combines, in a building or buildings, or development 

area, medium density residential activity with commercial activities and/or 

community facilities with residential activities. located at ground level and 

fronting the street or public access ways.  

47 In settling on the optimal wording, there are two key elements that 

the definition needs to contain. The first is that term ‘mixed use’ is a 

generic umbrella term that is used to simply describe developments 

that include a number of different activities. These activities can be 

any combination of industrial, commercial, community, or 

residential. It is concerning that both the notified definition and the 

CERA version require the inclusion of residential as a mandatory 

element of ‘mixed use’, rather than as simply one of the possible 

mix of activities. Neither of these definitions are consistent with the 

LURP . 

48 For regenerating brownfield industrial areas, including residential in 

the mix will not always be appropriate, especially if the site has a 

history of contamination or there are active industrial businesses 

continuing to operate in the wider area. If the inclusion of a 

residential component is a mandatory component of the definition 

then there is the risk that regeneration proposals that do not 

contain a residential element will fall outside the policy framework 

for brownfield regeneration as Mr Stevenson’s proposed brownfield 

policy allows only for ‘residential and mixed use’. Such an outcome 

would be inconsistent with LURP Action 24 and would not give effect 

to the CRPS Chapter 6 policy framework which anticipates that 

brownfield regeneration can be for a range of business activities and 

does not necessarily have to include a residential component. 

49 In his supplementary evidence, Mr Stevenson is concerned that 

redevelopment of brownfield sites for a wide range of business 

activities will not be appropriate in all circumstances. I agree with 

him that this is the case. The solution is not however to force 

brownfield regeneration to contain a residential component or to 

prevent modern industrial activities. The solution is rather to first 

identify suitable brownfield sites, as required by the CRPS and LURP, 

and secondly to develop appropriate criteria in the topic-specific 

chapters to guide how regeneration is to occur in the differing 

contexts.  

50 The second key element that the mixed use definition needs to 

contain is that this combination of activities can occur within the 

same building i.e. retail on the ground floor with offices above, or in 

separate, single use buildings i.e. a wholly commercial building next 

door to a wholly residential building. The definition therefore needs 
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to be sufficiently broad so that when the term is used at the 

strategic directions level, and especially when it is used in the 

context of brownfield regeneration, that it encapsulates the above 

two key elements, namely any combination of a range of different 

activities, and that this diversity of activity can be achieved through 

a number of different building configurations across a site or 

development area.   

51 In pulling the above definition options together, I believe that the 

following amalgam of relief sought best achieves the above key 

elements, with ‘mixed use’ defined as: 

means a development which combines, in a building or buildings, or 

development areas, 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.  

52 ‘Sensitive activities’: KiwiRail (#897) seeks the inclusion of offices 

within the definition of sensitive activities. This amendment has 

been opposed by Waterloo via further submissions. Offices are not 

generally regarded as being noise sensitive activities and are a 

routine and integral element that is found throughout industrial 

areas, especially when they are ancillary to industrial activities 

occurring on the same site. Offices have likewise long been 

permitted activities within  both the Port Influences Overlay and the 

Air noise contour, which are regulatory components of two of the 

key pieces of strategic infrastructure that the ‘sensitive activities’ 

definition and associated rules are designed to protect. It is 

therefore considered that the proposed amendment sought by 

KiwiRail is unnecessary and inefficient as a method for managing 

reverse sensitivity risks to strategic infrastructure.   

CONCLUSION 

53 In conclusion, the LURP and CRPS higher order planning documents 

both provide a framework within which the regeneration of 

brownfield sites is a key means by which the recovery and long-

term urban growth of Greater Christchurch is to be provided for. The 

District Plan is required to give effect to this higher order policy 

direction. 

54 The Strategic Directions planning framework, as notified, does not 

appropriately acknowledge or provide for brownfield regeneration. 

The amendments to the objectives, policies, and definitions 

discussed above, and set out in Attachment 1 to this evidence, 

provide this recognition and as such enable the Strategic directions 

chapter to better give effect to the CRPS and LURP, more efficiently 

and effectively provide for brownfield regeneration and the associate 

positive environmental, social, and economic outcomes that flow 
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from such regeneration, and better set the scene for topic-specific 

chapters to fulfil the Ministers’ expectations as set out in the fourth 

schedule of the OiC. 

 

Dated:  25 November 2014 

 

 

__________________________ 

Jonathan Guy Clease 
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Attachment 1. Text amendments sought 

 

 

Objective 3.6.2  

An integrated pattern of development and well-functioning urban form 

that:…. 

xi. achieves the regeneration and efficient use and development of 

brownfield areas. 

 

Policy 3.6.X Brownfield Redevelopment 

To support the redevelopment of identified brownfield sites for 

residential, business, or mixed use activities. 

 

Brownfield Definition 

means abandoned or underutilised business land, or land no longer 

required by a requiring authority for a designated purpose. 

 

Mixed use Definition  

means a development which combines, in a building or buildings, or 

development areas, 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.  
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Attachment 2:  Waterloo Business Park  




