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The closing date for making a further submission is 18 May 2026.

*This is a fillable PDF. You can open it, type your answers into the boxes, save it, and email to planreview@waitaki.govt.nz

Waitaki District Council has prepared a Summary of Decisions Requested for submissions to the
Waitaki Proposed District Plan (PDP) and is now calling for Further Submissions under Schedule 1
(Part 1, Clause 8) of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Who can make a Further Submission?
A further submission may only be made by a person who:

e Represents arelevant aspect of the public interest; or
e Has aninterestinthe proposal thatis greater than the interest the general public has; or,
e Waitaki District Council itself.

For information on making Further Submissions see the Ministry for the Environment website:
https://environment.govt.nz/publications/making-a-submission-about-a-proposed-plan-or-resource-

consent/

For information on the Proposed Waitaki District Plan or the Further Submissions process, please visit
our website: www.waitaki.govt.nz/proposed-district-plan.

A Summary of Decisions Requested has been prepared and can be viewed on our website here:

https://www.waitaki.govt.nz/Council/Consultation/proposed-district-plan/Submissions.

How to Make a Further Submission
You can submit your completed Form 6 in any of the following ways:

e Complete this form and email to: planreview@waitaki.govt.nz

¢ Printand postto: Planning Department, Waitaki District Council, Private Bag 50058,
Oamaru, 9444

« Inperson: You can drop off a completed Form 6 at Council offices in Oamaru or
Palmerston

IMPORTANT: You must serve a copy of your further submission on the original submitter

within five (5) working days of serving it on Waitaki District Council.

Contact details of submitters are available here:
https://www.waitaki.govt.nz/Council/Consultation/proposed-district-plan/Submissions

Privacy Act Note

All information provided in your further submission is considered public under the Local Government Official Information
and Meetings Act 1987 and may be published to progress the process for the Proposed Waitaki District Plan and made
publicly available.
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1. Details of Further Submitter

Full name of individual or organisation

making the further submission New Zealand Pork Industry Board (NZ Pork)

Contact Person (if different from above) Hannah Ritchie

Email Address hannah.ritchie@pork.co.nz

Phone Number 027 201 6261

Postal Address PO Box 0176, Bishopdale, Christchurch 8543

2. Appearance at hearings (please select from the following)

@ Yes, | wish to be heard at the hearing in support of my further submission

O No, | do not wish to be heard at the hearing in support of my further submission

O I would consider presenting a joint case with others making a similar further submission at any hearing

3. Eligibility to make a further submission
(please select ONE of the following options)

O | am a person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest

@ | am a person who has aninterest in the proposal greater than the interest that the general public has

O I am the local authority

4. My reasons for eligibility to make a further submission
(briefly outline your reasons for ticking the eligibility category above)

Forexample: Any person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest would likely include public interest environmental groups. OR Any person that has an
interest in the proposed plan greater than the interest that the general public has is likely to include owners of land and users of resources directly affected by plan
provisions.

NZ Pork is the industry body representing commercial pig farmers in the district.

5. Confirmation that further submission will be served on original submitter

(You must serve a copy of your further submission on the original submitter within five working days)

@ I will serve a copy of my further submission on the original submitter within five (5) working days of making this
submission to Waitaki District Council.

HRITCHIE 15 May 2026

Signature: Date:




6. Further Submission Points

Please complete the following table with details of which original submission points you support and/or oppose, and why.
Add further pages and/or attachments as required.

Submission Submitter name Support OR Oppose Your reasons for supporting or opposing
point number
Example Example Example Example
116.24 John Smith Support | support this because...
Agree with submitter that buildings associated with intensive indoor primary production should
246.16 Federated Farmers of New Ze|| [Support not be excluded from the definition of farm building. Hazard management should be based on a
: building’s function rather than its association with a specific farming activity.
Agree with submitter that buildings associated with intensive indoor primary production should
266.1 The Egg Producers Federatior|| |Support not be excluded from the definition of farm building. Hazard management should be based on
: a building’s function rather than its association with a specific farming activity.
Support inclusion of a new definition of ancillary rural earthworks to include provisions for
166.1 Horticulture New Zealand Support biosecurity related activity as a permitted activity. This would allow farmers to undertake
: earthworks related to burying material in the event of a biosecurity incident as a matter or
urgency and without being delaved by consenting requirements.
Oppose definition of rural amenity values as proposed by the submitter. Agree with submitters
313.213 Geoff & Jan Keeling  Keeling Oppose comments that expectations of amenity in rural areas may vary, and that in reality rural amenity
) can include machinery noise, long hours, animals, smoke, mud and large buildings. However,
this is not reflected in the definition proposed by the submitter.
Support intent of definition to distinguish between small and large scale farming in terms of
246.23 Federated Farmers of New Ze|| [Support potential environmental effects, remove reference to animal food source which is unrelated to
) the intensity of effects and recognise the ability to maintain groundcover as more appropriate
indicator of environmental impact.
Support amending definition to one based on the preclusion of groundcover, as a better
266.4 The Egg Producers Federatio|| |Support reflection of the type and scale of effects from intensive outdoor farming activities.
Oppose categorising free frange poultry farming as an intensive indoor primary production
_ i i Oppose activity. Such a classification could also affect outdoor pig farming, and is at odds with the
281.17 Mainland Poultry Limited PP National Planning Standards definition of IIPP, which relates to primary production activities that

‘principally occur in buildings’.




Submission
point number

Submitter name

Support OR Oppose

Your reasons for supporting or opposing

281.18

Mainland Poultry Limited

Oppose

Oppose amendment to definition of IIPP to include free range poultry. Such a classification
could also affect outdoor pig farming, and is at odds with the National Planning Standards
definition of [IPP, which relates to primary production activities that ‘principally occur in
buildings’.

281.19

Mainland Poulty Limited

Oppose

Oppose removal of Intensive Outdoor Primary Production from the definition of Intensive
Primary Production. The definition as proposed is an umbrella term intended to capture both
Intensive Indoor Primary Production and Intensive Outdoor Primary Production. Intensive

Outdoor Primary Production has different effects to general pastoral farming activity and so

246.206

Federated Farmers of New Ze

Support

Support submitters proposed inclusion in the objective of the management of reverse sensitivity
potential. Also support requirement to avoid/minimise fragmentation of rural land in the zone
more broadly than HPL. Land in the general rural zone can still have productive value, and
support primary production activities, regardless of whether it is classified as highly productive.

253.14

Royal Forest and Bird Protectidg

Oppose

Oppose including objective of subdivision design to increase indigenous vegetation cover.
While this might be appropriate and welcome on some sites, this should be identified on a case
by case basis, and not as a blanket requirement for subdivision in all zones. This is better
dealt with in the Ecosystems and IB chapter.

266.5

The Egg Producers Federatior

Support

Support strengthening of policy to more effectively protect lawfully established primary
production activities from incompatible land use.

286.5

S J B Munro Family Trust

Oppose

Oppose loosening restrictions on subdivision in rural zones on land that is not HPL. Primary
production is still the dominant and expected land use across the GRUZ, irrespective of
whether that land is classified as highly productive. Limits on subdivision help to protect
existing primary production activities from reverse sensitivity issues and the loss of productive

246.255

Federated Farmers of New Ze

Support

Support submission point that current proposed earthworks quantity limitations are too
restrictive for routine farm activities and should be increased.

281.22

Mainland Poultry Limited

Support

Support submission point that current proposed earthworks quantity limitations are too
restrictive for routine farm activities and should be increased.

251.375

Te Rinanga o Waihao, Te Riin¢

Oppose

Submitter seeks amendments to the rule to include a setback from sensitive environments.
However, the rule already includes setback distances for both housed stock and effluent
discharge areas to residential units and zone boundaries that are sufficient to manage effects.

Support
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