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Dairy for life

Further Submission on Hamilton
City Council — Plan Change 14
(PC14)

15 April 2025
To: Hamilton City Council
Name: Fonterra Limited
Contact: Suzanne O’'Rourke
National Environmental Policy Manager
Address for Fonterra Limited
Service: Mitchell Daysh Limited
PO Box 1307
Hamilton 3240
Attention: Madi Lawry
M 021 222 0065
E Madison.Lawry@mitchelldaysh.co.nz

| confirm that | am authorised to make this further submission on behalf of Fonterra Limited.

1.Introduction

1.1 Fonterra Limited (“Fonterra”) made a submission on Plan Change 14 ("PC14") to the Hamilton City
District Plan, labelled in Hamilton City Council’s (‘HCC”) summary of submissions (dated 2 April 2025)
as submission numbers 33.1-33.19. These submissions were in relation to:

1.1.1  The rules and standards relevant to managing the risks from natural hazards not applying to
the Te Rapa Dairy Factory as the site is self-serviced to capture, treat and discharge
stormwater independent of the HCC stormwater system.
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1.1.2

1.2
1.2.1
1.2.2
1.2.3
1.2.4
1.3

The objective and policies not appropriately providing for impermeable, developed industrial

sites that mitigate stormwater effects through structural solutions.

The lack of clarity around the process that will be undertaken to update the Flood Viewer
Maps and the potential for the maps to be updated without the process and scrutiny
associated with a Schedule 1 RMA process, including the requirements for consultation,

notification and submissions under that schedule.

Fonterra sought the following relief:

That the provisions of PC14 are amended to make it clear that any changes to the Flood

Viewer Maps are required to go through a Schedule 1 RMA process.

That the provisions of PC14 are amended to make it clear that they only apply to land that
utilises the HCC stormwater network, or alternatively PC14 be amended to expressly exclude
the Te Rapa Site.

That the provisions of PC14 are amended as per the specific submission points included

within the submission.

Such further other relief or other consequential or other amendments as considered

appropriate and necessary to address the concerns set out in the submission.

Fonterra has reviewed the summary of submissions and makes the following further submissions in

Attachment A.

Fonterra wishes to be heard in support of this further submission.

Fonterra could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this further submission.

If others make a similar submission, Fonterra will consider presenting a joint case with them at any

hearing.

Dated: 15 April 2025
Fonterra Limited by their duly authorised agents
Mitchell Daysh Limited
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Madi Lawry
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ATTACHMENT A - FURTHER SUBMISSIONS

SUBMITTER

CHAPTER/
APPENDIX

SUB-SECTION

SUPPORT

OR
OPPOSE

REASON FOR SUPPORT OR
OPPOSITION

DECISION
SOUGHT

Metlifecare Limited | 28.22 25.13 Three 25.13.3 Rules — | Support in Fonterra supports the outcome sought in this | Submission
2823 Waters Activity Status Part submission in principle (i.e., the standards of | allowed subject to
' Table Rules 25.13.3(f), (g) and 25.13.4.2 be confirmation as to
28.24 amended to identify a clear and appropriate the precise
trigger for consent for redevelopment of outcome.
impermeable surfaces) to the extent
consistent with the outcomes sought in
Fonterra's primary submission.
Stride Investment | 29.21 25.13 Three 25.13.3 Rules — | Supportin Fonterra supports the outcome sought in this | Submission
Management 29 92 Waters Activity Status Part submission in principle (i.e., the standards of | allowed subject to
Limited ' Table Rules 25.13.3(f), (g) and 25.13.4.2 be confirmation as to
29.23 amended to identify a clear and appropriate the precise
trigger for consent for redevelopment of outcome.
impermeable surfaces) to the extent
consistent with the outcomes sought in
Fonterra's primary submission.
Southern Cross 30.24 25.13 Three 25.13.3 Rules — | Supportin Fonterra supports the outcome sought in this | Submission
Healthcare Limited 30.26 Waters Activity Status Part submission in principle (i.e., the standards of | allowed subject to
' Table Rules 25.13.3(f), (g) and 25.13.4.2 be confirmation as to
amended to identify a clear and appropriate the precise
trigger for consent for redevelopment of outcome.
impermeable surfaces) to the extent
consistent with the outcomes sought in
Fonterra's primary submission.
Argosy Property 31.22 25.13 Three 25.13.3 Rules — | Support in Fonterra supports the outcome sought in this | Submission
No. 1 Limited 3123 Waters Activity Status Part submission in principle (i.e., the standards of | allowed subject to
' Table Rules 25.13.3(f), (g) and 25.13.4.2 be confirmation as to

amended to identify a clear and appropriate
trigger for consent for redevelopment of
impermeable surfaces) to the extent
consistent with the outcomes sought in
Fonterra's primary submission.

the precise
outcome.
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KiwiRail Holdings
Limited

44 1

Chapter 22
Natural
Hazards

22.2 Objectives
and Policies:
Natural Hazards

Support in
Part

Fonterra supports the proposed changes to
Objective 22.2.1 to the extent consistent with
the outcomes sought in Fonterra's primary
submission. Specifically, Fonterra supports
the part of the submission that seeks
redrafting clause (i) of Objective 22.2.1.

Allow the
submission in part.

KiwiRail Holdings
Limited

44.20

Chapter 22
Natural
Hazards

22.3 Rule Activity
Status Table

Support

Fonterra supports the inclusion of “any
industrial activity” in the category of "land-
uses tolerant" as industrial activities are not a
vulnerable land use.

Fonterra also supports the relief sought by the
submitter to replace the heading of "land-uses
tolerant”" with “land uses: less hazard sensitive
development” to better meet the policy advice
in the Draft NPS.

Fonterra likewise supports the deletion of "any
industrial activity" from the category of "land-
uses vulnerable". Fonterra supports the relief
sought by the submitter to replace the
heading of "land-uses vulnerable" with "land
uses: hazard sensitive development”.

Allow the
submission.

Natural Hazards
Commission Toka
Tu Ake

45.20

Chapter 22
Natural
Hazards

Chapter 22.3
Rules Activity
Status Table

Oppose

Fonterra opposes the change in activity status
for new buildings within an Overland Flow
Path from permitted to restricted discretionary
as sought in Submission 45.20 as it is
unnecessarily onerous.

Reject the
submission.

Natural Hazards
Commission Toka
Tu Ake

45.22

Chapter 22
Natural
Hazards

Chapter 22.3
Rules Activity
Status Table

Oppose

Fonterra opposes the change in activity status
for fences and walls from permitted activity to
restricted discretionary as sought in
Submission 45.22 as this is unnecessarily
onerous when effects can often be mitigated.

Reject the
submission.

PB Consultants
Ltd

514

Chapter 22
Natural
Hazards

22.2 Objectives
and Policies
Natural Hazards

Oppose

Fonterra does not support the inclusion of a
new policy restricting all development within
150 m of Flood Hazard Areas, Depression
Areas, Overland Flow Paths and Flood Extent
Areas as a 150 m buffer around these areas

Reject the
submission.
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is onerous and would unnecessarily limit
development across all of Hamilton City.

PB Consultants 51.5 Chapter 22 Chapter 22.3 Oppose Fonterra opposes the permitted activity status | Reject the
Ltd Natural Rules Activity for new buildings within 22.3(h) being submission.
Hazards Status Table amended to discretionary activities as sought
in Submission 51.5.
PB Consultants 51.6 Chapter 22 Chapter 22.3 Oppose Fonterra opposes the permitted activity status | Reject the
Ltd Natural Rules Activity for alterations or additions to existing submission.
Hazards Status Table buildings within 22.3(j) being amended to
discretionary activities as sought in
Submission 51.6.
PB Consultants 51.14 Chapter 23 23.2 Objectives Oppose Fonterra opposes the submission requesting Reject the
Ltd Subdivision and Policies: subdivision being restricted within 150 m of submission.
Subdivision Flood Hazard Areas, Depression Areas,
Overland Flow Paths and Flood Extent Areas
as it considered a 150 m buffer around these
areas is onerous and would limit development
across all of Hamilton City unnecessarily.
Fuel Companies 57.32 25.13 Three 25.13.4 Rules — | Oppose Fonterra opposes relief sought to have Reject the
Waters General stormwater soakage treated to “industry best | submission.
Standards practice standard” prior to soakage as it is

unclear what qualifies as “industry best
practice standard” and it does not allow for
sites that have existing stormwater treatment
systems that are appropriate for the site.

Further submission ends.
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