
RM240115 – Horahora Rd – Tylee Subdivision 

Section 92 response – Assessment  

Section 92 question 
 

Applicant response Further comment 

Planning and subdivision layout 
 
a) Please confirm whether the lot sizes on the 

scheme plans include the total area or only 
the area within the setbacks.  

Total Area. Accepted 

b) Please provide a further description of 
proposed Lot 201. Is this intended as a 
cycleway, swale, or other function?  

Road to Vest for future cycleway. Accepted 

c) The scheme plan identifies vehicle entrances 
for Lot 1 and Lots 13-15. Please identify all 
proposed vehicle entrances for the remaining 
Stage 1 lots (refer to additional traffic-related 
requests in point 2 below).  

See the updated scheme plan attached to 
ITA. 

Accepted 

d) Confirm whether proposed Lot 16 is intended 
for residential use, and if so, show the building 
platform.  

The property is for residential use, building 
platform is not shown.  

Not met - Please confirm that each lot can 
accommodate a suitable building platform 
and update the scheme plans accordingly. 
Standard R5(4)-RLZ(d) requires 
demonstration that an appropriate platform 
can be accommodated. 

e) The scheme plan for Stage 3 shows an 
Easement “O” not referenced in the 
Memorandum of Easements. Please clarify its 
purpose and ensure it is added to the 
memorandum 

Area O is a consent notice area. It shows a 
preservation/protection area.  

Accepted 



Section 92 question 
 

Applicant response Further comment 

f) Confirm the intended use of Lot 29. It is 
labelled as a recreational reserve in some 
plans, but residential in others 

Council Reserve. Accepted  

g) Confirm whether a consent notice will be 
offered requiring a 25 m setback from the toe 
of slopes identified on site.  

A 25m top of bank consent notice is 
proposed. 

Accepted 

h) Section 3.10 of the AEE refers to an 800 m2 
building platform per lot, which are not shown 
on the scheme plans. Please update the 
scheme plans to identify these platforms.  

These are not intended to be allocated areas. 
They can be chosen by the owner of the lot. 
Please refer to Section 6(i)(a) of the LVA for 
further details. 

Not met - Due to the irregular shape of some 
lots, particularly Lot 16, and the number of 
setback constraints, building platforms 
should be illustrated on the site plan to 
confirm future development viability. A 
consent notice would be insufficient at 
building consent stage if boundaries require 
adjustment. Please ensure scheme plans 
demonstrate compliance with Standard 
R5(4)-RLZ(d). 

i) Identify the designated riparian setback area 
on the site plans 

Please clarify what this would require. Not met - Standard RLZ-R6(2) requires that 
buildings be set back at least 20 metres from 
any river, lake, or wetland larger than 0.5 
hectares. It also restricts vegetation 
clearance, earthworks, and cultivation within 
10 metres of the edge of a wetland or lake, or 
within the riparian setback from rivers or 
streams listed in Table 9 of NATC-R2. Please 
demonstrate compliance with this standard 
by clearly identifying the applicable riparian 
setback areas on the site plans. 
 
 
 
 



Section 92 question 
 

Applicant response Further comment 

Traffic and Access - See attached peer review and associated requests from Gray Matter 
 
1. Proposed mitigation at the 65km/h reverse 

curves to minimise crash risk related to the 
estimated increase in traffic volume. 

Excessive speed is found to be the main 
issue. Reflective pavement markers (RPMs) 
and reflective paint on the sight rail can be 
used to increase visibility and driver 
awareness of this risk area. 

Please see the attached comments from Gray 
Matter. 

2. Details of the speed survey to confirm 
accuracy of the estimated operating speed, or 
provide an updated sight distance 
assessment based on the assumed operating 
speed/design speed of 110km/h. 

Provided in the attached ITA response letter. Please see the attached comments from Gray 
Matter. 

3. Provision of an appropriate extent of shoulder 
widening at the proposed intersections, 
impacts on drainage, roadside berm regrading 
and WRT reinstatement. 

This can be addressed as part of the detailed 
design of the road and intersections, which 
are to be at Council’s approval. 

Please see the attached comments from Gray 
Matter. 
 
EP comment: Will this affect the property 
boundaries or compliance with standards? If 
it does have an effect, please provide an 
assessment. 

4. Confirmation that all right of ways have a 
minimum of 7.0m reserve width, in 
accordance with RITS. 

Lot 104 (serving Lots 43 and 47) is 6m wide. 
All other rights of way are at least 7m wide. 

Please see the attached comments from Gray 
Matter and SWDC. 
 
EP comment: Lot 104 will have 6 m width, 
thus non-compliant with WRITS - Not a 
planning matter and does not result in the 
breach of a District Plan rule. 

5. Confirmation that a minimum 4.0m 
carriageway width will be provided on all right 
of ways. 

Carriageway width can be a condition of 
consent and subject to detailed design. 

Accepted. 

6. Confirmation of the location of the vehicle 
crossing for each lot and corresponding 

See the amended scheme plan. Not met – Thank you for providing the 
amended scheme plan showing the proposed 



Section 92 question 
 

Applicant response Further comment 

assessment of sight distance from the 
expected driver position (as per RTS 6), 
including assessment of the extent of 
roadside berm regrading and reinstatement of 
the WRT.  

vehicle crossings. However, the second part 
of the question remains unanswered. Please 
provide an assessment of sight distances 
from the expected driver position for each 
vehicle crossing, in accordance with RTS 6, 
including any required roadside berm 
regrading and reinstatement of the WRT. 

7. Assessment of the proposed location for each 
vehicle crossing to demonstrate appropriate 
vehicle crossing and access gradients can be 
achieved in accordance with RITS and ODP, 
without compromising sight distance. 

SWDP stipulates a maximum gradient access 
grade of 1 in 6. No gradient exceeds 1 in 6. 

Not Met – Thank you for confirming that 
access gradients do not exceed the 1 in 6 
maximum under the SWDP. However, the 
original question also sought confirmation 
that appropriate vehicle crossings can be 
achieved at each proposed location in 
accordance with RITS and the ODP, without 
compromising sight distance. Please provide 
an assessment of each vehicle crossing 
location to demonstrate this. 

8. Confirmation that where the boundary is less 
than 8m from the edge of carriageway on 
Horahora Road, the gates will be recessed to 
achieve the RITS 8m set back. 

Gate location can be a condition of consent.  Accepted 

9. Confirmation that the right of ways will not 
have gates onto Horahora Road. 

Condition of consent. Accepted 

10. Provision of vehicle tracking. Added to the scheme plan. Please see the attached comments from Gray 
Matter. 

Earthworks 
 
a) Confirm whether earthworks material will 

remain on-site or be transported off-site. If 
the latter, provide a suitable disposal 
location. –  

All material will remain on site.  Accepted 



Section 92 question 
 

Applicant response Further comment 

b) Provide a full set of earthworks plans 
(including existing and proposed contours as 
identified in the landscape peer review – refer 
below).  

Plans attached. Accepted 

Services/infrastructure 
 
a) Section 3.7 references a secondary 

wastewater treatment system. Please provide 
examples where this has been used 
successfully elsewhere.  

A secondary wastewater treatment system is 
common and is allowed in the Waikato 
Regional Plan as a permitted activity (refer to 
Rule 3.5.7.6). 

Not met - We understand that the discharge 
of domestic sewage from new on-site 
systems is a permitted activity under the 
Waikato Regional Plan (Rule 3.5.7.6). 
However, the response does not clarify what 
is meant by a “secondary wastewater 
treatment system.” Please provide a 
description of the specific system proposed, 
including how it functions and any examples 
of where a similar system has been 
successfully implemented elsewhere. 

b) Provide servicing confirmation from Powerco.  Attached. Accepted - Letter from PowerCo confirms 
that an upgrade will be required. SWDC 
usually accepts this as compliance even 
though it doesn’t confirm the design or cost 
of the power supply.  

c) Provide an updated site plan showing that all 
effluent disposal areas can be located 
outside the 30m river setback.  

Added to scheme plan. Accepted 

Ecology 
 
a) Provide additional ecological assessment. An updated Bat report is attached, which 

makes corrections as requested. 
Please refer to the comments from 
Wildlands. 

b) See attached peer review from Wildlands 
Ecology with regards to the bat report.  

Information regarding Ecology will be 
included in an EIA in due course.  

Waiting for EIA. 



Section 92 question 
 

Applicant response Further comment 

Landscape and Visual effects 
 
a) See attached peer review and associated 

requests from Mansergh Graham Landscape 
Architects.  

Communication is currently taking place with 
MG, and we will be in touch with a 
revised report as soon as we are able. 

Waiting for further response. 

South Waikato feedback 
 
1. Gully areas Will be held in the proposed lots and contain 

consent notices. 
Please see attached comments from SWDC. 

2. Recreation reserves Potential for boat ramp on Lot 37, though 
likely not suitable for camping.  

Please see attached comments from SWDC. 

3. Stormwater Management Plan – Te Miro Can be conditioned as required. Please see attached comments from SWDC. 
Other consents and iwi engagement 
 
a) Confirm whether the necessary consents 

have been applied for from Waikato Regional 
Council. If not, confirm whether an integrated 
erosion and sediment control strategy has 
been developed 

Applied. Accepted 

b) Provide a more detailed assessment of 
alignment with the Waikato River Vision and 
Strategy document, particularly regarding 
betterment 

Supplied. Accepted 

c) Provide written approval from Raukawa as 
referenced in Section 7.3.1 of the AEE  

Unable to get acceptance from iwi – CIA 
started but not completed or submitted. 

Accepted.  
 
However, we recommend that you try to 
reach out to Raukawa for further comment. 

 


