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INTRODUCTION
[1]

My name is Honor Clark, Consultant Planner for the Masterton District Council (MDC or
Council). I hold a Bachelor of Resource and Environmental Planning with Honours from
Massey University. I have 25 years’ experience as a Resource Management Planner,
formally working at Dunedin and Wellington City Council’s, Tonkin and Taylor
Environmental Consultancy, and for the past 13 years as a Consultant Planner, providing
a variety of resource management related services to local bodies and private clients. I
regularly provide planning expertise and assistance to MDC.

[2]

Under section 42A (1AA) of the Resource Management Act (RMA) a local authority, in this
case MDC, may commission a consultant to prepare a report before a hearing on any
matter described in section 39(1) of the RMA, including an application for resource
consent.

[3]

This section 42A RMA report provides background information and a recommendation on
the resource consent application made by East Leigh Limited for Subdivision Consent to
create 21 residential allotments, a 2-lot boundary adjustment of existing Lots 12 and 13
DP 383390, and proposed Lot 200 to vest as reserve; and Land Use Consent to allow
future dwellings and accessory buildings on the proposed allotments to breach the
minimum setbacks of the Rural Zone, and instead to comply with the Residential Zone
setbacks at Rochdale Road (and in the vicinity of), Riversdale, Masterton, legally
described as Lot 102 DP 517369 and Lots 12 and 13 DP 383390 (held in Records of Title
808940, 358614, 358615 respectively).

[4]

As part of the section 42A report preparation, MDC sought expert reviews of the Traffic
Assessment and the Landscape Character, Natural Character and Visual Amenity
Assessment that were included in the application. These have been attached as
Appendix 3 and 4 of this report.

[5]

This report adopts the information provided in the application, the relevant parts of
which will be referred to where appropriate, in accordance with section 42A(1B)(b) of the
RMA.

[6]

This report is structured as follows:
 Executive summary
 An overview and summary of the proposal, and the site and locality
 Reasons for the application
 The application process to date
 Notification and summary of submissions received
 Matters requiring assessment under the Act (and other statutory requirements)
 An evaluation of the proposal against the relevant objectives and policies of the
Wairarapa Combined District Plan (WCDP)
 WCDP analysis, including assessment of environmental effects
 Statutory considerations, particularly the purpose and principles of the RMA
 Conclusion and Recommendations, including recommended conditions
 Appendices

Page | 2

Masterton District Council – S42A Report on Resource Consent Application RM210207

Executive summary
The applicant, East Leigh Limited, is seeking Subdivision Consent to create 21 residential sized
allotments, a 2-lot boundary adjustment of existing Lots 12 and 13 DP 383390, and for Lot 200 to
vest as reserve; and Land Use Consent to allow future dwellings and accessory buildings on the
proposed allotments to breach the minimum setbacks of the Rural Zone, and instead to comply
with the Residential Zone setbacks. The proposal is a Non-Complying Activity under the
Wairarapa Combined District Plan (WCDP) 2011.
The application has been subject to Public Notification under section 95A of the RMA and a total
of 32 submissions have been received.
The conclusion and recommendation drawn from the assessment of effects on the environment
(within the context of the relevant provisions of the Plan and the decision-making framework of
the RMA) are, that parts of the proposal (the boundary adjustment and 5 new allotments and their
associated buildings) can be granted consent with appropriate consent conditions imposed
under sections 108 and 220 of RMA to ensure effects of the activity are able to be avoided or
remedied or mitigated.

THE PROPOSAL
[7]
The proposal is outlined in the application material prepared by CF Consulting Services
Limited and Adamson Shaw, on behalf of East Leigh Limited. The proposal consists of:
Subdivision Consent to create:
• 21 residential-sized allotments (Lots 301-320); and
• 2-lot boundary adjustment of existing Lots 12 and 13 DP 383390 (Lots 321 and 322); and
• Lot 200 to vest as reserve.
Land Use Consent to allow future dwellings and accessory buildings on the proposed
allotments to breach the minimum setbacks of the Rural Zone, and instead to comply
with the Residential Zone setbacks.
[8]

20 additional allotments are proposed on the flatter plateau parts of Lot 102, near
Rochdale Road, and 1 additional allotment (Lot 323) is proposed to be located adjacent to
Lot 13 DP 383390 (1 of the lots subject to the proposed boundary adjustment).

[9]

The area of each of the 21 proposed allotments is detailed in Table 1 of the application,
with the allotments varying in size from 940m2 to 1746m2. All 21 allotments are intended
to be used for residential purposes.

[10]

Proposed Lots 301, 308, 313, 319 and 320 will have frontage and access directly onto
Rochdale Road. All other proposed allotments will have access from Rochdale Road by
way of shared private accessways. No new roads are proposed.

[11]

All 21 proposed allotments are to be connected to the existing Riversdale reticulated
sewerage network and have on-site rainwater potable water supply. Stormwater will be
to ground soakage and will drain to the gullies on either side of Rochdale Road.

[12]

The remaining hillsides and the gully on the southern side of Rochdale Road are to be
comprised of proposed Lot 200 and vested as reserve with Council. The applicant has
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planted proposed Lot 200 with a mix of species similar to other re-vegetated gullies and
hillsides within Riversdale Terraces subdivision that have been vested as reserve. The
applicant also intends to provide for a 2-metre-wide walking path within Lot 200 for a
pedestrian connection between Rochdale Road and Harapaki Road. The location of the
walking path is shown indicatively on the scheme plan, with the final alignment to be
determined at detailed engineering design stage to follow ground contours.
[13]

The application states that the subdivision in likely to proceed in stages, although the
number and order of staging are not specified. The intention is that survey plans will be
lodged for section 224 RMA certification in stages, with each stage providing the
necessary access and wastewater connections to support the lots within that stage, and
financial contributions paid pro rata for the number of allotments within each stage.

[14]

The application includes a proposed subdivision plan (prepared by AdamsonShaw,
reference Project No 1044, Drawing No SC-20, Revision D), which is included in Appendix
1 of this report. Along with the assessment of environmental effects, the application
includes a number of accompanying assessments, including a Landscape and Visual
Assessment; Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation; Traffic Assessment; and
Stormwater Assessment (Application Appendices C – F). The application also includes
analysis against the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS); Wellington Regional
Policy Statement (RPS); the WCDP Objectives and Policies; and the Wairarapa Coastal
Strategy (Application Appendices I – L).

THE SITE AND LOCALITY
[15]

The site is located in the vicinity of Rochdale Road, which is located on the terraces above
the Riversdale Beach settlement. Riversdale is located within the Masterton District,
approximately 55km east of Masterton.

[16]

The site comprises part of the balance area of the Riversdale Terraces southern terrace
subdivision (Lot 102 DP 517369) and two existing allotments within the Riversdale
Terraces southern terrace subdivision (Lots 12 and 13 DP 383390). Lot 102 includes
pasture paddocks that surround the existing Rochdale Road subdivision and the planted
gully that extends from Harapaki Road towards the cul-de-sac end of Rochdale Road.
There is a farm dam within the planted gully that acts as a stormwater retention dam.

[17]

The existing Riversdale Terraces subdivision was granted consent in 2005. The
Riversdale Terraces consent includes three clusters of residential development
connected by Otaraia Road as follows:
(a) the southern terrace (30 residential sections along Rochdale Road);
(b) the middle terrace (45 residential sections along Tama Road and cul-de-sac roads
off Tama Road); and
(c) a northern terrace (52 residential sections along a loop road extending from Otaraia
Road – not yet developed).

[18]

The site is legally described as Lot 102 DP 517369 and Lots 12 and 13 DP 383390, held in
freehold Records of Title 808940, 358614, 358615 respectively. A number of interests are
registered on the Records of Title, including Consent Notices, easements and covenants,
none of which affect the assessment of the proposal.
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[19]

The site is zoned Rural – Primary Production under the Wairarapa Combined District Plan
(WCDP). All of the proposed allotments, except proposed Lot 323 also fall within the
Coastal Environment Management Area overlay. The 40m Coastal Contour also dissects
the site, with proposed Lots 301-309, 312, 313 and 323 above or partially above the 40m
contour.

REASONS FOR THE APPLICATION
[20]

The application provides a detailed rules and standards assessment against the
provisions of the WCDP in Table 2. I concur with this assessment and provide a summary
of this below.

[21]

Subdivision Resource Consent is required under Non-Complying Activity Rule 20.1.7 (a) of
the WCDP as follows:
20.1.7

Non-Complying Activities
The following are Non-Complying Activities:
Rural (Primary Production) Zone
(a)

Any subdivision that does not comply with the minimum standards
for Discretionary Activities in Rule 20.1.6.

[22]

Specifically, the WCDP subdivision standards that are not met by the proposal for
subdivision in the Rural Zone include: the minimum lot area of 4 hectares; minimum 100m
or 90m lot frontage for front lots; the permitted land use standards for dwelling setbacks;
and that the sites are of insufficient area to allow the disposal of effluent on-site.

[23]

The application also seeks Land Use Resource Consent for future dwellings and
accessory buildings on the proposed allotments. Due to the size of the allotments,
buildings will not be able to comply with the minimum setback distances specified in
WCDP Rural Zone Rules 4.5.2 (d) (i) and (iii) for dwellings (10m setback from front
boundaries and 25m from all other boundaries) and Rule 4.5.2 (c) (i) and (iii) for other
buildings (10m setback from front boundaries and 5m from all other boundaries).

[24]

Table 2 of the application states that the maximum height to boundary standard specified
in WCDP Rural Zone Rule 4.5.2 (b) is met on all lots except Lots 301, 313, 314, 319 and 320.
However, the application also states to ensure compliance, this can be imposed as a
condition of consent. It is assumed from this that the standard can be met, and has not
therefore been considered as a matter of non-compliance.

[25]

Identified in the application is the requirement for Land Use Consent under WCDP Rural
Zone Restricted Discretionary Activity Rule 4.5.5 (e) as follows:
4.5.5

Restricted Discretionary Activities
The following are Restricted Discretionary Activities:
(e)

Any activity that does not meet one or more of the standards for
permitted or controlled activities.
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[26] Land Use Consent is also required under WCDP District Wide Restricted Discretionary
Activity Rule 21.4.3 (a) for structures in the Coastal Environment Management Area, as
follows:
21.4

Restricted Discretionary Activities
The following are Restricted Discretionary Activities:

21.4.3

Structures in the Coastal Environment Management Area
(a)

Any structure not complying with the permitted activity standards
for structures in the Coastal Environment Management Area.

[27]

It is noted that, although structures in the Coastal Environment Management Area were
identified in Table 2 of the application as a matter of non-compliance, this has not been
identified in the application as a rule under which consent is required. This is of no real
consequence.

[28]

Overall, on a bundled basis, the proposal has been assessed as a Non-Complying Activity.
This assessment aligns with the overall activity status provided in the application.

APPLICATION PROCESS TO DATE
[29]

A pre-application meeting was held with Council on 12 March 2021. The applicant also
hosted two community information meetings at the Riverdale Golf Club prior to lodging
the consent application.

[30]

The application was formally lodged with the Masterton District Council (MDC) on 25
November 2021.

[31]

A notification determination was made under sections 95A-95F of the RMA, with a
section 95 report released by Council on 7 December 2021, requiring the application to be
publicly notified.

[32]

Council has appointed Independent Resource Management Hearings Commissioner
Alistair Aburn pursuant to section 34A of the RMA to determine the application.

NOTIFICATION AND SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED
[33]

The application was publicly notified in accordance with section 95A of the RMA on 11
December 2021. The submission period closed at 4pm, Tuesday 1 February 2022. Thirtyone (31) submissions were received within this time frame.

[34]

Unfortunately, a copy of the application was not served on iwi authorities or the Greater
Wellington Regional Council (GWRC), as required by notification process of the RMA.
Consequently, it was necessary to directly serve a copy of the application on the
appropriate iwi authorities (Rangitāne o Wairarapa, Rangitane Tu Mai Rā and Ngati
Kahungunu Ki Wairarapa, and included in this were Tumapuhia-a-rangi Ngai hapū
contacts) and GWRC, with a closing date for submissions from those parties being 14 April
2022, giving 20 working days. MDC acknowledge the understanding of the Applicant in is
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matter. One additional submission was received within this time frame from Ngāi
Tūmapūhia-a-Rangi ki Mōtūwairaka Inc – Mōtūwairaka Marae. GWRC informed MDC via
email on 5 April 2022 that they would not be submitting on the application.
[35]

Of the total thirty-two (32) submissions received, 29 submissions oppose the application,
one partially opposes it, one is neutral and one is in partial support. The submissions are
summarised in the following table (in order as received by MDC). The information in the
table includes the submitters Riversdale address (where applicable) as shown on the
aerial photo included in Appendix 2 of this report, their stance on the application,
whether they wish to be heard in respect of their submission or if not stated (NS), the
matters raised by them and the decision they wish the Council to make or the relief
sought. MDC can confirm prior to the hearing whether the submitters who have not
indicated whether they wish to be heard or not, actually wish to be heard.
Submitter
John & Henriette
Tulloch
8 Rochdale Road

Stance
Oppose
in part

Heard Matters raised / relief sought
Yes
Views protection – Grant with condition that their
views are not adversely impacted by further
development

2

Neil Prichard
1 Palm Parade

Neutral

No

Traffic effects, particularly safety of non motorvehicle traffic on Palm Parade (which has no footpath)
– Grant with conditions for traffic calming on Palm
Parade, suggests lower speed limit, speed humps

3

Sarah Atmore
11 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Impact on landscape and environment
2. Impact on infrastructure - Riversdale struggling to
cope with expansion, has limited services
3. Traffic increase and lack of parking on beach front,
making it unsafe for children
4. Fire risk
- Decline consent

4

Dave Watt
2 Tamarisk Drive

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

No reasons given – Decline consent

5

Josey Watt
2 Tamarisk Drive

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

Traffic increase and already lack of parking and
rubbish bins at south end of beach. Applicant’s existing
consent to north should proceed to spread load on
infrastructure – Decline consent

6

Tim Wallace
7 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

No

Traffic increase will cause safety issues. Wants
developer to proceed with third stage at northern end –
- Decline consent

7

Barbie Wallace
7 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

No

Traffic increase will cause safety issues (cars and
bikes). 30km speed limit not adhered to. Wants
developer to open up 21 sections on northern terrace –
- Decline consent

8

Fire and
Emergency New
Zealand

Partial
support

Yes

Fire safety - seek 2 conditions be imposed which relate
to provision of firefighting water supply and 10m
minimum vegetation setback/clearance zone.
Suggests wording for conditions

1
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Submitter
N & M Moon
20 Palm Parade

Stance
Oppose
whole
proposal

Heard Matters raised / relief sought
No
No reasons given – Decline consent

10

Jane & John
Kerridge
134 Blue Pacific
Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

No

1. Coastal Strategy contradicted – additional lots have
cumulative impact on landscape and natural character
2. Visual Effect – disagree ‘low moderate’ as assessed
in Hudson Landscape Assessment from Viewpoint 3
3. Potential flooding risk – questions effectiveness of
storm water retention dam and maintenance of grates
4. Traffic safety – traffic increase causing congestion,
inadequate parking at reserve and road sides, at times
blocking their access
5. Walkway – increased pedestrian flow will have
detrimental effect on natural character, quiet area,
worried of cyclist/motorbike use
6. Community meeting opposed the proposal
- Decline consent

11

Vicky Stanbridge
7 & 9 Harapaki
Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Scale and intensity – not simply filling the gaps, 21
extra houses would detreat from rural coastal values of
Riversdale Beach, which isn’t an “urban settlement”
2. Revegetation of coastal escarpment – questions
effectiveness of proposed planting to adequately
mitigate adverse visual impacts of 21 houses, time and
ability for plants to grow
3. Visual/landscape effects – dispute “low-moderate”
visual amenity effects in Hudson Visual Assessment,
when the assessment is based on a limited number of
viewpoints (additional photos provided). Houses clearly
visible despite mitigation, prefer larger setback than
8m from slope change, controls on roof slopes and
limit colours
4. Night sky/lighting – value ‘dark sky’, 21 houses will
add to night lighting contrary to proposed Wairarapa
Dark Sky Management Area
5. Privacy impacts – particularly on Tamarisk Drive
properties
6. Conflict with zoning and planning documents –
incremental expansion of urban development that
undermines Rural zone constraints, sets precedent
7. Traffic effects – additional pressure on limited
parking at both ends of beach
8. Servicing and infrastructure – questions regarding
sewerage infrastructure and water for fire-fighting
9. Lack of community consultation – wider concerns
raised at community meeting remain unaddressed
10. No consultation with tangata whenua – coastline
and landscape have cultural significance

9

- Decline consent, or if granted suggested more
stringent conditions: on-going maintenance of planted
areas and pest control; larger building set-back from
the slope change and compliance with height to
boundary standard; more limited colour palette for
buildings; non-removable bollards in the coastal
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Submitter

Stance

Heard Matters raised / relief sought
access walkway and reduced width; low-profile
rooflines; and no fencing, no sheds, and water tanks to
be buried.

12

Richard (Rick)
Harding
20 Tamarisk Drive

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Village character / appeal and coastal environment
threatened by the development
2. Traffic – already at its peak, not urban streets as put
in the Traffic Concepts Road Assessment, parking
concerns at south end of beach
- Decline consent

13

Margaret (Maggie)
Woodcock
20 Tamarisk Drive

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Sections were originally part of 3 terrace
development plan
2. Contrary to RMA purposes and principals – adverse
visual effects from existing development, proposal
more visible with planting ineffective as mitigation
3. Traffic – already at its peak, parking concerns at
south end of beach, safety concerns for children,
disagrees with Traffic Concepts Road Assessment,
poor condition of Masterton to Riversdale Road
4. Legality of non-opposition agreement to further
development
5. Coastal Strategy contradicted
- Decline consent

14

(Gordon) Ross
Smith
7 & 9 Harapaki
Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Village character / appeal threatened by the
development
2. Traffic – increasingly busy, parking concerns, safety
concerns for children on bikes, pedestrians, motorists
3. Visual impact – extra houses (particularly on Lots
301-319) irreversibly affect the natural landscape
(photo provided).
- Decline consent

15

Christine Prattley
11 Harapaki Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Village character / appeal threatened
2. Traffic – road safety concerns particularly Rochdale
Road/Otaraia Road and Otaraia Road/Tama Road
intersections, parking capacity at north and south
ends of beach, foot traffic on walkway needs bollards
and narrower than 2m.
3. Landscape / Visual effects – existing houses are
visible and additional houses would be more visible,
affect the natural landscape
4. Privacy – overlooking, loss of their valued privacy
5. Light / night sky – dark skies are spectacular, more
houses will have cumulative impact on dark skies
- Decline consent

16

Marie Dickens
37 Rochdale Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Infrastructure constraints – pressure on existing
storm water, sewerage, roading, power, internet, and
water supply negatively affects current users
2. Loss of productive soil
3. Natural landscape character – loss of small coastal
town feel
4. Building bulk and location – be restricted so as to not
affect their light and views
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Submitter

Stance

Heard Matters raised / relief sought
5. Mitigation planting insufficient
- Decline consent
Yes
Duplicate of Maggie Woodcock submission (#13)

17

Roland Maxwell
12 Harapaki Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

18

Barbara Maxwell
12 Harapaki Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

Duplicate of Maggie Woodcock submission (#13)

19

Ian Collier
11 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

1. Landscape/Visual impact – landscape values should
be protected for future generations
2. Infrastructure effects – impact on roading, refuse,
reserve, beach areas, facilities
3. Traffic volumes - impacts on local roading, road out
to Riversdale, parking areas
4. Question arrangements to avoid existing Terrace
landowners opposition to the application
- Decline consent

20

Robert (Bob)
Campbell
15 Tamarisk Drive

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

1. Development not supported at Community meeting
2. Applicant should complete already approved
northern development before this proposal
3. Visual effects – new houses will not be shielded from
view by planting
4. Loss of privacy – “look’ down into existing properties
5.Traffic increase – particularly at beach accesses,
parking issues, walkway becoming a ‘defacto road’
6. Infrastructure effects – pressure on existing
sewerage, water and other village amenities
- Decline consent

21

Larissa Hill &
Benjamin Hatton
33 Rochdale Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Effects on Natural Character of Coastal Environment
– disagree ‘very low – low’ Landscape Character effects
and ‘very low’ Natural Character effects. Real effects of
existing consented lots unknown, and additional 21
structures will be intrusive and visually dominant, urge
independent landscape assessment
2. Amenity and Infrastructure effects – impact on
roads, lack of car parking areas and footpaths, refuse
and recycling, preservation of reserve and beach
areas, phone and internet. Riversdale is struggling to
cope with intensification, should wait for Draft
Community Plan
3. Traffic effects - impacts on Rochdale Road from
increased traffic volumes and speeds
4. Impact on views – additional lots will undermine
original intent of existing covenants
5. Dust nuisance from earthworks
6. Question commercial arrangements to avoid existing
landowners opposition to the application
- Decline consent

22

Ash & Mel Lewis
5 Harapaki Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

1. Traffic and infrastructure effects – concerns of
vehicle and pedestrian safety on roads and beach,

Page | 10

Masterton District Council – S42A Report on Resource Consent Application RM210207

Submitter

Stance

Heard Matters raised / relief sought
parking capacity at beach, foot traffic on walkway
needs bollards and 1.5m wide.
2. Landscape / Visual effects – existing houses are
visible and additional houses would be more visible,
affect the natural landscape
3. Privacy – overlooking, loss of valued privacy
4. Light / night sky – more houses will have cumulative
impact on dark skies
- Decline consent

23

Jennie Mitchell
13 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

1. Quiet character / appeal of Riversdale threatened
2. Visual impact – of new houses
3. Infrastructure effects – impact on roading, parking
area, refuse, reserve and beach areas, facilities
4. Traffic volumes – increase impacts on local roading,
the road out to Riversdale. Safety concerns
5. Applicant should develop the lots already consented
- Decline consent

24

Gary Herrick
13 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

Same points as Jennie Mitchell submission (#23)

25

Peter & Nicola
Thomas
11 Harapaki Road

Oppose

Yes

1. Sections were originally part of 3 terrace
development plan
2. Contrary to RMA purposes and principals – adverse
visual effects from existing development, proposal
more visible with planting ineffective as mitigation
3. Traffic – already at its peak, parking concerns at
south end of beach, safety concerns for children,
disagrees with Traffic Concepts Road Assessment,
poor condition of Masterton to Riversdale Road
4. Walkway to Harapaki Road – design will allow
motorised traffic, with landscape and privacy concerns
5. Legality of non-opposition agreement to further
development
6. Coastal Strategy contradicted
- Decline consent

26

Heather & Terry
Allen
14 Harapaki Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

1. Walkway to Harapaki Road – 3m will allow motorised
traffic, with adverse noise and privacy effects
2. Development not supported at Community meeting
- Decline consent

27

Mark & Marie Hall
14 Tamarisk Drive &
40 Rochdale Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

No

1. Visual impact – original consents placed emphasis on
this and done well, however further 21 lots will have
negative visual effects
2. Planting – questions ability for plants to grow and
effectiveness of the proposed planting to adequately
mitigate adverse visual impacts
3. Traffic effects - impacts on Rochdale Road from
increased traffic volumes and parking demand at south
end of beach
4. Coastal environment – loss of small, beach side
community feel
- Decline consent
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Submitter

Stance

Heard Matters raised / relief sought

28

Simon & Lynene
Ingle,
18 Harapaki Road

Oppose
whole
proposal

NS

1. Visual effects – set-backs should be met
2. Loss of privacy -overlooking their property
3. Walkway to Harapaki Road – privacy concerns
4. Effects on infrastructure – increased pressure
5. Traffic effects – increase in road traffic volume
- Decline consent

29

Andrew Brown
92 Blue Pacific
Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

No

1. Traffic effects – increase in traffic volumes
‘noticeably busier’, parking capacity, safety
compromised
2. Character effects – detrimental change in special
character and nature of Riversdale Beach settlement
- Decline consent

30

Caroline Collisen
19 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

No

No reasons given - Decline consent

31

Grant Collisen
19 Palm Parade

Oppose
whole
proposal

No

No reasons given - Decline consent

32

Ngāi Tūmapūhia-aRangi ki
Mōtūwairaka Inc –
Mōtūwairaka Marae
(NTKM Inc)
c/- Sue Taylor

Oppose
whole
proposal

Yes

Awaiting a Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) report
commissioned by the Applicant through agreement
with NTKM Inc. Wish to be included in proceedings
while they await the outcome of the CIA report.

[36]

To assist the hearings process, the issues or matters raised in submissions have been
grouped into the following:
 Landscape / Visual effects
 Effects on Natural Character
 Amenity effects – effects on rural character, changing village character, views
protection, privacy, noise, dust nuisance
 Bulk and location provisions – setbacks, height to boundary, building height
 Traffic matters – increase in the volume of traffic, traffic safety concerns, parking
issues, local effects on Rochdale Road, the condition of Masterton Riversdale Road
 Cultural impacts
 Infrastructure requirements – servicing, storm water, refuse
 Flooding risk
 Fire risk
 Walkway
 Revegetation – effectiveness of planting as mitigation, ability to grow
 Night sky
 Loss of productive soil
 Lack of community consultation
 Lack of consultation with tangata whenua
 Contrary to Coastal Strategy
 Contrary to District Plan objectives and policies
 Contrary to RMA Purpose and Principles
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 Existing consented development
 Legality of non-opposition agreement to further development.
[37]

I am unsure of the validity of the submissions made by Tulloch (8 Rochdale Road), Dickens
(37 Rochdale Road) and Hill/Hatton (33 Rochdale Road), all property owners within the
existing Riversdale Terraces development. It is understood that all existing titles of
properties within the Riversdale Terraces development contain a private covenant
stating that the owners will not object to applications for future development, and that
there are also some agreements more specifically about their views towards the ocean.
I assume these submitters signed such agreements. A number of additional submitters
have questioned the legality of the non-opposition agreement. This aside, other than the
protection of views, the three submissions do not raise any additional substantive issues
not already raised by other submitters. For completeness however, these three
submitters have been listed within the assessment section of this report against each of
their concerns raised.

MATTERS REQUIRING ASSESSMENT UNDER THE RMA
[38]

Under Section 104(1) of the Act the relevant matters requiring consideration when
considering an application for resource consent and any submission received are as
follows:
(a)
(ab)

(b)

(c)
[39]

any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity;
and
any measure proposed or agreed to by the applicant for the purpose of
ensuring positive effects on the environment to offset or compensate for
any adverse effects on the environment that will or may result from allowing
the activity; and
any relevant provisions of—
(i)
a national environmental standard:
(ii)
other regulations:
(iii)
a national policy statement:
(iv)
a New Zealand coastal policy statement:
(v)
a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement:
(vi)
a plan or proposed plan; and
any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably
necessary to determine the application.

This report firstly considers the matters in s104(1)(b), followed by any actual and potential
effects in s104(1)(a). Any measures proposed by the applicant to address such effects and
the matters raised in the submissions are also considered.

National Environmental Standards
[40]

The application provides a brief assessment against the National Environment Standard
for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (NES - CS).
The application states: “There is no evidence that any part of the land proposed to be
subdivided was used for chemical storage or stock holding, stock yard management or
sheep dipping. All of these activities occurred (and continue to occur) on the flatter parts
of the East Leigh farm, that is more accessible from roads and farm tracks. Accordingly, no
consents are required under the Resource Management (National Environmental Standard
for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations
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2011”. The site does not involve land which has had activities or industries described in
the WCDP “Hazardous Activities and Industries List” (HAIL), or sites of contaminated soil
identified in the GWRC Land and Soil Monitoring map overlay. It is therefore considered
that no significant risks to human health are likely to arise as a result of the proposed
subdivision and no further investigation is required.
[41]

There are no other National Environmental Standards requiring consideration.

Other Regulations
[42]

Apart from the provisions of the WCDP, which include compliance with New Zealand
Standards, particularly NZS4404:2010, there are no other regulations considered
applicable to the proposal.

National Policy Statements
[43]

The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) is considered to be the only relevant
National Policy Statement to this proposal, which is referred to below.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS)
[44]

The application provides a detailed analysis of the objectives and policies of the NZCPS
that are deemed relevant to the proposal in Appendix I. The matters covered by the
document feed down to the Wellington Regional Policy Statement at a regional level, and
then the WCDP at the district level. Rather than re-quoting the objectives and policies
here, I refer the reader to the application. It is noted that a number of the identified
objectives and policies relate to the actual marine area, and biodiversity, which I do not
consider to be particularly relevant to the proposal, mainly due to the site’s location being
elevated and approximately 400m from the beach. However, considered of particular
relevance in the NZCPS are Objective 2 and Policies 13 and 14 relating to the preservation
and restoration of the natural character of the costal environment; Objective 4 relating
to public open space qualities and recreation opportunities and Policy 19 relating to
walking access to and along the coast; and Objective 6 and Policy 6 enabling subdivision
and development in the coastal environment provided it’s in appropriate places and
forms and within appropriate limits. These matters are all addressed in the effects
assessment section of the report below. It is considered that, with the recommendation
provided and the proposed conditions, the proposal is not contrary to the relevant
objectives and policies of the NZCPS.

Wellington Regional Policy Statement (RPS)
[45]

The current operative RPS is the Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region
(2013). Again, the application provides a detailed analysis of the objectives and policies
of the RPS that are deemed relevant to the proposal in Appendix J. It is not intended to
repeat all the relevant objectives and policies here. Considered of particular relevance
however are Objectives 3-8 and Policies 3, 35, 36, and 53 relating to the coastal
environment, including the preservation of natural character and access to and along the
coast; Objective 22 and Policies 56-58 relating to well designed and sustainable regional
form and managing development in rural areas, transportation, and infrastructure; and
Objectives 24-28 and Policy 48 relating to the consideration of the Principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi. These matters are all addressed in the effects assessment section
of the report below. It is considered that, with the recommendation provided and
proposed conditions, the proposal is not contrary to the relevant objectives and policies
of the RPS.
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Wairarapa Combined District Plan (WCDP)
[46]

[47]

As mentioned earlier in this report, the site is within the Rural – Primary Production Zone
of the WCDP, with a Coastal Environment Management Area extending over all the
proposed lots except Lot 323. Overall, the proposal is a Non-Complying Activity under the
provisions of the WCDP, which are detailed below.

WCDP Subdivision Rules
Rule 20.1.2 Standards for Controlled Activities
Lot Standards – Rural Zones
(b) Any subdivision in the Rural (Primary Production), Rural (Special) or Rural (Conservation
Management) Zones shall comply with all of the relevant standards in the table below:

Zone

Minimum Lot Area

Lot
Frontage

Rural
(Primary
Production)

All lots shall have a minimum lot area of 4 hectares; Minimum
except for:
100m for
front lots.
2.-Where the Certificate of Title for the site being Minimum
subdivided was issued before 29 March 2008, or 100m for
resource consent to subdivide was granted for the front lots
site before 29 March 2008, up to two lots may have a
minimum lot area of 1 hectare provided they have a
minimum average lot area of 2 hectares.

Rule 20.1.4 (a) Standards for Restricted Discretionary Activities
Rural (Primary Production Zone and Rural (Special) Zone.
(a) Any subdivision within the Rural (Primary Production Zone and Rural (Special) Zone
under Rule 20.1.3. (a) shall comply with all of the relevant standards in the table below:
Zone
(i)

Minimum Lot Area

Lot
Frontage
Rural (Primary All lots shall have a minimum lot area of 4 Minimum
Production)
hectares, except for90m for
Where the Certificate of Title for the site front lots.
being subdivided was issued before 29
March 2008, or resource consent to
subdivide was granted for the site before
29 March 2008, up to two lots may have a
minimum lot area of 1 hectare provided
they have a minimum average lot area of 2
hectares. Where two or more certificates
of title are proposed to be subdivided in a
proposal the entitlement to 1 hectare lots
may be located on different Certificates of
Title within the application site to that
from which the entitlement is created.
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20.1.6 Standards for Discretionary Activities
Rural Zones.
(a) Any subdivision within the Rural (Primary Production) Zone under
Rule 20.1.5(f) shall comply with the following:
(i) Minimum average lot area of 4 hectares, provided that, where there are any lots
larger than 10 hectares, these lots shall be given a nominal size of 10 hectares when
calculating the average lot size.
Rule 20.1.7 Non-Complying Activities
The following are Non-Complying Activities:
Rural (Primary Production) Zone.
(a) Any subdivision that does not comply with the minimum standards for Restricted
Discretionary Activities in Rule 20.1.6.
[48]

[49]

No form of subdivision is a permitted activity under the WCDP. The proposed subdivision
fails to meet the requirements of Rules 20.1.2 (b), 20.1.4 (a) or 20.1.6 (a) for a Rural Zone
subdivision relating to: the minimum lot area of 4 hectares; the minimum 100m or 90m
lot frontage for front lots; the related permitted land use standards for dwelling
setbacks; and sufficient area to allow the disposal of effluent on-site.

WCDP Rural Zone Land Use Rules
4.5.2 Standards for Permitted Activities
Permitted activities shall comply with all of the following standards for the
Rural Zone:

4.5.5

(c)

Minimum Building Setback (excluding dwellings)

(d)

Minimum Dwelling Setback

(i)
(iii)
(i)
(iii)

10 metres from the front road boundary of sealed roads.
5 metres from all other boundaries.
10 metres from the front road boundary of sealed roads.
25 metres from all other boundaries except, (that if the Certificate
of Title for the site was issued before 29 March 2008, or resource
consent to subdivide was granted for the site before 29 March 2008
then the setback can be 10 metres).

Restricted Discretionary Activities
The following are Restricted Discretionary Activities:
(e)

Any activity that does not meet one or more of the standards for permitted
or controlled activities.

Discretion is restricted to the following matters:
(i)

Avoiding, remedying or mitigating of any effects deriving from noncompliance with the particular standard(s) that is not met.
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[50]

[51]

Due to the small size of the proposed allotments (between 940m2 to 1746m2), the above
Rural Zone setback requirements cannot be met by any future dwellings or other
buildings, there just isn’t room. That is why the application also requests a ‘blanket’ Land
Use Consent to allow future dwellings and accessory buildings on the proposed
allotments to instead comply with the Residential Zone setbacks. These setback
requirements are 5 metres from the front boundary, 3 metres from any other two
boundaries and then 1.5 metres. Although a breach to setbacks would normally be
assessed as a Restricted Discretionary Activity, because of the subdivision component
of the application defaulting to a Non-Complying Activity, the matters of discretion in
assessing this matter are now not restricted. The intent of the setback Rule 4.5.2 is to
maintain amenity values, such as openness and natural character of the rural
environment and privacy.

WCDP District Wide Land Use Rules
21.1
Permitted Activities
The following are permitted activities, provided they comply with the relevant standards for
permitted activities specified below and within the underlying Environmental Zones and
Management Areas.
21.1.17 Coastal Environment Management Area

(a)

Structures

(i)

In that part of the Coastal Environment Management Area that is within
the Rural Zone, any new structure on an existing lot is a permitted
activity provided it meets all of the following standards:
(1) No part of any structure shall be located above the 40m contour
above MHWS;
(2) No part of any structure shall be located closer than 50m (in both the
seaward and landward direction) from the steepest part of the
terrace or escarpment;
(3) The structure shall be on slopes of less than 20°;
(4) No part of any structure shall exceed 7 metres in height above
natural ground level;
(5) All buildings shall use as exterior materials:
(a) Natural stone; or
(b) Natural timber provided any stains and protectants used do not
contain colorants to change the natural colour of the timber
(for example, to green or red); or
(c) Another material painted or finished in visually muted,
recessive colours, from British Standard 5252 A01 to C40
inclusive, with a reflective value of 60% or less.

21.4

Restricted Discretionary Activities
The following are Restricted Discretionary Activities:

21.4.3 Structures in the Coastal Environment Management Area
(a)

Any structure not complying with the permitted activity standards for
structures in the Coastal Environment Management Area.
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Discretion is restricted to the following matters:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)
[52]

[53]

Design and appearance of buildings and outdoor areas;
Landscape treatment and screening;
Effects on the natural character and landscape values;
Effects of activities on adjacent properties and public open spaces;
Effects on any historic, cultural or archaeological site;
Risks from natural hazards;
Access.

District Wide Rule 21.1.17 of the WCDP cannot be met on proposed Lots 301-309, 312 and
313, as any resultant structures (dwellings and/or accessory buildings) on the proposed
allotments will be located within the Coastal Environment Management Area (CEMA) and
above the 40m contour above MHWS. This rule does not apply to Lot 323 as it’s outside
the CEMA, or Lots 310, 311, or 315-318 which are inside the CEMA but below the 40m
contour. It is also thought that structures will be located within 50m of the steepest part
of the escarpment or terrace. Similar to the non-compliance against the setbacks,
although these matters on their own would normally be assessed as a Restricted
Discretionary Activity, because of the subdivision component of the application
defaulting to a Non-Complying Activity, the matters of discretion in assessing this are
not restricted. Having said that, the matters of discretion listed in Rule 21.4.3 (shown
above) are wide-reaching and provide a useful guide for assessment. The intent of Rule
21.1.17 is to protect the natural character and landscape values of the CEMA.
Assessment Criteria in Section 22 of the WCDP
Apart from the matters in section 104(1) of the Act (covered earlier), the WCDP requires
non-complying activities to be assessed against, but not limited to, the relevant
assessment criteria set out in Section 22 of the Plan. In this regard, the following matters
provide a useful guide and are addressed further in this report where appropriate.

22.1.1 Subdivision
1.

General assessment criteria
Amenity
(i) The extent to which the areas amenity values and character are protected and
or enhanced.
(ii) The ability to avoid, remedy or mitigate reverse sensitivity effects where
specific site characteristics and the nature of adjoining or nearby land uses are
likely to generate the potential for complaints about adjoining land based
primary production activities, or other lawfully established activities.
Natural Resources
(iii) The extent to which existing landform, significant trees indigenous vegetation
and habitats and water bodies are protected and or/enhanced.
(iv) Whether the subdivision would create adverse effects on groundwater quality.
Physical Resources
(vi) Whether the subdivision is consistent with the requirements of New Zealand
Standard 4404:2004 Land Development and Subdivision Engineering and
other related standards.
(vii) The provision of a potable water supply.
(viii) The adequate and effective disposal of sewage and stormwater, or the ability
of every lot to dispose of sewage and stormwater effectively without risk to
public health and the environment.
Page | 18

Masterton District Council – S42A Report on Resource Consent Application RM210207

(ix) The cumulative impacts on infrastructure and its efficient use and
development, including the capacity, safety and efficiency of the roading and
rail network, and the ability of the area’s utility services to function efficiently.
(x) The adequate provision of access within every lot to meet modern vehicular
standards.
Development
(xii) Whether the design and layout of the subdivision avoids, remedies or mitigates
any adverse effects on the surrounding environment.
(xiii) Whether the proposed subdivision will create an additional lot for Building /
development or will change the use of the affected land.
(xiv) The ability of any existing or likely proposed building to comply with all
standards in this Plan.
(xv) The ability of every allotment of land to accommodate a conforming Dwelling
house or a principal building and to be utilised in a manner that can comply with
the Plan provisions.
(xvi) The potential for financial contributions to avoid, remedy or mitigate any
adverse effects on the environment.

22.1 Consents under District Wide Rules

These criteria are not exclusive, as other criteria may be considered when assessing a
discretionary activity.

22.1.18 Coastal Environment
(i)

The actual and potential effects of the location, type and density of
subdivision and development on coastal amenity, landscape, open space,
heritage values, ecological values, riparian management, foreshore
management, and the natural character of the rural and coastal
environment.
(ii) Whether the subdivision/development introduces built structures to the
coastal environment, and their effects on the open coastal vistas from
public viewpoints, in particular where public roads are in close proximity to
the coastal margin.
(iii) The cumulative effects of subdivision and development on the coastal
environment and the provision of infrastructure and services.
(iv) The risks from natural hazards.
(v) The extent to which public access is maintained and enhanced to the coast,
including the provision of esplanade reserves.
(vi) The extent to which the subdivision and development protects historic
heritage, archaeological sites and waahi tapu sites.
(vii) Whether the area is known for its importance as a food gathering or
mahinga mataitai and/or mataitai area, and the development’s effects on
these areas.
(viii) The extent to which a proposal on the landward side of MHWS will affect the
coastal marine area.
(ix) The extent to which the subdivision and development is consistent with the
‘Caring for our Coast’ Guidelines and any applicable Management/Structure
Plan.

22.2 Consents under Zone Rules

Note: These criteria are not exclusive as other criteria may be considered when assessing
discretionary and non-complying activities.
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22.2.1 Development
(i)

Whether the desired environmental outcome achieves a consistent and
appropriate standard of infrastructure, such as through compliance with
NZS 4404: 2004 Land Development and Subdivision Engineering, and NZS
HB 44:2001 Subdivision for People and the Environment.
(ii) Whether the development has the potential to result in reverse sensitivity
effects in relation to adjoining and nearby activities, and any provision to
avoid, remedy or mitigate such effects.

22.2.4 Building Setback
(i)

The extent to which the reduced setback will:
(1) adversely affect public areas, the streetscape and openness of the
area;
(2) decrease privacy to, or visually dominate, adjoining or adjacent
property;
(3) limit vehicle visibility and safety on the subject site and adjoining
allotments.
(ii) The extent to which the reduced setback is necessary due to the shape or
physical features of the allotment.
(iii) Proposed methods for avoiding, remedying or mitigating potential adverse
effects including:
(1) the ability of existing topography or vegetation to mitigate adverse
effects on the streetscape and public areas;
(2) screening, planting and alternative design.

[54]

It is noted that, since the development of the District Plan there has been an updated
version of the Land Development and Subdivision Engineering Standard. Reference is
now taken from NZS4404:2010, as opposed to the 2004 version.

DISTRICT PLAN ANALYSIS
[55] The objectives and policies for the Rural Zone are contained in Section 4 of the WCDP.
The relevant objectives and policies are listed below:
4.3.1

Objective Rur1 – Protection of Rural Character & Amenity

To maintain and enhance the amenity values of the Rural Zone, including natural
character, as appropriate to the predominant land use and consequential
environmental quality of different rural character areas within the Wairarapa.

4.3.2

Rur1 Policies

(a) Identify areas within the Rural Zone where the predominant land use is
primary production, which needs to operate and develop effectively –
Rural (Primary Production) Zone.
(d) Maintain and enhance the amenity values, including natural character,
of the differing Rural character areas through appropriate controls over
subdivision and the bulk, location and nature of activities and buildings,
to ensure activities and buildings are consistent with the rural character,
including an appropriate scale, density and level of environmental
effects.
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(e) Manage subdivision, use and development in a manner which recognises
the attributes that contribute to rural character, including:
(i) Openness and predominance of vegetation
(ii) Productive working landscape
(iii) Varying forms, scale and separation of structures associated with
primary production activities
(iv) Ancillary living environment, with an overall low population density
(v) Self-serviced allotments.
[56]

The above objective and policies of the Rural Zone look to maintain and enhance the rural
amenity values and character of the rural area, such as openness, and to enable primary
production and other land uses, provided the adverse effects on the environment of
these other uses, such as the proposed ‘end’ residential buildings and activity, are
appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. I consider the effects of the proposal on
the rural amenity values and character of the area in the effects assessment in following
sections of my report.
4.3.4 Objective Rur2 – Provision for Primary Production and Other Activities
To enable primary production and other land uses to function efficiently and
effectively in the Rural Zone while the adverse effects are avoided, remedied or
mitigated to the extent reasonably practicable.
4.3.5

Rur2 Policies

(b) Provide for other land uses as permitted activities in the Rural (Primary
Production) Zone and Rural (Special) Zone, subject to such
environmental standards as necessary to avoid, remedy or mitigate any
adverse effects.
(c) Manage the establishment and operation of a range of other activities in
the Rural Zone such that their adverse effects on the environment are
appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated.
(d) Ensure activities that are potentially sensitive to the adverse external
effects of primary production and any other lawfully established
activities, particularly those activities with significant external effects,
are either appropriately sited, managed or restricted to avoid or mitigate
these effects.
(f) Provide interface controls on primary production and other activities
that may have adverse effects on adjoining activities.
[57]

The above objective and policies of the Rural Zone look to manage primary production
and ‘other activities’, which would include residential activities not associated with rural
activities, including reverse sensitivity, by ensuring that their adverse effects on the
receiving environment are appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. Again, I address
this below in the effects assessment.

[58]

As the site is also covered by the Coastal Environment Management Area overlay of the
WCDP, the relevant Coastal Environment objectives and policies, which are contained in
Section 13 of the WCDP, are listed below:
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13.3.1

Objective CE1 – Natural Character

To protect the natural character of the coastal environment by ensuring use,
subdivision and development maintains the comparatively undeveloped nature of
the Wairarapa Coast.

13.3.2 CE1 Policies

[59]

(a)

Identify the extent of the coastal environment based on landscape and
ecological principles.

(b)

Manage the design, location and scale of subdivision and development in
the identified coastal environment to ensure that the special qualities and
natural character of the coast are retained and adverse effects are
avoided, remedied or mitigated, with priority given to avoiding effects.

(c)

Recognise the key role of the subdivision process in establishing the
framework for development in the coastal environment, including the siting
and design of structures.

(d)

Ensure that adverse cumulative effects of subdivision, land use and
development on the special and natural character of the Wairarapa coast
are avoided, remedied or mitigated.

(e)

Promote the consolidation of urban development at existing coastal
settlements.

(f)

Manage the expansion of existing coastal settlements to ensure the special
qualities of each settlement are protected.

(g)

Ensure the provision of adequate infrastructure, services and on-site
mitigation measures as subdivision, land use and development occurs.

(j)

Promote a strategic approach to the use and management of the
Wairarapa Coast through the development of management plans,
particularly for coastal settlements, for areas with significant natural
character values and/or areas with significant environmental issues.

(k)

Encourage and support innovative land uses and development that retains
or enhances the special qualities of the coast.

(l)

Support cooperative relationships with landowners, communities and key
stakeholders in managing the coastal environment and in environmental
enhancement and public access projects.

(m)

Adopt a precautionary approach to new subdivision and development
where knowledge is lacking about coastal processes and where the risks
from natural hazards are likely to be high.

The WCDP references the collaborative development of the Wairarapa Costal Strategy
(2004) between the three Wairarapa District Councils, GWRC, Rangitanne o Wairarapa
and Ngati Kahungunu ki Wairarapa, which is a non-statutory plan for protecting the
special qualities of the Wairarapa coastline. The Wairarapa Coastal Strategy depicts the
inward coastal boundary at Riversdale, which includes the site (see Figure 5 of Hudson
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Landscape Character, Natural Character and Visual Amenity Assessment). The Coastal
Environment Management Area overlay reinforces the importance to adequately address
matters of natural character and the coast. I consider that, provided those lots, moreover
the resultant buildings, that have the potential to generate more than minor adverse
effects on the landscape and natural character of the Coastal Environment are not
consented, and the additional mitigation measures relating to building height, location
and colours are imposed, as suggested by the Boffa Miskell review of the Hudson
Assessment, the application could be argued to not be contrary to the above objective
and policies. The matters are further addressed in other areas of the report.

13.3.4 Objective CE2 – Coastal Settlements

To provide for further development at coastal settlements in a manner that
maintains the distinctive character and amenity values of each settlement.

(a)

Through the preparation and implementation of Management Plans, adopt
a strategic and community-based approach to long-term planning for the
use, development and subdivision of coastal settlements.

(b)

Use the Management Plan process to develop Structure Plans that identify
appropriate opportunities for further growth within and/or adjoining
coastal settlements.

(c)

Provide for further subdivision, use and development within existing coastal
settlements in a manner that is appropriate to each settlement’s character,
its landscape and recreational values and its infrastructural capacity.

(d)

Take into account the principles and criteria in any Management Plan when
assessing a proposed subdivision or development.

(e)

Establish development standards that recognise and maintain the
character and amenity values of coastal settlements as appropriate.

(f)

Ensure public facilities and infrastructure are provided to serve the needs
of residents and visitors while being located and designed to retain the
character of the settlements.

[60]

I address amenity values and character of the Riversdale settlement in the assessment
of effects section of this report. There is no operative Management Plan for Riversdale
settlement, however Council have started the community involvement process to
develop a plan. Some submissions suggest that this subdivision application should not
be determined until such a Management Plan is developed, however it is not practicable
to delay consideration for this process.

[61]

The objectives and policies for subdivision, land development and urban growth are
contained in Section 18 of the WCDP, the relevant objectives and policies are listed below
are:

18.3.1

Objective SLD1 – Effects of Subdivision & Land Development

To ensure subdivision and land development maintains and enhances the
character, amenity, natural and visual qualities of the Wairarapa, and protects the
efficient and effective operation of land uses and physical resources.

18.3.2 SLD1 Policies
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(a)

Manage subdivision and land development in a manner that is appropriate
for the character and qualities of the environmental zone in which it is
located while recognising that such change may alter the character and
qualities.

(b)

Provide subdivision where it is compatible with the physical characteristics
of the site, provided any adverse environmental effects are avoided
remedied or mitigated.

(d )

Set minimum allotment sizes for the Residential and Rural Zones that
provide a baseline for maintaining the character, scale and intensity of
development of their Zones, including their servicing capacity, while
recognising the differing constraints, qualities and characteristics within
each zone.

(f)

Limit the intensity of subdivision and land development in those rural parts
of the Wairarapa in which significant intensification may have adverse
effects on the risks from natural hazards, the operational requirements of
key infrastructural and land use assets, water supply catchments, and the
growth of urban areas.

(g)

To provide for the subdivision of rural land for rural-residential purposes
through minimum standards that seek to:
i. Avoid or mitigate any significant potential adverse effects on the
viability and operational requirements of any productive use of any
adjacent rural or industrial land;
ii. Ensure allotment sizes and the pattern of subdivision maintains the open
rural character, particularly from public roads;
iii. Ensure allotments are able to accommodate the likely use in accordance
with the other requirements of the Plan;
iv. Avoid adverse effects on the safe and efficient use of roads, and
pedestrian and cycling networks;
v. Satisfactorily avoid or mitigate the potential reverse sensitivity effects
in relation to either nearby industrial and rural productive activities,
activities allowed by the zoning, or anticipated urban growth;
vi. Ensure the actual and potential effects on rural character, amenity and
natural values will not be compromised by intensive and ad hoc urban
development and/or through the cumulative effects of rural-residential
development;
vii. Ensure the sewage effluent from all lots can be effectively disposed
without any potential adverse effects on the environment.
viii. Ensure a potable water supply is available on each allotment.

(h) Allotments below the minimum standards in the Rural Zone shall avoid all of
the following outcomes:
i.

The proposed subdivision is likely to have a significant adverse effect on
the viability and operational requirements of any productive use of
adjacent rural or industrial land, including activities allowed by the
zoning, or anticipated urban growth;
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ii.

iii.
iv.
v.
vi.

vii.
viii.

ix.

The allotment sizes and/or pattern of the subdivision would not maintain
the open rural character, particularly from public roads and vantage
points;
Allotments are unable to accommodate the likely use in accordance with
the other requirements of the Plan;
The subdivision would require an extension or upgrading of any service
or road that is not in the economic interest of the District;
The subdivision would compromise the safe and efficient use of the road
network;
Any exacerbation of risks from flooding or other natural hazards that is
likely to occur through intensified landholdings, occupation or where
capital and infrastructural investment is more than minor;
The proposal is unlikely to be able to satisfactorily and reliably dispose
of effluent;
The proposal is likely to lead to ad hoc urban development and/or
adverse effects on rural character, amenity, and natural values through
the cumulative effects of rural residential development in the vicinity;
The proposal is unable to provide a potable supply of water.

(i)

Protect the quality, character and values of the Wairarapa’s rural environment
from the cumulative effects of intensification by limiting subdivision below the
rural minimum area standards to situations where there are special
circumstances that would not create a precedent.

(j)

In the Rural Coastal Environment Management Area, allotments, particularly
where new buildings and structures are likely to be constructed, shall:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

Avoid or mitigate any adverse effects on landscape, natural and amenity
values from any buildings, structures and accessways;
Not degrade the natural character of the coastal environment through
an inappropriate density, scale and location;
Avoid the formation of new settlements in the coastal environment;
Avoid unduly compromising coastal views and public access to the
margins of the coast and rivers; and
Not significantly exacerbate the risks from coastal erosion and
inundation and/or other natural hazards.

(k) To provide for subdivision below the minimum standards if it results in the more
effective management of network utilities or the protection of significant
heritage assets and natural areas.
[62]

The above objective and policies relating to subdivision and land development anticipate
design and quality of subdivision that is compatible with site characteristics, with a
baseline for maintaining character, scale and intensity of development (including
servicing capacity), while recognising the qualities of the area. The existence of the
consented development within Rochdale Road has changed the character of the
immediate area from that of a ‘normal’. The road design, with a footpath and regularly
spaced stormwater control structures and vehicle crossings, the dwellings in close
proximity to each other and to within 5 metres of the road, and the housing design
themselves, all contribute to creating a semi-rural/semi-urban environment within the
immediate area of Rochdale Road.
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[63]

In my opinion, provided those lots, moreover the resultant buildings, that have the
potential to generate more than minor adverse effects on the landscape and natural
character of the coastal environment are not consented, as recommended, and the
additional mitigation measures relating to building height, location and colours are
imposed, the application could be argued that, on balance the proposal is not contrary to
the above objective and policies. This is mainly due to the fact that the proposal is using
existing infrastructure and is supplementary to existing development. This is addressed
further in the effects assessment below.

18.3.4 Objective SLD2 – Effects of Servicing Requirements

To ensure that subdivision and land development is appropriately serviced to
provide for the likely or anticipated use of the land.

18.3.5 SLD2 Policies
(a)

(c)
(d)

[64]

Ensure adequate infrastructure is provided by the subdivider/developer to
allow new activities and development to connect to wastewater and water
reticulation where adequate capacity exists to meet the needs of the
development.
Avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects resulting from stormwater
discharges.
Ensure that owners of unserviced lots are responsible for providing potable
water supply….in a manner that avoids, remedies or mitigates any adverse
effects.

In regard to the above objective and policy, the MDC Utilities Asset Services Manager is
satisfied that the allotments are able to be serviced to a standard required to support the
proposed development. Appropriate conditions can be imposed to ensure that
connections to sewer and provision of other services can be provided to a standard that
will ensure that adverse effects on network capacity can be appropriately avoided,
remedied or mitigated at the time of engineering approval of connections.

18.3.7 Objective SLD3 – Sustainable Infrastructure Development

To maintain sustainable and efficient public infrastructure that meets the
additional demand generated by development and subdivision, while avoiding,
remedying or mitigating adverse effects on the environment.

18.3.8 SLD3 Policies

[65]

(a)

Require an equitable contribution from developers where new connections to
the Councils’ water supply or wastewater disposal services will contribute to
a future need for upgrades or extensions to the services.

(b)

Require a contribution where an activity necessitates road upgrading to
avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse effects on the road or the wider
environment.

In regard to the above objective and policies, sewer contributions to connect to the
Riversdale Beach wastewater scheme and roading contributions can be applied under
section 23 of the District Plan for every new (additional) lot created.
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18.3.13 Objective SLD5 – Reserves and Open Space

To sustainably manage and develop the reserve and open space network to cater
for current and future community needs and to protect and enhance significant
environmental assets.

18.3.14 SLD5 Policies
(a)

Require a reserve contribution from new residential and visitor
accommodation development, including rural subdivision creating vacant
lots that have the ability to be developed for residential purposes, that is
proportionate to the demand for passive and active community
recreational requirements arising from the development, including the
need to protect the Wairarapa’s key environmental assets such as its
coastal margins and natural features.

(b)

Ensure land acquired as a reserve contribution is located and designed to
complement the recreational and open space needs and amenity of the
District.

(c)

Manage subdivision and development adjacent to or near reserves to
ensure public access (or future public access) is provided at the time of
subdivision and/or development.

[66]

The application proposes to vest Lot 200 as reserve. This area is to be extensively
planted and provide access between the end of Rochdale Road cul-de-sac and Harapaki
Road below. Reserves contributions may be applied under section 23 of the WCDP for
every additional lot created to ensure that this objective and policy are met, however with
the proposed reserve to vest, the value of contributions may be able to be deducted from
the value of the reserve. Appropriate conditions can be imposed to ensure that
appropriate values are sought to off-set this.

[67]

The following objective and policies relating to the road network are also considered
relevant:

17.3.1

Objective TT1 – Managing the Road Network

To maintain the safe and efficient operation and development of the road network
from the adverse effects of land use while maintaining the network’s ability to
service the current and future needs of the Wairarapa.

17.3.2 TT1 Policies

(b)

Establish controls and standards on land use and subdivision to avoid,
remedy or mitigate any effects of the land use on the safe and efficient
functioning and operation of the road network, including loading, parking
and manoeuvring.

(c)

Establish controls and standards on new intersections and access points
onto roads to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on the roads’
safe and efficient functioning.

(d)

Promote knowledge and understanding of good roading and access
design.
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(g)
[68]

Protect natural, amenity and landscape values from the effects of new,
reconstructed and upgraded transport infrastructure.

These matters are addressed further in the assessment below, but it is concluded in
evidence submitted by Harriet Fraser, Transport Engineer engaged by Council, that with
the mitigation measures provided through the recommended conditions, that the
transport effects of the proposal on the road network can be appropriately managed. The
Councils Roading Manager is satisfied the subdivision and land development can be
supported by existing transportation and infrastructure networks.

ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT
[69] The actual and potential effects of the proposed activity on the environment have been
identified as:
 Landscape character effects;
 Visual amenity effects;
 Effects on natural character of the Coastal Environment;
 Other amenity effects – effects on rural character; effects on character of
Riversdale Settlement; building bulk and location; views protection; privacy and
noise generated from using the walkway, dust nuisance;
 Residential activity in the Rural Zone – contrary to WDCP
 Traffic effects – change in volume of traffic, traffic safety concerns, parking
issues, local effects on Rochdale Road, the condition of Masterton to Riversdale
road;
 Servicing and infrastructure effects – fire safety;
 Night sky;
 Cultural effects;
 Effects on Heritage; and
 Natural Hazards
Landscape Character / Visual Amenity / Natural Character of the Coastal Environment
[70] The visual amenity effects of the proposal, particularly the views of the resultant
buildings on the proposed allotments, and the effects of these may have on the
landscape that is the backdrop to the Riversdale settlement has been raised in many of
the submissions (Atmore, Kerridge, Stanbridge, Woodcock, Smith, Prattley, Maxwell,
Collier, Campbell, Lewis, Mitchell, Herrick, Thomas and Hall). Submitters Stanbridge and
Smith have included photos in their submissions showing viewpoints of the site.
Additionally, other submissions have raised concerns about the potential adverse effects
of the proposal on the natural character of the Coastal Environment (Dickens and
Hill/Hatton). As these aspects are such a key component of the proposal, are of a concern
to so many submitters, and with reference to WCDP Coastal Environment Policy 13.3.2 (c)
above, MDC considered it appropriate to have the Landscape Character, Natural
Character and Visual Amenity Assessment prepared by Hudson Associates Ltd, included
in the application, reviewed. An independent assessment of these matters was also
requested in the submission made by Hill/Hatton. The review has been undertaken by
Emma McRae, Landscape Architect from Boffa Miskell Ltd, Wellington. This review
provides the basis of the assessment of these matters, and is included in Appendix 3 of
this report.
[71]

Boffa Miskell’s Natural Character, Landscape and Visual Assessment Methodology
provides a clear assessment process as to determining the level of overall effects
relating to these matters. The review also considers the relevant provisions of WCDP
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Coastal Environment Management Area, the Wairarapa Coastal Strategy and the
submissions received. The Boffa Miskell review concludes that the visual effects on the
landscape and natural character would be greater than that assessed in the Hudson
report. Particularly, in paragraphs 63 and 64 of the Boffa Miskell report it states:
The current pattern of development on the terraces at Riversdale Beach sets development
back from the terrace edge, which allows this landform to dominate the skyline (see Figures
3-4 above and Figures 2 and 5 attached). This pattern of development means that houses
are generally not visible beyond the landform of the terrace, except on a few selected
locations. Where dwellings are visible, only the roofline of the buildings are apparent.
Attached Figures 2 to 7 illustrate existing views from within the Riversdale Reserve and the
beach to the south of the proposed development, and the appearance of the Application
and Proposed views as building blocks.
The proposed development would introduce further dwellings into views towards the
terrace development from the Riversdale Beach foreshore and the existing main
settlement below the terraces, (see Figures 3 and 6 attached). While proposed planting may
in time screen lower parts of the proposed buildings, the buildings will remain dominant in
views and create a sense of overbearing when viewed from the beach and lower settlement
area.
[72]

The review refers to the particular relevance of Coastal Environment Area Rule 21.1.17 i)
2) of the WCDP which states that that “No part of any structure shall be located closer than
50m (in both the seaward and landward direction) from the steepest part of a terrace or
escarpment” and an accompanying plan shows that a number of the proposed allotments
fall within this buffer zone. This rule is backed by the associated Coastal Environment
objectives and policies of the WCDP, which look to preserve the natural character of the
coast and protect the landscape character, along with similar objectives and policies in
the NZCPS and RPS. The application proposes an 8-metre setback from the change in
the slope or terrace edge instead of the 50 metres. The submission by Stanbridge
requests a larger setback from the slope change to reduce the visual impact. Therefore,
the Boffa Miskell review, in paragraph 65 states:
In order to maintain the existing landscape character, that is the natural forms and
relatively unbuilt appearance of the terraces beyond the main beach settlement, only the
less visually prominent lots outside the 50m buffer zone, that is Lots 301-303,320 and 323
should be consented.

[73]

I agree with this approach. The Hudson assessment includes a number of viewpoints
(photos) of the existing Riversdale Terraces development and simulations from the same
viewpoints once the proposed allotments, resultant buildings and plantings are
established. In all of the simulations, and from all of the public viewpoints shown, it is
considered that the proposal, (being the 21 Lots as lodged) may have more than minor
adverse visual effects on the landscape and the natural character of the coastal
environment, even with the proposed mitigation measures, such as planting, considered.
I consider that the removal of those allotments within 50 metres of the top of the
escarpment, along with the other recommendations included in the Boffa Miskell review
relating to specific houses locations, low reflective building materials, building height
restricted to 5 metres, no boundary fencing, and location of water tanks (listed as
proposed conditions), would ensure that the visual effects on the landscape and the
natural character of the coastal environment are reduced to minor.
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[74]

Further to this, the application places heavy reliance on the planted areas and additional
planting to mitigate the visual effects of the proposal. The effectiveness of the planting
and the ability for the planting to grow effectively and quickly in certain areas to achieve
the desired mitigation has been questioned by submitters (Stanbridge, Woodcosk,
Dickens, Campbell and Hall). Limiting the proposal to only those lots that are less
prominent when viewed from below, ensures less reliance on other mitigation.

[75]

The earlier Terraces decision of 2005 refused consent to 17 allotments based on more
than minor adverse effects on the existing settlement and coastal environment. Of these
17 lots, 8 were within the southern terrace (Lots 1, 31, 32, 34, 36, 37 and 38), the area of the
current proposal. Submitters Woodcock and Thomas have raised that the proposed
current sections were part of the original plan.

Other Amenity Effects
Effects on rural character
[76] The submission by Stanbridge disputes the claims made in the application that the
environment is highly modified and an established urban environment. The site is located
within the Rural Zone, and I believe retains its rural character with qualities such as
openness, and expansive views over farmland on the hills behind, while also having a
semi-urban environment character, created by the urban type development already
consented and still being developed on Rochdale Road. The position of the site on the
outskirts of the existing Riversdale settlement also affords it this mix between rural and
semi-urban character. The site is currently in pasture grasses and planted areas, and
although the proposal will result in additional allotments and buildings, it is considered
that the location of the proposed allotments, when viewed in association with those that
already exist, will not have an adverse effect on the rural character of the area. This is
particularly so if the recommendation to remove the more visually prominent sites from
the proposal is adopted.
Effects on the character of the Riversdale Settlement
[77]
A number of submissions have raised that the proposal will have an adverse impact on
the existing character of the Riversdale Settlement (Harding, Smith, Prattley, Hill/Hatton,
Mitchell, Herrick, Hall and Brown). Most of these submissions refer to the increasingly
popular nature of Riversdale and how this is changing its quiet, small beach village
appeal. The introduction to the Costal Environment section of the WCDP recognises this
in saying: “This diverse costal environment is highly valued by both locals and the wider
community, in terms of its aesthetic, natural, productive, recreational, and historic values.
Consequently, the Wairarapa community make considerable use of the coast. However, the
proximity of the Wairarapa to Wellington metropolitan area creates additional pressure to
further develop the coastline for holiday and recreational purposes.” Provided
development is managed appropriately through the mechanisms such as this resource
consent process, it would be difficult to attribute any change in character of Riversdale
as a direct effect related to this development.
Building Bulk and Location
[78] The submissions by Dickens and Ingle raise concerns over reducing the building setbacks
requirements, mainly due to the increased visibility of buildings if they are placed close
to the road (note a 5m front setback is requested by the application, as being the
Residential Zone standard). A desktop assessment of aerial photos of the current
buildings in Rochdale Road shows that most of the buildings are being built to
approximately 5 metres off the front boundary, with the odd one further back, for
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example #8 Rochdale Road, which is approximately 11 metres from the front boundary. It
is noted that only proposed Lots 301, 313, 314, 319, and 320 actually front a legal road, with
the remainder having access from rights of way, so buildings fronting the public areas as
a result of the development will be minimised. Because of this, and that there are a
number of buildings already to within 5 metres of the road, a 5-metre setback is
considered acceptable. Requiring larger setbacks for the few additional allotments,
would have no real added value in reducing any visual effects or maintaining amenity, in
my opinion. The other setback requirements are mainly intended to protect neighbour’s
amenity, such as privacy and openness, and provide a level of on-site amenity. I would
suggest that keeping the setbacks to the Residential standards is the simplest and most
consistent way to manage this. Property owners then know what they and their
neighbours have to comply with.
[79]

The submissions by Stanbridge and Dickens state that the development on the
allotments should comply with height to boundary standards of the WCDP. This standard
is intended to protect a neighbour’s amenity and access to sunlight. It is unclear whether
this can be achieved or not on the proposed sites, but it is assumed that with such a low
roof height proposed, it is likely that height to boundary can be met. It is noted that the
height to boundary standard is the same regardless as to whether a site is located within
the Rural or Residential Zone.

[80]

The Dickens submission also raises concerns about the height restrictions on buildings
and the inconsistencies between previous stages of the Terraces development and the
current proposal, with respect to a potential loss of views, which is addressed below. It
is intended by the application that all buildings within the proposed allotments will be
restricted to 5 metres in height, which will be managed by restrictive covenant and/or
consent notice. Submitters Dickens has requested that the height be less than 5 metres.
The height of buildings is addressed in the review by Boffa Miskell, with conditions of
consent proposed to manage this. It is considered that 5 metres is the minimum
reasonable height expected to build a single-story dwelling within.

Impact on views
[81]
The submissions made by Tulloch, Dickens, Hill/Hatton all raise concerns that the
buildings on the proposed allotments will impact their views towards the coast.
Submitter Tulloch, from #8 Rochdale Road, has requested that a condition of consent be
imposed to protect their views from further development. Proposed Lots 314-320 are on
the seaward side of the submitter’s property. Submitter Dickens from #37 Rochdale Road
believes the stages of the development should have been managed better, in that the
building heights are reduced as the properties move down to the hill, to ensure views are
not blocked. As mentioned above, the submitter has requested that the height of
buildings be restricted to less than 5 metres, but I’m not sure this is practicable.
Submitter Hill/Hatton from #33 Rochdale Road) raises similar concerns to the Dickens
submission. I do not believe a lot of weight can be given to these submissions, particularly
if these parties have signed the covenant confirming that they will not object to further
stages of the development at the time of purchasing their properties.
Privacy - overlooking
[82] The submissions by Stanbridge, Prattley, Campbell, Lewis and Ingle all raise concerns
that the properties on the proposed allotments will result in adverse privacy effects from
overlooking. I assume this is mainly associated with proposed Lots 315-317 and 310 and
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311, which are located directly above the submitter’s properties. The recommendation to
remove these allotments from the granted approval will address these concerns.
Privacy concerns from the walkway
[83] The submissions by Allen and Ingle raise concerns over a loss of privacy to their
properties as a result of people using hr proposed walkway, #14 and #18 Harapaki Road,
respectively. It is noted that there is a formed tracked extending off the end of Harapaki
Road and past these properties. Although, it is expected that formalising the access
between the development and Harapaki Road may result in more people using the
walkway, ensuring the new part of the track is restricted to walking and cyclists only, not
motorbikes, and side by sides/quad bikes, will help to address some of the privacy
concerns of the submitters. Reducing the scale of the proposal will also help this.
Noise concerns from the walkway
[84] Submitter Allen is concerned that the proposed walkway, which will adjoin their property
at 14 Harapaki Road, will generate noise from users that will destroy the peace and quiet
of their street. The submitter has noted that the walkway is to be 3 metres wide, which is
noted to be the width depicted on the subdivision scheme plan included with the
application, although the application document states the path with Lot 200 is to be 2
metres wide. A 3-metre width is a concern to the submitters as it can then be used by
quad bikes and dirt bikes, leading to excessive noise. Even a continual flow of people is a
concern. With the lesser width, and bollards or something similar at either end of the path
to restrict motorised vehicles, any potential adverse effects of noise from the proposed
path will be minimised.
Dust nuisance
[85] Submitter Hill/Hatton are concerned about the potential dust nuisance from earthworks
required for the construction of the right of way adjoining their property. The more
restrictive Coastal Environment Management Area WCDP standards for earthworks will
apply to the site except one of the proposed allotments (proposed Lot 323) which is
outside the area. Earthworks greater than 1.5m (cut or fill) measured vertically is subject
to land use consent. The application has stated that earthworks can be kept to a
minimum and will comply with the relevant standard. Due to this, it is considered that the
effects of any dust nuisance will be short term and minor.
Residential activity in the Rural Zone – contrary to the WCDP
[86] The Stanbridge submission raises that the application is residential activity within the
Rural Zone and at conflict with the zoning and planning documents. Although the
application argues that the proposal is simply an addition to, or “filling the gaps” within
the existing Terraces subdivision, the proposal seeks to enable 21 residential-sized
allotments within the Rural Zone that all fall well short of a permitted baseline for
development under the provisions of the WCDP. Due to the recent issue of the main
Record of Title (24 April 2020), and that the allotments are within the Coastal
Environment Management Area, as stated above, the minimum lot area required for
subdivision, as prescribed by the WCDP, is 4 hectares. The proposed size of the intended
residential use sites are between 940m2 to 1746m2, all well under the 4-hectare minimum.
The number of dwellings permitted per existing title in the Coastal Environment
Management of the Rural is also limited to one. The proposal is deemed to be a NonComplying Activity under the WCDP. Furthermore, the small nature of the proposed
allotments means that the applicant is also seeking the Residential Zone development
setback standards for buildings, aiming to protect amenity values, such as privacy and
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access to sunlight. Of particular relevance here, and at odds with the applicants’
assessment, are the relevant objectives and policies within Section 18 of the WCDP Subdivision, Land Development and Urban Growth, especially Policy 18.3.2 (h) and (i) that
specifically look to avoid allotments below the minimum standards in the Rural Zone
leading to ad hoc urban development and/or adverse effects on rural character, amenity
and natural values through the cumulative effects of rural-residential development; and
not creating a precedent by limiting subdivision below the rural minimum area standards.
It could be argued, on balance when assessing the reduced proposal, as recommended,
against all the relevant objectives and policies and provisions, the effects with this regard
will be no more than minor.
Traffic effects
[87]

Traffic effects, including the change in volume of traffic, traffic safety concerns, parking
issues, local effects on Rochdale Road and Palm Parade, the condition of the Masterton
to Riversdale road, and the use of the proposed walkway by vehicles have been raised in
many of the submissions (Prichard, Atmore, Watt, Wallace x2, Kerridge, Stanbridge,
Harding, Woodcock, Smith, Prattley, Collier, Campbell, Lewis, Michell, Herrick, Thomas,
Hall, Ingle and Brown). Due to the range of transport issues raised, MDC engaged
Transport Planner, Harriet Fraser to review the traffic assessment in the application,
including the submissions. The Evidence of Harriet Fraser, prepared on behalf of the
Council, is included as Appendix 4 of this report.

[88]

It is acknowledged that development of any kind is likely to increase the volume of traffic
on the local road network, it’s whether the increase amounts to an adverse effect that is
more than minor that needs to be considered. Riversdale is increasingly busy, especially
at peak holiday times, with a mix of transport modes, including motorists, cyclists,
pedestrians, tractors with boats, motobikes / quad bikes and side-by-sides. Having said
that, I agree with Ms Fraser’s assessment that the additional traffic activity associated
with the proposed subdivision is likely to have any discernible effects on the existing road
safety. The recommendation to remove a number of allotments from the granted
approval will also help to address submitters concerns.

[89]

The increased pressure on parking at the beach, more so the south end with relevance to
the proposal, is a real concern to submitters. There is obviously already a high demand
for parking near the beach, with increasing overflow parking on grass verges, having
flow-on safety issues and in some cases blocking access to properties. Ms Fraser has
recommended that some parking spaces are marked along some streets to encourage
parking in a safe and efficient manner. This is not a matter for the Applicant to address.
The Council Roading Manager has confirmed that ‘hockey stick’ parking areas can be
trailed in streets in the area, like Sunrise Way, Again, the recommendation to remove a
number of allotments from the granted approval will also help to address submitters
concerns about added pressure on parking from this application.

[90]

The capacity of the roads associated with the development, in particular Rochdale Road,
is sufficient to accommodate additional traffic as assessed by Trafficconcepts on behalf
of the applicant and Ms Fraser. The Council Roading Manager has confirmed that traffic
calming measures are already proposed along Palm Parade. The proposal has also been
deemed to have no discernible effects on the maintenance needs of the Masterton to
Riversdale Road. Ms Fraser has also provided guidance on the width and control
structures at the end of the proposed walkway through Lot 200.
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[91]

Ms Fraser’s traffic assessment concludes that:
With mitigation measures provided through the recommended conditions, the transport
effects associated with the proposal can be appropriately managed.

[92]

The mitigation measures suggested by Ms Fraser are included as conditions of consent.
I agree with Ms Fraser’s assessment, and consider that the traffic effects associated with
the proposal are no more than minor.

Servicing and infrastructure
[93] A number of submitters (Atmore, Watt, Stanbridge, Dickens, Collier, Campbell, Hill
/Hatton, Mitchell, Herrick, and Ingle) have raised that the proposal will have an adverse
effect on the infrastructure at Riversdale. The different aspects of infrastructure
requirements and provision are addressed below.
Sewer
[94] The 21 new allotments are proposed to be connected to the Riversdale reticulated sewer
disposal system. This system was designed and installed after the approval of the original
Terraces development. Existing sewer mains run in Rochdale Road. The MDC Services
Manager has confirmed with the Applicant’s Engineer that there is capacity within the
existing Riversdale reticulated sewer system for the additional allotments, with the
following specific comments: “Riversdale sewage treatment plant has sufficient capacity
to receive and treat the sewage, however, many of the Riversdale Terrace sewer pipes were
not properly sized in my opinion, such that a single house lateral is 50mm diameter, and the
adjacent sewer main receiving from 5+ house is still 50mm diameter”.
[95]

The Applicant’s Engineer, Andy Duncan of EQOnz Ltd, has provided further information to
the Council regarding the sewer mains which, based on the assumption that the pipes are
63mm and 75 diameter, and concludes: “Because of the way in which communal pumped
systems work, pumps do not all operate at the same time, hence there is typically, and
somewhat unexpectantly, significant capacity in this type of system to accommodate
additional flows”. The details of how this will work, will be part of the detailed engineering
design and covered by conditions. Based on the recommendation for 5 lots, being a
reduced number of lots, there is expected to be less impact on the capacity of the sewer
mains.

[96]

Financial Contributions will be payable to MDC to enable connections to the sewer system
of $24,585 for each additional lot consented.

Water supply
[97] There is no reticulated water supply at Riversdale. The application has mentioned that
future buildings will be required to provide water tanks for potable water and fire-fighting
purposes, which is standard for residential development in the Rural Zone. Submissions
have been received from Fire and Emergency NZ, Atmore and Stanbridge about the fire
risk associated with no reticulated water on-site. Conditions have been recommended
by Fire and Emergency New Zealand, which are considered appropriate to include, and
due to the on-going nature of conditions, a consent notice is also included. The visibility
of the water tanks has already been addressed under visual effects.
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Stormwater
[98] A Stormwater Assessment report by EQOnz Ltd has been included in the application for
stormwater detention dam 6, which is located within Lot 200, above the properties at #16
and #18 Harapaki Road, and #19 and #21 Palm Parade. The stormwater report says that if
the stormwater detention dam outlet channel and culverts block, flows could overspill
and form a secondary flow-path (Figure 6), ‘which could compromise some assets’. It will
also flow cross private land, and may result in the property owners/occupiers in Harapaki
Rd and at the end of Blue Pacific Parade to experience an adverse effect that is more
than minor associated with the increased stormwater runoff. Kerridge (#134 Blue Pacific
Parade – corner of Harapaki Road and Blue Pacific Parade) has raised in their submission
that they have flood risk concerns because of this. They mention the importance of the
regularly maintaining the stormwater grates to ensure the efficient flow of water. Details
of such matters can be covered by condition, if necessary.
Design and formation of vehicle access
[99] The evidence from Harriet Fraser has identified that there is a lack of information in the
assessment of the proposal against the WCDP rules and standards and NZS4404:2010
for vehicle access, that may be able to be provided at the hearing, as follows:
The Application assumes compliance with NZS4404:2010 and the District Plan Access
Standards. The Application does not include information to demonstrate that compliance
is achievable. In particular regarding the legal and formed access widths, the gradients
along each access, whether two-way traffic flow is needed/ provided for on the shared
accesses and the ability for vehicles to turn at the ends of the accessways. It would also be
useful to understand how the two proposed accessways at the end of Rochdale Road will
connect onto the existing cul de sac head.
Reserves
[100] As referred to in other parts of the report, the Applicant proposes to vest Lot 200 with
Council. Discussion with the Council’s Parks team has confirmed that the reserve to vest
(Lot 200) is desired by Council as it provides a pedestrian link from the end of Rochdale
Road to Harapaki Road.
[101]

Details of the reserve, including the location of the walkway down the hill, and access
restrictions at each end of the walkway can be finalised later and/or covered by
conditions.

[102]

Reserves contributions will be payable in accordance with Section 23 of the WCDP for
every additional lot created. However, with the proposed reserve to vest being relatively
large, and depending on the number of lots consented, the value of contributions may be
able to be deducted from the value of the reserve. Appropriate conditions can be
imposed to ensure that appropriate values are sought and off-set if required.

Other infrastructure – refuse, internet / phone
[103] A number of submitters have raised that, additional households will cause an adverse
effect on other infrastructure, such as refuse collection, and access to internet and
phone services. The application, particularly based on the recommendation for 5 lots, is
not considered to have a discernible adverse effect on other infrastructure, due to the
nature and scale of the proposal.
Night / Dark Sky
[104] The submissions by Stanbridge, Prattley and Lewis mentioned the importance of
maintaining the dark skies in the area. The WCDP has permitted standards within the
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District Wide rules relating to the brightness of lighting to manage light spill. It is
considered that standard residential development, as proposed, would meet these
standards and is unlikely to have an adverse effect on this.
Cultural effects
[105] Section 8 of the WCDP identifies the main iwi groups who have mana whenua in the
Masterton District as Rangitane Tu Mai Rā, Rangitane o Wairarapa and Ngati Kahungungu
ki Wairarapa. The WCDP also includes method 8.3.4(b), requiring identification of
culturally significant sites through a reference system of sites. These sites are identified
as a layer in the Council’s GIS software, and there are no identified archaeological sites
within the subject site. In terms of unidentified sites, the Council routinely provides
advice on how to manage accidental discovery of waahi tapu and other taonga during
excavation or earthworks associated with development and land use. This can be dealt
with by way of a suitable advice note.
[106]

The submission from Ngai Umuahia-a-Rangi ki Mōtūwairaka Inc – Mōtūwairaka Marae
(NTKM Inc) states that the Applicant has agreed to commission a Cultural Impact
Assessment (CIA). This is so NTKM Inc can make an informed decision as to whether the
proposal has a cultural impact. This CIA has not yet been received by Council, but is
expected to be available in time for the hearing.

Heritage
[107] There are no known historic sites or features associated with the application, either
within the site boundaries or in the immediate vicinity. However, as per normal conditions
of consent, accidental discovery advice notes are recommended to be included, which
will ensure that should any earthworks uncover unrecorded archaeological sites – work
would stop immediately, and Heritage NZ would be contacted immediately to determine
the next steps.
Natural Hazards
[108] The proposal is clear of any hazards identified in the WCDP, including fault lines, or flood
zones. The recommended sites are also located above the tsunami evacuation zone. It is
thus considered that the requirements of s 106 of the RMA are satisfied.

Other matters I consider relevant (s104(c))
Previously consented development
[109] A number of submitters have raised that the developer should proceed with the already
consented development of the northern terrace instead of the current proposal (Watt,
Wallace x2, Campbell, Mitchell and Herrick). The original consent was granted in 2005
through a notification process and a Commissioner decision. This consent is still valid,
through an extension of time granted by MDC, with an expiry date of 27 November 2030.
[110]

The current application needs to be assessed and considered on its own merits under the
RMA process. MDC does not have the ability to enforce the Applicant to complete the
previous approved subdivision prior to, or instead of, this current application.
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PART 2 RMA ANALYSIS
Section 5 Purpose of the Act
[111]

The overarching purpose in section 5 of the RMA, is promotion of the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources. This requires a balance between the use,
development and protection of natural resources on one hand, and enabling people and
communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing and health and
safety on the other.

[112]

In my opinion, with the limitation on the number of allotments, as recommended, and the
inclusion of suitable conditions, the proposal may be able to be undertaken in a manner
that would avoid, remedy or mitigate any potential adverse effects on the environment.

Section 6 – Matters of National Importance
[113]

Section 6(a) identifies that as a matter of natural importance persons exercising powers
under the RMA shall recognise and provide for:
“(a)
The preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the
costal marine area), wetlands and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of
them from inappropriate subdivision, use and development”.

[114]

In my opinion, the recommendation to remove those lots from the proposal that are
deemed to have more than a minor effects on the natural character of the coastal
environment ensures that this principal is achieved.

Section 7 – Other Matters
[115]

Section 7 of the RMA sets out a number of matters to which persons exercising functions
under the RMA must have particular regard. In particular these include:
 The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values
 The maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment
 The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources.

[116]

My assessment supports a conclusion that granting consent to the proposal with the
limitation on the number of allotments as recommended, and subject to suitable
conditions, would be consistent with the maintenance of rural and coastal amenity
values, maintenance and enhancement of the environment, and the efficient and
sustainable use of natural and physical resources.

Section 8 – Treaty of Waitangi
[117]

I am not aware of any specific Treaty of Waitangi issues raised by the proposal.

Overall assessment with regard to Part 2 of the RMA
[118]

Overall, I consider that the proposal, with the limitation on the number of allotments as
recommended, is consistent with the purposes and principles of Part II of the RMA,
subject to conditions.

Page | 37

Masterton District Council – S42A Report on Resource Consent Application RM210207

CONCLUSION
[119]

As a non-complying activity, this consent application has been considered under section
104(1) of the RMA.

[120]

The determination of applications for non-complying activities is under section 104B and
104D of the RMA. Under section104B of the Act, after considering an application for a
resource consent for a discretionary activity or non-complying activity, a consent
authority—
(a) may grant or refuse the application; and
(b) if it grants the application, may impose conditions under section 108.

Section 104D Assessment
[121] 104D Particular restrictions for non-complying activities
(1) Despite any decision made for the purpose of section 95A(2)(a) in relation to adverse
effects, a consent authority may grant a resource consent for a non-complying activity only
if it is satisfied that either—
(a) the adverse effects of the activity on the environment (other than any effect to which
section 104(3)(a)(ii) applies) will be minor; or
(b) the application is for an activity that will not be contrary to the objectives and policies
of—
[122]

In regard to the above, I consider that, with the limitation on the number of allotments,
as recommended, the application can satisfy both “gateway tests”. In terms of part (a),
the adverse effects of the reduced activity on the wider environment are considered to
be no more than minor; and in terms of part (b), the assessment of the proposal against
the WCDP has found that, the reduced activity is not contrary to the objectives and
policies within that Plan.

RECOMMENDATION
[123]

The following recommendations are made to the Resource Management Commissioner
Alistair Aburn:
(a)

That the boundary adjustment between Lots 12 and 13 DP 383390 (held in Records
of Title 358614, 358615 respectively), labelled proposed Lots 321 and 322, is
granted subdivision consent and land use consent for dwellings and ancillary
buildings on those lots;

(b)

That proposed new Lots 301-303, 320 and 323 are granted subdivision consent
and land use consent for dwellings and ancillary buildings on those lots;

(c)

That Lots 304-319 are refused consent due to their visibility, resulting in change
in landscape character and non-compliance with Rule 21.1.17 i) 2) ; and
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(d)

That, if the Resource Management Commissioner sees fit to grant the application
in accordance with the recommendation, that the following conditions, or similar,
should apply:

Recommended Conditions (for discussion):
Amended Plan
1.

That the subdivision scheme plan (prepared by Adamson Shaw, reference Project No
1044, Drawing No SC-20, Revision D), be amended as follows:
• Lots 304-319 are to be removed; and
• Lots 301-303 and 320-323 shall have specific house locations identified on the
plan. (The house locations shall be shown as a building area and be compliant with
the WCDP Residential Zone permitted setback standards.)

2. That the amended subdivision scheme plan shall be provided to Masterton District
Council for approval.
Survey
3. Subject to the further conditions of this consent the subdivision shall be undertaken in
accordance with the consent application RM210207 (as otherwise amended above) , the
assessment of environmental effects, and the amended scheme plan (as otherwise
amended above), subject to final survey.
4. Obtain and register all the necessary easements for rights of way, water, sewerage,
storm water, power and telecom. These easements are to be created by schedule and
memorandum and are to be registered against the certificates of title for the lots.
Development
5. That a Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991
shall be registered in the Certificate of Title for proposed Lots 301-303 and 320-323
requiring compliance with the following conditions on a continuing basis:
a. One dwelling (and ancillary structures) is permitted on each of the Lot in the
general location on the site in accordance with the amended scheme plan [insert
reference]
b. New buildings and ancillary structures shall have a Low Reflectivity Value of less
than 60% and be of natural materials or in coloured in a natural range of browns,
greens and greys to complement the tones found in the rural surroundings
c. All buildings must not exceed 5 metres in height above existing ground level;
d. No boundary fencing shall be constructed
e. Any proposed water tanks shall be located unobtrusively within the lots and should
not be visible from the beach or reserve area.
f. All new telephone and electricity connections associated with buildings and
development shall be placed underground at the expense of the land-owner(s) of
the Lot(s).
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Fire safety
6. That a Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991
shall be registered in the Certificate of Title for proposed Lots 301-303 and 320-323
requiring compliance with the following conditions on a continuing basis:
a. Each dwelling constructed on Lots 301-303 and 320-323 shall be provided with a
dedicated means of Firefighting Water Source and access to that supply, in
accordance with Appendix E of SNZ PAS4509:2008 New Zealand Fire Service
Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice, prior to issue of a Building Code
Compliance Certificate under Subpart 5 of Part 2 of the Building Act 2004 for such
building(s) and must thereafter be maintained. This shall be provided at the expense
of the land-owner(s).
b. Each dwelling constructed on Lots 301-303 and 320-323 shall be constructed so as
to provide a minimum 10 metre setback /clearance zone between the external walls
of each dwelling and any moderately or highly flammable vegetation and must
thereafter be maintained.
Structural Engineering Design
7. That a Consent Notice pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991
shall be registered in the Certificate of Title for proposed Lots 303 and 320 requiring
compliance with the following conditions on a continuing basis:
The foundations for any structures that require a building consent on Lots 303 and
320 require site-specific engineering design for earthworks and building
foundations.
Lot 200 to Vest as Reserve
8. That Lot 200 shall vest as local purpose reserve. Prior to vesting the Lot 200, the consent
holder shall prepare and implement a revegetation planting plan for Lot 200 [detail to be
inserted] and shall form within Lot 200 an all-weather pedestrian walking track between
the cul-de-sac end of Rochdale Road and the end of Harapaki Road. Details of the
location of the walkway and the chicanes, or something similar, to restrict vehicle access
and each end of the walkway shall be discussed and approved by Council.
9. Prior to the vesting of Lot 200, the consent holder shall supply to the Council’s Services
Manager a maintenance programme for the dam within Lot 200, prepared by a suitably
qualified and experienced charactered professional engineer.
Right of Way and Vehicle Access
10. That the right of way accesses shall be constructed to comply with NZS4404:2010 and
the WCDP. Plans for the rights of ways shall be approved by Council prior to construction
commencing. That the plans submitted to Council for approval include details regarding
the connection of the accesses to the existing cul de sac head at the end of Rochdale
Road.
11. The vehicle crossings to each allotment shall be constructed to conform to the
requirements for urban vehicle crossings specified in Appendix 5 - Standards for Roads,
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Access, Parking and Loading of the Wairarapa Combined District Plan, and
NZS4404:2010.
Engineering works
12. Reticulated sewage disposal services are to be provided to the boundary of each lot.
13. All the engineering works, including entranceways, sewer and stormwater services, are
to be constructed in accordance with NZS4404:2010, those relevant requirements of the
Wairarapa Combined District Plan or as agreed by Council Engineers. All plans are to be
provided to Council for comment and approval before construction begins.
Engineering plans and certification
14. A suitably qualified person shall be engaged to undertake the design and supervision of
any works associated with this subdivision and shall certify all of the work on completion.
Certifications will be required in accordance with Schedules 1A, 1B and 1C of NZS
4404:2010.
15. As-built plans of all works for roads, accessways and infrastructure services are to be
lodged with the Masterton District Council on completion of the subdivision works in
electronic format.
Financial Contributions
16. A sewer contribution will be payable for connection to Council reticulated services in
respect of the 5 additional lots created in accordance with Section 23 of the WCDP when
such Council services become available and connections are made.
The Riversdale Beach wastewater contribution is a set fee of $24,585.00 per lot (x5).

17. A reserves contribution, being 2% (plus GST) of the land value of Lots 301-303, 320 and
323 is to be paid in respect of the 5 additional lots in accordance with 23.2.2(a) of the
Council's Wairarapa Combined District Plan.
The value of the allotment is to be obtained from a registered valuer by and at the cost of
the applicant and shall be no older than 3 months at the time of presentation to the
Masterton District Council.
N.B. The maximum amount of total combined contribution for reserves and roading in
the Rural Zone shall be $7,500 (plus GST) per allotment created by a subdivision.
N.B. Should the value of the reserve to vest (Lot 200) exceed the total value of the reserve
contributions payable, then Council and the Applicant can agree to a form of off-setting
the contributions costs.
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18. A roading contribution, being 3% (plus GST) of the land value of Lots 301-303, 320 and 323
is to be paid in respect of the 5 additional lots in accordance with 23.4.2(g) of the Council's
Wairarapa Combined District Plan.
The value of the allotment is to be obtained from a registered valuer by and at the cost of
the applicant and shall be no older than 3 months at the time of presentation to the
Masterton District Council.

Staging (this may no longer be required)
Advice Notes


Any building work associated with the proposed activity should not commence
until a building consent has been obtained under the Building Act 2004.
Consultation should be undertaken with the Councils Building department in
respect to the fire wall requirements.



Under section 125 of the Resource Management Act this consent lapses five
years after the date it is granted unless:
 The consent is given effect to; or
 The Council extends the period after which the consent lapses.



If any archaeological site deposits are identified during any development of the
land, the owner/contractor should act in good faith and avoid effect to the
deposits and contact Heritage New Zealand, Rangitane Tu Mai Rā, Rangitāne o
Wairarapa, and Ngati Kahungunu Ki Wairarapa Taiwhenua immediately. Under
the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 it is an offence to modify or
destroy, or cause to be modified or destroyed, the whole or any part of an
archaeological site without the prior authority of Heritage New Zealand. The
accidental discovery protocol is to be followed.

Report prepared by:

…………………………………………………. Date: 6 May 2022
Honor Clark
CONSULTANT PLANNER
for Masterton District Council
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Report reviewed by:

………………………………………………… Date: 6 May 2022
Christine Chong
PRINCIPAL PLANNER
Masterton District Council

Approved for release by:

………………………………………………… Date: 6 May 2022
Steven May
Regulatory Service Manager – Masterton District Council
Under Delegated Authority
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Appendix 1 – Subdivision Scheme Plan
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Appendix 2 – Arial photo of Submitters locations
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1

1. Boffa Miskell has been engaged by Masterton District Council (MDC) to peer review a
landscape and visual effects assessment prepared for a proposed 21-lot subdivision at East
Leigh Farm, Riversdale Beach, Wairarapa.

The Application
2. The proposal is to create 21 additional allotments in the Riversdale Terraces development
(consented in 2005), to be accessed from existing public roads by shared access driveway
easements; and a boundary adjustment of two existing allotments within the existing
Riversdale Terraces development; and creation of a Lot 200 to vest as reserve. The
proposal seeks Land Use Consent to allow future dwellings and accessory buildings on the
proposed allotments to breach the minimum setback distances of the Rural Zone and,
instead, to comply with the Residential Zone minimum setback distances.
3. In the Resource Consent Application documents (hereon referred to as the Application), by
CF Consulting Services Ltd and Adamson Shaw concludes that the proposal is a noncomplying activity for subdivision under Rule 20.1.7(a) of the Wairarapa Combined District
Plan, being a subdivision that does not comply with the minimum standards of Rules 20.1.2
(b), 20.1.4 (a) or 20.1.6 (a). The site is zoned Rural (Primary Production) and falls within the
Coastal Environment Management Area. The proposed lots are non-complying as they will
not meet the minimum 4ha lot size for the Rural Zone and also falls within the 40m contour
setback as defined in Rule 21.1.17 relating to the Coastal Environment Management Area.
4. The application deems that the future buildings on proposed allotments are a Restricted
Discretionary Activity under Rule 4.5.5 (e) being buildings that will not comply with the
minimum setback distances specified in Rules 4.5.2 (d) (i) and (iii) for dwellings (10m
setback from front boundaries and 25m from all other boundaries) and 4.5.2 (c) (i) and (iii)
for other buildings (10m setback from front boundaries and 5m from all other boundaries).
Instead, the applicant proposes to adopt the minimum setback distances for dwellings and
other buildings in the Residential Zone (specified in Rules 5.5.2 (c) and 5.5.3 (d).
5. Documents forming part of the application, which were reviewed as a part of this peer
review exercise include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2

Application Main Document
Appendix A Proposed Subdivision Plan
Appendix B1 Certificate of Title 358614
Appendix B2 Certificate of Title 358615
Appendix B3 Certificate of Title 808940
Appendix C1 Landscape Character & Visual Assessment prepared by Hudson
Associates Landscape Architects
Appendix C2 Landscape & Visual Assessment prepared by Hudson Associates
Landscape Architects
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•
•
•

Appendix D Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation
Appendix E Traffic Assessment
Appendix F Stormwater Assessment

6. Masterton District Council policies and supporting documents in relation to landscape were
also reviewed. A visit to the site and the surrounding area was also undertaken on the 5
April 2022.
7. In addition, I have reviewed the material relating to the original consent application lodged in
2004. A summary of this is provided below. Submissions on the current application in
relation to landscape and visual effects were also reviewed and are discussed in further
detail below.
8. This Peer Review concludes that:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The landscape and visual effects assessment and accompanying graphic material
including visualisations provides a description of the proposal and some understanding
of its potential landscape and visual effects.
The assessment addresses some of the matters relating to the planning framework in
which the proposal sits but fails to acknowledge a key policy and Rules in relation to the
Coastal Environment Management Area in which the site is located.
The original subdivision application sought consent for 140 residential lots across the
three terraces to the west of the main settlement of Riversdale Beach. The Decision to
approve the original development, granted consent for 123 lots. 17 of the lots applied
for were refused consent “to mitigate the effects of the subdivision on the existing
settlement at Riversdale Beach and on the coastal environment.” Conditions relating to
height and coloration of buildings were imposed for the dwellings to be located closest
to the terrace edge.
While the consented subdivision forms the existing landscape baseline, the importance
of the terrace landform as a backdrop to Riversdale Beach remains and is justified by
the policy for the Coastal Environment Management Area. The assessment provides a
limited range of four viewpoints against which the proposed development is assessed.
These viewpoints and the resulting simulations are depicted as single frame views,
which make it difficult to understand how the proposed development would look in the
context of the wider landscape as it is generally viewed.
The proposed development is located within the boundary of the existing consented
subdivision, the location of the 21 lots on the seaward side of the terrace creates the
potential for the development to be dominant and overbearing when viewed from the
existing settlement, neighbouring reserve area and the beach.
Additionally, the proposal places heavy reliance on planted mitigation which may be
difficult to achieve on the more open windswept terraces, when compared with the
successful planting undertaken during the first stage of the development which is in a
sheltered gully.
In my opinion, the development would have higher adverse landscape character effects
to the immediate surrounding area than those described in the assessment, due to the
extension of the proposed subdivision towards the seaward side of the coastal terrace
which forms a prominent part of the backdrop to the existing settlement.
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•

•

It is therefore recommended that only 5 of the 21 lots are consented, with the consented
lots having specific house location, height and colour controls applied to them as
defined in the recommendations outlined below.
The proposed pedestrian path should also be relocated to a less visually prominent
location within the reserve gully area, rather than on the open spur landform.

9. The full findings of the Peer Review are detailed below.

Introduction
10. This review provides an analysis of the adequacy of the assessment method and its
reporting on landscape and visual effects, together with a consideration of the outcomes of
the assessment against the provisions of the Wairarapa Combined District Plan and
statutory framework. It responds to the following questions in relation to the Landscape
Character, Natural Character and Visual Amenity Assessment prepared by Hudson
Associates:
1. Whether the methodology used represents best practice in assessing the actual or
potential landscape and visual effects of the activity,
2. That the description of the existing environment, landscape and visual amenity
values are adequately covered,
3. That the proposal is adequately described and the illustrative material supporting the
proposal and accompanying text are clear and sufficient to form part of the consent,
4. That all key viewpoints are covered, and the actual or potential landscape and visual
effects of the activity have been adequately considered,
5. That all relevant statutory matters and documents have been identified and
addressed,
6. That appropriate mitigation measures, options and recommendations are clear and
achievable,
7. That the conclusions are robust and reflect the findings of the assessment.

Methodology
11. The landscape and visual effects methodology is described in paragraphs 30 to 40 of the
report. The methodology is described as being carried out in accordance with the NZILA

4
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Best Practice Note1 for landscape assessment and the guidelines for Landscape
Assessment from the Quality Planning website. These documents are both recognised as
best practice methodology.
12. The methodology references the Te Tangi a Te Manu Aotearoa Landscape Assessment
Guidelines (Final Draft) with regard to aligning the level of effect with RMA terminology but
does not otherwise refer to these guidelines as forming a part of the methodology.
13. The methodology separately describes the elements considered in undertaking a landscape
character, effects, natural character and visual effects assessments. The methodology
provides a description of landscape character, natural character and visual amenity effects
in relation to the seven point rating scale; however this is a generic description for the level
of effect across the different assessment types. A separate description relating the level of
effects on landscape, natural character and visual effects would assist the reader in
understanding how the methodology has been applied to assess the level of effects.
14. The Landscape Character, Natural Character and Visual Amenity Assessment includes four
Visual Simulations, but it is unclear whether these have been carried out in accordance with
the NZILA Best Practice Guide for photography as this is not referred to in either the
methodology or on the simulations themselves.

Existing Environment
15. The description of the subject site and its surrounding landscape context is covered in
paragraphs 41 to 76 and is accompanied by a series of photographs which give the reader
an understanding of the site and its surroundings. The site is currently in grazed pasture,
and lies adjacent to the existing approved subdivision accessed from Rochdale Road. This
existing subdivision was granted consent in 2005, and involved subdivision of the pastoral
land on three coastal terraces to the west of Riversdale Beach, collectively referred to in the
previous application as the northern, central and southern terraces. This consented
subdivision is only referred to in passing in the description of the existing environment.
16. The description of the broader landscape context and the local landscape character
provides an understanding of the site and its surroundings, noting that the site is located on
pastoral land on the southern terrace to the west of Riversdale Beach. This section also
provides a discussion of the existing natural character values of the site, which are
considered to be low-moderate due to modification from residential development and
pastoral land use. The existing visual amenity of the site and its surroundings is covered in
paragraphs 77 to 82 and is supported by four viewpoint photographs from which the existing
context is described. The locations of the four viewpoints are illustrated on Figure 27 in the
report. The viewpoints are located to the immediate southeast and east of the site. A
number of photographs illustrating the existing character of Riversdale Beach and the
1

Best Practice Note: Landscape Assessment and Sustainable Management 10.1, NZILA Education Foundation and
New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects.
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consented subdivision are supplied in Figures 11 to 26, however the location of these
photographs is not always clear from the caption.
17. While the consented subdivision, of which only approximately half has actually been
developed forms the existing landscape baseline, the importance of the terrace landform as
a backdrop to Riversdale Beach remains. The assessment provides a limited range of four
viewpoints against which the visual effects of proposed development is assessed. These
viewpoints and the resulting simulations are depicted as single frame views, which make it
difficult to understand the relationship of the proposed development in the context of the
wider landscape.

The Proposal
18. The proposed development is a 21-lot subdivision, which is briefly described in paragraphs
8 to 10 of the report. The proposed development also includes reserves areas and a
walkway to Harapaki Road. Further information on the proposed subdivision is provided in
Section 3 of the Application.
19. A graphic illustration of how the proposal relates to the consented subdivision and the wider
settlement of Riversdale Beach, illustrating the location of some of the other Figures in this
section would further assist the reader with understanding nature of the existing
environment and the relationship of the proposal in the existing landscape context.

Relevant Statutory Matters
20. The planning framework is covered in paragraphs 11 to 29 of the report. This section
contains reference to the Resource Management Act, New Zealand Coastal Policy
Statement 2010, Wellington Regional Policy Statement, the Proposed Natural Resources
Plan and the Wairarapa Combined District Plan.
21. This section also discusses the Wairarapa Coastal Strategy in relation to the natural
character of the coastal environment. The report references the Wairarapa Coastal
Strategy (2004, Boffa Miskell). The report acknowledges that the 2004 Coastal Strategy
identifies “poorly designed and located subdivision resulting in a loss of the special qualities
of the Wairarapa Coast, with ad hoc subdivision making it difficult to ensure best use is
made of the coast” as an issue. The report does not specifically reference natural character
in relation to Strategy, but it does identify that the site falls within the coastal environment as
defined in the maps accompanying the Strategy. The 2004 Strategy does not identify any
areas of high natural character within the Wairarapa Coastal Environment.

6
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22. The Strategy on page 29 identifies three key issues in relation to development within the
Wairarapa coastal area:
•

•

•

Poorly designed and located development and some land uses are resulting in the loss
of the special landscape and natural character qualities of the Wairarapa Coast. Even
highly valued landscapes and areas of high natural character are threatened.
There is a large cumulative impact on landscape and natural character from the gradual
‘creep’ of development. It is occurring on the fringe of coastal settlements and in
undeveloped areas, but it can be difficult to identify and manage.
Subdivision in undeveloped areas decreases the natural character of that area and can
impact on the remote and wild nature of the Wairarapa Coast.

23. These specific issues in relation to natural character and subdivision in the coastal
environment are relevant to the proposal and warrant being comprehensively addressed in
the landscape and visual effects assessment lodged as part of the application..
24. The soon to be publicly released Wairarapa Coastal Study: Natural Character of the
Wairarapa Coastal Environment (Boffa Miskell, 2020) identifies that the site lies within the
Whareama Coastal Terrestrial Area. The Study notes that this area is “characterised by
narrow sandy beaches, coastal cliffs, and undulating hills covered in pasture and large
scarps. Key elements found within this area include Riversdale beach and settlement, and
the Whareama River mouth”. The area is assessed as having Moderate to High Abiotic and
Experiential qualities, with Low Biotic values due to vegetation cover being highly modified
from its original native forest cover. The overall natural character value of the area is
therefore assessed as being Moderate.
25. An assessment of effects of the proposal against the planning framework is provided in
paragraphs 133 to 147. The assessment generally finds that the proposal in consistent with
the policy framework. In relation to the Wairarapa Coastal Strategy the report finds that “ the
proposal is set back from the coast on a terrace and, as such, will not impact on access to
the coast. Furthermore, the proposed walkway will improve access for residents from the
terraces to the coast, while the restoration planting will enhance the coastal environment “
26. While I agree restoration planting will have a positive effect on the coastal environment, and
the development is set back from the coastal edge, it will be a dominant feature due to its
location on the terrace edge that forms the skyline backdrop to Riversdale. The proposal is
an example of the ‘creep’ of development and of “poorly designed and located subdivision
resulting in a loss of the special qualities of the Wairarapa Coast” identified as key issues in
the Wairarapa Coastal Strategy. The argument that the proposal will not hinder access to
the coast so therefore is not affecting the coastal environment does not hold any weight, as
effects on the coastal environment do not just relate simply only to access.
27. While the assessment acknowledges the site is located within the coastal environment,
specific policies relating to the Coastal Environment Management Area, in which the site is
located have not been addressed at all within the assessment. Of specific importance to the
site is Policy 13.3.2 b) which states aims to:
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Manage the design, location and scale of subdivision and development in the
identified coastal environment to ensure the special qualities and natural character of
the coast are retained and adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated, with
priority given to avoiding effects.
28. Also relevant to this Policy is Rule 21.1.17 relating to Structures in the Coastal Environment
management Area, which states:
In that part of the Coastal Environment Management Area that is within the Rural
Zone, any new structure on an existing lot is a permitted activity provided it meets all
of the following standards:
1) No part of any structure shall be located above the 40m contour above MHWS;
2) No part of any structure shall be located closer than 50m (in both the seaward
and landward direction) from the steepest part of a terrace or escarpment;
3) The structure shall be located on slopes of less than 20º;
4) No part of any structure shall exceed 7 metres in height above natural ground
level
29. The proposal does not comply with this policy or the relevant Rule derived from it. An
overlay of the site relating to the 40m contour and Coastal Environment Management Area
in relation to the proposed development is provided in Map 1 attached. Also illustrated on
this map is a line depicting the steepest part of the terrace escarpment, that is just beyond
the terrace edge where the landform drops away steepest. The location of this line is
illustrated on the typical coastal escarpment section in Figure 1 below.

Terrace

Steepest point of
escarpment

Photograph 1: Typical section illustrating location of steepest part of the Coastal escarpment

30. On Map 1, with reference to Rule 21.1.17 (i) 2) a 50m buffer has been applied to the line
depicting the terrace edge. This illustrates that proposed lots 304-319 all fall within the
buffer zone and are non-complying in terms of this Rule.

8
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Landscape, Visual and Natural Character
Effects
31. The Assessment of Effects of the proposal is discussed in paragraphs 83-119. This section
is divided into two subsections, ‘Broader Context’ in paragraphs 84-94 and ‘Localised Area’
in paragraphs 95 to112, with the landscape character effects and natural character effects
on each of these assessed in turn.
32. The assessment considers that Landscape Character Effects on the broader context are
‘very low’ due to ‘the small scale of the proposed subdivision in comparison to the coastal
environment.
33. Visual Amenity Effects are assessed in paragraphs 113 to 119. The assessment assesses
the nature and scale of the proposed change from four publicly accessible viewpoints.
Visual simulations for each viewpoint are provided and appended to the report in
Attachment 1. Each viewpoint includes two simulations, one depicting houses on the
proposed lots without screen planting, and one showing the houses with proposed
restoration planting with planting growth after approximately four years (depicting up to 4m
high plants).
34. Paragraph 115 of the report discusses the visual effects on the nearest consented lots, and
that these residents have signed “Affected Party” approval forms.
35. As discussed above, the viewpoints are located to the immediate southeast and east of the
site. The views represent “residents and visitors enjoying the recreational paths through the
reserve” (Viewpoints 1 and 2), residents of Harapaki Road (Viewpoint 3) and residents and
visitors to Riversdale Beach (Viewpoint 4).
36. There is a discussion of the viewpoints and views/changes in view experienced from each
of the four assessment viewpoints. The four viewpoints are assessed with effects ranging
from Very Low (Viewpoint 2) to Low-Moderate (Viewpoints 3-4).
37. Paragraphs 120-124 provide an assessment of cumulative effects, concluding that there will
be “no cumulative effects on landscape character at this broader scale as the proposal is
co-located within an existing settlement” and Very Low cumulative effects on landscape
character at Riversdale Beach which “is primarily recognised as a residential coastal
settlement, and as such, the proposal is in-keeping with this character.”
38. I disagree that the development is “co-located within an existing settlement”. While the
proposal is located adjacent to the consented subdivision, this area is quite separate from
the main settlement of Riversdale Beach, being separated from the main settlement by the
terrace landform. The intent in granting consent for the original subdivision was that this
terrace area would remain to separate the two areas.
39. Cumulative Natural Character Effects are also assessed at the broad context and local
context and these are assessed as being none and very low respectively, as the proposal is
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located within the existing Riversdale Beach settlement at the wider scale, and the
contribution of the proposed planting at the local scale.
40. Cumulative Effects on Visual Amenity are discussed in paragraphs 127 to 131. The
assessment discusses potential sequential, successive and simultaneous visual effects.
The assessment does not provide a definition of what is meant by each of these terms, but
sequential effects are understood to be views experienced by where views of one
development, then later another similar development are visible, such as along a road
corridor. Successive effects are defined where a view of one development and then
another can be gained by turning your head/changing direction while remaining in the same
location; while simultaneous effects are also called combined effects where more than one
similar development is visible at the same time.
41. The assessment concludes that “cumulatively, the project in combination with the existing
consented development will cause distinguishable change to the skyline, with numerous
proposed houses being visible from a number of viewpoints. While in some cases, this
causes a disruption in the coherency of the terrain backdropping Riversdale, views from the
lower elevation of the existing Riversdale settlement will generally have very limited ability
to see the proposed lots. The proposed lots will, for the most part, be in-keeping with the
existing landscape character which contributes to the Visual Amenity of the area. The
proposal will remain subservient to the prominent landform of the wider terraces.” Effects
are rated as very low for sequential and Low for successive and simultaneous cumulative
effects.
42. While I agree that given the location of the proposed subdivision within the existing
consented lots the cumulative visual effects are low, the effects of the “disruption in the
coherency of the terrain backdropping Riversdale” and the change in landscape character
that would occur as a result of this change have not been given enough consideration in the
assessment, and I believe the effects on the landscape would be greater than that
assessed, as discussed further below.

Mitigation measures
43. Mitigation measures proposed are discussed in paragraphs 9 and 10 of the report.
Additional planting will be undertaken to supplement existing planting undertaken as part of
the wider site development in 2003 and 2021. The proposal places heavy reliance on this
planted mitigation which may be difficult to achieve on the more open windswept terraces,
when compared with the successful planting undertaken during the first stage of the
development which is in the more sheltered gully areas. The reliance on vegetation to
screen views of the development and the difficulty of establishing vegetation on these more
exposed slopes is mentioned by several submitters, as discussed below.
44. Buildings on the proposed lots will have a height limit of 5m. There is also to be an 8m
building setback from “change in slope” for lots on the “prow of the terrace”. While a
reduced height limit is helpful in terms of mitigation, the 8m building setback from “change is
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slope” is vague and will be difficult to enforce compliance upon. It is recommended that the
acceptable lots have a building platform location imposed upon them to ensure that visibility
of the proposed dwellings from the east and south is limited to the building rooflines.
45. The assessment states that building colour finishes of all exterior surfaces are proposed to
be “from the British Standard 5252 A05/7/9/11/13/14 B19/21/23/25/27/29 C35/37/39/40
palette and should have a reflectivity value of 60% or less.” Furthermore, the assessment
states that “Brick is not a common coastal material and brick buildings will not be permitted.
“
46. While the colours proposed in the A05/7/9/11/13/14 and B19/21/23/25/27/29 ranges are
suitable for the coastal environment in which the site sites, I consider that some of the
colours in the C35/37/39/40 palette range are unsuitable, including pink and purple shades
which would seem quite out of place in the surrounding landscape. This issue is also raised
by a submitter (Stanbridge). To address this, buildings and structures should have a LRV of
less than 30% and be of natural materials or in coloured in a natural range of browns,
greens and greys to complement the tones found in the natural environment.

Assessment Conclusions
47. The assessment provides an effects summary in Table 6 following paragraph 132 and a
written description of this in paragraphs 148 to 153. The report concludes that:
48. “At the broader scale there will be very low adverse effects on Landscape Character and
Natural Character. At the localised area there will be low adverse effects on Landscape
Character and Natural Character effects will be very low. Adverse effects on Visual Amenity
will vary across the different viewpoints and have been assessed as having very low to lowmoderate effects. Immediately adjacent individual neighbouring properties which would be
affected have given affected party approval for the proposal. Cumulative effects will be no
more than low. “As discussed above, I do not agree with these findings, and further
discussion on this point is provided in paragraphs 54-57 below.

Previous Application
49. The original consent application for development of the terraces, submitted in 2004, sought
consent for 140 residential lots covering the pastoral land on three coastal terraces to the
west of Riversdale Beach, collectively referred to in the application as the northern, central
and southern terraces.
50. The Decision at this time concluded that “The applicant sought consent for 140 residential
lots. We have granted consent for 123 lots which will allow more people to have homes at
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Riversdale Beach. In response to submissions made we have refused consent for 17 of the
lots applied for to mitigate the effects of the subdivision on the existing settlement at
Riversdale Beach and on the coastal environment.”
51. Specifically in relation to the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS), paragraph
88 of the 2005 Decision states that:
We note in particular Chapter 3.2 which relates to provision for appropriate
subdivision use and development of the coastal environment and policy 3.2.2 which
states:
"Adverse effects of subdivision, use or development in the coastal environment
should as far practicable be avoided. Where complete avoidance is not practicable,
the adverse effect should be mitigated and provision made for remedying those
effects, to the extent practicable."
This is strongly worded policy. Houses on elevated skyline sites close to the existing
settlement and the beach would have an adverse effect on the coastal environment
and this is an effect which should be avoided or mitigated as far as practicable. In this
case, it is an effect which can be avoided by not allowing houses in such locations.
52. Further, the Decision in paragraph 128 notes that “although subdivision consent will not be
granted for a number of lots, houses in the proposed subdivision will still be visible from
points within the existing settlement. However, the houses which are visible will not have a
significant adverse effect on the environment, in particular because of the distance of them
from the existing settlement or because they will not be obtrusively visible or because
people in them will not be so close as to be able to look down into the existing settlement in
an unacceptable way.”
53. In paragraph 130 it is also noted that “It is an integral part of the application that the
Applicant’s land on the seaward side of the proposed lots and in between the three terraces
will not be built on. This needs to be given legal effect. Consequently, a condition has been
imposed that no buildings may be erected on lots 142, 143 and 152.”
54. The NZCPS (2010), has been updated since the original decision, with Policy 13 along the
same lines as Policy 3.2.2. The findings of the earlier consent Decision remain relevant to
the current development, and as such houses on the skyline which may have an adverse
effect on the coastal environment should still be avoided. The existing landscape baseline
now includes some rooflines apparent on the skyline. Any new development should not
have greater visibility on the skyline to that which is already consented.

Submissions
55. 32 submissions on the current application were received, with 29 submissions opposing the
development. Two submissions have partial support for the development.
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56. In relation to landscape, visual and natural character effects, the following key recurring
themes were noted within the submissions:
•

•
•
•

•

Concerns about views of the proposed development from the existing housing,
including that the proposed dwellings would look down over the top of the existing
settlement (Tulloch, Kerridge, Stanbridge, Prattley, Campbell, Lewis, Hill/Hatton,
Mitchell), or appear like “canoe prows” immediately behind the existing village (Smith)
Negative impact on landscape, environment, and infrastructure of Riversdale (Atmore,
Collier)
Concern about the impact on the existing dark skies of the area (Prattley, Lewis)
Concern about the effects on the natural character of the coastal environment and the
policy in the Wairarapa Coastal Strategy 2004 which states that “poorly designed and
located subdivision resulting in a loss of the special qualities of the Wairarapa Coast,
with ad hoc subdivision making it difficult to ensure best use is made of the coast.
People value the remote and wild nature of the Wairarapa Coast and subdivision in
relatively undeveloped areas can lead to the loss of this special quality” (Kerridge,
Stanbridge, Woodcock, Hill/Hatton, Thomas)
Concern that conditions and controls put on place following the earlier subdivision will
be eroded with the granting of this application.

57. Two submitters also raise the issue that the simulations as depicted are not accurate and
that the planting growth illustrated within the images is overstated/ not achievable (Hall,
Stanbridge). Submitter Hall specifically references planting on their own property (40
Rochdale Road) which has grown at a reduced rate.
58. A number of submitters also raise concerns about traffic and the proposed walkway access
which they believe could be used as a route for quad bikes or other vehicles, creating an
unsafe environment.

Discussion
59. To assist with a greater understanding of the proposal and its effects, a visit to the site and
the surrounding area was undertaken on 5th April 2022. The location of the site and
viewpoints within the assessment were visited, along with areas within the wider settlement
of Riversdale Beach and the Beach area to the south of the proposal. Following this and
having reviewed the 2004 application documents, the original resource consent documents
for the terrace subdivision, the Decision relating to this application and the submissions on
the current application, I do not agree with the overall findings of the assessment that the
proposed subdivision would create a low level effect to the of landscape character of the
local area and only low and very low visual effects for the identified viewpoints 1 and 2.
60. In my opinion, the development would have higher adverse landscape character effects to
the immediate surrounding area than described in the assessment, due to the extension of
the proposed subdivision towards the seaward side of the coastal terrace which forms a
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prominent part of the backdrop to the existing settlement. The assessment acknowledges
the importance of this terrace in a number of places but fails to take this into account in the
assessment of effects.
61. The effects of the proposed pedestrian path, which is to be 2m wide and located on a
visually prominent spur, have also not been adequately considered within the assessment.
The potential earthworks required to create a path of this width on a steep slope has the
potential to be visually prominent and would alter the natural landform of the spur in a highly
visible location. It is recommended that the proposed pedestrian path should be relocated
to a less visually prominent location within the reserve gully area, rather than on the open
spur landform.
62. The previously consented development currently under construction has introduced some
dwellings to the ‘rear’ of this terrace, which are visible extending beyond the terrace onto
the skyline when viewed from within the Riversdale settlement and along the foreshore, see
Photo 2 below.

Photograph 2 – View from Riversdale Beach towards the site, with rooflines of consented dwellings visible on the
horizon in
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Photograph 3: View north from near toilet block within the Reserve. Rooflines of the consented dwellings are visible on
the southern part of the terrace.

Photograph 4: View towards site from Riversdale Beach South. Rooflines of the consented dwellings are visible in the
southernmost part of the terrace. No dwellings are currently visible on the northern part of the terrace.
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63. The current pattern of development on the terraces at Riversdale Beach sets development
back from the terrace edge, which allows this landform to dominate the skyline (see Photos
3-4 above and Figures 2 and 5 attached). This pattern of development means that houses
are generally not visible beyond the landform of the terrace, except on a few selected
locations. Where dwellings are visible, only the roofline of the buildings are apparent.
Attached Figures 2 to 7 illustrate existing views from within the Riversdale Reserve and the
beach to the south of the proposed development, and the appearance of the Application
and Proposed views as building blocks.
64. The proposed development would introduce further dwellings into views towards the terrace
development from the Riversdale Beach foreshore and the existing main settlement below
the terraces, (see Figures 3 and 6 attached). While proposed planting may in time screen
lower parts of the proposed buildings, the buildings will remain dominant in views and
create a sense of overbearing when viewed from the beach and lower settlement area.
Paragraph 17 of the original Decision to grant the consented development was that “the
approach is the potential building development should be kept well back from the
escarpment edge and sections are to be arranged in clusters reflecting the visual
containment and separation of the terraces.” In addition to this, Rule 21.1.17 i) 2) of the
District Plan is clear that “No part of any structure shall be located closer than 50m (in both
the seaward and landward direction) from the steepest part of a terrace or escarpment”.
Therefore it is considered that proposed lots which fall within the buffer zone, designed to
protect the front of the terrace and escarpment from development, should not be consented.
65. In order to maintain the existing landscape character, that is the natural forms and relatively
unbuilt appearance of the terraces beyond the main beach settlement, only the less visually
prominent lots outside the 50m buffer zone, that is Lots 301-303,320 and 323 should be
consented. These lots should have specific building locations applied to the title, along with
controls over height and colouration, as outlined below. The terrace landform itself should
also be protected from modification, by relocating the proposed pedestrian path from the
open spur landform to the less visually prominent gully to the north.

Recommendations
•
•
•
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Lots 301-303, 320 and 323 are consented, and a boundary adjustment is enabled to
create lots 321 and 322
Lots 304-319 are refused consent due to their visibility, resulting change in landscape
character and non-compliance with Rule 21.1.17 i) 2)
Lots 301-303 and 320-323 are to have specific house locations outlined on a
subdivision plan to be approved by MDC, and for these lots the following controls are
applied:
o New buildings and ancillary structures will have a LRV of less than 60% and be
of natural materials or in coloured in a natural range of browns, greens and
greys to complement the tones found in the rural surroundings
o Building height is a maximum of 5m
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o
o

•

No boundary fencing should be allowed
Any proposed water tanks should be located unobtrusively within the lots and
should not be visible from the beach or reserve area.
The proposed pedestrian path should be relocated to a less visually prominent location
within the reserve gully area, rather than on the open spur landform.

BOFFA MISKELL LTD

Emma McRae
Associate Principal - Landscape Architect
Boffa Miskell Ltd
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Boffa Miskell Ltd Natural Character, Landscape
and Visual Assessment Methodology
Updated November 2021

Introduction
The Natural Character, Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment (NCLVEA) process provides
a framework for assessing and identifying the nature and level of likely effects that may result
from a proposed development. Such effects can occur in relation to changes to physical
elements, changes in the existing character or condition of the landscape and the associated
experiences of such change. In addition, the landscape assessment method may include
(where appropriate) an iterative design development processes, which seeks to avoid, remedy
or mitigate adverse effects (see Figure 1).

Design ‘Freeze’ for purposes of
Assessment
L & V Effects Assessment

(as appropriate)

Project Investigation / Landscape Values/
Inception

Stakeholder Involvement

Avoid, Remedy or Mitigate
Adverse Effects

This outline of the landscape and visual effects assessment methodology has been undertaken
with reference to the Draft Te Tangi A Te Manu: Aotearoa New Zealand Landscape
Assessment Guidelines and its signposts to examples of best practice, which include the
Quality Planning Landscape Guidance Note 2 and the UK guidelines for landscape and
visual impact assessment3.

Final Design (incorporating mitigation
measures)
Figure 1: Design feedback loop

When undertaking any landscape assessment, it is important that a structured and consistent
approach is used to ensure that findings are clear and objective. Judgement should be
based on skills and experience and be supported by explicit evidence and reasoned argument.
While natural character, landscape and visual effects assessments are closely related, they
form separate procedures. Natural character effects consider the characteristics and qualities
and associated degree of modification relating specifically to waterbodies and their margins,
including the coastal environment. The assessment of the potential effects on landscape

2

http://www.qualityplanning.org.nz/index.php/planning-tools/land/landscape

3

Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (2013) Guidelines for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd Edition (GLVIA3)
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considers effects on landscape character and values. The assessment of visual effects
considers how changes to the physical landscape affect the viewing audience. The types of
effects can be summarised as follows:
Natural Character effects: Change in the characteristics or qualities including the level of
naturalness.
Landscape effects: Change in the physical landscape, which may affect its characteristics
or values
Visual effects: Change to views which may affect the visual amenity experienced by people

The policy context, existing landscape resource and locations from which a development or
change is visible, all inform the ‘baseline’ for landscape and visual effects assessments. To
assess effects, the first step requires identification of the landscape’s character and values
including the attributes on which such values depend. This requires that the landscape is first
described, including an understanding of relevant physical, sensory and associative landscape
dimensions. This process, known as landscape characterisation, is the basic tool for
understanding landscape character and may involve subdividing the landscape into character
areas or types. The condition of the landscape (i.e. the state of an individual area of landscape
or landscape feature) should also be described together with, a judgement made on the value
or importance of the potentially affected landscape.

Natural Character Effects
In terms of the RMA, natural character specifically relates to the coastal environment as well as
freshwater bodies and their margins. The RMA provides no definition of natural character.
RMA, section 6(a) considers natural character as a matter of national importance:
…the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment
(including the coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their
margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development.
Natural character comprises the natural elements, patterns and processes of the coastal
environment, waterbodies and their margins, and how they are perceived and experienced.
This assessment interprets natural character as being the degree of naturalness consistent with
the following definition:
Natural character is a term used to describe the naturalness of waterbodies and their
margins. The degree or level of natural character depends on:
•

The extent to which natural elements, patterns and processes occur;

•

The nature and extent of modifications to the ecosystems and
landscape/seascape;

•

The highest degree of natural character (greatest naturalness) occurs where
there is least modification; and

•

The effect of different types of modification upon the natural character of an
area varies with the context and may be perceived differently by different parts
of the community.
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The process to assess natural character involves an understanding of the many systems and
attributes that contribute to waterbodies and their margins, including biophysical and
experiential factors. This can be supported through the input of technical disciplines such as
marine, aquatic and terrestrial ecology, and landscape architecture.
Defining the level of natural character
The level of natural character is assessed in relation to a seven-point scale. The diagram below
illustrates the relationship between the degree of naturalness and degree of modification. A
high level of natural character means the waterbody is less modified and vice versa.

Degree of modification
Degree of Naturalness

Very High

High

Moderate High

Moderate

Moderate Low

Low

Very Low

Scale of assessment
When defining levels of natural character, it is important to clearly identify the spatial scale
considered. The scale at which natural character is assessed will typically depend on the study
area or likely impacts and nature of a proposed development. Within a district or region-wide
study, assessment scales may be divided into broader areas which consider an overall section
of coastline or river with similar characteristics, and finer more detailed ‘component’ scales
considering separate more local parts, such as specific bays, reaches or escarpments. The
assessment of natural character effects has therefore considered the change to attributes which
indicate levels of natural character at a defined scale.

Effects on Natural Character
An assessment of the effects on natural character of an activity involves consideration of the
proposed changes to the current condition compared to the existing. This can be negative or
positive.

The natural character effects assessment involves the following steps;
•
•
•

assessing the existing level of natural character;
assessing the level of natural character anticipated (post construction); and
considering the significance of the change

Landscape Effects

20

Boffa Miskell Ltd | East Leigh Subdivision Peer Review | [Subject] | 6 May 2022

Assessing landscape effects requires an understanding of the landscape resource and the
magnitude of change which results from a proposed activity to determine the overall level of
landscape effects.
Landscape Resource
Assessing the sensitivity of the landscape resource considers the key characteristics and
qualities. This involves an understanding of both the ability of an area of landscape to absorb
change and the value of the landscape.
Ability of an area to absorb change
This will vary upon the following factors:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Physical elements such as topography / hydrology / soils / vegetation;
Existing land use;
The pattern and scale of the landscape;
Visual enclosure / openness of views and distribution of the viewing audience;
The zoning of the land and its associated anticipated level of development;
The scope for mitigation, appropriate to the existing landscape.

The ability of an area of landscape to absorb change takes account of both the attributes of the
receiving environment and the characteristics of the proposed development. It considers the
ability of a specific type of change occurring without generating adverse effects and/or
achievement of landscape planning policies and strategies.
The value of the Landscape
Landscape value derives from the importance that people and communities, including tangata
whenua, attach to particular landscapes and landscape attributes. This may include the
classification of Outstanding Natural Feature or Landscape (ONFL) (RMA s.6(b)) based on
important physical, sensory and associative landscape attributes, which have potential to be
affected by a proposed development. A landscape can have value even if it is not recognised as
being an ONFL.
Magnitude of Landscape Change
The magnitude of landscape change judges the amount of change that is likely to occur to
areas of landscape, landscape features, or key landscape attributes. In undertaking this
assessment, it is important that the size or scale of the change is considered within the
geographical extent of the area influenced and the duration of change, including whether the
change is reversible. In some situations, the loss /change or enhancement to existing landscape
elements such as vegetation or earthworks should also be quantified.
When assessing the level of landscape effects, it is important to be clear about what factors
have been considered when making professional judgements. This can include consideration of
any benefits which result from a proposed development. Table 1 below helps to explain this
process. The tabulating of effects is only intended to inform overall judgements.

Landsc
ape
(sensiti
vity)

Contributing Factors
Ability to
absorb
change

Higher
The landscape context has limited existing
landscape detractors which make it highly
vulnerable to the type of change resulting
from the proposed development.

Lower
The landscape context has many detractors and can
easily accommodate the proposed development
without undue consequences to landscape
character.
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Magnitude of Change

The value of
the
landscape

The landscape includes important
biophysical, sensory and shared and
recognised attributes. The landscape
requires protection as a matter of national
importance (ONF/L).

The landscape lacks any important biophysical,
sensory or shared and recognised attributes. The
landscape is of low or local importance.

Size or scale

Total loss or addition of key features or
elements.

The majority of key features or elements are
retained.

Major changes in the key characteristics of
the landscape, including significant
aesthetic or perceptual elements.

Key characteristics of the landscape remain intact
with limited aesthetic or perceptual change apparent.

Geographical
extent

Wider landscape scale.

Site scale, immediate setting.

Duration and
reversibility

Permanent.

Reversible.

Long term (over 10 years).

Short Term (0-5 years).

Table 1: Determining the level of landscape effects

Visual Effects
To assess the visual effects of a proposed development on a landscape, a visual baseline must
first be defined. The visual ‘baseline’ forms a technical exercise which identifies the area where
the development may be visible, the potential viewing audience, and the key representative
public viewpoints from which visual effects are assessed.
Field work is used to determine the actual extent of visibility of the site, including the
selection of representative viewpoints from public areas. This stage is also used to
identify the potential ‘viewing audience’ e.g. residential, visitors, recreation users, and
other groups of viewers who can see the site. During fieldwork, photographs are taken
to represent views from available viewing audiences.
The viewing audience comprises the individuals or groups of people occupying or
using the properties, roads, footpaths and public open spaces that lie within the visual
envelope or ‘zone of theoretical visibility (ZTV)’ of the site and proposal. Where
possible, computer modelling can assist to determine the theoretical extent of visibility
together with field work to confirm this. Where appropriate, key representative
viewpoints should be agreed with the relevant local authority.
The Sensitivity of the viewing audience
The sensitivity of the viewing audience is assessed in terms of assessing the likely response of
the viewing audience to change and understanding the value attached to views.
Likely response of the viewing audience to change
Appraising the likely response of the viewing audience to change is determined by assessing
the occupation or activity of people experiencing the view at particular locations and the extent
to which their interest or activity may be focussed on views of the surrounding landscape. This
relies on a landscape architect’s judgement in respect of visual amenity and the reaction of
people who may be affected by a proposal. This should also recognise that people more
susceptible to change generally include: residents at home, people engaged in outdoor
recreation whose attention or interest is likely to be focussed on the landscape and on particular
views; visitors to heritage assets or other important visitor attractions; and communities where
views contribute to the wider landscape setting.
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Value attached to views
The value or importance attached to particular views may be determined with respect to its
popularity or numbers of people affected or reference to planning instruments such as
viewshafts or view corridors. Important viewpoints are also likely to appear in guide books or
tourist maps and may include facilities provided for its enjoyment. There may also be references
to this in literature or art, which also acknowledge a level of recognition and importance.
Magnitude of Visual Change
The assessment of visual effects also considers the potential magnitude of change which will
result from views of a proposed development. This takes account of the size or scale of the
effect, the geographical extent of views and the duration of visual change, which may
distinguish between temporary (often associated with construction) and permanent effects
where relevant. Preparation of any simulations of visual change to assist this process should
be guided by best practice as identified by the NZILA4.
When determining the overall level of visual effect, the nature of the viewing audience is
considered together with the magnitude of change resulting from the proposed development.
Table 4 has been prepared to help guide this process:

The Viewing Audience
(sensitivity)

Contributing Factors

Higher

Lower

Examples

Ability to
absorb
change

Views from dwellings and
recreation areas where attention is
typically focussed on the
landscape.

Views from places of employment
and other places where the focus is
typically incidental to its landscape
context. Views from transport
corridors.

Dwellings, places of work,
transport corridors, public
tracks

Value
attached to
views

Viewpoint is recognised by the
community such as an important
view shaft, identification on tourist
maps or in art and literature.

Viewpoint is not typically recognised
or valued by the community.

Acknowledged
viewshafts, Lookouts

High visitor numbers.
Infrequent visitor numbers.

Magnitude of Change

Size or
scale

4

Loss or addition of key features in
the view.
High degree of contrast with
existing landscape elements (i.e. in
terms of form scale, mass, line,
height, colour and texture).

Full view of the proposed
development.

Geographic
al extent

Most key features of views retained.

Low degree of contrast with existing
landscape elements (i.e. in terms of
form scale, mass, line, height, colour
and texture.

- Higher contrast/ Lower
contrast.
- Open views, Partial
views, Glimpse views
(or filtered); No views
(or obscured)

Glimpse / no view of the proposed
development.

Front on views.

Oblique views.

Near distance views;

Long distance views.

Change visible across a wide area.

Small portion of change visible.

- Front or Oblique views.
- Near distant, Middle
distant and Long
distant views

Best Practice Guide: Visual Simulations BPG 10.2, NZILA
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Contributing Factors
Duration
and
reversibility

Higher

Lower

Permanent.

Transient / temporary.

Long term (over 15 years).

Short Term (0-5 years).

Examples
- Permanent (fixed),
Transitory (moving)

Table 2: Determining the level of visual effects

Nature of Effects
In combination with assessing the level of effects, the landscape and visual effects assessment
also considers the nature of effects in terms of whether this will be positive (beneficial) or
negative (adverse) in the context within which it occurs. Neutral effects can also occur where
landscape or visual change is benign.
It should also be noted that a change in a landscape does not, of itself, necessarily constitute an
adverse landscape or visual effect. Landscape is dynamic and is constantly changing over time
in both subtle and more dramatic transformational ways; these changes are both natural and
human induced. What is important in managing landscape change is that adverse effects are
avoided or sufficiently mitigated to ameliorate the effects of the change in land use. The aim is
to provide a high amenity environment through appropriate design outcomes.
This assessment of the nature effects can be further guided by Table 2 set out below:
Nature of effect
Adverse (negative):
Neutral (benign):

Use and Definition
The activity would be out of scale with the landscape or at odds with the local pattern and
landform which results in a reduction in landscape and / or visual amenity values
The activity would be consistent with (or blend in with) the scale, landform and pattern of the
landscape maintaining existing landscape and / or visual amenity values

The activity would enhance the landscape and / or visual amenity through removal or
restoration of existing degraded landscape activities and / or addition of positive elements or
features
Table 1: Determining the Nature of Effects

Beneficial (positive):

Cumulative Effects
This can include effects of the same type of development (e.g. bridges) or the combined effect
of all past, present and approved future development 5 of varying types, taking account of both
the permitted baseline and receiving environment. Cumulative effects can also be positive,
negative or benign.
Cumulative Landscape Effects
Cumulative landscape effects can include additional or combined changes in components of the
landscape and changes in the overall landscape character. The extent within which cumulative
landscape effects are assessed can cover the entire landscape character area within which the
proposal is located, or alternatively, the zone of visual influence from which the proposal can be
observed.

5
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The life of the statutory planning document or unimplemented resource consents.
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Cumulative Visual Effects
Cumulative visual effects can occur in combination (seen together in the same view), in
succession (where the observer needs to turn their head) or sequentially (with a time lapse
between instances where proposals are visible when moving through a landscape). Further
visualisations may be required to indicate the change in view compared with the appearance of
the project on its own.
Determining the nature and level of cumulative landscape and visual effects should adopt the
same approach as the project assessment in describing both the nature of the viewing audience
and magnitude of change leading to a final judgement. Mitigation may require broader
consideration which may extend beyond the geographical extent of the project being assessed.

Determining the Overall Level of Effects
The landscape and visual effects assessment conclude with an overall assessment of the likely
level of landscape and visual effects. This step also takes account of the nature of effects and
the effectiveness of any proposed mitigation. The process can be illustrated in Figure 2:

Landscape
Resource &
Viewing Audience

Magnitude
of Change

Nature
of effect

Level of
Effect

(Sensitivity)
Figure 2: Assessment process
This step informs an overall judgement identifying what level of effects are likely to be
generated as indicated in Table 3 below. This table which can be used to guide the level of
natural character, landscape and visual effects uses an adapted seven-point scale derived from
Te Tangi A Te Manu.
Effect Rating
Very High:
High:

Moderate- High:

Moderate:

Moderate - Low:

Use and Definition
Total loss of key elements / features / characteristics, i.e. amounts to a complete change of
landscape character and in views.
Major modification or loss of most key elements / features / characteristics, i.e. little of the
pre-development landscape character remains and a major change in views. Concise
Oxford English Dictionary Definition
High: adjective- Great in amount, value, size, or intensity.
Modifications of several key elements / features / characteristics of the baseline, i.e. the
pre-development landscape character remains evident but materially changed and
prominent in views.
Partial loss of or modification to key elements / features / characteristics of the baseline,
i.e. new elements may be prominent in views but not necessarily uncharacteristic within
the receiving landscape.
Concise Oxford English Dictionary Definition
Moderate: adjective- average in amount, intensity, quality or degree
Minor loss of or modification to one or more key elements / features / characteristics, i.e.
new elements are not prominent within views or uncharacteristic within the receiving
landscape.

Little material loss of or modification to key elements / features / characteristics. i.e.
modification or change is not uncharacteristic or prominent in views and absorbed within
the receiving landscape.
Low:
Concise Oxford English Dictionary Definition
Low: adjective- 1. Below average in amount, extent, or intensity.
Negligible loss of or modification to key elements/ features/ characteristics of the baseline,
Very Low:
i.e. approximating a ‘no change’ situation and a negligible change in views.
Table 3: Determining the overall level of landscape and visual effects
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Determination of “minor”
Decision makers determining whether a resource consent application should be notified must
also assess whether the effect on a person is less than minor 6 or an adverse effect on the
environment is no more than minor 7. Likewise, when assessing a non-complying activity,
consent can only be granted if the s104D ‘gateway test’ is satisfied. This test requires the
decision maker to be assured that the adverse effects of the activity on the environment will be
‘minor’ or not be contrary to the objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents.
These assessments will generally involve a broader consideration of the effects of the activity,
beyond the landscape and visual effects. Through this broader consideration, guidance may be
sought on whether the likely effects on the landscape or effects on a person are considered in
relation to ‘minor’. It must also be stressed that more than minor effects on individual elements
or viewpoints does not necessarily equate to more than minor landscape effects. In relation to
this assessment, moderate-low level effects would generally equate to ‘minor’
The third row highlights the word ‘significant’. The term ‘significant adverse effects’ applies to
particular RMA situations, namely as a threshold for the requirement to consider alternative
sites, routes, and methods for Notices of Requirement under RMA s171(1)(b), the requirements
to consider alternatives in AEEs under s6(1)(a) of the 4th Schedule. It may also be relevant to
tests under other statutory documents such as for considering effects on natural character of
the coastal environment under the NZ Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) Policy 13 (1)(b) and
15(b).
Less than Minor
Very Low

Low

Minor
Moderate –
Low

More than Minor
Moderate

ModerateHigh

High

Very
High
Significant

Table 4: Determining adverse effects for notification determination, non-complying activities and significance
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RMA, Section 95E

7

RMA Section 95D
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Appendix 4 – Harriet Fraser – Traffic evidence

1
IN THE MATTER

of the Resource Consent Application under the
Resource Management Act 1991

BETWEEN

EAST LEIGH LTD
Applicant (RM210207)

AND

MASTERTON DISTRICT COUNCIL
Consent Authority

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF HARRIET BARBARA FRASER ON BEHALF OF
MASTERTON DISTRICT COUNCIL
TRANSPORT
3 May 2022
1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

My full name is Harriet Barbara Fraser. I hold the qualification of Chartered
Professional Engineer and Chartered Member of Engineering NZ. I hold a Bachelor
of Civil Engineering degree from Imperial College, University of London and a Master’s
degree of Science in Transportation Planning and Engineering awarded with
distinction by the University of Leeds.

1.2

My background of experience includes over 28 years consultancy experience in traffic
and transportation matters, initially in the UK and Hong Kong. From August 1998 to
August 2012, I worked as a Transportation Planner in the firm of Traffic Design Group
Limited (now Stantec) practicing as a transportation planning and traffic engineering
specialist throughout New Zealand. Since September 2012 I have been working as a
sole practitioner in the field of transportation planning and traffic engineering.

1.3

I am a certified Hearing Commissioner, having completed the MfE Making Good
Decisions training and have also been appointed as a Development Contribution
Commissioner.

1.4

I have prepared this evidence on behalf of the consent authority, Masterton District
Council, in relation to a resource consent application from East Leigh Limited for a 21Lot residential subdivision at Riversdale Terraces (Southern Terrace) in Riversdale.

Harriet Fraser
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Code of Conduct
1.5

I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court
Practice Note 2014. I have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing this
statement of evidence. Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of
expertise, and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might
alter or detract from the opinions I express.

2.

BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

2.1

I visited the site on Monday 25th April 2022 and have read the following documents:
(a)

the resource consent application (AEE) dated November 2021, prepared by
Adamson Shaw and CF Consulting Services Ltd;

2.2

(b)

Traffic Concepts letter (TIA) dated 26 May 2021; and

(c)

the submissions.

In my evidence that follows, I summarise my review of the transport matters included
in the application. I also provide comment on the transport matters raised in the
submissions. Finally, I include recommendations for mitigation measures to be
provided for through conditions, should consent be granted.

3.

REVIEW OF APPLICATION - TRANSPORT

3.1

The AEE includes the following transport related details:
(a)

Access from existing sections of Rochdale Road by direct access (5 lots) or by
shared access driveway easements (16 lots in four clusters);

(b)

Provision of a 2m wide walking path within Lot 200 to provide pedestrian
connection between Rochdale Road and Harapaki Road, and beyond to the
beach and wider settlement;

(c)

Complies with the Operative District Plan Access Standards. The shared
accesses will be formed, sealed and constructed to meet the standards in
NZS4404:2010 Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure. There are
good sight lines along Rochdale Road from the access points;

Harriet Fraser
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(d)

The lots can accommodate a single on-site parking space and on-site vehicle
turning; and

(e)

The traffic related effects of the proposed subdivision are considered to be less
than minor.

3.2

The S92 traffic response dated 26 May 2021 includes the following:
(a)

Rochdale Road has a 6m wide sealed carriageway with a footpath along the
northern side. There is a turning head at the end of the road. Estimated existing
traffic flows of 110 vehicles per day;

(b)

29 existing lots on Rochdale Road with some being undeveloped;

(c)

There are no safety deficiencies with the adjacent road network with a good
level of safety near the site;

(d)

All the roads that the increased traffic flows will use are constructed to the same
standard or better than Rochdale Road;

(e)

A calculated operational road capacity for Rochdale Road of around 1,300
vehicles per hour, being equivalent to 13,000 vehicles per day;

(f)

Assumed trip generation rate of four trips per dwelling per day. Forecast vehicle
flows of 200 vehicles per day on Rochdale Road, including existing traffic
activity; and

(g)

Any effects of the increased traffic using Rochdale Road is less than minor and
well below the operating capacity of the road.

3.3

The Application assumes compliance with NZS4404:2010 and the District Plan Access
Standards. The Application does not include information to demonstrate that
compliance is achievable. In particular regarding the legal and formed access widths,
the gradients along each access, whether two-way traffic flow is needed/ provided for
on the shared accesses and the ability for vehicles to turn at the ends of the
accessways. It would also be useful to understand how the two proposed accessways
at the end of Rochdale Road will connect onto the existing cul de sac head.

3.4

In the absence of additional detail, I recommend that through conditions the accesses
are required to comply with the provisions of Table 3.2 (surburban area) and Section
3.3.16.1 in NZS4404:2010.

Harriet Fraser
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3.5

Based on the provisions included in Table 3.2 of NZS4404:2010, my view is that
Rochdale Road has a traffic carrying function of up to around 1,000 vehicle movements
per day which would typically be associated with providing access to 100 houses. This
level of activity assumes that on-street parked cars may in places reduce the
carriageway width to single lane two-way traffic flow. As such, I disagree with the
Applicant’s assessment of the traffic capacity of Rochdale Road but note that traffic
flows can be expected to remain within this lower limit with the additional traffic
associated with the proposed subdivision.

4.

SUBMISSIONS

4.1

Traffic matters raised in the submissions can be summarised as follows:
(a)

Increased traffic on the local street network. Vehicle and pedestrian safety.
With few footpaths pedestrians and cyclists including children share the road
with cars;

(b)

Increased pressure for parking at the beach with increasing overflow parking
onto grass verges in nearby streets;

(c)

Concerns regarding the width of the proposed walkway and ensuring that it is
not used by motorised vehicles including motorbikes and quads;

(d)

The condition of the Masterton to Riversdale road;

(e)

Road safety concerns at the intersections of Otaraia Road with each of Tama
Road and Rochdale Roads;

(f)

Fire and Emergency New Zealand raise concerns regarding the ability for fire
appliances to access the proposed dedicated firefighting water supply; and

(g)
4.2

Effects of additional traffic on Palm Parade.

I comment on each of these points in the table below.

Harriet Fraser
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Matter raised in submissions Comment
Increased traffic on the local I have checked the Waka Kotahi NZTA crash
street network. Vehicle and database for the most recent five-year period for
pedestrian safety. With few the whole of Riversdale Beach and note that the
footpaths
cyclists

pedestrians
including

and only reported crash is the serious injury crash

children referenced in the Traffic Concepts letter. As such

share the road with cars.

it appears that road users safely interact and share
the road space throughout the settlement. Within
the wider street network, I do not expect the
additional traffic activity associated with the
proposed subdivision to have any discernible
effect on the existing local road safety record.

Increased pressure for parking I consider that the key matter is the management
at the beach with increasing of street parking. The streets typically have
overflow parking onto grass carriageway widths of at least 9m. This is sufficient
verges in nearby streets.

to accommodate parking along at least one side.
As parking pressures increase Council may need
to mark parking spaces close to beach access
points to encourage parking in an efficient and
safe manner. This could include the use of ‘hockey
stick’ road markings to indicate the start and end
of parking bays, guiding drivers to park clear of
driveways and intersections. I do not consider that
this is a matter that needs to be addressed by the
Applicant.

Concerns regarding the width I consider that the key matter is ensuring that
of the proposed walkway and motorised vehicles cannot access the walkway
ensuring that it is not used by from either end. Provided such a control is in
motorised vehicles including place, the need to control the width of the path is
motorbikes and quads.

redundant. I note that based on the Austroads
Guide to Road Design Part 6A: Paths for Walking
and Cycling Section C.3.4, sections of the path
that are steeper than 3% should be formed with a
permanent surface to minimise damage from runoff and associated maintenance costs.

Harriet Fraser
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The condition of the Masterton The maintenance of the wider road network is the
to Riversdale road.

responsibility of the Council and provided for
through their maintenance contracts. I do not
consider that the traffic associated with the
proposed subdivision will have any discernible
effect on the maintenance needs of the Riversdale
Road.

Road safety concerns at the I note from my site visit that there is a centreline
intersections of Otaraia Road marked on the side road approaches and a
with each of Tama Road and dashed edgeline across the side roads at the
Rochdale Roads.

intersections. I consider that these treatments
adequately define the intersections and define the
priority routes. The local crash history does not
indicate any underlying problems at these
intersections.

Fire

and

Zealand

Emergency
raise

New I agree with Fire and Emergency New Zealand

concerns that a condition is required in this regard.

regarding the ability for fire
appliances

to

access

the

proposed dedicated firefighting
water supply.
Effects of additional traffic on Given the increased traffic, pedestrian and cyclist
Palm Parade.

activity associated with the proposed subdivision
along with the footpath along Rochdale Road
terminating at Palm Parade, I agree that some
mitigation is needed to ensure the safe interaction
between road users along this section. It is not
possible to require speed limit changes as part of
the resource consent process. While traffic humps
would reduce vehicle speeds with benefits in
terms of reduced likelihood of crashes and
reduced severity of injuries if a crash occurs, my
preference would be for vulnerable road users to
be

separated

from

the

accommodated on a footpath.
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5.

CONDITIONS

5.1

In Appendix H of the Application, some suggested conditions of consent are provided.
With regard to access provisions, suggested condition 4 includes:
‘Engineering plans detailing the construction of all private accessway must be
submitted to the Council’s [nominated Engineering Manager] for approval prior to the
commencement of any works…’

5.2

Fire and Emergency New Zealand seek the inclusion of a condition requiring access
to the firefighting water supply, in accordance with the New Zealand Fire Service
Firefighting Water Supply Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008.

5.3

I recommend that Condition 4 is expanded to include the following:
(a)

ensure access to all properties for firefighting purposes in accordance with the
New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supply Code of Practice SNZ PAS
4509:2008;

(b)

that the accesses are required to comply with the provisions of Table 3.2
(surburban area) and Section 3.3.16.1 in NZS4404:2010; and

(c)

that the plans submitted to Council for approval include details regarding the
connection of the accesses to the existing cul de sac head at the end of
Rochdale Road.

5.4

The submissions include a request for conditions to be considered regarding a lower
speed restriction along the length of Palm Parade, or the installation of traffic humps.
Given the increased traffic, pedestrian and cyclist activity associated with the proposed
subdivision along with the footpath along Rochdale Road terminating at Palm Parade,
I agree that some mitigation is needed to ensure the safe interaction between road
users along this section. I understand that Council is planning to install speed humps
on Palm Parade. These will reduce vehicle speeds with benefits in terms of reduced
likelihood of crashes and reduced severity of injuries if a crash occurs.

5.5

Within the submissions it is requested that with regard to the proposed walkway, that
bollards (or equivalent obstruction) be required to prevent the walkway being used by
motorised vehicles including quads and motorbikes. I agree that physical access to
each end of the walkway should be limited to pedestrians and push bikes. Given the
open nature of the access point at the end of Harapaki Road, as shown in the extract
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below from Google Maps, it seems likely that fencing may also be needed to prevent
unintended vehicle access. I suggest that a condition is included requiring the
Applicant to provide plans to Council for approval which demonstrate how motorised
vehicle access to the walkway will be controlled and managed. I support the inclusion
of the walkway as a measure to encourage access to the beach by active modes.

6.

CONCLUSION

6.1

With the mitigation measures provided through the recommended conditions, I
consider that the transport effects associated with the proposed subdivision can be
appropriately managed.

Harriet Fraser
Date: 3 May 2022

Harriet Fraser

