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1.0

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERTISE

1.1

My name is Emma Frances McRae, and I am an Associate
Principal Landscape Architect at Boffa Miskell Limited, a national
firm of consulting landscape architects, planners, ecologists and
urban designers. I hold the qualifications of Bachelor of Design
(Hons) in Landscape Architecture, and I am a Registered Member
of the New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects. I have been a
landscape architect for over 17 years, practicing both in New
Zealand and the United Kingdom and have been based in
Wellington for the last four years, providing consultancy services for
a wide range of clients around New Zealand, including local
authorities, land developers, and the infrastructure and renewable
energy sectors.

1.2

My experience includes practicing landscape architecture in Cardiff,
Wales, for over five years, during which time I became a Chartered
Member of the United Kingdom’s Landscape Institute. During my
time in Cardiff my work included undertaking landscape and visual
effects assessments for residential development at a range of
scales, ranging in scale from small subdivisions to larger urban
extensions.

1.3

I have significant experience in carrying out landscape and visual
effects assessments, natural character assessments and landscape
sensitivity and capacity studies for a range of development types,
including residential, energy and renewables, commercial,
industrial, minerals developments and the acquisition and disposal
of reserve land.

1.4

In this matter, I was engaged by Masterton District Council to
provide a Peer Review of the Applicant’s Landscape and Visual
Effects Assessment prepared for the application by Hudson
Associates Ltd.
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2.0

CODE OF CONDUCT

2.1

I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses issued as
part of the Environment Court Practice Notes. I agree to comply
with the code and am satisfied the matters I address in my evidence
are within my expertise. I am not aware of any material facts that I
have omitted that might alter or detract from the opinions I express
in my evidence.

3.0

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

3.1

This evidence has been prepared in response to issues raised in
the Applicant’s (East Leigh Ltd) expert evidence for the proposed
21 lot subdivision at Rochdale Road, Riversdale, RM210207, and in
particular the issues raised in the Statement of Evidence of Mr John
Hudson which relate to landscape character and natural character
effects. The earlier Peer Review I prepared stands alongside this
evidence, and I will not repeat the content of it here.

4.0

NATURAL CHARACTER EFFECTS

4.1

With regard to natural character, I agree with Mr Hudson and Ms
Foster that the natural character of the terrace landform has already
been modified by the existing subdivision, and that effects on
natural character values as a result of further subdivision are likely
to be low.

4.2

However, it is recognised that “Landscape and the natural character
of the landscape contribute to the amenity values of the area, and
so need to be considered together.” [[2016] NZEnvC 220 –
Southland Fish & Game New Zealand v Southland Regional
Council and Southland District Council].

4.3

In paragraph 83 of her evidence, Ms Foster discusses the
differences between the 1994 NZCPS Policy 3.2.2 and the current
NZCPS Policy 13, “to avoid significant adverse effects and avoid,
remedy or mitigate other adverse effects of activities on natural
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character in all other areas of the coastal environment”. The 1994
NZCPS Policy 3.2.2 is referenced in my Peer Review and has
relevance, as it is quoted from directly in the Decision relating to the
original subdivision of Riversdale Terraces. NZCPS Policy 13
provides the current equivalent policy, specifically Policy 13 b) to
“avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate
other adverse effects of activities on natural character in all other
areas of the coastal Environment”. Ms Foster states however that
objectives 2 and 6 of the NZCPS are of the most relevance to the
proposed subdivision and states that:
4.4

“In my opinion, the proposal recognises the actual (modified)
character of the setting for the proposed subdivision. The proposal
will not adversely affect the natural character of the coastal
escarpment that separates the older part of Riversdale Beach from
the newer Riversdale Terraces. Rather, it will enhance (restore) it
with mitigation planting. The proposal acknowledges the importance
of setback from the escarpment and will ensure that future buildings
on the proposed allotments are set into the landscape in a way that
allows the natural character and physical presence of the
escarpment to predominate.” I disagree with this analysis and
believe that the greatest change as a result of the proposed
subdivision would relate to the change in landscape character of the
area, as discussed in greater detail below.

5.0

EXISTING LANDSCAPE CHARACTER

5.1

As covered in my Peer Review, I generally agree with the
description of the existing landscape character of the area provided
in the Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment by Hudson
Associates and acknowledge that the consented subdivision forms
part of the existing landscape baseline. As discussed in further
detail in my Peer Review, 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 Hudson
assessment provides a limited range of four viewpoints against
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which the proposed development is assessed. These viewpoints
and the simulations contained within the assessment are depicted
as single frame views, which make it difficult to understand how the
proposed development would appear in the context of the wider
landscape as it is generally viewed.

6.0

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER EFFECTS

6.1

In paragraph 16 of his evidence, Mr Hudson acknowledges that
“The legibility of the landforms creates a memorable landscape and
contributes to the scenic qualities of the setting”, and in paragraph
19 he acknowledges that “The backdrop to Riversdale is
contributed to by the escarpment and terrace farmland to the west”.

6.2

I agree with the above statements, and as outlined in my Peer
Review, believe that the key adverse effects of the proposal put
forward by the Applicant will be on the landscape character of the
area, due to the change experienced in relation to the perception of
the terrace landform, which provides a prominent backdrop to
Riversdale Beach.

6.3

Currently, in the consented environment, as illustrated in Mr
Hudson’s Existing Environment/Simulated Existing Environment
visualisations 1 to 4, appended to his evidence, while built elements
along the skyline form a part of the character of the area, they are
subservient to the wider terrace landform. Extending the area of
built development to 8 metres from the terrace edge, as shown in
the simulated views, results in a change from a coastal escarpment
with some low-level development evident, to built development
becoming a dominant characteristic of the area, altering the
perception of the terrace as a dominant landscape feature. While
the proposed planting may have some effect in reducing the level of
built development visible, overall, the change in landscape
character will still be apparent.

6.4

Therefore, I do not agree with Mr Hudson’s statement that
“Although the proposed development will be visible in some
locations along the top of the terrace, this will only create a marginal
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difference to how the landscape is currently experienced. The
visibility of the proposed houses along the skyline will be consistent
with the visibility of existing houses in this area and, as such, the
proposed dwellings will maintain the current level of coherence
provided by the terrain backdropping Riversdale.”
6.5

Mr Hudson claims that the proposed 8 metre building setback from
the terrace edge, building height restrictions and colouration will
ensure that the “houses will be set into the landscape and will
remain unobtrusive”. At this point I would draw attention towards Mr
Hudson’s provided simulations appended to his evidence, and in
particular the Viewpoint 4, which is the only view in Mr Hudson’s
viewpoints which comes close to representing how the development
might be seen in the context of the wider terrace landform. In the
Simulated Proposal for Viewpoint 4, I find it difficult to understand
how the development cannot be considered “unobtrusive” in this
view. The location of the development, situated right on the terrace
edge, enhances its visibility and makes its stand out in relation to
the natural form of the terrace. In Mr Hudson’s Viewpoint 4 Simulated Proposal with Planting, the development is illustrated
with the appearance of planted mitigation in the foreground, as it
would appear after a period of five years. Though the planted
mitigations screens the lower part of the dwellings, the change to
the open landform of the terrace edge is still changed.

6.6

My Peer Review refers to Rule 21.1.17 of the District Plan which
states 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” as a method for determining where
development should extend to in relation to the escarpment. I
disagree with Ms Fosters assertion that “slavish adherence” to this
Rule overlooks the reality that the terraces above the escarpment
behind Riversdale Beach are already substantially modified. Again,
I draw attention to the simulations provided in both Mr Hudson’s
Landscape and Visual assessment report and his Evidence where
he has included the consented dwellings without the proposed
dwellings/development. While these consented dwellings are visible
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from locations within the settlement, reserve and beach area, only
part of the buildings are ever visible, which is quite a different
prospect to the simulations of the proposed development where
almost the entirely of the façade of proposed dwellings are visible
on the skyline without mitigation in place, and substantial parts of
the façade’s and rooflines of buildings are visible even with
mitigation in place.
6.7

I also disagree that the area will have a ‘coherent’ appearance (as
described in paragraph 23 of Mr Hudson’s evidence). The
appearance of up to 19 houses along the terrace edge is out of
character with the current setting, where although dwellings are
visible on the terrace, they are subservient to its landform. I also
disagree with Mr Hudson in paragraph 56 of his evidence where he
states, “Those existing properties at the base of the escarpment are
unlikely to see the proposed houses on the terrace above. While
the proposed houses may be more visible from locations further
away to the east, the extended distance of these views will assist in
diminishing effects, with multiple existing houses seen in the
foreground. In my opinion, the proposal will not appear overbearing
and certainly not dominant. The escarpment will remain the
dominant feature.” Though dwellings at the base of the escarpment
are not able to view the proposed houses above, this does not
change the effects on landscape character as described above. For
this reason, and those others discussed above, I also disagree with
this statement.

6.8

Mr Hudson and Ms Foster also address the matter of “overlooking”
raised by some submitters, which they believe is cancelled out by
the fact that properties closest to the escarpment would be
obscured from views of the development by landform. For the
record, my Peer Review does not refer to overlooking, but rather
states that the proposed development would be “dominant and
overbearing when viewed from the existing settlement,
neighbouring reserve area and the beach.” Ms Foster (para 30)
states that “dominance is particular landscape effect and requires
close proximity between buildings”. I disagree that dominance is
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created only by close proximity between buildings. A single very tall
structure can also have a dominant effect. In this case although the
height of the proposed dwellings is low, their height is enhanced by
their location close to the terrace edge.

7.0

DENSITY AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

7.1

Mr Hudson states in paragraph 24 that the proposed density of the
development on the terrace is less than the density of the housing
adjacent to the beach. I do not see the relevance of comparing
these two areas, as the housing adjacent to the beach is in quite a
separate area and has a different established character to the
newer development on the terrace, given that it is located on flat
land immediately adjacent to the coast. The primary impacts of the
proposed development are created by the scale (21 lots) and nature
(on the front of the coastal escarpment) of the layout, with density
playing only a secondary role.

7.2

As discussed in my Peer Review, I believe Mr Hudson has been
overly reliant on the contribution of the proposed planting as
mitigation when determining the level of effects. It is not that it will
be “ineffective” as stated by Ms Foster (paragraph 27), but it is my
assertion that planting alone should not solely be relied upon to
reduce landscape and visual effects and that the form and layout of
the development should be the primary considerations when
seeking to reduce potential landscape character effects.

7.3

Mr Hudson’s states in paragraph 23 that the proposal does not
represent ‘creep’ or ‘sprawling’ development , which are key terms
used in relation to landscape and natural character in the Wairarapa
Coastal Strategy. In the Strategy the issues are stated as follows:
1.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.
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2. 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.
3. Subdivision in undeveloped areas decreases the natural
character of that area and can impact on the remote and wild
nature of the Wairarapa Coast.
4. Earthworks, roading and infrastructure such as toilets, boat
ramps, erosion protection works and access tracks, often
degrade natural character and can impact on landscape
values.
5. There is insufficient support and recognition for landowners
to continue and enhance their stewardship of landscapes and
natural character.
7.4

Point 2 above described creep as “occurring on the edge of coastal
settlements”, which is exactly what this current proposal represents.
Point 3 raises the issue that subdivision in undeveloped areas
decreases the natural character of that area. In my opinion this has
happened already with the consenting of the original Riversdale
Terraces subdivision in 2005; the proposed 21 lot subdivision now
presents further ‘creep’ into an undeveloped area. This particular
area was specifically identified to be excluded from development
when the consent for the original subdivision was granted.

7.5

I disagree with Ms Foster that this was due to a “cautious approach”
to consenting the subdivision, but rather upon reviewing the
Decision of the original subdivision consent, it is apparent that this
was a deliberate decision, and is described in paragraph 17 of the
Decision as “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.” The decision to grant only the parts of
the subdivision set well back from the terrace edge is also
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consistent with the current Rule 21.1.17 i) 2) of the District Plan 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”.
7.6

Therefore, the recommendation in my Peer Review, which is
consistent with the earlier Decision and provisions of the plan, is
that only those lots which lie beyond the 50m offset should be
considered for consent, that is Lots 301-303, 320 and 323.

7.7

Further to this, I also disagree with Ms Foster’s interpretation of the
Coastal Strategy in paragraph 118 of her evidence, for the reasons
described above. I do not agree that the development “represents
consolidation of residential development in an area that has already
developed urban residential node”. By that interpretation, a
subdivision in any location could be extended upon in any direction,
without any consideration for the landscape context and setting of
the area.

7.8

In paragraph 116 of her evidence Ms Foster states that “the
proposal will have effects greater than that assessed by Mr Hudson,
but does not provide a conclusion as to the scale and significance
of the effects assessed. It appears from the report the effects are
not considered to be significant.” For clarity, I consider the effects of
the proposal on landscape character to be moderate adverse,
where there is partial loss of or modification to a key element of the
landscape baseline, that is in this case uncharacteristic, due to the
reasons described within my Peer Review and throughout this
evidence.

8.0

VIEWPOINTS AND PHOTOGRAPHY

8.1

In paragraphs 32 to 37, Mr Hudson questions the location of
additional viewpoints provided in my Peer Review, and the focal
length used for the photographs. He asserts that my Peer Review
focuses only on one small area and doesn’t consider wider views in
which housing is visible. A plan showing the location of these
photographs was not provided with the review, however their
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location was described in my Peer Review. To address this
omission, an additional attachment appended to this evidence has
been provided showing the location of these photographs.
8.2

As part of the process of carrying out the Peer Review, I made a
site visit, which included both viewing the development site itself
and also assessing it and its surroundings from publicly accessible
viewpoints, including points along Riversdale Beach, the adjacent
reserve area, and streets within the Riversdale settlement.

8.3

The two photographs I used as additional views were selected
deliberately as they represent places where the majority of the
mass and form of the development are present, in views, i.e. where
visual effects are likely to be greatest, and where the landscape
character effects of the scale of the development can be fully
appreciated. The intention of supplying additional views within my
Peer Review was to supplement the material provided in the
Landscape and Visual Effects assessment prepared by Mr Hudson,
not to replace it. My role as the peer reviewer is to review the
material provided, visit the site and determine whether the findings
of the assessment are robust and valid, not to carry out an
independent assessment of effects which would include a wider
selection of representative photographs.

8.4

My Peer Review clearly acknowledges that other views were
provided within the assessment which give some understanding of
the wider landscape context, but these views were not used in any
simulations, therefore additional views were chosen as they
represent the setting of the proposed development within that wider
context. I therefore disagree with Mr Hudson that my Peer Review
focuses only on one small area and doesn’t consider wider views in
which housing is visible.

8.5

The two views provided in my Peer Review were labelled as ‘visual
simulations’ but they are in fact representations, views with simple
block models to illustrate the potential massing and height of the
development. They are intended only as visual representations to
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enable the viewer to gain an understanding of how the development
might appear in relation to the wider landform of the coastal terrace.
8.6

Mr Hudson also questions my use of a 24mm lens when taking
these photographs. On the photographs it is noted that they have
been taken at a wider angle than the standard 50mm lens. The
reason for using a wider angle was deliberate – while 50mm is the
chosen focal length for visual simulations, it does not provide a wide
enough field of view to accommodate the landscape context, as
illustrated and described in the attached Appendix - Visual
Representations – Methodology. As illustrated, the human eye is
capable of experiencing a wider field of view than a photograph.
The four viewpoints selected by Mr Hudson for his assessment
paint a very narrow field of view of how the development will be
viewed and experienced, thus minimising the potential effects. A
wider angle of view was therefore chosen to illustrate the
development in its wider landscape context.

8.7

The photographs taken with a 24mm lens provide a more
representative understanding of how one would actually experience
views of the development if standing on the beach or within the
reserve, two areas where people’s experience of the surrounding
environment is important, and they are more sensitive to a change
in view. They are not intended to be visual simulations per se
which depict the details of an actual proposed development on the
site, such as actual building design, infrastructure and tree planting.
The footprint size used for the boxes representing dwellings is
around 230m2 and was based upon the building footprints shown on
Mr Hudson’s Viewpoint Location Map, supplied in the Landscape
and Visual Effects Assessment, and again in the attachment to his
evidence.

8.8

While I agree with Mr Hudson that the proposed buildings may not
be of this size and square shape, there is no maximum site
coverage requirement in either the Residential or Rural zones in the
Wairarapa Combined District Plan and so it is entirely reasonable to
depict the boxes as such, and at the maximum height of a potential
dwelling. The intention of these representations was not to illustrate
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the exact footprint or appearance of buildings but to provide an
understanding of the form and layout of the proposed development
in relation to the wider landscape setting.
8.9

I do acknowledge that in preparing a landscape and visual effects
assessment as part of a consent application for a proposed
development, including the design and detail of buildings should be
addressed and represented in visual simulations. I note that in Mr
Hudson’s simulations, all of the dwellings illustrated have
monopitched rooflines. However, there is no requirement in either
the District Plan or anywhere else for houses to have a monopitch
roof, so it is possible houses could be constructed with a gable roof,
the visual effect of which would be quite different to what has been
shown. A combination of different rooflines would possibly appear
even more incongruous with the strong horizontality of the terrace
landform.

9.0

CONCLUSION

9.1

To maintain 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 could be considered for approval. These lots
should have specific building locations applied to the title, together
with controls over height and colouration, as recommended in my
Peer Review.

10.0

OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES

10.1

If Lots 301-303, 320 and 323 were to be consented, there are some
issues relating to mitigation measures to be addressed.

10.2

Mr Hudson in his evidence states that my Peer Review
recommended that no fencing be allowed – this is incorrect. The
Peer Review states that no boundary fencing should be allowed.
This recommendation is made as boundary fencing which
delineates the property boundary has the potential to be highly
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visible. Fencing to enclose parts of a lot away from the boundary
would be acceptable. I agree with the standards for fencing
otherwise proposed by Mr Hudson. I also agree with the proposed
conditions put forward for wastewater storage tanks.
10.3

With regard to the proposed walkway, I am satisfied that this can be
accommodated in a suitable manner in the suggested location if the
applicant is “content to make the pathway as narrow as necessary
and to follow the contour or to route the pathway wherever is
sensible to minimise potential earthworks and visual impact” as
described in paragraph 61 of Ms Foster’s evidence.

Emma Frances McRae
Landscape Architect
Boffa Miskell Limited
25 May 2022
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APPENDIX 1
Visual Representations – Methodology
Viewpoint Location Map
Visual Representations
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VISUAL REPRESENTATIONS - METHODOLOGY
SITE VISIT & PHOTOGRAPHY

COMPOSITING

RECOMMENDED IMAGE READING DISTANCE

Site photographs were taken with a Canon digital SLR camera
fitted with a 24-120mm focal length lens The lens was set at 24mm
(74 degree field of view) to capture the maximum site context. A
number of photos were taken at predetermined viewpoints, situated
on public land. The locations of each viewpoint were fixed by GPS
receiver built in to the camera.

Virtual camera views were then created in 3D modelling software,
and a combination of 3D contour data and 3D engineering drawings
turned on in each of these views.

Viewing distance depends on the field of view of the image as well
as the printed size. It is calculated for each view.
Views which have a field of view of 74o (24mm lens) should be viewed
from a distance of 24 cm when printed at A3 where the reproduced
width of the image is 365mm.
Views which have a field of view of 40o (50mm lens) should be viewed
from a distance of 50 cm when printed at A3 where the reproduced
width of the image is 365mm.

NZILA GUIDELINES & PANORAMA PREPARATION
The representations have been produced in accordance with the
NZILA Best Practice Guidelines for Visual Simulations (BPG 10.2).
Camera lenses of different focal lengths capture images with
differing fields of view. As can be seen below (derived from Fig 9
of the NZILA BPG), a photo taken with a 24mm lens will provide
a horizontal field of view of 74o - using a 50mm lens will provide a
“cropped” 40o version of the same view.

For other combinations of focul length and printed size the image
reading distance is calculated for that image.

These were then matched to the corresponding photograph, using
will ensure
each
simulation
is viewed
if isstanding
on-site
The example This
noted above
is based onthat
a 50mm
focal
length lens. Where
a 100mmas
lens
used, the field
of view would
identifiable features in the landscape and the characteristics7.9
of the
at
the
actual
camera
location,
and
is
in
accordance
with
Section
reduced. Likewise where a 28mm lens is used, the field of view would be increased. Figure 9 illustrates the change in t
camera to match the two together. The representations were then
7.11differing
of the
NZILA
below).
are encouraged
field of view with
focal
lengths.BPG
In the (reproduced
case of the 100mm
lens, the Users
reading distance
of a 360mm wide ima
assembled using graphic design software.
to
print
these
pages
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A3
transparency,
go
to
the
viewpoint
anddistance
hold would
(albeit with a reduced field of view) would be approximately 1000mm. With a 28mm lens, the reading
at the specified reading distance in order to verify the methodology.
approximately 280mm.
FIGURE 13

Geometry of Image Reading Distance

7.10 The formula for calculating the correct reading distance is:

Reading Distance =

Image Width ÷ 2
Tangent (FoV ÷ 2)

7.11 The following table for single frame landscape photography shows the calculated reading distances for A4, A3 and A
paper sizes:
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