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Package of proposals 

The Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme aims to support broader road safety and transport 
outcomes such as reducing deaths and serious injuries on New Zealand roads and creating 
more liveable cities and thriving communities.  

The Ministry’s work reviewing the current system and consultation have highlighted priority 
areas for change in relation to speed management. The options identified in this document are 
grouped into three areas for change: 

 improving the regulatory framework for speed management (Chapter 1)

 transitioning to lower speed limits around schools (Chapter 2)

 improving the approach to the safety camera network (Chapter 3).

These proposals should be considered as a package of changes to improve speed 
management in New Zealand and address the range of problems and opportunities identified 
by stakeholders. The Ministry, NZTA, NZ Police and RCAs are also working on broader road 
safety improvements (e.g. safety improvements to the vehicle fleet, improved enforcement, 
infrastructure investment, improving safety and accessibility for vulnerable users of the land 
transport system etc.). The speed management proposals in this paper are intended to 
complement these broader changes. 

The proposals in this document have been informed by multiple rounds of targeted 
engagement with key stakeholders. Minister Genter’s Local Government Road Safety Summit 
in April 2018 and a series of meetings with the Road Safety Strategy Speed Reference Group 
(representatives from partner agencies, local government and road users) in late 2018 
informed initial thinking on policy options. The Ministry of Transport continued targeted 
engagement with key stakeholders in 2019 to refine policy proposals. 

Public consultation on high-level proposals in this paper was carried out in July – August 2019 
as part of the Road to Zero strategy consultation.  

On 21 March 2018, Cabinet noted the proposals to tackle unsafe speeds by accelerating the 
implementation of the Speed Management Guide, investigating speed limits around schools, 
and considering new camera technologies [DEV-18-MIN-0025 refers]. 

On 1 July 2019, Cabinet was provided with a high-level summary of the Tackling Unsafe 
Speeds proposals and invited the Associate Minister of Transport to report back in October 
2019 seeking approval to the Tackling Unsafe Speeds Programme. [DEV-19-MIN-0175]. 

As part of this regulatory impact assessment, a Ministry of Social Development Child Impact 
Assessment Screening Sheet was completed determine whether the proposed programme will 

improve the wellbeing of children and young people.1 This is attached as Appendix 1. 

1 Information on the Child Impact Assessment Tool can be found here: https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-
our-work/publications-resources/resources/child-impact-assessment.html. 
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Connection with the new Road Safety Strategy (Road to 
Zero) 

The Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme is one of fourteen actions proposed as part of the 
initial action plan under the new Road to Zero strategy. The Tackling Unsafe Speeds 
proposals were consulted on as part of the Road to Zero consultation from July-August 2019. 

The Road to Zero strategy and action plan take account of the wide range of factors that 
influence road safety outcomes, and establish a programme of interventions to improve road 
safety in New Zealand. These include, infrastructure investment, vehicle safety standards, 
strengthened drug driver testing, and motorcycle safety among others.  

The draft Road to Zero Strategy sets a target reduction in deaths and serious injuries (DSIs) 
of 40 percent by 2030. Modelling suggests that investment in infrastructure improvements, 
establishing safe and appropriate speed limits on the highest risk parts of the network, and 
effectively enforcing speed limits will account for up to half of reductions in DSIs on our roads 
(i.e. up to half of the 40 percent target). 

The Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme aims to establish a more streamlined and 
coordinated process for speed management, move towards a more transparent and effective 
approach to automated speed enforcement, and reduce speeds in the highest risk areas and 
around schools. There will not be blanket reductions to default speed limits.  

Objectives 

In 2016, travelling too fast for the conditions was the second highest contributing factor to 
causes of fatal and serious injury crashes. In the event of a crash, regardless of its cause, 
the speed of impact is the most important determinant of the severity of injuries sustained 
and the probability of death. Speed continues to be a major contributing factor to DSIs on 
New Zealand roads. 

There is strong evidence that a decrease in the mean travel speed on a road is associated 

with a decrease in the number of crashes, as well as the severity2. At lower speeds, vehicles 
have shorter braking distances and people have more time to react and take action to avoid 
a crash. When crashes do occur, lower travel speeds mean the crash impact energy is lower, 
reducing the severity. Tackling unsafe speeds has also been a dominant focus in other 
jurisdictions that have made significant and sustained road safety gains. 

The overarching policy objectives of the Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme are to support 
improvements in road safety to reduce the number of DSIs on New Zealand roads. 
Thisobjective is supported by the package of changes identified in this paper.  

2 International Transport Forum’s 2018 report on speed and crash risk.
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the Auckland, Waikato and Canterbury regions and intends to roll out its regional approach 
to speed management across the rest of the country over the next two years.  

There are substantial problems with the current regulatory framework 
for setting speed limits  

Local government faces difficulties planning for, consulting on, and implementing speed 
management treatments. There is some confusion about the interaction of the bylaw 
process for setting speed limits, the Speed Management Guide, the 2017 rule and local 
government legislation. The current approach is costly, inefficient, and complex and has 
resulted in some councils thinking speed management is too hard to make changes. 

This has led to: 

 speed limits that do not reflect the nature of the road

 speed limit changes that are not always supported by appropriate infrastructure

investments

 ad hoc speed limit reviews and inconsistent approaches to speed limit setting both

within and across regions

 slow (or no) responses to community requests for safer speed limits and limited

progress on addressing the highest risk parts of the network

 in some cases, limited public buy in to speed management changes

 some lack of transparency and accountability around speed management changes

and how they are being rolled out for both the State highway network and local

roads

 at times uncertainty about the legal enforceability of speed limits.

These poor outcomes are primarily caused by: 

 the resource-intensive consultation and decision-making requirements for making

bylaws

 RCAs (including the NZ Transport Agency) having limited resources and capability

to implement speed management changes

 at times poor coordination of infrastructure decisions and speed limit reviews

 minimal incentives for RCAs to prioritise speed management and to take a

coordinated and consistent approach across, for example, similar parts of the road

network.

 inconsistent use of the Speed Management Guide, and other evidence such as

actual travel speed data, to aid speed management decision making (for example,

if a speed limit reduction significantly below current travel speeds is considered

safe and appropriate, it may be most effectively achieved by staggered speed limit

reductions over time rather than a one-off reduction)

 concerns about the transparency and reliability of MegaMaps (the NZ Transport

Agency’s risk assessment tool that estimates safe and appropriate speeds)
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Non-regulatory interventions were considered, but in isolation they were not viable options 

to address the types of problems identified with the existing regulatory process. The 

options above would likely be supported by non-regulatory interventions such as 

engagement and information sharing with the public. These options are assessed in the 

table below.   

Assessment criteria 

Effectiveness – road users travel at safe and appropriate speeds 
The preferred intervention should aim to ensure road users travel at safe and appropriate 
speeds for the road they are travelling on. In the event of a crash, regardless of its cause, 
the speed of impact is the most important determinant of the severity of injuries sustained 
and the probability of death.  

Effectiveness – improve regional collaboration and consistency across the network  
Preferred interventions should encourage a whole-of-network approach to speed 
management and consistent speed limit setting. Inconsistent approaches to speed 
management across the network can lead to confusion for road users. Unwarranted 
discrepancies in speed limits within regions, across similar roads and around the country 
can also reduce the credibility of speed limits in the eyes of road users.  

Effectiveness – supports introduction of safer speed limits around schools  
Preferred interventions should enable the implementation of the Government’s policy to 
introduce safer speed limits around schools to protect vulnerable road users and encourage 
active mode use. 

Implementation – cost and timing 
Preferred interventions should be as low cost as possible. There is strong interest from a 
variety of stakeholders to see improvements to speed management as soon as possible.  

Ongoing compliance and administration costs 
Preferred interventions should be as simple and low cost as possible for road users to 
comply with and for regulators to administer.  

Key stakeholder support and public acceptance 
The New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA), road controlling authorities (RCAs) and NZ 
Police all have a range of speed management and enforcement responsibilities. Preferred 
interventions should be implementable and generally understood and supported by the 
organisations with implementation, investment and operational responsibilities. Speed limit 
setting is also often an important concern for local communities.  
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The Reference Group indicated a strong ambition for implementing speed management 
changes. Given the problems (set out above) members of the Reference Group wanted to 
see a new model that: 

 addressed confusion and inconsistency of application of bylaw requirements, the

2017 rule and Speed Management Guide

 encouraged greater accountability, transparency, and consistency around speed

management

 enabled more effective regional approaches

 came with sufficient funding and resources to support implementation of speed

management changes, both undertaking speed limit reviews, as well as making

engineering and other physical changes to the road

 encouraged an evidence-based approach that supports public understanding and

engagement

 involved the RCAs’ local knowledge to support effective implementation and

engineering of roads

 provided more efficient ways of undertaking change that still engaged with

communities and other road users.

Some benefits were seen in addressing the bylaw confusion, but generally people believed 
this would not be a sufficient change on its own and would not drive accountability for speed 
management.   

Further targeted consultation on draft policy options was carried out in March to May 2019 
with other agencies, RCAs and road user representatives. Some of the key feedback 
included: 

 General support for a new regulatory framework to streamline the speed-limit-setting
process, simplify consultation, remove the bylaw-making process and encourage a
whole-of-network approach.

 If the new framework is not designed and implemented effectively then it could create
considerably more work for RCAs.

 Consultation requirements could still be too onerous, particularly on roads where
there is a very clear rationale for reduced speed limits based on the risk of DSIs.
There was interest expressed in adopting an ‘inform and engage’ approach to some
speed limit changes.

 It is important to clarify the role and powers of the parties involved, including the
independent Speed Management Committee and NZTA.

 Safe and appropriate speeds recommended by MegaMaps do not always appear to
be reliable so there would need to be allowance for variation from these
recommendations. In particular, the tool does not seem to adequately account for
vulnerable users or areas with high numbers of active users. Some stakeholders
suggested a review of MegaMaps prior to full implementation of the new planning
approach.

 There needs to be a mechanism for allowing for speed limit changes outside of the
planning cycle.

Public consultation on the proposed Road to Zero Strategy took place between 17 July 

and 14 August 2019. The Tackling Unsafe Speeds proposals were discussed at a high-

level in the consultation document. 
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determine the timing of the first planning round, but draft plans are expected by the end of 
2021.  
 
In order to support the proposed changes to the regulatory framework, a review of the 
NZTA’s MegaMaps tool is recommended. This would provide greater assurance to RCAs 
and the public that safe and appropriate speeds recommendations are robust and reliable. 
 
As part of the proposed new regulatory framework, a register for speed limits would be 
developed. Updating a speed limit on the register would be the final step in the regulatory 
process to formally give effect to a speed limit. All current speed limits in the country would 
remain in effect and be transferred from individual bylaw registers to the national register. 
In the interim, speed limits set through bylaws would remain in force until the register 
becomes fully operational.  
 
Further detailed implementation planning is still to be carried out. This process would aim 
to identify any further implementation risks and manage these risks through the transitional 
arrangements and communications to RCAs and the public. 
 

Operation 

Operational responsibility for the proposed changes would largely sit with NZTA, RCAs 
and Regional Transport Committees as the parties responsible for developing speed 
management plans and therefore planning for, consulting on and implementing speed limit 
changes.  

Funding  

Funding for the proposals outlined in this section have been identified through analysis to 

support the Road to Zero strategy and are largely expected to be funded through the 

National Land Transport Fund. This includes funding identified for speed management 

infrastructure costs; speed limit reduction costs to the highest risk parts of the network and 

in areas where there are high numbers of active mode users; and the government 

contribution to speed management changes on local roads (including education campaigns 

and support).  

These items have been identified at a high level as part of the Road to Zero 40 percent 

targeted reduction in DSIs and will be prioritised through GPS 2021. 
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What does the evidence say?  

Research shows that a pedestrian’s likelihood of being killed or seriously injured reduces 

by approximately half when the impact speed reduces from 50 km/h to 40 km/h10. A 

pedestrian’s likelihood of being killed or seriously injured reduces by approximately half 

again when the impact speed reduces from 40 km/h to 30 km/h (i.e. a pedestrian is 

typically four times more likely to be killed or seriously injured if struck by a vehicle at 50 

km/h compared to at 30 km/h)11. 

In general, 40 km/h speed limits provide travel speeds that result in 30 km/h collision 

impact speeds following normal reaction and braking responses. Travel speeds for 50 

km/h speed limits will generally result in collision impact speeds of 40 km/h or more. 

Reducing speeds in areas where there are high numbers of active mode users interacting 

with motorised traffic can have significant safety benefits. In addition, the International 

Transport Forum found that pedestrians, cyclists and motorcyclists account for nearly 80 

percent of urban traffic fatalities12. 

Overall, the research notes that 30 km/h is generally considered appropriate in built up 

areas where active road users and motor vehicle traffic share the same space. This is 

reinforced in the International Transport Forum’s (ITF) 2018 report on speed and crash 

risk. However, the ITF still notes that when working towards a safe system, 30 km/h or 40 

km/h speed limits could be appropriate in urban areas. 

Approach in other jurisdictions  

Urban schools 

In Calgary and Saskatoon (both Canada), 30 km/h variable speed limits are in effect at 

specific times of the day when children are expected to be present. In most Australian 

states, 40 km/h variable speed limits are applied on roads around schools that have a 

permanent speed limit of 70 km/h or less. In many cities in the UK and in some parts of the 

USA, permanent 20 mph (32 km/h) speed limits have been implemented around schools. 

Rural schools 

In most Australian states, 60 km/h variable speed limits are applied on roads around 

schools that have a permanent speed limit of 80 km/h or more. 50 km/h speed limits are 

                                                
7 25 Years of New Zealand travel: New Zealand household travel 1989-2014. The percentage of 5–12-year-olds 

who walked to school dropped from 42% in 1989/90, to 29% in 2010–14, while cycling dropped from 12% in 
1989/90 to 2% in 2010–14. 

8 Safe speed: Promoting safe walking and cycling by reducing traffic speed, Dr Jan Gerrard for the Safe Speed 
Interest Group, The Heart Foundation, 2008. 

9 https://sciencenordic.com/children-and-adolescents-denmark-exercise/children-who-walk-to-school-concentrate-
better/1379550  

10 Kröyer. H. R. G., Jonsson, T., Varhelyi, A. (2014). Relative fatality risk curve to describe the effect of change in 
the impact speed on fatality risk of pedestrians struck by a motor vehicle. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 62, 
143-152. 

11 In reality, there is considerable variability in pedestrians’ casualty risk. This is largely dependent on the size, 
shape, and weight of the vehicle involved, and the age and physical resiliency of the pedestrian. 

12 Safer City Streets: Global Benchmarking for Urban Safety. This is based on international data and numbers 
are likely to differ for some urban areas in New Zealand. . 
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Option 1a: Allow 30 km/h variable speed limits to be implemented around urban schools 

without having to meet all the current requirements set out in the 2017 rule. Implementing 

30 km/h speed limits would be optional for RCAs.  

 

Option 1b: Require 30 km/h speed limits (variable or permanent) to be implemented 

around all urban schools in an agreed timeframe.  

 

Option 1c: Require a maximum of 40 km/h speed limits (variable or permanent) to be 

implemented around all urban schools in an agreed timeframe. RCAs would have the 

option of implementing 30 km/h speed limits outside schools. 

 

Option 1d: Require 30 km/h speed limits (variable or permanent) to be implemented 

around all urban schools in an agreed timeframe. RCAs would also have the option of 

implementing 40 km/h speed limits where appropriate. 

Rural schools  

The options considered below focus on introducing a mandatory requirement to reduce the 

speed limits around rural schools. Both options would allow RCAs some flexibility to 

determine the appropriate area around the school that would receive a speed 

management treatment. 

 

The changes proposed in the options below could be planned for and implemented 

through any of the options outlined in Chapter 1. 

 

Option 2a: Require a maximum speed limit of 60 km/h (variable or permanent) to be 

implemented outside all rural schools in an agreed timeframe. RCAs would have the option 

of introducing lower speed limits in areas where it was considered appropriate.  

  

Option 2b: Require maximum speed limits (variable or permanent) around all rural 

schools to be the same as those around urban schools (this is dependent on the preferred 

option for lower speed limits outside urban schools but would reduce speed limits to a 

maximum of 40 km/h). 

Assessment criteria  

Effectiveness – improve accessibility and encourage a shift to active modes    

Preferred interventions should improve accessibility and encourage a shift to active modes 

of transport. Speed management has historically been focussed on the balance between 

limiting DSIs and ‘efficiency’ of travel (i.e. travel speeds for motorists). However, speed 

management also has a role to play in determining ‘appropriate’ speed limits for areas with 

high numbers of pedestrians and cyclists using the roads and surrounding areas.   

Effectiveness – road users travel at safe and appropriate speeds 

Preferred interventions should aim to ensure road users travel at safe and appropriate 

speeds for the road they are travelling on. In the event of a crash, regardless of its cause, 

the speed of impact is the most important determinant of the severity of injuries sustained 

and the probability of death. A key focus for speed management is ensuring speed limits are 

set at safe and appropriate speeds.  
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Implementation – cost and timing 

Preferred interventions should be as low cost as possible. There is strong interest from a 

variety of stakeholders to see improvements to speed management as soon as possible.  

Ongoing compliance and administration costs 

Preferred interventions should be as simple and low cost as possible for road users to 

comply with and for regulators to administer.  

Key stakeholder support and public acceptance 

NZTA, RCAs and NZ Police all have a range of speed management and enforcement 

responsibilities. Preferred interventions should be implementable and generally understood 

and supported by the organisations with implementation, investment and operational 

responsibilities. Speed limit setting is also often an important concern for local 

communities.  

Other option considerations  

Prescriptive implementation requirements could lead to undesirable outcomes  

 

Options that included prescriptive requirements about the type and extent of speed limit 

reductions were considered (for example, ‘RCAs would be required to reduce speed limits 

on all roads within a 250 metre radius of the school’ or ‘speed limit reductions must be 

permanent speed limit reductions’). This type of approach is not considered viable.  

 

There are a range of environments surrounding schools and a mixture of roads serving 

different purposes. For some roads in close proximity to a school, there would be little 

benefit (and significant cost) to reducing the speed limit (for example, an urban school may 

be very close to, but well-separated from, a motorway, which would never be appropriate 

for children to use to walk or cycle to school. Lowering the speed limit would be a 

substantial disruption to motorists).  

 

RCAs have indicated support for lower speed limits around schools but have expressed 
the need for RCAs to have flexibility to determine how this is implemented. All options, 
allow RCAs to consider the environment surrounding each school and tailor speed 
management treatments appropriately.  

There may be limited scope for encouraging active modes of transport around rural 
schools 

Analysis of options for rural schools will consider the impact of lower speed limits on 

supporting more active communities. However, the potential impact for rural schools is 

expected to be much lower than for urban schools. On average, rural schools are likely to 

be more isolated, smaller, have less activity and fewer people coming and going, have 

fewer options for travel to and from school and be located on roads that are less suited to 

active modes of transport. Therefore, the potential safety impacts (relative to the support 

for liveable communities) are likely to be more important for rural schools as there is 

limited capacity to improve active mode use in the surrounding area. 
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All infringement notices generated from the Police safety camera network are processed 

by the Police Infringement Processing System (PIPS). This system is approaching its end 

of life, and is constrained by both capability and capacity. Under any scenario, some 

upgrade or replacement of the processing system will be required. Similarly, the existing 

fleet of mobile safety cameras will also require replacement.  

All revenue generated by speeding offences is collected by NZ Police and goes into the 

Government’s Consolidated Fund. There are no demerit points incurred by drivers for 

safety camera offences. 

Opportunity to improve New Zealand’s approach to the safety camera 
network 

Research into the approach to safety cameras in other jurisdictions has highlighted ways in 
which New Zealand could improve its approach. 

Safety cameras have been effective at improving safety outcomes in other jurisdictions, 
particularly when they have been installed in high risk areas of the network. For example, 
in France between 2003 and 2010, 2,756 safety cameras (1,823 fixed cameras and 933 
mobile cameras) were installed on parts of the network where motorists frequently 
exceeded the speed limit. Warning signs were installed to alert drivers to the presence of 
fixed cameras. An evaluation of the effectiveness of the cameras was completed in 2010, 
estimating that over 15,000 fatalities (a 21 percent reduction) and 62,000 injuries were 
prevented from 2003 to 2010 by the camera programme. 

Sweden has adopted an approach which recognises that road safety is an important 
priority for most road users, and that excessive speeds are not necessarily or always 
intentional. A lack of information or inattention are reasons why some motorists may 
exceed the speed limit. Sweden has a high saturation of cameras and drivers are informed 
where safety cameras are located through signage and global positioning systems. These 
cameras are only turned on part of the time. 

The main purpose of the approach in Sweden is to support and create a new social norm 
among drivers that it is easier and better to follow the speed limit. The approach adopted in 
Sweden aims to achieve a higher level of public acceptance and improve public 
perceptions of road safety more generally, as drivers do not feel persecuted or consider 
safety camera offences to be a revenue-gathering exercise. This also has other spill-over 
benefits to how people view road safety and travelling at excessive speeds over broader 
parts of the road network. 

In Sweden, this approach to safety cameras is part of a broader approach to road safety 
that has been successful in reducing DSIs. A 2009 study estimated that one to two years 
after a tranche of new cameras were installed in Sweden in 2006, the number of DSIs on 
these sections of the network reduced by approximately 20 percent and the proportion of 
drivers who exceeded the speed limit decreased by approximately 35 percent.18 

Table 4 below summarises the areas in which there is an opportunity to explore 
improvements to New Zealand’s approach to safety cameras. This has been informed by 
the approach adopted in Sweden, but is adapted for the New Zealand context.  

18 Swedish Road Adminstration (2009), The effects of automated road safety cameras on speed and road safety
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Assessment criteria  

The objectives of the programme of work have been reflected in the assessment criteria 
for the package of proposals detailed below. Particular weight has been given to ensuring 
road users travel at safe and appropriate speeds. The assessment criteria are: 
 
Effectiveness – there is a reduction in DSIs as a result of road users travelling at safer 
speeds on the highest risk parts of the network 
Preferred interventions should aim to ensure road users travel at safer speeds on the highest 
risk parts of the network (where the most DSIs occur). In the event of a crash, regardless of 
its cause, the speed of impact is the most important determinant of the severity of injuries 
sustained and the probability of death. 
 
Effectiveness – there is a reduction in DSIs as a result of road users travelling at safer 
speeds across broader parts of the road network 
Preferred interventions should aim to ensure road users travel at safer speeds across 
broader parts of the road network (i.e. not just in areas where cameras are located). 
 
Cost and speed of implementation 
Preferred interventions should be as low cost as possible. Options that are easier and 
quicker to implement are preferred, all else being equal. 
 
Ongoing compliance and administration costs 
Preferred interventions should have ongoing compliance and administration costs that are 
as low as possible. This includes the impacts on the criminal justice system. 
 
Key stakeholder support and public acceptance 
Preferred interventions would ideally have support from stakeholders and members of the 
public, to maximise the likelihood of public buy-in. 

Considerations impacting options analysis  

Ownership and operation of the network  

Police currently owns and operates the camera network and processes infringements. The 

safety camera network is a sizeable asset and additional investment in cameras would 

only increase the scale of the network and the associated asset management 

responsibilities. NZTA may be better placed to carry out this asset management function.  

NZTA could also incorporate proposed safety camera investments into its broader speed 

management planning process. Safety cameras could be considered as a speed 

management tool alongside infrastructure investments and speed limit changes. 

Transferring full ownership, operation and processing responsibilities for the camera 

network would come with some complexity and cost. However, it is also likely to lead to 

more efficient management of the network over time.  

Back-office processing system 

Regardless of the scale of investment in additional safety cameras, a new back-office 

infringement processing system is required. PIPS does not have capacity to cope with 

increasing internal and external volume, and is not capable of processing new technology 

such as average speed cameras. In the short term, PIPS will be extended to ensure it 

remains functional while a new system is established. 
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Camera operating times 

In Sweden, cameras are only turned on a portion of the time. This approach could also be 

explored in New Zealand. It is likely to be most effective in conjunction with camera 

signage. Signs would provide a clear signal to motorists to slow down in high risk areas. 

The marginal difference in motorists’ behaviour resulting from cameras being turned on 

100 percent of the time or only a portion of the time, is expected to be limited. However, 

this could reduce the infringement processing costs and the impacts on the justice 

pipeline.  
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As outlined in section 2.1, New Zealand has relatively few cameras located on its road 
network. Under the proposed approach, the highest risk parts of the network would be 
targeted in the medium term. This approach would be supported by deployment of road 
policing officers and an engagement campaign to support public buy-in, which could 
continue to provide some general deterrence effects. This approach would also be 
supported by broader road safety interventions.  

In the longer term, the proposed approach is most likely to lead to broader sections of the 
road network having a safety camera treatment. 

Ownership and operation of the network  

The proposed approach is for NZTA to take over ownership and operation of safety 
cameras. NZTA is best placed to manage a growing network of camera assets over the 
long term. This approach also allows NZTA to incorporate safety camera proposals into its 
broader speed management planning, consultation and delivery processes. Cameras 
become one of a number of speed management tools that can be considered alongside 
speed limit changes and infrastructure investment.   

The broader Road to Zero strategy also aims to change road user behaviour and attitudes. 
In New Zealand, cameras are not currently viewed favourably by the public and are often 
seen as revenue-gathering tools. This approach provides a signal that safety cameras are 
primarily a speed management tool to improve safety outcomes. Without a change in 
ownership, this change in approach is unlikely to be seen as credible by the public.  

There will be some change management costs associated with the transfer. However, 

even without a transfer of ownership, a new infringement processing system and additional 

cameras, would impose significant change management costs. The additional costs of 

transferring the camera network to NZTA could be minimised if the transfer occurs in 

conjunction with these IT and camera investments.  

In the longer term, efficiencies are expected to result from NZTA’s asset management 

expertise (relative to Police) and incorporating cameras into its speed management 

planning processes.  

Back-office processing system 

As a critical enabler of the camera programme, a new infringement processing system is 
required. In the short term, funding has been requested through the 2019-21 Road Safety 
Partnership Programme to extend the remaining life of PIPS, and to add some additional 
functionality. Through this investment, PIPS will be extended to ensure it remains 
functional while a new system is established.  

The NZ Transport Agency would require the ability to process safety camera infringements 
before it can manage the camera network. This project has not commenced and a 
separate business case process to consider options and to cost the new processing 
system will be carried out in 2020. This new processing system will be funded through the 
National Land Transport Fund. 
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Funding 

Funding for the proposals in this paper have been identified at a high level through analysis 
to support the Road to Zero strategy target and are largely expected to be funded through 
the National Land Transport Fund. This includes funding identified for a substantial increase 
in the safety camera network (including an IT platform and engagement campaign). Initial 
funding for the camera processing system has been costed into the current GPS period. 

Implementation risks 

The implementation of the new approach to safety cameras, particularly if there is a 

significant increase in the number and type of cameras, may take some time. There is no 

precedent for extending the camera network to this extent and automating the infringement 

process. The transfer to NZTA would help mitigate this risk, as NZTA is experienced at 

managing large-scale investment projects.  

There may also be privacy implications to work through depending on the types of 

cameras invested in and how they operate. NZTA and Police would consult the Office of 

the Privacy Commissioner as necessary.  
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 Figure 2: Indicative timeline for safety camera investment 
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Appendix 1: Child Impact Assessment 
screening sheet 

1. What is the proposal?

The Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme aims to support broader road safety and 

transport outcomes such as reducing deaths and serious injuries on New Zealand roads 

and creating more liveable cities and thriving communities. 

The Ministry’s work reviewing the current system and our engagement have highlighted 

priority areas for change in relation to speed management. There are proposals to: 

 reduce speed limits around urban schools to 30 km/h (variable or permanent speed

limits), with the option of implementing 40 km/h speed limits if appropriate

 reduce speed limits around rural schools to a maximum of 60 km/h (variable or

permanent speed limits).

Schools have a high concentration of children in cars and using a variety of active modes 

of transport. Therefore, these proposals could have a significant impact on children and 

young people. 

2. What are the impacts on children and young people of this proposal?

Children and young people are particularly vulnerable to high travel speeds, as many 

children are not equipped to understand and manage the associated risks. The proposals 

to introduce safer speed limits around schools are focused on ensuring the roading 

environment around schools is safer for children. More generally, this is expected to 

improve community liveability by improving perceptions of safety and increasing the 

willingness of parents and children to make greater use of active modes of transport. 

Lower speeds will also reduce the rate and severity of injuries if children and young 

people are involved in motor vehicle accidents as passengers, drivers, or active mode 

users. 

While the other aspects of the Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme are not likely to 

directly impact children or young people in a considerable way, they will support the 

outcomes of safer speed limits around schools. 

The proposed regulatory framework for speed management is intended to streamline the 

speed limit setting process. Assuming there is agreement to the new regulatory 

framework, all speed limit changes around schools would be planned for and prioritised 

through speed management plans over the 10-year life of the Road to Zero strategy. 

3. What are the likely impacts on Māori children of this proposal?

We do not think that there are any significant specific impacts on Māori children, as distinct 

from other children and young people. 
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Results from the 2017/18 New Zealand Health Survey (run by the Ministry of Health) show 

that 44.8 percent of Māori children (aged 5-14) usually use active modes of transport (walk, 

bike, skate or similar) to travel to and from school. This trend has remained relatively 

consistent since the first New Zealand Health Survey in 2006/07, and is similar to the 

proportion of children from other ethnicities who use active modes of transport to travel to 

and from school. 

The biggest variation in the effectiveness of lower speed limits encouraging active mode 

use is expected to be across schools (depending on how they are implemented and how 

suitable the broader school surroundings are for active mode transport). The proportion of 

Māori children using active modes of transport to travel to and from school are expected to 

shift at similar rates to the total school population. . 

4. Have children and young people had a say and their voice heard in 

this proposal? 

In the 2016 Public attitudes to road safety survey, conducted by the Ministry of Transport, 

respondents were asked what they thought the speed limit around schools in urban areas 

should be. Over half (52 percent) thought the speed limit around urban schools should be 

30 km/h or less. A further 42 percent gave answers between 31 and 40 km/h. The public 

has consistently provided similar answers over a six year period with greater than 90 percent 

of respondents in favour of speed limits no greater than 40 km/h around schools.  

147 of the 1,666 survey respondents were between the ages of 15-24. While the proportion 

of children (assumed to be those aged between 15 and 17 years) in this age group is 

unknown, it can be assumed that the majority of children would be supportive of lower speed 

limits around schools (i.e. consistent with the views of the wider population). 

Further consultation will occur during the rule making process for this proposal. 

5. Do the impacts identified require further analysis? 

We do not consider a full Child Impact Assessment needs to be completed for this proposal.  
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