Impact Summary: Tackling Unsafe Speeds

Section 1: General information

Purpose

The Ministry of Transport is solely responsible for the analysis and advice set out in this
Regulatory Impact Statement, except as otherwise explicitly indicated. This analysissand
advice has been produced for the purpose of informing key (or in-principle) policy deCisions
to be taken by Cabinet.

Key Limitations or Constraints on Analysis — S (

Unquantifiable aspects of the analysis

Key elements informing the decision about the proposals in this, package are not readily
quantifiable. This analysis relies on qualitative consideration.of'the impacts of'a new
regulatory framework for setting speed limits and transitioning to lowenspeed limits around
schools. Close engagement with local government and a'range of affected parties has
highlighted numerous problems with the current framework for setting speed limits. The
proposal recommended in Chapter 1 aims toraddress these coneerns, as effectively as
possible. However, the costs and benéfits associated with this proposal could not be
quantified.

Similarly, each road controlling atithority (RCA) would determine how to implement the
lower speed limit proposals in Chapter 2. Only indicative costs could be provided.

Indicative costs and benefits

In Chapter 3, a key'part 6fthe proposalincludes a commitment to invest in additional
safety cameras.A specific investment is not being sought at this stage, as these decisions
will be operational decisions for.NZ Police and the NZ Transport Agency funded from the
National LandyT ransport Fund. Th&,analysis included in this section provides an indication
of the costs'and benefits associated with investment in different camera types to inform the
decisiop’about the overall approach to safety cameras.

@siblg M@svignature and date):

Brent Johnston
Manager, Mobility and Safety
Ministry of Transport

Signature:

Date:
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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:

e improving the regulatory framework for speed management (Chapter 1)
e transitioning to lower speed limits around schools (Chapter 2)
e improving the approach to the safety camera network (Chapter 3).

These proposals should be considered as a package of change§ to impr@ve| speed
management in New Zealand and address the range of problems and“opportunities identified
by stakeholders. The Ministry, NZTA, NZ Police and RCAs areyalso working on.broader road
safety improvements (e.g. safety improvements to the vehiele fleet, imprfoved enfercement,
infrastructure investment, improving safety and accessibility for vulnerable,users of the land
transport system etc.). The speed management ‘pfopesals in this paper are intended to
complement these broader changes.

The proposals in this document have bheen ‘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'Sirategy Speed Reference Group
(representatives from partner agencies, local government and road users) in late 2018
informed initial thinking on policy options. The Ministry tof Transport continued targeted
engagement with key stakeholdérs in,2019 to refine policy proposals.

Public consultation on high-level proposalsiin this paper was carried out in July — August 2019
as part of the Road to Zéro strategy consultations

On 21 March 2018/ Cabinet noted the proposals to tackle unsafe speeds by accelerating the
implementation of thesSpeed Management Guide, investigating speed limits around schools,
and consideringsew 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'toithe Tackling Unsafe Speeds Programme. [DEV-19-MIN-0175].

As,part of thisyregulatory 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.! 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 infrastructuresimprovements,
establishing safe and appropriate speed limits on the highest risk pasts‘ofithewnetwork, and
effectively enforcing speed limits will account for up to half of reddctionsiin BDSIs 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 theshighest risk areas and
around schools. There will not be blanket reductionsito default speed limits.

Objectives

In 2016, travelling too fast for the conditionsywas the secand highest contributing factor to
causes of fatal and serious injury crashes,ln 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 centinues 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 severity?. At lower speeds, vehicles
have shorter brakingistances and people have more time to react and take action to avoid
a crash. When €rashes do occur, |ower travel speeds mean the crash impact energy is lower,
reducing thesseverity. Tackling unsafe Speeds has also been a dominant focus in other
jurisdictions thatthave made_significant and sustained road safety gains.

Thewoverarching policy abjectives 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 supperted by the package of changes identified in this paper.

2 |nternational Transport Forum’s 2018 report on speed and crash risk.

Tackling Unsafe Speeds | 3



CHAPTER 1: Establishing a new regulatory
framework for speed management

Section 2: Problem definition and objectives

2.1 What is the policy problem or opportunity? \

There is a lack of clarity around the current speed limit setting process, which is leadingto
inconsistent approaches to consultation and engagement, and decision making., The
process is cumbersome for RCAs and has led to inconsistency across the road network
and some RCAs deferring speed management changes, as they view_ it as'teohard. This
can lead to safety concerns for the public if roads that would otherwise fhiave safer speed
limits do not receive a speed management treatment.

Speed management aims to best balance efficient travelling withia safer experienee on our
roads. It involves matching the speed limit to the design, use, form and function of the
road, and the risk posed to the road user. Sometimes this involves reducing,spéed limits
following a speed management review. In other cases, feads can be engineeredwup to the
required standard to support existing or higher travel'speeds. Engineéring €hanges can
also be used to slow traffic down, to ensure the safety ofiroad users andito enable more
effective traffic flow.

Speed management has also been a dominant focus in other’jurisdi¢tions that have made
significant road safety gains in recent years

The NZ Transport Agency apd lacal authoritieg’are responsible for
reviewing and setting speéd limits in their capRacity as road controlling
authorities

The NZ Transport Ageney is theroad controlling authority (RCA) for State highways, and
local authorities are the RCAs for most lecalroads. When RCAs set a speed limit they
must follow the framework.outlined under the Land Transport Rule: Setting of Speed Limits
2017 (the 2017 rule)/RCAs are required to make a bylaw (and maintain a register of these
bylaws).

NZTA is also'responsible for

recommending safetand appropriate speeds across the network
the developmient,of the Speed Management Guide (more detail on the Speed
Management Guide is outlined below)

@ approving,some speed limit changes proposed by RCAs.

There are also other RCAs responsible for some components of the network, such as the
Department of Conservation, supermarkets, airports and other government departments in
designated locations.

Under the 2017 rule, RCAs must take into account information and guidance provided by
the NZTA when carrying out speed reviews. This includes the Speed Management Guide
which provides tools and guidance for RCAs to use in reviewing and setting speed limits,
and MegaMaps — a risk assessment tool that estimates safe and appropriate travel speeds
for all New Zealand roads.

The NZTA has begun to work closely with RCAs on speed management on a regional basis
within the context of the current regulatory framework. The NZTA is currently working with
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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 andhas
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 infrastruettire
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 riskgparts of the network

in some cases, limited public buy in to’'speed managementchanges

some lack of transparency and accountability around speed management changes
and how they are being ralledwutfor both the State highway network and local
roads

at times uncertainty aboui‘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 thesNZ Transport Agency) having limited resources and capability
to implement, speedimanagement changes

at times poer ceordination of infrastructure decisions and speed limit reviews

minimalincentives 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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e a lack of clarity around the NZ Transport Agency roles as both regulator and RCA.

Engagement with RCAs and the Road Safety Strategy Speed Reference Group? and
feedback from the Local Government Road Safety Summit in April 2018 has highlighted
these problems with the current process. Further comments from stakeholders are outlined
in Chapter 1: Section 5.

Government regulation is expected to be required to address these problems, because to
implement a new regulatory framework for speed management, legislative changes weuld
need to occur.

2.2 Who is affected and how? . r“‘/

The problems with the current regulatory environment primarily affe€t RCAs, The system
imposes costs, creates confusion and leads to many RCAs choosing.to delayior avoid speed
management proposals as the process is too hard.

This has flow on effects for the general public. If RCAs are avoidifig implemeénting safer
speed limits, then safety outcomes for the public are worsesthan they otherwiseswould be.

Proposed changes will seek to improve the efficiency ofythe regulatory“process, remove
confusion and encourage regional collaboration,{This direction of ‘chan@e is strongly
supported by RCAs, partner agencies and road_user representatives.

2.3 Are there any constraints on thMg?

Ministers have directed the Ministry of Trahsport to progress work on improvements to the
regulatory framework for speed management. In December 2018, the Associate Minister of
Transport agreed to the high-leveliscope of the regulatory framework proposal [OC181050
refers]. On 1 July 2019, Cabinetiwas provided with athigh-level summary of the Tackling
Unsafe Speeds proposals andinvited report back.imOctober 2019 seeking approval to the
Tackling Unsafe Speeds Programme [DEV+19-MIN-0175]

The Tackling Unsafe Spéeds packag€é alsovincludes a proposal to introduce lower speed
limits around schogls./ The speed limits around schools proposal is explored further in
Chapter 2, but forthe purposes of this"Chapter it is considered a constraint on the scope
(i.e. options“eonsidered in Chapter. 1 should support the introduction of lower speed limits
around schgols).

TheyTackling Unsafe Speeds programme is part of a broader set of road safety changes that
areybeing consideredias the Ministry develops its Road to Zero strategy and action plan.
The intention is 16 announce these pieces of work together. The Road to Zero strategy and
action plan will,béxfinalised by November 2019, which constrains the time required to have
Cabinet decisions, about the policy proposals for the Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme.

3 As part of the development of the Road to Zero Strategy, five reference groups were established to develop a
shared understanding of our road safety challenges and priorities for the next decade. The reference groups
comprised of over 100 representatives from central government, local government, advocacy groups and
special interest groups.
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Section 3: Options identification

3.1 What options have been considered?

Options for a new regulatory framework for setting speed limits are set out in this section.
These options are assessed against the status quo.

Option 1: Retain bylaw-making process and allow alternative pathway

Retain the bylaw-making process as a legal speed-limit-setting process.

Establish an alternative regulatory process for setting speed limits with proc¢edural
and consultation requirements set out in the 2017 rule.

For those RCAs who choose to use the regulatory process, forpiahintreduction of a
new speed limit would be through NZTA approval andpublishing®>on a national
Register (rather than making speed limit bylaws).

RCAs could use either pathway for setting speed limits.

Option 2: Remove and replace the bylaw-making pfocess

Remove the bylaw-making process for setting speed limits

Establish a regulatory process for «setting speed limits with procedural and
consultation requirements set out insthe 2017 rule.

Formal introduction of a new/speed limit would besthrough NZTA approval and
publishing on a national Register, (rather than making speed limit bylaws).

No further formal requirements for RCA planning and implementation processes for
setting speed limits (i.e. this would becarried out on an RCA-by-RCA basis unless
coordinated otherwise).

Option 3: Remoye byldw-making pgocess and introduce regional
planning requifeménts

Removerthe bylaw-making process for setting speed limits.

Establish a regulatery process for setting speed limits with procedural and
consultationsequirements set out in a substantially amended Setting of Speed Limits
rule.

The NZTA would be required to develop a public National Speed Management Plan
and work collaboratively with territorial authority RCAs and Regional Transport
Committees to develop Regional Speed Management Plans.

RCAs would consult on plans as a whole (rather than individual speed management
proposals) and be required to implement proposals set out in finalised plans.

Speed management plans would incorporate safety infrastructure changes and align
with the land transport planning process.

Formal introduction of a new speed limit would be through NZTA approval and
publishing on a national Register (rather than making speed limit bylaws).
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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 ofyits [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 tow,speed
management and consistent speed limit setting. Inconsistent approaches (o Speed
management across the network can lead to confusion for read” users. Jdnwarranted
discrepancies in speed limits within regions, across similarreads and around.théycountry
can also reduce the credibility of speed limits in the eyes ofs0ad users.

Effectiveness — supports introduction of safer speed limits aroundy,scheols

Preferred interventions should enable the implementation of the Goverament’s policy to
introduce safer speed limits around schools to{rotect vulnerableyroad users and encourage
active mode use.

Implementation — cost and timing
Preferred interventions should be as low cost as possiblef 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 e as simple and low cost as possible for road users to
comply with and for regulaters to administer:

Key stakeholder Support and public acceptance

The New Zealand Transport Agepey. (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 oftenan impartant concern for local communities.
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Options analysis - assessment of the regulatory framework options

Status | Option 1 — Retain bylaw-making and allow a Option 2 — Remove bylaw-makin 3 - Introduce a new planning process
quo new regulatory process process
Effectiveness — 0 Expected to have minor impacts on safe and 0 Expected to have minor impa€tsion + Expected to improve the process for consulting on
road users travel appropriate speeds safe and appropriate speeds and infplementing speed limit changes leading to more
at safe a_nd 0 roads having speed limits aligned with safe and
appropriate appropriate speeds more quickly. Expected to see
speeds clearerprioritisation of speed limit changes.
Effectiveness — - = Continued confusion as RCAs using different | + Expect all RCAs to'be’Using the samé |+ Should reduce the ad hoc changes that occur
improve regional speed limit setting processes, including the process for speed-limit setting. However,,_[/across RCAs in a region. The planning process requires
colla!)oratlon and 0 bylaw-making process. Not expected to create or | not expected to create ‘more consistency |.regional collaboration and is intended to support a
consistency incentivise consistency of speed limits regionally | or encouragé regional collaboration consistent approach being taken across the network.
or nationally.
Effectiveness — 0 Requirements around schools could be + Requirements around schaols could be | ++ Requirements around schools would be supported
support schools 0 introduced but the bylaw process would likely roll¢d dut more efficiently bBf'RCAsmunder | by a planning process designed for broader scale
proposal continue to make these changes onerous. the néw process. change.
Cost and speed of 0 Limited disruption and relatively minor - ‘Some regulatory ‘¢hahge required to the | - - Rule and primary legislation changes to remove
implementation changes to allow RCAs to use an alternative 2017 rule and legislation to remove bylaw-making process and establish new planning
0 speed limit setting process. bylaw-making process\and establish new | processes. Some disruption and complexity for RCAs in
process. RCAsimust become familiar transitioning to the speed management planning
with new processrequirements. process.
0"90'[‘9 + Compliance costs for RCAs expected to'be no | - Process is expected to be clarified and | ++ The proposed regulatory framework will place new
compliance and higher than at present. RCAs haVe'the option of |ymofe efficient than the existing process. | planning requirements on RCAs, NZTA and regional
administrative 0 choosing to use the alternative process, which transport committees. However, these are expected to
costs should reduce compliance’costs forsome. streamline the process for planning, consultation and
Confusion may remain. implementation, improving efficiency in the long term.
Key stakeholder - Does not address the primary concern that 0 Clarifies the speed limit setting process | + Stakeholders have expressed general support for the
support and 0 arose from stakehelder engagement abolit the but does not encourage regional new regulatory framework at a high level. This process
public acceptance confusion and thixedhinterpretation aboutthe collaboration. Some may view the will improve transparency and accountability of speed
current process. proposal as imposing a new process for | management for the public.
limited benefit.
Overall 0 - + ++
assessment

Note: effectiveness criteria are weighted'more heavily than key stakeholder support/public acceptance
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3.2 Which of these options is the proposed approach?

Option 3 is the proposed approach. This proposal aims to reduce the regulatory barriers to
RCAs to set safe and appropriate speed limits and streamlines the process for consultation
and implementation. One of the key aims of this option is to ensure a whole-of-network
approach is taken to setting speed limits within a region and across the country, while
retaining local decision making.

This proposal would formally bring together land transport investment decisions and speed
management decisions.

Speed management plans would be a ten year plans, developed every six years,with
allowance for variation every three years. All speed management plans would include
proposals on engineering upgrades and other safety infrastructure treatments, alongside
proposed speed limit changes. The timing of speed management plans‘'would be aligned
with the land transport planning process.

Speed management plans would be formally consulted on, reviewed and published. RCAs
would be required to implement speed limit changes as set out in published plans. The'NZ
Transport Agency would work collaboratively with other RCAs and regionakiransport
committees throughout this process to ensure interactions between proposedchanges on
the State highway network and local roads are coardinated:

RCAs would be required to lodge speed limit changes for inclusion on a national register.
This will be the final step to bring a speed limit legally into effect’ This regulatory process
replaces the bylaw-making process and RCAS will no longer be ahle to set speed limits
through a bylaw. This proposal would alse, clarify the roleswef thesNZ Transport Agency as
a regulator and RCA.

Stakeholders largely indicated support for the general direction of change outlined in this
proposal. A number of elements Within the proposed framework have been refined and
amended based on feedback fremt stakeholders.

Summary of the differences between the current and proposed frameworks

Table 1 below summarises some of the key differences between the current approach to
speed management and how it would bé carried out under the proposed regulatory
frameworks

Table (1: Summary of currentand,proposed regulatory frameworks

Current regulatory framework Proposed regulatory framework

Infrastructure N‘ture planning and investment ~ The speed management planning process

and speed cisions and speed limit reviews tend will be aligned with the land transport

limits &) e carried out separately. planning process. This will formally bring
together infrastructure investment

decisions and speed management

planning.
Network RCAs tend to conduct speed limit The planning process will support a whole-
coordination reviews on isolated parts of the network  of-network approach by supporting
with limited collaboration with other regional collaboration and consistency,
RCAs. Changes to local roads and the ensuring each region has a plan and that
State highway network are not always those plans coordinate with bordering
well coordinated. regional plans and changes to the State

highway network.
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RCAs often consult on individual or a
small number of speed limit changes in
isolation. The consultation process
varies between RCAs but is often
resource intensive and time consuming.

Consultation

RCAs are required to consult on
proposed changes each time a speed
limit review is carried out.

Transparency
and
accountability

The public hears about changes as they
are consulted (often on a road or small
number of roads at a time) and so do
not have visibility of how a given speed
limit change may fit in with other
changes in the region. There is a lack of
transparency and accountability around
speed management interventions and
how they are being rolled out.

(@8/.T7132 ) d ) [Z38 The NZ Transport Agency is both a{A

and the regulator. The distinction
between these roles is not al

and can create a perceive ct
interest.

appropriate. e is ho formal
regional trkanspo committe?s\\
i : !y full

imit change and

ouncil on ea
adopts the bylaw. The legal records of
speed li ;

areyspread across hundreds
ofequr by

Bringing a
speed limit intc
legal effect

aws and resolutions. The
rocess has at times created
ainty about the legal

orceability of speed limits.

Current regulatory framework Proposed regulatory framework

RCAs/Regional Transport Committees will
be required to consult on speed
management plans, which will identify all
proposed speed management changes

over the next 10 years across a region

(with more specific details for the fir.

three years). Once a speed manage \
plan is finalised, RCAs will implem

those changes in accordance wi
plans. *

Speed manageme
documents that set out

pcoming
es in the region,

mana nt interventions
with @vant spee@ t
\(a?

shed to review the National Speed

RCAs are responsibl s es
management an ot speed Management Plan (the Agency’s RCA
management reviews as they consideOE).

RCAs are responsible for contributing to
and implementing Speed Management
Plans. Regional transport committees
have a formal regional coordination role.

Speed limits will be implemented in
accordance with speed management
plans and must be lodged with the
Registrar for inclusion in a publicly
available register. This will provide
certainty of legality of posted speed limits
for enforcement purposes and the public.
It will also reduce costs and complexity for
RCAs.
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Section 4: Impact Analysis (Proposed approach)

4.1 Summary table of costs and benefits

Affected parties
(identify)

Comment: nature of cost or benefit (eg
ongoing, one-off), evidence and
assumption (eg compliance rates), risks

Impact
$m present value, for

monetised impacts; high,
medium or low for no
monetised impfctn

Additional costs of

proposed approach, compared to taking no action

N\

Regulated parties

In some regions, more roads will more

Low

costs

— motorists quickly have safe and appropriate speed
limits in place (in some cases lower than
current speed limits) — therefore, perhaps
some increase in travel times for
motorists.
Regulators RCAs (including NZTA as RCA) — Medium (6ne-off)
temporary additional resourcing
required to prepare initial Speed
Management Plans and establish new
processes
NZTA — new regulatory requirements, Medium
including development.of the Register of
Road Instruments, Registrar functions,
review of Regional'Speed Management
Plans
Wider Implementation costs — legislative and | Low
government Rule changes will berequired:
Other parties
Total Monetised
Cost
Non-monetised Low

Regulated parties
< motorists

Wappmach, compared to taking n

o action

Imsome regions, more roads will more
quickly have safe and appropriate speed
limits in place — therefore, improved
safety outcomes for motorists.

Medium

Transparency — road users and general
public will have access to and visibility of
Speed Management Plans (alongside
land transport plans), the MegaMaps tool
and the Register of Road Instruments.

Low

Regulators

Clarity — establishes a clear process for
setting speed limits and removes existing
confusion.

Low

Reduced ongoing compliance costs —

process and consultation requirements

Medium
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for speed limit changes are coordinated
and streamlined (less work on a per
speed limit change basis and more
straightforward to make a number of
changes across the region).

Wider Enforcement — the new process and Low (but limits risk of low

government single register provides certainty of probability, highly negative
legally enforceable speed limits events)

Other parties Consistency and safety- all parties are | Medium

expected to benefit from a consistent,
whole-of-network approach being taken
to speed management, improving road
safety outcomes (i.e. not just motorists).

Total Monetised N/A
Benefit

Non-monetised Mediym
benefits

4.2 What other impacts (and risks) is this appro ly to ha\K?

There is a risk that some RCAs continue to make limited'progress or put'speed limit
changes on hold until the proposed approach is'implemented. There are significant
differences in the extent to which RCAs are_progressing speed.management changes
around the country.

This risk will be managed through clear communication that'thére is an expectation that
RCAs should continue to prioritisefsetting speed limits on the top 10 percent highest risk
roads to align with the recommended safe and appropriate speed. The proposed approach
is intended to enable and formalise the existing work the NZTA is carrying out to
coordinate speed managementat a regional level

Section 5: Stakebolder views

5.1 What do@ders th“at.he problem and the proposed solution?

A key partofithesdévelopment of these proposals included hearing about and testing
potential options for change'on ‘speed management with the Speed Reference Group.
These'workshops took place between September and November 2018 and provided
valuable insight inta the issues facing RCAs and the ways in which speed management
could'be improved inNewsZealand. A diverse range of participants contributed to these
workKshops and the ideas from those workshops have been further developed and tested to
inform the proposals in this paper.

Feedback from attendees at the Local Government Road Safety Summit in April 2018
provided insight about the challenges local government was facing regarding speed
management, and potential interventions that would effectively address these challenges.

The Ministry of Transport also engaged with a range of RCAs and stakeholders regarding
the current process required to change speed limits. This engagement continued through a
variety of forums in 2019. Feedback from RCAs and stakeholders is that there are
numerous problems with the current process for setting speed limits. These issues are
outlined in detail below. This feedback has provided strong indications of the need to make
regulatory changes to amend the process for setting speed limits.
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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

e encouraged greater accountability, transparency, and consistency around speged
management

o enabled more effective regional approaches

e came with sufficient funding and resources to support implementation (of speed
management changes, both undertaking speed limit reviews, as‘wellfas'making
engineering and other physical changes to the road

e encouraged an evidence-based approach that supports public understandingand
engagement

¢ involved the RCAs’ local knowledge to support effective implementationiand
engineering of roads

e provided more efficient ways of undertaking'ehange that still engaged with
communities and other road users.

Some benefits were seen in addressing the"bylaw, confusion, btt generally people believed
this would not be a sufficient change onvits ‘'ewn,and would notidrive 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:

e General support foria new regulateryframework to streamline the speed-limit-setting
process, simplifyaconsultation,semaove the bylaw-making process and encourage a
whole-of-network approach.

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

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

¢ It is important torclarify the role and powers of the parties involved, including the
independent Speed Management Committee and NZTA.

e Safe andhappropriate 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.

e 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.

Tacking Unsafe Speeds | 14



On balance, comments broadly in support of the Tackling Unsafe Speeds proposals
outweighed those broadly opposed, although there were a number of strong views on both
sides. Submissions from organisations tended to be more heavily weighted towards
support for the proposals. Most submitters were more concerned about speed limit
changes, rather than the process for planning and implementing them.

Comments from those in support tended to focus on lower speed limits, particularly in
urban areas and around schools. Many also stated that safety infrastructure should
support these speed limit reductions.

Those opposed tended to think speed or speed limits should not be considered apriority
and other issues such as driver behaviour and training, or investment in_infrastructure
were more important. Some submitters expressed concerns about time delays¥from speed
limit reductions, while others were concerned about blanket speed limit reductions
(although this is not being proposed).

There were a large number of submitters who expressed mixed views'on speed. These
included, for example, in principle support for speed limit reductions in some ‘argas; but
concerns about implementation or effectiveness or the needtoffocus on other, safety
interventions before relying on speed limit reductions.

Section 6: Implementation and operation

6.1 How will the new arrangement@ effect&\)

The proposed approach would require.minor changes to'primary legislation and substantial
changes to the 2017 rule. This process, is expected to take 12 months. There would then be
a transition period before the first Speed Managenient Plans were required to be finalised.

This timeline would méan the“first Speed Management Plans would be in development
alongside the 2021 Regional Land TransportyPlans. However, draft speed management
plans would not be expected to be developedwntil the end of 2021. The first round of plans
could be finalised( by the end of 2022 \following investment decisions through the land
transport planning process.

Legislativesehanges

The details ©f the new speéd management framework, including the functions, powers and
duties of the NZ JramspertyAgency, RCAs, regional transport committees, and the
Committe€ will be set aut in a new Land Transport Rule made by the Minister, which will
replace the 2017 rule.

The new system will require relatively minor amendments to the Land Transport Act 1998 to
establish the Registrar of Road Instruments as the legal instrument for speed limits and
revise the rule making powers, and to the Land Transport Management Act 2003 to add
functions to the regional transport committees.

These changes are expected to come into effect by the end of 2020. Amendments to the
2017 rule (as well as the Speed Management Guide) would be developed alongside these
changes.

Transitional arrangements

Preparation of the first round of Speed Management Plans is expected to take some time;
RCAs will be provided with sufficient lead in time to allow speed management plans to be
drafted, consulted on and finalised. Further detailed implementation planning will
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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 regulatery
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 rigks through the transitional
arrangements and communications to RCAs and the public.

Operation

Operational responsibility for the proposed changeswotld largely sit with\NZTA, RCAs
and Regional Transport Committees as the partiesyresponsible for developingsspeed
management plans and therefore planning for, consuiting on and implementing speed limit
changes.

Funding

Funding for the proposals outlined in this'section have beén,identified through analysis to
support the Road to Zero strategy and‘are Jargely expected to be funded through the
National Land Transport Fund. This inecludes funding identified for speed management
infrastructure costs; speed limit reduetion costs ta'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 beenidentified 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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Section 7: Monitoring, evaluation and review

7.1 How will the impact of the new arrangements be monitored?

The safety impacts of the proposed Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme will be monitored
as part of the implementation of the Road to Zero Strategy, due to be released in late
2019. All action plan items are intended to support reductions in the number of DSls.

As part of the Road to Zero Strategy, the key indicators for this proposal that will be
monitored include:

e Percent of the highest risk roads addressed through speed management.
e Number of DSI crashes with speed being a contributing factor.
¢ Number of DSI crashes where the speed limit does not align withithexSafe System.

In addition, the importance of monitoring and oversight is recognised‘in this proposal by:

e Requiring the NZTA to work collaboratively with all'segions to_support the
development of Regional Speed Management Plans=.The NZTA must review these
plans.

e Establishing a Speed Management Commiti€e, to=review the, National Speed
Management Plans.

v

D
7.2 When and how will the new arrangem% be reviewed\

The NZTA, RCAs and Regional Transpori"Committees would have responsibility for
developing, consulting on and implementing speed management plans which will provide
direct insight into the issues with the process. Notable vatiations from the expected impacts,
especially any negative impactsy™willsbe monitored and addressed through ongoing
collaboration with the NZTA and other RCAs.

The NZTA in its role as regulater would be responsible for reviewing Regional Speed
Management Plans. The:Speed Management,Committee would be responsible for
reviewing the NZTA’s National Speed Manhagement Plan. These reviews would ensure due
process is followeds
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CHAPTER 2: Transitioning to lower speeds
around schools

Section 2: Problem definition and objectives

2.1 What is the policy problem or opportunity? \

Current speed limits around schools are often not the recommended safe and appropriate
speed limits. This creates safety concerns and discourages some children front using
active modes of transport to get to and from school.

The proposed approach in Chapter 1 is expected to streamline the process fer RCAs to
implement lower speed limits around schools considered in this chapter., However, the
options in this chapter could be implemented under any of the options(including the.status
quo) identified in Chapter 1.

Current situation

Current default speed limits around schools are 50 km/h in urban traffic areas and 100
km/h on all other roads. RCAs can change speed limit;;so some roads‘aroundsschools
have speed limits that differ from the above default limits:

The Speed Management Guide and Safer Jaurneys for Schools,Guide encourage:
e 40 km/h permanent or variable?}speed-imits outSide, urbart schools®

e 60 km/h variable speed limits Where there is an identified turning traffic risk. This
generally applies outsidérutal schools®, where there is a permanent 80 km/h speed
limit or where the mean operating speed.is naturally lower than 100 km/h. In these
areas, RCAs aréeualso encouragedto Build traffic bays off the main roads to reduce
any pedestrian [fisks:

Despite the current guidance, only aroundh20 percent of schools have speed limits that
align with the guidance. This is partly. dué to the current onerous process RCAs must go
through tosét speed limits. If no aetion is taken, the majority of speed limits around
schools will €ontinue to be default speed limits, or speed limits that do not align with
recomimendations in thesSpeed Management Guide and Safer Journeys for Schools
Guide.Deaths and ‘serious injuries around schools

The/number.of minorinjuries involving school-aged children has reduced over recent
years, althoughythere has been a plateauing trend of the number of serious injuries. While
Table 2 shows there are not a large humber of road-safety-related incidents around
schools (compared to other parts of the road network), the roading environment around
schools can often be complex and varies from school to school. Many children are not
equipped to understand and manage the associated risks.

4 variable speed limits are suitable for higher classification (i.e. arterial-type) roads, whereas permanent area-
wide speed limits are appropriate for roads around schools on residential access roads.

S A school that has an access or frontage which is located in an urban traffic area.

6 A school that has an access or frontage which is not located in an urban traffic area.
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Table 2: Number of crashes within 250 m of a school which involved school aged children

Crashes* within 250 m of a school which involved school aged children (5-17
years)™
Year Fatal crashes Serious injury crashes Minor injury crashes
2008 2 27 168
2009 0 33 163
2010 0 18 180
2011 1 20 149
2012 1 20 138
2013 2 19 107
2014 0 17 103
2015 0 22 122
2016 1 24 106
2017 1 23 129

* Limited to crashes occurring between 6:30-9am and 2-4:30pm on weekdays (and excludes January due to school
holidays).

** Includes roads that the school has no frontage on to. Crashes are where at léast 6ne school aged child{5-17 years)
was involved in a fatal, serious or minor injury crash, regardless of whether it was the child who died or was injured.

Why does the current situation constitutg a\problem?

Current default speed limits around schools are often not the recemmended safe and
appropriate speed limits. Though there aresiobmany road safety-related incidents around
schools (compared to other areas of theésnetwork), there,are atleast 120 crashes each
year involving school-aged children outside,schools (refer Table 2).

Over the last few decades there has been a declinetin the number of children walking or
cycling to school from 54 percentiin 1989/90 to 31 percent in 2010-2014. While walking
was once the most common way4o get to school;;now less than a third of children walk or
cycle to school.” The sgt€ietal benefits of inéreasing the number of children who walk or
cycle to school makes itimportant for ourtransport policy to support a return to high levels
of active travel to schoal. This will only happen though if parents feel it is safe to let their
children walk af cycle®to school. Safer'speed limits are an important factor in that
decision.®

Histori€ally, speed management decisions have primarily focussed on the trade off
between reducing crashes and efficiency. While these factors remain important concerns,
there is strong support forssome speed management decisions to take account of a
broader range offissues.”For example, how speed management can support better access
and support healthier walking and cycling transport options. For these reasons, there may
be some roads where the DSI risk is low but there is still a good case for lowering the
speed limit.

Walking and cycling to school has health benefits for children. These benefits include
increased physical activity (with subsequent benefits for obesity and reduced risk of a
range of diseases), improved mental health and even their concentration and ability to
learn at school.® For children, using active transport to and from school is an important way
for them to get some physical activity each day. School trips made by car also contribute
significantly to congestion during the morning peak (and extend the afternoon peak), and
increase greenhouse gas and other harmful pollution.
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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)L,

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.for50
km/h speed limits will generally result in collision impact speeds of 40 km/h or. mofe.
Reducing speeds in areas where there are high numbers of active modeytsers ifnteracting
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 fatalities'?.

Overall, the research notes that 30 km/h is generally considered appropriate insbuiltup
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 onispeed and crash
risk. However, the ITF still notes that when working tewards a safe system, 30 km/h or 40
km/h speed limits could be appropriate in urbanrareas.

Approach in other jurisdictionsg
Urban schools

In Calgary and Saskatoon (bothyCanada), 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 variabléispeed limits are applied on roads around schools that have a
permanent speed limit©f 7@.km/h or lesseslmmany cities in the UK and in some parts of the
USA, permanent 20=-mph.(32 km/h) speedlimits have been implemented around schools.

Rural schools

In most Australian states, 6@’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

£.25 Years of New Zealand travel: New Zealand household travel 1989-2014. The percentage of 5-12-year-olds
who walked to sehool 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 Kroyer. 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.

Tin 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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most commonly applied around rural schools across Canada, however this varies between
30 km/h (in British Columbia) and 60 km/h (on Prince Edward Island).

2.2 Who is affected and how?

School children and their families are primarily affected by the current speed limit settings
around schools. Speeds limits that are not safe or appropriate result in crashes that Id
have been less severe or avoided and discourage active modes of transport.

@n
b

the choices parents and children make about trips to and from school. This can

L 4
We are seeking to change the behaviour of motorists on roads around schools f
achieved by influencing the decisions made by RCAs about speed Iink

hools. If
fer, more

There has been demand for 30 km/h speed limits around @schools '%d
permanent) from a number of councils and commu% ing th H% City
ibwh cti
T o]

actual travel speeds are lowered around schools, these areas would
attractive and more accessible for children to walk and cycle. O

Urban schools

Council, Napier City Council and Dunedin City Co are curr. pursuing
lower speed limits around schools. The Ministry_of rt’s Public Attitudes to Road
Safety survey indicates that each year from 2041 to 2016 at Iea%))ercent of
respondents considered that the speed li urban sc@ uld be no greater

than 40 km/h (refer Figure 1 below).
ould be... (Public Attitudes to Road Safety survey)

Figure 1: Speed limits around urban s
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A range of other stakeholders also endorse lower speed limits around schools (refer Figure
1 below), including the Road Safety Strategy Speed Reference Group.

However, there is no consensus from RCAs about whether a 30 or 40 km/h speed limit is
more appropriate, or whether permanent or variable speed limits are more suitable.
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Rural schools

The Speed Reference Group and other groups that have been consulted are supportive of
applying safer speed limits around rural schools. However, there is a strong desire for
RCAs to have flexibility in implementing the speed limit that makes the most sense around
each rural school. This is due to there being considerable variation in the surrounding
environments, the current speed limits, the isolation, and the size of rural schools, which all
influence the level and type of activity around schools during school times.

2.3 Are there any constraints on the scope for decision making? & U

Permanent speed limit changes around schools were ruled out of scope after initial
consideration, as all RCAs indicated that the types of environments apd roads Surrounding
schools can differ significantly. Any change that would require a signifiéantreduction in
permanent speeds would likely be unsuitable around some schools atisome times. There
was strong support for speed reductions around all schools, butiwith the option of these
being implemented through variable speed limit changes. This appreach allows"RCAS the
flexibility to tailor speed limit changes to the range of envirghments that schools'may be
located in. Therefore all options explored below allow for, variable speed limits,

Only speed limit changes have been considered in‘this @ptions analysisyThis Government
has indicated support for introducing safer speed limits‘around schools and previous
Cabinet decisions have agreed to this approachy|[DEV-18-MIN-0025 and DEV-19-MIN-
0175 refers]. Lower speed limits couldalsa be supported by othergpprogrammes to
encourage active mode use but these wilhbereXplored separately:

Broader constraints on the scopetfor decision making and‘interdependencies of the overall
package of proposals are outlineéd imChapter 1: Section 2.3.

Section 3: Options identification

3.1 What op'En‘ge been considered?

Implementing safer speed limits,on roads around schools can lower actual travel speeds,
making thesesareas safer, mere attractive and more accessible for children to walk and
cycle.

Ihe options in this section focus on transitioning to lower speed limits around urban and
rural schools."Each option will be assessed against the status quo.

Urban schools

The options identified below are focused on lowering the speed limits around urban
schools to no more than 40 km/h. All 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.

Tacking Unsafe Speeds | 22



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 t0 reduce the
speed limits around rural schools. Both options would allew'REAs some {lexibilityto
determine the appropriate area around the schoolithat would receive ayspeed
management treatment.

The changes proposed in the options belowould,be plannedsdfor and implemented
through any of the options outlined in Chaptér 1.

Option 2a: Require a maximum speed limit of 60 km/h (variable or permanent) to be
implemented outside all rural sehools in an agreed‘timeframe. RCAs would have the option
of introducing lower speed limits imareas where,it was considered appropriate.

Option 2b: Require maximum speed limits (variable or permanent) around all rural
schools to be the same asthose around,urban schools (this is dependent on the preferred
option for lower_speéd limits outside urban’schools but would reduce speed limits to a
maximum of 40.kmih).

Assessmeénfitriteria

Effectiveness — improve agcessibility 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 enforeement
responsibilities. Preferred interventions should be implementable and generally understood
and supported by the organisations with implementation, investment ahd©perational
responsibilities. Speed limit setting is also often an important concern for local
communities.

Other option considerations

Prescriptive implementation requirements could lead tosindesirable’otutcomes

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 typesofiapproach is not censidered viable.

There are a range of environments_surrounding schools and a mixture of roads serving
different purposes. For some roads in‘glose proximity to a‘school, there would be little
benefit (and significant cost) to redueing the speed limit (for example, an urban school may
be very close to, but well-separated from, a moétorway, which would never be appropriate
for children to use to walkior cycle to schoal. Lowering the speed limit would be a
substantial disruption t@, maotorists).

RCAs have indiCatedssupport for lewer speed limits around schools but have expressed
the need for, RCAs to have flexibility to. determine how this is implemented. All options,
allow RCASs toyconsider the gnvironment 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 optiensifor 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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Options analysis — lower speed limits around urban schools

Option Option 1a: Option 1b: Option 1c: Option 1d:
1: Allow 30 km/h variable speed limits to be | Require 30 km/h speed limits (variable or | Require 40 km/h speed limits (v; le or | Require 30 km/h speed limits (variable or
No implemented outside urban schools permanent) to be implemented around all | permanent) to be i ed around all | permanent) to be implemented around all
action more easily urban schools urban schools (wi e f 30 urban schools (or 40 km/h speed limits
L km/h speed lim where appropriate)
ﬂ:ﬁg:li‘s’:::;:;l + This option would reduce mean travel ++ This option would reduce mean travel +-+ This opfiomwould reduce mean travel #+- This option would reduce mean travel
e speeds on roads outside some urban speeds on roads outside all urban schools, speeds ofi roads outside urban schools. speeds on roads outside urban schools.
appropriate 0 schools. It’s uncertain how many RCAs by ensuring 30 km/h speed limits are in RCAs would have the flexibility to detemrmine | RCAs would have the flexibility to determine
speeds would reduce speed limits to 30 km/h. It has | place. However, in some cases 30 km/h where 30 km/h and 40 km/h speed limits are | where 30 km/h and 40 km/h speed limits are
taken many years for roads outside around may not be an ‘appropriate’ speed limit and appropriate. It's uncertain how many RCAs appropriate. With 30 km/h speed limits as
20 percent of schools to have 40 km//h could lead to some RCAs introducing wolild reduce speed limits to'30 km/h. the default this is expected to lead to the
speed limits minimal speed management treatments introduction of more 30 km/h speed limits.
[ around some schools.
!Effectlveness > <+ Where applied, this option is expected to | = This option would improve acces§and | <+ This option would improve access and +- This option would improve access and
xg’;‘:’:‘;ﬁ? improve access and encourage a shift to may encourage a shift to active mode dse. may encourage a shift,to active mode use. may encourage a shift to active mode use.
0 active mode use, if accompanied by Effectiveness will rely on RCAs considering Effectiveness will rely om RCAs considering Effectiveness will rely on RCAs considering
consideration of the surrounding area the broader environment around.@ school. 30 km/h speed limits and the broader 30 km/h speed limits and the broader
environmentaround a school. environment around a school.
Cost and speed of 0 RCAs only make speed limit changes - = = There would be significant/Costs - - There would be significant costs - = There would be significant costs
implementation they choose to make (no mandated associated with implementing 30.km/h associated with infrastructure, signage associated with infrastructure, signage
changes). There will be no change in the speed limits. In some/caseSiexpensive replacement and engagement with the replacement and engagement with the
0 cost of installing electronic 30 km/h variable | infrastructure treatments would be public (although some areas already have public (although some areas already have
signage compared to 40 km/h signage. necessary to acéompany30 km/h speed 40 km/h speed limits in place). RCAs will 40 km/h speed limits in place). RCAs will
limits. Costs of new sighage and have flexibility to determine the most have flexibility to determine the most
engagement with the public. Some RCAs appropriate intervention (eg, 30 km/h or 40 appropriate intervention (eg, 30 km/h or 40
have recently incurred costs of introducing km/h and whether infrastructure investment | km/h and whether infrastructure investment
40 km/h speeddimits outside schools and is appropriate). is appropriate). More 30 km/h speed limits
theyswould have to go through the speed will likely result in higher infrastructure costs
limit change process again: and slower implementation.
Ongo:[lg d 0 This option would reduce the = "®,0nce implementeds there should be no [ = Once implemented, there should be no - Once implemented, there should be no
::mﬁ'l:::'r::i\?: administrative (_30515 for RCAs wanting to Increase in ongoing/administrative costs for | increase in ongoing administrative costs for | increase in ongoing administrative costs for
costs 0 reduce speed limits around urban schools %] RCAs. There would be some increase in RCAs. There would be some increase in RCAs. There would be some increase in
30 km/h (there would still be many road user travel times, @and perhaps ongoing | road user travel times. road user travel times.
implementation costs). There would be'a compliance/€0ncemsiin those areas where
minor increase in road user trayel times? 30 km/h.n6t.an ‘appropriate’ speed limit.
::y s;:tk:rl:zlder = There is strong public and:-RCA support + There,is strong public and RCA support ++ There is strong public and RCA ++ There is strong public and RCA
pur)ﬁ - 0 for speed limits no greater thpn 4Q km_lh forlower speed limits around urban schools, | support for speed limits no greater than _40 support for speed limits no greater than _40
acceptance around all urban schoels This option is although some stakeholders consider 40 km/h around urban schools. Many consider | km/h around urban schools. Many consider
likely to receive oppaosition as there is no kmih to'be sufficient or more appropriate in 30 km/h to be more appropriate and this 30 km/h to be more appropriate and this
formal requiremeént for RCAs to change seme circumstances. A number of RCAs option allows both where appropriate. option allows both where appropriate.
existing 50%km/h'speed limits. have recently incurred the cost of reducing
speed limits to 40 km/h.
Overall 0 + + ++ ++
assessment

Note: effectiveness criteria are weighted more heavily than key stakeholder support/public acceptance
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Options analysis — lower speed limits around rural schools

Option 2: | Option 2a: Option 2b: v
No action | Require a maximum speed limit of 60 km/h Require maximum speed limits ﬂ'ou@J schools
(variable or permanent) to be implemented outside | to be the same as those arou chools (i.e.
all rural schools in an agreed timeframe maximum speed Iimitsc»:&
Effectiveness - motorists ++ This option would | kely reduce mean travel ++ This option would likely reduce'mean travelkspeeds on
travel at safe and - K B ) \
appropriate speeds speeds on roads outside rural schools. roads outS|de.ruraI schools. However, dISCUS§|0n with
0 stakeholders indicated €oncems about compliance'and the
risks associated with motorised traffic travelling at a range of
different speeds” This is more | kely to oceur it 40 km/h or
lower speed limits aré introduced on rural roads.
Effectiveness — improve 0 This option could improve access and encourage 0 This opfién couldimprove access and encourage more
access and mode shift 0 more active modes, but this effect is expected to be active modes, but this effect i,expected to'be minimal in
minimal in many cases. Often rural schools do not many. cases. Often rural schoolSido not'have suitable
have suitable infrastructure or broader roading infrastructure or broader roading environments to support
environments to support this, or children live too far this, or children live too far from school.
from school.
Cost and  speed of - There would be costs associated with new signa@e, | .= ® There would bé costs asSociated with new signage,
implementation infrastructure as needed and engagement withithe infrastructure as needed'and engagement with the public.
0 public. RCAs would be required to plan for and Additional'staggered Speed limit reductions and/or
implement all new speed limits outside rural schools infrastructure investment is likely to be needed in some
as a priority through the proposed speed' management | cases to implement speed limits below 60 km/h. RCAs would
plans. be required to plan for and implement all new speed limits
oufsideyrural schools as a priority in the first speed
_ management plans.
o;“?'!'% gto_mpllantcse and = Once implemented, there should,be no increase in == Once implemented, there should be no increase in
SUNEITSAIVE cos 0 ongoing administrative costs for RCAs. There would ongoing administrative costs for RCAs. There would be
be a minor increase in foad user travel times. some increase in road user travel times.
Key stakeholder support + This option is Expécted to be largely sufpotéd.by | O This option will I kely receive mixed and some strongly
and public acceptance 0 RCAs and reeived:mixed but on balance poSitive polarised views from the public and RCAs.
views from the public.
Overall assessment 0 + _

(effectiveness criteria are
weighted more heavily
than key stakeholder
support/public acceptance)

Tacking Unsafe Speeds |

26



3.2 Which of these options is the proposed approach?

For urban schools, the proposed approach is Option 1d — reducing 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.

Option 1d is likely to lead to broadly similar outcomes as Option 1c (reducing speed limits
around urban schools to 40 km/h, with the option of implementing 30 km/h speed limits if
appropriate). However, Option 1d is preferred as it sends a stronger signal to RCAs to
reduce speed limits to 30 km/h around urban schools. This option aligns with the research
suggesting that 30 km/h speed limits are appropriate in these areas, is consistént with the
approach taken in other jurisdictions, but also reflects the fact that 40 km/h speed limits
may be more appropriate around some urban schools, and that some sghqols,already
have 40 km/h speed limits on roads around them.

For rural schools, the proposed approach is option 2a — reducing speed limits around rural
schools to a maximum of 60 km/h (variable or permanent speed limits).

Assuming there is agreement to the new regulatory framework described in Chapter 1, all
speed limit changes around urban and rural schools would‘have to be planned forin the
Speed Management Plans and implemented over,thei10 years of Road to Zero.

The details of transitioning to safer speed limitsqaroundschools will be further developed
and consulted on as part of a change to the Setting of Speed Limits Rule.

Urban schools

Safer speed limits (variable or permanent)will be required on the roads where the school
has a main entrance or exit. RCAS will"also be encauraged'to implement safer speed limits
in the wider vicinity of a school. Broader speed management changes across a wider area,
supported by safety infrastructure Where appropriate, will have greater safety, access and
mode shift benefits. Children’s routes to schoel can typically extend several kilometres
from the school, and far children to feel safewsifig active modes of travel, speed limits
across this wider areajneed to be considered.

Requiring RCASs to,reduce speeddimitsito 30 km/h around urban schools, supported by
traffic calming infrastructure whiere appropriate, and by enforcement and road safety
education(to/encourage behavier change, is supported by research outlined in section 2.1.

Where RCAs have already introduced 40 km/h speed limits around schools, these areas
would, be exempt from requirements to carry out further speed management changes. It
maymot be appropfiate'to introduce permanent traffic calming infrastructure'® on some
roads aroundischeols, particularly urban arterial roads. In these cases, variable speed
limits are likely to. be more appropriate.

In rare situations where urban schools are located on roads with existing 60 or 70 km/h
speed limits, it may not be appropriate and desirable to implement 30 km/h speed limits. In
such instances, appropriate infrastructure should be in place and RCAs will have the
flexibility to determine the most appropriate speed limit on a school-by-school basis.

13 Changes to the road or road environment designed to encourage safer travel speeds (e.g. raised platforms or
chicanes).

Tackling Unsafe Speeds | 27



Rural schools

Introducing a maximum of 60 km/h speed limits around all rural schools best balances the
safety benefits and the flexibility for RCAs to adopt the most appropriate speed limit for the
environment.

In many cases, a variable speed limit would be appropriate to manage safety risks during
school times. RCAs would be encouraged to consider permanent speed limit reductions on
roads around rural schools where the recommended safe and appropriate speed limit IS
lower than the current speed limit. In these areas, RCAs are also encouraged to build
traffic bays off the main roads to reduce any pedestrian risks and these should already be
in place outside many schools.

Where a school is located on a State highway, NZTA is the responsible RCAyWNZTA would
work in consultation with the relevant RCA to determine the best approach te implementing
safer speed limits in these areas.

Reducing speed limits around rural schools to 30 km/h or 40 km/h"was considered, butis
not recommended. While there was some support for this approach, a numberof
stakeholders identified strong concerns with a speed limit 6f 30 km/h being required
around all rural schools. This could lead to poor levels of cempliance @and motorists
travelling at a variety of speeds, which can cause safetylissues.

Section 4: Impact Analysis((Proposed @pproach)

4.1 Summary table of costs an

Indicative costs are provided in the table below. Each RCA'will determine how speed limit
reductions will be implemented, whether they are,permanent or variable speed limits and
whether supporting traffic-calming infrastructuresis needed. RCAs would roll out
infrastructure changes as,a priority as part ofieach RCA'’s broader programme of road
maintenance and renewals:

Affected paﬂWmment: 'Most or benefit (eg Impact

(identify) ongoing, yevidence and $m present value, for
@ assum{' compliance rates), risks | monetised impacts; high,

A\~ LO

Wed approach, compared to taking no action

Regulated parties |, Increases in travel times for motorists. Expected to be minor.
Often variable speed limits
only at school start and
finish times

medium or low for non-
monetised impacts

Regulators In many cases, RCAs (including the
NZTA) will be required to install new
signage near schools. These will be one-
off costs and often variable signs.

In some cases, infrastructure changes
will also be appropriate to support speed
limit reductions. RCAs will be able to

Withheld under section 9(2)(f)(iv)
Tackling Unsafe Speeds | 28



Withheld under section 9(2)(f)(iv)

determine the most appropriate
intervention around each school.

RCAs will be encouraged to consider
speed limit reductions to broader
residential areas where appropriate. This
kind of broader change may be cheaper
to implement.

National publicity and education
campaign (NZTA)

- ]
]
]
]
I
]
I
I
-
Y e
I
| AN
VN S M
ra)"a

$3.-. $5umillien

Wider
government

Other parties

Total Monetised
Cost

Non-monetised
costs

Expected benefits of proposed approMared to wction

Regulated parties

Decreased number‘of injurious crashes
for road usersiaround schools«(including
cyclists and pedestrians).

Medium - although
crashes around schools
are limited there is still
expected to be a safety
benefit

Regulators

Wider
government

Other parties

More children walking and cycling to and
from school(and associated physical and
mentalihealth benefits and less car use)

Medium — speed limits
(and accompanying
infrastructure) will be an
important factor in this
decision for children and
parents

Perceptions of safety for road users (this
will be largely captured by DSI reductions
and active mode use, but there are
broader place-making benefits for the
community of people feeling safer,
beyond avoided crashes and children
taking up active mode use)

Low

Total Monetised
Benefit

Non-monetised
benefits
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Section 5: Stakeholder views

5.1 What do stakeholders think about the problem and the proposed solution?

The Ministry of Transport and the Associate Minister of Transport (Hon Julie Anne Genter)
received feedback from attendees at the Local Government Road Safety Summit in April
2018 about the challenges local government was facing regarding speed management;
and potential interventions that would effectively address these challenges. There was
widespread support for policies to improve safety around schools in order to promote
walking and cycling. There was also discussion about the specific option of lower speed
limits around schools (30 km/h was suggested), especially during schoaol hours:

The Ministry of Transport discussed the high-level policy proposals outlined in this
Regulatory Impact Analysis in detail with the Road Safety Strategy Speed Reference
Group between September and November 2018. Members of the Reference Group were
in strong support of introducing lower speed limits around yrban schools. Reference Group
members were also supportive of lower speed limits around rural schools, however, many
indicated the need to allow RCAs to have the flexibility to tailor options,to the specific
environment around each rural school.

Throughout March and April 2019, the Ministry, of, Transport underteok targeted
consultation with the following organisationssto receive feedback on the policy proposals:
NZTA, NZ Police, Automobile AssociationjAuckland Transpert, Waikato Regional Safe
Network Working Group (which consists.ef representatives from the Waikato Regional
Council and RCAs in the Waikato tegion), Environment Canterbury, Christchurch City
Council and Dunedin City CouncilyIn September 2019,'the Ministry undertook
departmental consultation with*ether government'departments, as well as Local
Government New Zealand:

The views of the above stakeholders weressimilar to those of the Reference Group.
However, therg were some areas ofidisagreement, as noted below:

e _Police and ACC support RCAs having the ability to reduce speed limits to 30 km/h
around all schoals, including rural schools.

e The NZ Transpert Agency supports consideration of a change in the urban default
speed limit fonresidential access streets to 40 km/h which will deliver significant
safety and‘health benefits for active modes and deliver lower speed limits around
1,000 urban schools at relatively low cost.

e ACC and the Office for Seniors would also like to see safer speed limits considered
around other high-risk areas such as retirement villages, and important sites in
communities such as maraes on State highways.

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.

A number of submitters noted concerns about speed limits. Those opposed to introducing
lower speed limits tended to be concerned about lower speed limits on higher speed rural
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roads (i.e. with current speed limits of 80 km/h or 100 km/h). Comments from those in
support of lower speed limits tended to focus on urban areas and around schools. Many
also stated that safety infrastructure should support these speed limit reductions.

These views have been incorporated into the proposed policy options.

Section 6: Implementation and operation

6.1 How will the new arrangements be given effect? ¢ ! ? ;

Timeframes for implementation of proposed approach

Transitional arrangements

In recognition of the benefits of a broader network approach (andsth&itime and complexity
this may add to decision making) and the varying capacity and capability of RCAs{'a
staggered approach to implementation is proposed.

Within the first three years of speed management plans begingin place, RCAs will be
required to ensure speed limits around at least 40 percent of schools in their area of
responsibility comply with the new Rule. RCAs’ levelsiof compliance with this interim target
will be assessed after the first three years of speed management plans being in place.

RCAs will be required to achieve compliance with the new Rule around all schools within
their area of responsibility over the 10 years of the Road to Zéro sirategy. RCAs’ levels of
compliance with this target will be assessedafter 10 years.of thesfirst iteration of speed
management plans.

Communications

Changes to speed limits around schools would“Be accompanied by a national engagement
campaign. As outlined in'Chapter 1: Section 6.1, the preferred proposals outlined in this
document will require furtherdetailed policy development over the coming months. During
public consultationon'the draft Rule ¢ghangethe public will have further opportunity to
comment on these preposals.

Legislative changes

If the recommended options are implemented, amendments would be made to the Land
TransportRule: Setiing of Speed Limits 2017. These changes are expected to come into
effect by late 2020. Amendments to the Speed Management Guide would follow.

Operation andienforcement

The NZTA would have oversight of whether speed limits around schools were being planned
for and implemented. In reviewing Regional Speed Management Plans, NZTA would ensure
these speed limit changes were prioritised.

Implementation risks

Some RCAs will have limited resourcing and capability to implement speed limits changes
(particularly as they will also be expected to continue addressing the highest risk roads on
the network). The proposed implementation timeframe allows for these changes to be
planned for and implemented over 10 years.
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Section 7: Monitoring, evaluation and review

7.1 How will the impact of the new arrangements be monitored?

The impacts of the proposed Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme will be monitored as

part of the implementation of the Road to Zero Strategy, due to be released in late 2019.
All action plan items are intended to support reductions in the number of DSIs. As part of
the Road to Zero Strategy, key measures for this proposal that will be monitored include:

e Percentage of urban schools with 30-40 km/h speed limits.
e Percentage of rural schools with 60 km/h speed limits or lower.
e Perceived safety of walking and cycling.

RCAs would be required to plan for and implement the proposals in.this'chapter through the
first round of Speed Management Planning. RCAs would have a regulatory requirement to
implement the Speed Management Plans. NZTA would be respensible for monitering that
RCAs implement their Speed Management Plans.

7.2 When and how will the new arrangementsg Eieied? R U

NZTA and RCAs would have responsibility for'developing, consulting on and implementing
Speed Management Plans which will provide direct insight intg the ijssues with implementing
the proposals in this chapter. Notable yariations from théwexpeeted impacts, especially any
negative impacts, will be monitored and.addressed through©ngoing collaboration with NZTA
and RCAs.

NZTA will monitor the numberif schools acrossitheicountry which have speed limits
compliant with the new Rule.
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CHAPTER 3: Adopting a new approach to
safety cameras

Section 2: Problem definition and objectives

2.1 What is the policy problem or opportunity?

There is an opportunity in New Zealand to adopt a new approach to safety camera \
discourage excessive speeds, improve compliance with posted speed limits arﬁ\

DSls.
O
Current situation \

New Zealand currently adopts an enforcement approach to safety*€ameras where
cameras are not signed and enforcement can occur anywhere ¢ @ etwork (i
‘anytime, anywhere’ approach). The main purpose of the currentapproach is to creat

feeling among drivers that speeding can be detected at an@e, and in any @ e, ondhe

network. '
O\

New Zealand currently has 48 fixed safety camer: lace and 43 mobile eras that
are owned and operated by NZ Police. In addition,‘thereare a further'15yed light cameras

owned and operated by Police or Auckland Transport,’and 18 fixed safety cameras in the
Waterview Tunnel that are owned by the NZT( &

New Zealand has relatively few cameras,p ita co re@herjurisdictions that
have a lower number of fatalities per he approa ety cameras is one factor
that can influence road safety out and there is an opportunity to improve the
approach in New Zealand. 6
Table 3: Safety cameras adhfatalities per ca Q

Jurisdiction Safety ~ainerss per Road fatalities per

100,009 population'® 100,000 population
(2016, 2017* and

2018** figures)'®
2.5*

>11
9.4 3.6*

K 75 5.2
\ i 6.6 3.3
@ NSW (Australia)® 47 4.6**
UK Q 42 238
N d

17 23 .

Note these figures include fixed cameras, mobile cameras, point-to-point cameras, red light cameras and
combined red light/safety cameras. New Zealand does not currently have any operational point-to-point or
combined red light/safety cameras.

14 NZ Police research, November 2018 updated for additional cameras and population changes (note this does
not include data on the number of cameras in NSW).

15 |RTAD road safety annual report 2018.

16 https://roadsafety.transport.nsw.gov.au/downloads/2017-speed-camera-review.pdf.

7 Updated for 2019 camera numbers and population but does not include the 18 fixed cameras located in the
Waterview Tunnel.
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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 safetyfcameéra
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 ifi other jurisdictionss
particularly when they have been installed in high risk areas ofthe network. Forfexample,
in France between 2003 and 2010, 2,756 safety cameras (4,823 fixed cameras‘and 933
mobile cameras) were installed on parts of the network where motorists frequently
exceeded the speed limit. Warning signs were installedto alert drivers to,the presence of
fixed cameras. An evaluation of the effectiveness of theecameras was completed in 2010,
estimating that over 15,000 fatalities (a 21 peréent 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,exeessive 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'ef cameras and drivers are informed
where safety cameras are located through signage'and global positioning systems. These
cameras are only turnediwon part of the time.

The main purpose efithesapproach in Sweden'is to support and create a new social norm
among drivers that itfis easier and better te follow the speed limit. The approach adopted in
Sweden aims to achieve a higherlevel of public acceptance and improve public
perceptions.of foad safety more generally, as drivers do not feel persecuted or consider
safety camera effences to be arrevenue-gathering exercise. This also has other spill-over
benefitste how people viewroad'safety and travelling at excessive speeds over broader
parts ofithé road network.

InsSweden, this approach to safety cameras is part of a broader approach to road safety
that‘has been,sdccessful 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.8

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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Table 4: Opportunities to improve New Zealand’s approach to safety cameras

Current approach Potential new approach
Visibility and Posted mainly in urban areas, Well sign-posted, advanced warning,
location of largely concealed and not sign- focus on the highest risk roads,
cameras posted which tend to be in rural areas

Public messaging Emotional messaging about road Explains purpose of the cameras in

safety the context of the broader safety
system
Number of Relatively small coverage of the Greater coverage of th
cameras and network — but cameras are always cameras could onl on a
operating times switched on proportion of th

Threshold on NZ Police set threshold at its A lower t
cameras discretion, often at 10 km/h but can considere

Id be
he new ap%s

be lower established
Ownership of the  Police own and operate the Tr wnershi on to
network camera network structu er (NZTA)
There is general support for a ‘more visible, n pns " appr to safety cameras. All
RCAs support the roll out of additional ca target high ri eas on their road
networks. There is particular interest i ased use of red light and point-to-point
safety cameras.
This chapter will consider option (o] towards a ‘highly visible, no surprises’ approach
to safety cameras. While an a h for the Ne land context needs to be
developed, it should be note ha ere are k ents of the approach in Sweden that
could contribute to its ctiveness that will r@: sarily be considered as part of this
proposal. These differ include:
e higher fi ne peedlng (e den exceeding the speed limit by 1-10 km/h
canre 370 infrin e whereas in New Zealand exceeding the

sp y 1-10 k
tr at 21 km/h
suspension

Q} e st oo

speeﬂ& ces captured by safety cameras can have demerit points attached to

otoften enforced and the fee is only $30. In Sweden,
e speed limit results in a $611 fine and 2-6 months
ew Zealand 21-25 km/h over the speed limit results in

them den and a number of other jurisdictions. This is not the case in New
Zealand. Other jurisdictions have also explored alternative approaches such as
driver education and good behaviour bonds

e offences captured by safety cameras in Sweden are issued directly to the driver
rather than issued to the vehicle owner as is the case in New Zealand

e red light and average speed (point-to-point) cameras are not typically used in
Sweden

e much greater saturation of cameras which impacts road user behaviour more
broadly and may have network-wide general deterrence effects.
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2.2 Who is affected and how?

The approach to safety cameras primarily affects roads users. Safety cameras encourage
motorists to travel at or below the posted speed limits. Motorists who travel at excessive
speeds may be caught by a safety camera and issued an infringement notice.

The effectiveness of the approach to safety cameras will impact road safety outcomes.
The more motorists that are deterred from travelling at excessive speeds the fewer
crashes there are likely to be where speed is a contributing factor, impacting DSI
outcomes in New Zealand.

37 percent of those surveyed in the Ministry of Transport 2016 Public Attitudes to Read
Safety Survey did not think the way safety cameras are being operatedds fair.\Many
people view safety cameras as revenue gathering tools designed to catchypeople out with
infringements, rather than a safety-focussed intervention. One of thexobjectives of this
proposal is to change people’s negative perceptions of safety cameras, as well as
improving their attitude towards excessive speeds and road safety. more generally.

NZ Police is affected by the current approach. Police is respansible for ownership and
operation of the safety camera network, but is not well-placed-to be an asset manager.

A J
2.3 Are there any constraints on the scop‘or d&ion m*ng?

Changes to penalties (i.e. for speed limit infringements) are out of seope for the Tackling
Unsafe Speeds programme. The Ministry. of Transport is,conducting a separate piece of
work reviewing penalties across the transport system. Speeding offence penalties will be
considered as part of the Improving Transport Legislation‘programme of work and changes
will take a risk-based approachd4o penalties across'the transport system.

The Road Safety Partnership brings togetherd/NZTA,"NZ Police and the Ministry of
Transport with a focus gn improving road safety.outcomes. One of the key programmes of
work under the Road,Safety Partnership is,;the*Automated Compliance and Intervention
Management initiativé. The Automatéd Cempliance programme has carried out
considerable work.ofnoptions analysis'for a new infringement processing system and a
range of scenarios/for investméntin the safety camera network, including consideration of
the impacts of different camératypes (fixed speed, mobile speed, red light, point-to-point
and combined red light/speed,cameras). This work informs this Impact Analysis.

Atthis\stage, specific'eonsiderations such as the location, the optimal mix and the number
of new cameras,and‘the details of the new processing system are not being assessed in
this Impact Summary. Decisions on those issues are not being sought. However, further
work on detailed options for investment in safety cameras and a new processing system
will continue, following agreement to the general approach to safety cameras. These
issues will be operational decisions for NZTA and Police.

Broader constraints on the scope for decision making and interdependencies of the overall
package of proposals are outlined in Chapter 1: Section 2.3.
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Section 3: Options identification

3.1 What options have been considered?

Adopting a new approach to the safety camera network is intended to reduce DSls on the
highest risk parts of the network by improving enforcement of posted speed limits.

Potential options

We have identified three potential options to implement a new approach to safety cameras.
These options are assessed against the status quo.

Option 1 — Invest in additional cameras and install cameras on the highest risk parts
of the network

e Invest in additional cameras.

e |Install cameras on the highest risk parts of the network where a camera placement
is appropriate.

Option 2 — No investment in additional cameras, but clearly sign-posting the
locations of current cameras and transferring ownership of cameras:\to'the NZ
Transport Agency

e Current cameras would be clearly sign-posted to give matorists advanced warning
of where cameras are located to provide arclear signalto road users to slow down.

¢ Communications with the publie'wauldbe focussedwen explaining the purpose of the
cameras in the context of the broader safety systemt discouraging unsafe speeds.

e Transfer ownership of the'safety camera sietwork to the NZ Transport Agency to
incorporate camera placement into the NZ Transport Agency’s broader speed
management planning ‘process and(to improve public perceptions about safety
cameras.

Option 3 — Investdn additional cameras, install cameras on the highest risk parts of
the network, clearly sign-post the locations of cameras, and transfer ownership of
cameras to thesNZ Transport Agency

e _lnvest in additional €ameras.

e ‘nstall camerason the highest risk parts of the network where a camera placement
is appropriate:

¢ Cameraswould be clearly sign-posted to give motorists advanced warning of where
cameras)are located to provide a clear signal to road users to slow down and could
be only turned on part of the time.

¢ Communications with the public would be focussed on explaining the purpose of the
cameras in the context of the broader safety system discouraging unsafe speeds.

e Transfer ownership of the safety camera network to the NZ Transport Agency to
incorporate camera placement into the NZ Transport Agency’s broader speed
management planning process and to improve public perceptions about safety
cameras.
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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 areduction in DSIs as aresult 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 areduction in DSIs as aresult 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 possihles @ptions 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 impactssomithe criminal justice system.

Key stakeholder support and publiciacceptance
Preferred interventions would ideally have support from stakeholders and members of the
public, to maximise the likelihood,6f public buy-in.

Considerations impactigg §ptions analysis

Ownership and operation of the network

Police currently owns.and“operates thé gamera network and processes infringements. The
safety camera petwork/is a sizeable agset and additional investment in cameras would
only increase the'sgale 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 toolalengside infrastructure investments and speed limit changes.

Transferring fulhownership, 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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Options analysis — a new approach to safety cameras

Status
quo

Option 1 — Invest in additional
cameras and install cameras on the
highest risk parts of the network

Option 2 — No investment in addition%l
cameras, but clearly sign-posting t

locations of current cameras an
transferring ownership of camerasto
NZ Transport Agency

3 - Invest in additional cameras, install
cameras on the highest risk parts of the network,
early sign-post the locations of cameras, and
transfer ownership of cameras to the NZ

Transport Agency

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

+ More high risk areas of the network (where
the most DSlIs occur) will have cameras. This
is expected to discourage excessive speeds in
these areas, which will reduce the risk of DSIs
occurring. Without signage the impact of
additional cameras is likely to be more
general.

0 Sign-posting the current camefas is expected to
lead to increased levels of compliance with the
posted speed limit and a reduction‘in.excessive
travel speeds around these camera sites. This will
reduce the risk of DSIs oécurring. However, the
current cameras are not ne€essarily locatedin the
highest risk parts oftheéinetwork. This means this
option does not necessarily support a reduction in
DSils on the highest fisk parts of the network.

+4Moare high risk areas of the network (where the most
DSls occur) will have cameras, and motorists will be given
a clear signal to slow down. This is expected to
considerably increase levels of compliance with the posted
speed limit and reduce excessive travel speeds, which will
reduce the risk of DSIs occurring.

Effectiveness — there is a
reduction in DSIs as a
result of road users
travelling at safer speeds
across broader parts of
the road network

++ As more cameras are rolled out, the more
likely there will be more general deterrence
effects. This is expected to result in reductions
in excessive travel speeds around broader
parts of the road network.

- Sign-posting cameras without an accompanied
investmentin new cameras is unlikely. to achieve
the desired behaviour changg in road users. This
is betause there is agisk that'some road users are
mere nclined to feel comfortable Speeding in all
areas without a signed camera:

+ In the longer term, given enough camera saturation and
effective public messaging, this approach may improve
wider road user behaviour in relation to excessive speed
and road safety by having more general network deterrence
effects. General deterrence effects across the network will
also be achieved through road policing.

Cost and speed of
implementation

= There will be relatively high inveStment in
initial capital expenditure required to purchase
and install cameras.

= There will bexcosts associated with installing
signagé. There will also be costs involved with
transfeming ownership of the camera network to
the NZ Transport Agency.

- = There will be relatively high investment in initial capital
expenditure required to purchase and install cameras,
including signage. There will also be costs involved with
transferring ownership of the camera network to the NZ
Transport Agency.

Ongoing compliance and
administrative costs
(including criminal
justice system impacts)

= = As there will be a greater number of
cameras in operation across the network,
ongoing compliancesand administrative €osts
will increase. Police will continue to manage
the netwgrk ~this‘@pproach is expetied tobe
less efficient tham NZTA. This opfion assumes
cameras aretirned on all of the fime
(othemmisg effectiveness is dikely to be lower)
which,cetild mean thereare more
infiingements and impacts on'the justice
pipeline.

* As cameras will be sign-posted, the number of
infringements is expected to reduce. This will
reduce costs associated with issuing and
processing infringements.

Transferring ownership of cameras to the NZ
Transport Agency is also expected to reduce
administrative costs over time, as the NZ
Transport Agency is more suited to be an asset
manager than Police.

= As there will be a greater number of cameras in operation
across the network, ongoing compliance and administrative
costs will increase. However, as cameras will be sign-
posted, and potentially only turned on part of the time, the
number of infringements is not expected to increase.

Transferring ownership of cameras to the NZ Transport
Agency is expected to reduce administrative costs over
time, as the NZ Transport Agency is more suited to be an
asset manager than Police.
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Key stakeholder support
and public acceptance

= = As cameras will not be sign-posted, many
people will still view cameras as enforcement
tools designed to catch people out with
infringements, rather than a safety-focussed
intervention. This is unlikely to support a
culture change towards travelling at safer

speeds.

It will be difficult to continue to expand the
camera network under this approach which will
limit the potential effectiveness in the long
term.

<+ On balance, the public is expected to support + ch is expected to be view positively, as
sign-posting cameras. e Il be clearly sign-posted to give motorists
ad ed warning.

One of the reasons for transferring ownershi
cameras to the NZ Transport Agency is
incorporate camera placement into the
Transport Agency’s broader speed ma
planning process as a speed ma
there is no investment in additiona
is a limited case for this.

ommunications with the public will be focussed on
explaining the purpose of the cameras in the context of the
broader safety system discouraging unsafe speeds, and
why they are located in the highest risk parts of the

e public that the focus of cameras is on speed
ent and safety rather than as an enforcement

This option is expected to support ongoing expansion of the
camera network over time to achieve higher levels of
saturation, and broader general deterrence.

Overall assessment
(effectiveness criteria are
weighted more heavily
than key stakeholder
support/public acceptance)

C}' +
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3.2 Which of these options is the proposed approach?

Proposed approach

The proposed approach is Option 3 — investing in additional cameras, installing cameras
on the highest risk parts of the network, clearly sign-posting the locations of cameras, and
transferring ownership of the safety camera network to the NZ Transport Agency.

This option is expected to be most effective at achieving a reduction in DSIs on the highest
risk parts of the network. The proposed approach is also expected to have positive langer
term impacts through incorporating safety cameras into NZTA’s speed management
planning process and achieving stronger support from the public.

Level of camera investment associated with implementing phoposed
approach

The proposed approach should be considered as a package ofiint€rventions, whereqsall
components must be implemented in order to achieve the.desired outcome., Theyscale of
investment in new cameras needs to be significant enough te’allow reasonable icoverage of
the highest risk locations on the network (where 5@, pereentsof DSIs oceur). Likewise, the
decision to transfer ownership of the network te, NZTA"is most effectivesalongside a
commitment to invest in additional safety cameras.

New cameras would be funded through GPS,2021. A significant investment is expected to
be a necessary in order to meet the Road o Zero target of a reduction in DSIs of 40 percent
by 2030. The exact number, optimal mix-andiecation of iew. safety cameras are operational
investment decisions that sit with NZ Rolice»and the NZTransport Agency and are subject
to further business case developmentfollowing agreement to the recommended approach.
Safety camera investment will be considered alongsSide broader speed management options
such as infrastructure investment, speed limit reductions and road policing activities.

Implementing the propesed approach would form/part of a wider approach to speed
management where_infrastructure upgrades and speed limit reductions will be supported
and enforced by an expanded safety/Camera network and deployment of road policing
officers to addréss Unsafe speeds'on New Zealand roads.

Generalfeterfence vs gfargeéting high risk areas

The current approach goncameras assumes that an unsigned approach to automated
enforcement will create a general deterrence effect (i.e. changing general driver behaviour
around,speeding) across the network.

As indicated injtheyoptions analysis table above, if very few cameras are rolled out, there is
a risk that the preposed approach may not lead to the desired behaviour change in road
users as there would not be sufficient network saturation. There is a risk that some road
users would be more inclined to feel comfortable travelling at excessive speeds in all areas
without a signed camera.

For overt enforcement programs where cameras are clearly signalled, research in Victoria
indicates that to maximise the general deterrence effect, these programs should involve low
to medium intensity speed enforcement at many sites across the road network.1?

19 Monash University Accident Research Centre’s Speed Enforcement Research, Principles Learnt and
Implications for Practice, 2003.
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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 asSetswver the
long term. This approach also allows NZTA to incorporate safety camera propesals into its
broader speed management planning, consultation and delivery proeesses. 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 aré 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 te be seén as credible by the public.

There will be some change management ¢osts associated with the transfer. However,
even without a transfer of ownership, a.newiinfringementyprocessing system and additional
cameras, would impose significant change management.casts»The additional costs of
transferring the camera network to'NZT A"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 Pglice) and incorperating ‘eameras into its speed management
planning processess

Back-officegfroCessing system

As a critical enabler of the cameraprogramme, a new infringement processing system is
requireds,In(the short term,¥unding has been requested through the 2019-21 Road Safety
Partnership Programmertotextend the remaining life of PIPS, and to add some additional
functionality. Throughrthis 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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Section 4: Impact Analysis (Proposed approach)

4.1 Summary table of costs and benefits

Table 5 below provides an indication of the costs and benefits (i.e. impacts on DSIs) of
scaling up investment in different types of safety cameras and locating them on the highest

risk portions of the network. These investment scenarios are indicative only.
Withheld under section 9(2)(f)(iv

Additional‘costs would include:

an engagement campaign to support the new approach (expected to cost in the range
of $2 million,to'$5 million)

change management costs associated with the transfer to NZTA (NZTA and Police will
determine how and when this transfer will occur following formal agreement to the
approach to safety cameras).

Additional benefits would include the longer term impacts of:

o efficiency gains from NZTA taking over responsibility of the camera network
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e changing public attitudes to safety cameras, speed management and excessive
speeds.

4.2 What other impacts is this approach likely to have?

The cost-benefit analysis assumes a narrow impact on excessive speeds on the portions
of the road network with a camera treatment. In the long term, if there is sufficient camera
investment accompanied by effective engagement campaigns and road policing efforts,
general deterrence effects may reduce excessive speeds on broader portions ofthe
network than the ‘site-specific’ effects modelled in the analysis.

Section 5: Stakeholder views

5.1 What do stakeholders think about the problem and theWed s%‘n’ !

There was strong support from members of the Speed Referénce Group forthe proposed
approach to safety cameras, similar to the Swedishnodel, and the roll out of more
cameras in New Zealand. There was particular inteérestin red light and'pointsto-point
cameras being introduced, but mixed views about thexrole of mobile caméeras and how
they would be signed.

The Ministry of Transport undertook targeted consultation on the Tackling Unsafe Speeds
proposal in March to May 2019. There was,wide supportfor the new approach to safety
cameras, including transferring owsership/and operation of the camera network to the
NZTA. However, some stakehaolders thought the new.approach to sign-posting cameras
would only be successful if sufficientinvestment was made in new safety cameras and/or
there was an increase in penalties for speeding offences.

Public consultation on the proposed Road.to Zero Strategy took place between 17 July
and 14 August 20194 The Tackling Unsafe Speeds proposals were discussed at a high-
level in the copSultation documentaVeryfew submitters commented on safety cameras but
those that did t€énded to be in stpportiof more cameras.

The atiitudes of the majority'of New Zealanders align with the proposed approach. The
results of the Ministry of Transport’s 2016 Public Attitudes to Road Safety Survey show
that:

e 63 percentagree that using speed cameras helps lower the road toll
e 73 percent agree that enforcing the speed limit helps lower the road toll

e 86 percent agree that the speed limits on the roads they normally use are about
right or too high

e only 16 percent agree ‘there is not much of a chance of an accident when speeding
if you are careful’.2!

1 Ministry of Transport, Public attitudes to road safety survey, 2016
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Many stakeholders also raised the concern that demerit points are not attached to safety
camera offences in New Zealand, while they often are overseas. This could be considered
in the Ministry’s review of transport offences and penalties.

Section 6: Implementation and operation

6.1 How will the new arrangements be given effect? 5
Legislative changes

The proposed approach to safety cameras would require only limited regulatery change.
Changes to ownership and operation of the network will require minor_primary legislation
change to permit NZTA to issue infringement notices and to allow NZTA to,approve new
‘vehicle surveillance equipment’. New signage requirements could bésetiout through a
Rule change.

Transitional arrangements (refer Figure 2 below)

A public engagement campaign is expected to be rolled©ut asithe new cameras are installed
on the network. This would inform the public about the,newrapproach to cameras and their
purpose. New cameras, if prioritised through GPS 2021, could planned fer, purchased and
deployed from late 2021.

Signs providing a clear indication of cameéraslocations could/be installed for existing fixed
cameras as the engagement campaign-and new cameras:are rolled out.

NZTA would take an incremental, risksbaséd approach to investment in new safety cameras.
Following initial investment as part, of GPS 2021 #the decision about investment in future
tranches of cameras wouldedepend on the suceess of the first phase and the relative
effectiveness of other read safety/interventions atithe time of investment.

The timeline below providesyan indication,of how the approach to safety cameras would be
rolled out. Many ofhese decisions wotlld besoperational decisions for NZTA and Police and
subject to further, planning and analysis.

In the short€nterm, PIPS will e extended to remove the immediate end of life constraints
on the systéem.*Work would also begin in 2020, on further enhancements to PIPS and
upgrades'tothe existingsmobile cameras. These are operational requirements that will be
carriedout regardless of decisions about the approach to the safety camera network.

Inipleémentation of a'new processing system is likely to take two and a half to four years
and will be a prerequisite for processing information from point-to-point cameras and any
considerable increase in infringements. Further work is required to plan for and manage
the transfer of cameras and associated services to the NZ Transport Agency. More
detailed planning will follow Cabinet agreement to the new approach to the camera
network.

Communications

A national communications campaign will be required to support the implementation of the
new approach to safety cameras.
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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. TRere,is no
precedent for extending the camera network to this extent and automatifig thesinfringement
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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Section 7: Monitoring, evaluation and review

7.1 How will the impact of the new arrangements be monitored?

The safety impacts of the proposed Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme will be monitored
as part of the implementation of the new Road to Zero Strategy, due to be released in late
2019. All action plan items are intended to support reductions in the number of DSIs.

As part of the Road to Zero Strategy, the key indicators for this proposal that will.be
monitored include:

Mobile camera deployment activity.

Percentage of traffic travelling within speed limits.

Number of DSI crashes with speed being a contributing factor.

Percentage of the general public who understand the risk\associated with travelling

over the speed limit.

e Percentage of the general public who agree that you are likely to get.caught when
driving over the posted speed limit.

e Percentage of the road network covered by,automated safety ¢ameras:

e Percentage of the general public agree that safety cameras are anh important

intervention to reduce the number of road deaths.

NZTA would continue to monitor the highestsisk parts of the network to determine the most
appropriate locations for safety cameras \NZTA would‘in€erporate decisions about safety
camera placement into its general speed management planning.

7.2 When and how will th&n%rangemenl@viewed?

NZTA would review the-safety camera,network through each round of its National Speed
Management Planning‘process. NZTA and Paolice would continue to monitor high risk parts
of the network, the effectiveness of enfarecement and travel speeds. This information would
inform future gafety»camera investments. Camera locations could also be adjusted as
necessary (particularly mobile €amera’sites) as changes to safety camera placement would
not require regulatory change.
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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 reads
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 areproposalsto:

e 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

e reduce speed limits around rural schools to a maximum.ef 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 asignificant impact on children and
young people.

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

Children and young people are patrticularly vulnerable to high travel speeds, as many
children are not equipped to understand and managesthe associated risks. The proposals
to introduce safer speed limits,around schools are focused on ensuring the roading
environment around scheols is safer for children. More generally, this is expected to
improve community liveability by improving perceptions of safety and increasing the
willingness of pareptSyand-Children to makegreater use of active modes of transport.
Lower speeds will also reduce the rateand severity of injuries if children and young
people are involved in motor vehicle'ac€idents as passengers, drivers, or active mode
users.

While(the other aspectsofitheyTackling Unsafe Speeds programme are not likely to
direetlysimpact childeen‘er young people in a considerable way, they will support the
outcomes of safer.speed limits around schools.

Lhe 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 Maori children of this proposal?

We do not think that there are any significant specific impacts on Maori 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 Maori 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 aridyhow
suitable the broader school surroundings are for active mode transport). The preportion of
Maori 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 th€ifwotee 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 speedimitiareund schoals inwurban 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%m/h. The public
has consistently provided similar answers overa@ six year period with greater than 90 percent
of respondents in favour of speed limits nogreater than 40 km/fraround schools.

147 of the 1,666 survey respondents werelbetween the ageswef 15-24. While the proportion
of children (assumed to be thoseragedsbetween 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 willFoecur during the rule making process for this proposal.

5. Do the impéacts identifiedirequire further analysis?

We do not€onsider a full ChildImpact Assessment needs to be completed for this proposal.
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