MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT
TE MANATU WAKA

Proactive Release

This document is proactively released by Te Manatid Waka the Ministry of Transport.

Some information has been withheld on the basis that it would not, if requested under the
Official Information Act 1982 (OIA), be released. Where that is the case, the relevant section
of the OIA has been noted and no public interest has been identified that would outweigh
the reasons for withholding it.

Listed below are the most commonly used grounds from the OIA.

Section Description of ground

6(a) as release would be likely to prejudice the security or defence of New
Zealand or the international relations of the New Zealand Government

6(b) as release would be likely to prejudice the entrusting of information to the
Government of New Zealand on a basis of confidence by
(i) the Government of any other country or any agency of such a

Government; or
(i) any international organisation

6(c) prejudice the maintenance of the law, including the prevention, investigation,
and detection of offences, and the right to a fair trial
9(2)(a) to protect the privacy of natural persons

9(2)(b)(ii)  to protect information where the making available of the information would be
likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the person who
supplied or who is the subject of the information

9(2)(ba)(i) to protect information which is subject to an obligation of confidence or which
any person has been or could be compelled to provide under the authority of
any enactment, where the making available of the information would be likely
to prejudice the supply of similar information, or information from the same
source, and it is in the public

9(2)(ba)(ii) to protect information which is subject to an obligation of confidence or which
any person has been or could be compelled to provide under the authority of
any enactment, where the making available of the information would be likely
otherwise to damage the public interest

9(2)(f)(ii) to maintain the constitutional conventions for the time being which protect
collective and individual ministerial responsibility

9(2)(f)(iv)  to maintain the constitutional conventions for the time being which protect
the confidentiality of advice tendered by Ministers of the Crown and officials

9(2)(g)(i) to maintain the effective conduct of public affairs through the free and frank
expression of opinions by or between or to Ministers of the Crown or
members of an organisation or officers and employees of any public service
agency or organisation in the course of their duty

9(2)(h) to maintain legal professional privilege

9(2)(i) to enable a Minister of the Crown or any public service agency or
organisation holding the information to carry out, without prejudice or
disadvantage, commercial activities

9(2)(j) to enable a Minister of the Crown or any public service agency or
organisation holding the information to carry on, without prejudice or
disadvantage, negotiations (including commercial and industrial negotiations)
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LAND TRANSPORT RULES REFORM: FINAL POLICY DECISIONS FO%%
IMPROVEMENTS TO LANE USE
<K&

Purpose &
X

Provides an overview of public submissions and seeks your final pq§ decisions for the Land
Transport Rules Reform programme: Improvements to lane use stream.

Q
<<&

° The New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA).erled out public consultation on a set of
proposals to improve lane use from ZS@Uary to 25 March 2026. There was high public
interest, with 6,050 submissions recK@d.

Key points

N\

° Submitters broadly supported t@)roposed changes because they viewed them as common-
sense updates that align t es with current practice. Where individuals raised concerns,
these were generally ab® afety concerns for some groups, including pedestrians on
footpaths and horse s. Submitters also raised concerns about enforceability.

° The exception,i proposal to clarify berm-parking signage requirements, which 40

percent of gﬁitters did not support, citing concerns that people parking on a berm might
receive f.i.l\es without knowing that it was illegal to do so. The lack of clear and practical
soluty to this problem raises broader questions of how RCA bylaws and central

nment rules interact.

° ?‘ hese issues in the regulatory framework would be better addressed through the separate
Q_O vehicle system overhaul work, which aims to simplify and increase the flexibility of the
Q overall regulatory system. We therefore do not recommend progressing the berm-parking
proposal as part of this workstream.

. We recommend progressing the other proposals, with two amendments (underlined):

o Allow children aged 12 years and under to ride bikes on footpaths with an older rider
accompanying them for safety purposes (older rider now included for safety and
practical reasons).

o Setauniversal 1.5 metre minimum overtaking gap for when vehicles pass other road
users (proposal simplified for clarity and consistency).
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IN CONFIDENCE

o Allow people to ride e-scooters in cycle lanes.
o Require drivers to give way to buses leaving bus stops in areas with speed limits
posted as 60 km/h or less.

. We also recommend progressing 44 of the 45 minor amendments to the Land Transport
Rule: Traffic Control Devices 2004 (TCD Rule), which NZTA consulted on in February 2026
with industry and technical experts (attached as Annex 2). These proposals clarify road sign
and marking requirements, such as font sizes and the dimensions of road markings.

° We do not recommend progressing the 45™ of those minor amendments, which would ham&v~
allowed the Director of Land Transport to approve alternative traffic signals by Gazett
notice. This kind of broad delegation is not aligned with the current regulatory fra ork

and would be better addressed through wider work reviewing where requiremedtssit in
legislation. §

° Cabinet has delegated authority to you to make final policy decisions fgy, this workstream,
which will allow us to instruct Parliamentary Counsel Office (PCO) ﬂ%— 6-MIN-0110].

s 9(2)(f(iv)
QOQ
2)
I
&

Recommendations

We recommend you: Q

1 agree to issue drafting instructions to the Pzaié(nentary Counsel Office for the proposals to:

1.1. allow children aged 12 years and un nd an older rider accompanying them for safety  Yes/ No
purposes to ride their bike on the @path.

1.2. require a minimum overtakin.g\ga for vehicles to pass road users at a minimum distance  Yes / No
of 1.5 metres where practi&Ble.

1.3. enable e-scooters t%;% used in cycle lanes. Yes / No

1.4. require drive ive way to buses leaving bus stops in areas with speed limits posted Yes / No
as 60 km/ Ss.

2 agree @\ﬁ progress the proposal regarding clarification of the berm parking signage as Yes / No
fu/r{\ work is required to effectively address this issue.

3 Wree to progress 44 minor and technical changes to the Land Transport Traffic Control Yes / No
Qg) Devices rule 2004, set out in Annex 2.

4 agree to not progress the traffic control device proposal to allow notices by Gazette to Yes / No
authorise alternative traffic signals, as this is not aligned with the regulatory framework.

5 agree to publicly release this briefing and Annexes 1 to 5. Yes / No
6 agree to allow the Ministry of Transport to share drafting instructions and a draft rule for ~ Yes / No

improvements to lane use with NZTA and other relevant agencies in accordance with
Cabinet Office Circular (19) 2.
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Laura Bender Hon Chris Bishop
Acting Manager, Regulatory Reform Minister of Transport
19/05/2026 L [ [ @
Minister’s office to complete: J Approved [ Declined 0$?~
[J Seen by Minister [J Not seen by I‘éngster
O Overtaken by events &
Comments &&Q/
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LAND TRANSPORT RULES REFORM: FINAL POLICY DECISIONS FOR
IMPROVEMENTS TO LANE USE

The consultation process saw high public engagement and general support

1 In June 2025, Cabinet agreed to the Land Transport Rules Reform programme (the
programme) [CAB-25-MIN-0187 refers]. In February, you agreed that NZTA consult on five
common sense proposals to improve lane use (0C260011 refers). These include: \ly“
1.1  allowing children aged 12 years and under to ride bikes on footpaths @v

&

1.2  setting a minimum overtaking gap for when vehicles pass other road us r?\
1.3 allowing people to ride e-scooters in cycle lanes @v

1.4 requiring drivers to give way to buses leaving bus stops, ank&

1.5 clarifying signage requirements for enforcing berm pa&@%strictions.

2 Public consultation on the five proposals took place fronel(?February to 25 March 2026 and
a total of 6,050 submissions were received. There )/( ajority support from submitters for
four of the five proposals. Q

3 The consultation process reinforced calls fo.&u e change to address safety concerns and
better reflect current practice, includin llow children to ride on the footpath, enable e-
scooters in cycle lanes, and establis inimum overtaking gap. Submissions confirmed that
other proposals help to clarify '@ where there is ambiguity. For example, 50% of people
already think that they must gj ay to buses leaving bus stops. The summary of
submissions is attached in é%ex 4.

We seek your final policy sions to issue drafting instructions to Parliamentary Counsel
Office Q/?*

4 Cabinet ha gated authority to you for final policy decisions on the lane use proposals
[CAB- 26~ﬂ4 0110]. A final regulatory impact statement (RIS) is attached as Annex 3.

5 \/I{ ve updated our analysis and finalised the RIS to reflect public feedback. We
ommend some minor targeted changes to ensure the rules are safe and practical, based
O?“on the feedback received. Detailed analysis of the proposals is set out in Annex 1.

K
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Table of final recommendations for lane use proposals

# Final recommendation Proposal consulted on Rationale

6.1 | Allow children aged 12 years and Only children aged 12 years and | Better supports safety and
under to ride bikes on footpaths under were permitted on validates existing practice
with an older rider accompanying footpaths; older accompanying
them for safety purposes riders were not

6.2 | Set a universal 1.5 metre minimum | Previously proposed 1 metre in | Greater clarity and
overtaking gap for when vehicles areas below 60 km/h and 1.5 consistency \
pass other road users metres in areas above 60 km/h) @?‘

6.3 | Allow people to ride e-scooters in No change N/A ?/SO

cycle lanes é

6.4 | Require drivers to give way to No change N/A @v

buses leaving bus stops in areas Q/
with speed limits posted as 60 &&
km/h or less <2~

Fa\

6.5 Do not progress Clarify berm parking Q Submissions identified more
requirements to allow :@Is substantial issues with how
to enforce berm pa&% berm parking is regulated,
without signage. & and that the proposed

Q changes would make the
O situation worse instead of
((\3 better (see below)
6

We do not recommend progressing @roposal to clarify signage requirements for berm
e

parking. As currently proposed, t
receive fines without knowing, t

-\

solutions to this problem r.

would mean that people parking on a berm may

it is illegal to do so. The lack of clear and practical

broader questions of how RCA bylaws and central

government rules inte@ ese issues in the regulatory framework would be better
addressed through t@ parate vehicle system overhaul work, which aims to simplify and
increase the flex@y of the overall regulatory system.

AY
We recommend tthdu progress 44 minor and/or technical changes to the TCD Rule

7

ov

&

ent in February 2026, with only minor changes suggested and incorporated. These

9

45 m@vand technical proposals were shared with experts and industry through targeted
e m
p

osals would make changes to the TCD Rule, including, for example, clarifying the
requirements for font sizes on road signs and dimensions of road markings.

The Ministry has assessed the proposals and considers that all should be progressed, except
one proposal for the Director of Land Transport to approve alternative traffic signals by
Gazette. A broad delegation is not aligned with the current regulatory framework. If an
exceptional case arises, NZTA's exemptions process would be more appropriate, while a
general requirement would be better addressed through a transport instrument.

This proposal sought to address the difficulty in changing prescriptive rules that need to be
updated frequently. However, this is something that the vehicle system overhaul work

IN CONFIDENCE
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stream will seek to address by looking at how the regulatory framework can be more
flexible.!

The 44 proposals we recommend that you progress are set out in Annex 2. The Ministry for
Regulation has determined that these proposals are exempt from the requirement to provide
a RIS on the grounds that it has no or only minor economic, social, or environmental impacts.

Implementation of these proposals and associated costs

11

12

We are considering ways to ensure effective implementation of the rule changes, includingl~?~
updating the road code and traffic signs. Research on the lane use proposals suggests&\
education campaigns will increase compliance and improve safety outcomes. /@

Initial estimates from NZTA suggested that promoting each proposal could c tween
$70,000 and $100,000, based on the cost of previous campaigns. Howeve%&?ne of these
proposals may not require the same level of resource, and promoting @e al proposals at
once may have scale efficiencies on costs. NZTA will be able to imp é?ent these changes
using existing funding and resources. OQ.

Next steps S%Q

13

14

Subject to your agreement, we will issue drafting i@ons to PCO. 5 90

N

Once we receive a draft rule from PCO, we-\o\ill provide you with a Cabinet Paper and final
advice containing the required section analysis as per the Land Transport Act 1998 to
make a rule change. This Cabinet p@ill also include changes to the TCD Rule.® 9)(Av)

N , subject to the urgency of progressing transport
regulatory relief proposals in& d in New Zealand’s Fuel Response Plan.

1 While it would have the effect of altering secondary legislation, the Gazette notice would not be secondary
legislation and subject to the notification and publication requirements or the requirement to present to the
House that are in the Legislation Act 2019. NZTA already can issue class exemptions, exempting compliance
with the rule provided the use of a specified alternative.
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Annex 1: Final policy recommendations for lane use proposals

Proposal 1: The Ministry of Transport and NZTA recommend allowing children aged 12
years and under to ride bikes on footpaths with an older rider teaching them to ride.

There was strong support to allow children to ride their bike on the footpaths

1 78% of submitters agreed with allowing children aged 12 years and under to ride bikes on
footpaths, 14% disagreed, and 8% were unsure. v

2 Feedback focused largely on the age at which children should be allowed to ride on th ?‘
footpath. People concerned about children’s safety on the road supported a higher age, up
to 14. People concerned about the safety of current footpath users recommen Ka?ower
age or retaining the current rules. The Ministry of Transport considers that a limit of 12
years and under balances children’s average size, awareness, and judgen@gamst the
safety of other footpath users. &Q/

Submitters raised concerns about the safety of pedestrians and children Q@we footpath

@)

3 Submitters raised concerns that the change could increas@ for pedestrians on footpaths,
including older people and people with disabilities. W @mwledge that people with
disabilities or other at-risk footpath users may fee@htened sense of unsafeness and
face additional risk of accident. We note that yo&ng yclists likely face higher risk of severe
injury or death when cycling on the road.

4 Many submitters raised concerns abou}&t’ters that the current rules already address, such
as checking for people before exitin riveway or entering a pedestrian crossing, and
helmet requirements on the foo . Rules already require road users to stop and check

before entering a crossing oq( g a driveway.? Helmet requirements would already apply
to cyclists riding on footpa@

We recommend amending tiéth:ldren on bikes on footpaths” proposal to allow an older rider to

accompany a child Q/?“

5 Submitter commented on whether an older rider should be allowed to ride on the
footpatlﬂyit children. Under the current proposed rule, an older rider would need to ride
th@ﬁon the road while their dependant rides on the footpath.* It would likely be
d@ It for adults to safely ride on the road and guide their dependants on the footpath.

me submitters raised the concern that allowing older riders to ride with children on the
vaootpath could effectively enable all cyclists to ride on footpaths.

Q.

% While enforcement may be challenging, allowing an older rider to accompany a child would
help people teach children to ride courteously and safely. We expect this would not
significantly change practice as many older riders already do this with younger children. We
recommend allowing children aged 12 years and under to ride on the footpath with an older
rider who can supervise and guide them.

2 Rule 4.4 of the Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004.
3 Rule 11.8 of the Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004.
4 An ‘older rider’ may include an older sibling, a parent, a caregiver, or guardian.
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Proposal 2: The Ministry of Transport and NZTA recommend progressing a minimum
overtaking gap for when vehicles pass other road users

Submitters responded largely positively to the proposal to introduce a minimum overtaking gap

7

68% of submitters agreed with requiring a minimum overtaking gap for when vehicles pass
other road users, 23% disagreed, and 9% were unsure.

The main themes we heard from those who supported the proposal was that unsafe passizflv~
creates a real problem for cyclists and horse riders, and that stronger tools are needed t%
address this behaviour. In 2025, 10 cyclists died on the road. In 2024, there were 9 fa

crashes, 149 serious injury crashes, and 459 minor injury crashes that involved cy&@.

Equestrian advocates have emphasised the need for a minimum overtaking gap ru/e@yt;rse riders

9

10

Stakeholders told us the proposed 1.5 metre overtaking gap is not suffg 'ﬁfor horse riders.
Horse-riding advocates strongly recommended a 2-metre passing f)gnd a 20 km/h speed
limit when drivers pass horses on the road. They referenced theQui ed Kingdom’s Highway

Code, which provides guidance on overtaking horses safely, ugh it is only guidance in
Highway Code. é%

We are not confident about a 2-metre passing dist Y;nd a 20 km/h passing speed
requirement. There would be additional: Q

10.1 safety risks created making vehicl@ss further into the right into the oncoming lane,

and &
N

10.2 efficiency concerns as sI@down to 20 km/h would slow the flow of traffic an
unreasonable amountA

Many submitters raised concern@bout the practicality of the rule

11

Submitters state some roads are too narrow for drivers to overtake while staying
within the lan still meet the minimum overtaking gap. The policy intent is that drivers
pass safelyQ1~ me situations, this will require drivers to slow down and wait until this is
possible.JQ/e also note that all road users have responsibilities that include pulling over
whi®vécticable if they are impeding the flow of traffic.

N\
Despité%ong support there are still limitations in the enforcement of this rule

v
O
&

13

Police cannot easily measure the precise gap to an evidential standard. Police also prioritise
enforcement across many offences and often need to focus on more serious offending.
Existing offences can also address unsafe passing behaviour, particularly if a near miss occurs
or someone is injured.

In practice, enforcement will likely occur only in limited circumstances, for example, if an
individual provides evidence to Police to show that a driver committed the infringement. The
effectiveness of the change is likely to be realised through education of new drivers learning
this as a road rule.
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We recommend simplifying the rule, so it now requires a 1.5 metre overtaking gap at all speed limits

14 Public feedback has strongly emphasised a need for a clear rule. The proposed graduated
rule (different minimum gaps depending on the speed limit) may confuse people and lead
them to ignore the rule. Current guidance recommends that people pass road users at 1.5
metres. Aligning the rule with guidance will assist in education and create clarity for road
users. It is also consistent with existing signage and so has reduced implementation costs.

15 For these reasons, we recommend adopting a clearer rule of a universal 1.5 metre minimum?~
overtaking gap. ?‘

Proposal 3: The Ministry of Transport and NZTA recommend allowing people to ri@e-
scooters in cycle lanes g

Submitters largely supported the requirement to allow e-scooters in cycle lanes. ?‘

16 81% of submitters agreed with the proposal to allow people to ride e/—&o&rs in cycle lanes,
10% disagreed, and 9% were unsure. Feedback on this proposal was la¥gely positive, with
most submitters agreeing with the change. In response to puine@e back, we plan that the

rule clearly sets expectations about how cyclists and e-scoo ers give way to each other.
We recommend progressing this option with no changeségfw at we consulted on.

17 The Ministry for Regulation has determined that th@g};osal to allow e-scooters on cycle
lanes is exempt from the requirement to providq RIS, on the grounds that it has no or only
minor economic, social, or environmental i S.

18 This proposal attracted substantial feed@% on related issues that were out of scope of this
work, including helmet, age, and pa requirements for e-scooters, banning e-scooters on
footpaths, and wider regulation w-powered vehicles (for example, e-skateboards and
monowheels). Out-of-scope stigpestions have been added to our register for our scoping of
future rules reform work. Q)

Proposal 4: The Ministry ansport and NZTA recommend requiring drivers to give way
to buses leaving bus st@ps
Submitters mainly su ted the requirement to give way to buses leaving bus stops

19 61% o sﬂsmitters agreed with requiring drivers to give way to buses leaving bus stops, 31%
disa d, and 8% were unsure. Submitters mainly supported the requirement to give way to
b(@es leaving bus stops. We can address most issues raised by submitters during drafting—

Cﬁbr example, we can clarify that buses must still indicate for three seconds before pulling out
Ovand must still check mirrors.

QZO One issue raised in relation to the RIS concerned signage requirements. NZTA does not
recommend further signage changes and considers the policy intent can still be achieved. We
recommend an education campaign to support implementation.

There are also enforcement limitations

21 Enforcement of this proposal will face similar limitations as the minimum overtaking gap
(paragraphs 12 and 13 above).
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Proposal 5: The Ministry of Transport and NZTA does not recommend progressing the
proposal to clarify signage requirements for enforcing berm parking restrictions

22

23

24

25

26

32% of submitters agreed with clarifying signage requirements for enforcement of berm
parking restrictions, 40% disagreed, and 28% were unsure.

This proposal received mixed feedback. Councils told us they want to restrict berm parking,
particularly where it damages berms that councils must maintain. Individual submitters value
berm parking because it provides a practical alternative when street parking is unavailable§l~?~
Councils currently interpret the rules differently and are inconsistently creating bylaw, Y‘F
restrict berm parking without signage. Councils have asked for flexibility to enfor@rm
parking restrictions. However, consultation suggests that the proposed change wilMot
adequately balance councils' preferences with the needs of individuals who@érms for

parking.
/\‘0@

To address these concerns, we have considered options to: &

25.1 remove signage requirements, however, this would @l difficult for the public to
know where parking was allowed and could mean le received infringement
notices without knowing that berm parking was ébermitted. This raises fairness
concerns and increases the risk of chaIIenge'@a rt.

25.2 require councils to install signage in oro be able to enforce berm parking bans is
likely to be costly, as signs would n to be installed every 200 metres. Councils
would either bear the costs or nef\ force berm parking.

The current options to clarify ber, %rking requirements raise issues that need further work
to resolve, including what the bﬁce should be between centralised rule-making and local
powers, and to what exten@’ scriptive signage requirements should be set out in rules. We
consider that broader@latory framework issues such as these are better considered
through the review e vehicle regulatory framework as part of your vehicle system
overhaul workst@%of your Rules Reform programme.
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Annex 2: Final Policy Recommendations for Traffic Control Devices Rule 2004
proposals

IN CONFIDENCE

Page 1of1



IN CONFIDENCE

Annex 3: Final Regulatory Impact Statement: Land Transport Rules Reform
programme: Improvements to lane use
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Annex 4: Summary of Submissions Land Transport Rules Reform — Lane Use
Improvements 2026
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Annex 5: Summary of Submissions Land Transport Rule — Traffic Control
Devices Amendment 2026
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Table A: Proposed Amendments to Land Transport Rule: Traffic Control Devices 2004

2025 (via RSRA)

successful, users were able to understand the
new signal aspect, which was cheaper, efficient,
and safe, with less hardware clutter at the
intersection.

Current state example:

signals example:

(saving up to $80,000 per
intersection).

Item PESEITETD | e e Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impgi E_x L scal_e i
n se ) implementation

1. Enable Clause 4.4(13) Currently, new signs that are being trialled Add a new subclause to clause 4.4(13) to enable Technical development Medium — if vehicle signs | Low — NZTA will need to update
trialling of cannot be mounted on a vehicle under clause trialling of vehicle mounted signs. complete. Ready to start drafting. | are proven to be i for TTM guidance. This initiative is industry
vehicle 4.4(13). With the introduction of digital displays Example: new Subclause 4.4(13)(c) in accordance these are exp% save time, Lﬁgnatqg mi: fhnearglesttrﬂjgr;?ég
mounted for temporary traffic management (TTM) there is | with the conditions of 3.4 of the TCD rule for the reduce cosrsn prove worker trial process will épp'Y-
signs an increased need to trial signs mounted on provision of trialling. safety.

vehicles. &
At the time the TCD Rule was written vehicle ?‘
mounted electronic signs were not available and é
trials of this technology were not considered. v

2. Mandate the | Not currently The current Rule specifies font height and width | Insert a new clause setting a requirement to use Technical development §‘ Pow — specifying a standard font will Low — NZTA will need to update
use of provided for, may | byt does not mandate the use of a specific font | Australian Standard AS1744: 2015 to ensure complete. Ready to start dgdfjing™ | ensure consistency and allow words | 9uidance. The change will only
approved fit with clause 4.4 series (such as Highway Gothic). This omission consistency and prevent unauthorised fonts from & on signs to be slightly shorter due to affect new signs.
fonts for allows RCAs to potentially use any font, which being used. the characteristics of the lowercase
traffic signs could lead to inconsistent or inappropriate Q§ font (cost saving in certain

sighage. O circumstances).

3. Enable Not currently Cannot currently have cycle and pedestrian Introduce new clause (possibly at 6.4(12C)) to Technic Qelopment Medium — reduced installation and Low — NZTA will need to update
shared provided for, will fit | sjonals in a single lantern on a single pole under | enable the combination of cycle and pedestrian comp %eady to start drafting. | maintenance costs for RCAs. For guidance. RCAs will be able to take
aspect \g';: 1“;;";/.?&;;%3/ Section 6. signals into one lantern on one pole. Ex test precise wording example, this would remove the :gvaannéavgﬁe?]f it:teergeevgtiger?sugfénent
pedestrian ci/cle signals - NZTA, CCC and AT have trialled shared cycle Introduce new signal displays in Schedule 3 (S2 I gnal Users Group New need to instal and maintain three updated.
and cyclist coming into force | and pedestrian signals in a single lantern on a and S4). land (SNUG). lanterns & an extra pole with
signals on 3 November single pole over two years. The trial was Proposed two aspect shared pedestrian and cych associated wiring per display

[UNCLASSIFIED]
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Item e Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impact E.xPeCted sca!e 2
n se implementation
4. Change Clause 6.4(17Db) Advance variable message signs are currently Change clause 6.4(17b) from a requirement to give | Technical and policy work is well | Medium — cost savings for RCAs Low - NZTA will need to update
requirement mandated in clause 6.4(17b) as part of installing | road controlling authorities the choice whether to advanced due to the previous who will not be required,t stin | guidance. There are no direct costs
for variable and operating ramp metering traffic signals. This | use variable message signs in advance of ramp work on the Director’s advance warning sig e these associated W't.h the proposgd_

) . N . . . change. Overtime RCAs will incur
message requirement has imposed significant cost on signals. Clauses 6.4(19b) and 6.4(20b) may require | exemption. are not needed. | ns where | inor costs associated with
signs road controlling authorities. For example, minor consequential updates to ensure consistency. advanced war@ s are needed | removing non-functioning signs
(Display B) in updating the advance warning signs in Auckland | The Auckland Motorway Alliance supports removing (e.g. on blind coMers with ramp during programmed work. These
advance of in 2019 was estimated to cost $3.5 million. The | this requirement. metering) des) will still be able to costs are significantly lower than the
ramp signals Director of Land Transport issued an exemption be instﬁq and operated under the | cost of updating non-functioning

from this requirement on 24 April 2024. The up Vﬁequirement. signs (under the current' ,

. . ) . requirement) once the Director’s
exemption will expire on 24 April 2028. Only a é exemption expires and would be
small number of these advanced warning signs ?\ incurred irrespective of the
remain in operation (approximately 3 or 4 in Q‘\ proposed change.

Auckland).
This requirement was originally implemented so &
that road users approaching a metered ramp
would be able to see in advance if the ramp &
metering signals were in operation and Q‘
potentially then decide whether to enter the O
ramp or not. Q
This requirement was considered necessary for %
reasons of public education while introducing a %
new system. Based on RCA experience and ?\
user feedback this requirement is no longer <2~
considered necessary. Once the current «
exemption expires in 2028 the existing Q
requirement will impose unnecessary costs on O
RCAs. 4
N
§
X~
«§
5. Enable Clause 10.5(2) Clause 10.5(2) of the Rule lists the specifi@( Update the list of permitted signs in clause 10.5(2) | Technical development Low — will improve efficiency, safety | Low — NZTA will need to update
existing ‘give permitted to be attached to signal pole@ to include the R2-9.1 sign so this can be attached to | COMPlete. Ready to start drafting. | 4nq reduce cost. guidance.
way to R2-9.1 sign created in 2018 that ovegrid a signal pole.

cyclists’ sign
to be
attached to a
signal pole

signals requiring turning traffic on g filtering
to give way to cyclists is not i in the list in
sign being

Clause 10.5(2). This preven5

attached to the signal/pq\ re it is best

. o
&
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Item

Descriptio
n

Section/Clau
se

Problem/Opportunity

Proposed Change

Current State of Work

Expected impact

Expected scale of
implementation

Clarify Zone
parking
requirements

12.5(3)(c)

The zone parking provision of signs in 12.5(3) (i)
and (i) introduce an apparent contradiction with
each other that has caused confusion around
the placement and number of parking signs
required.

Remove clause 12.5(3)(c(ii) and join clause
12.5(3)(c(i) to 12.5(3)(c).

For example: 12.5(3)(c) within the zone, at intervals
sufficient to notify road users, but not more than
200m apart unless the zone is interrupted for more
than 200m by an area subject to a different
restriction.

Technical development
complete. Ready to start drafting.

Low — will clarify the requirement for
placement of zone parkij ?gns
(may reduce RCA cos%

D

Low — NZTA will need to update
guidance.

Update
existing signs
(already
gazetted) in
Schedule 1

Schedule 1

The Rule is out of date. It is standard practice to

add and update signs approved and gazetted by

the Director of Transport to Schedule 1 of the

TCD Rule at the earliest opportunity.

Without the update RCAs could install outdated

sign designs which do not meet accessibility

standards (e.g. for colour blindness).

e Urban Threshold gazetted May 2022

e Rural Threshold gazetted May 2022

e Safer Speed Area Threshold gazetted May
2022

Background information

Accessibility assessments by human factors

specialists confirmed that, for people with a

colour vision deficiency, the red speed limit

roundel directly against the blue or green

background is not discernible. The updated

signs provide a white ‘halo’ around the speed

limit roundel.

R1-5.1.1 Urban Threshold

Technical work complete -
already gazetted. Ready to start
drafting.

R1-5.2.1 Rural threshold

,(<

Q.
L
D
¥

R1-5.5.1 Safer Speed Area Threshold N

sizes)
e
<&
%\%
N\

Low — WilNmprove safety by

ensu ew speed signs meet
ibility requirements.

\§

Low — NZTA will need to update
guidance. RCAs will need to ensure
all newly manufactured signs meet
accessibility requirements.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Add new
signs
(gazetted) to
Schedule 1

Schedule 1

The Rule is out of date. It is standard practice to

add signs approved and gazetted by the Director

of Transport to Schedule 1 of the TCD Rule at

the earliest opportunity.

e No Exit sign gazetted in Feb 2024

e Crossing sign gazetted Feb 2024

e Merging warning sign gazetted Feb 2024

e Kohanga Reo sign gazetted Jan 2023 \/

e Variable Speed Outside a Marae sign@
gazetted Jan 2023 Q.

e Average Speed Camera Area iﬁ gazetted
October 2024.

e Safety Camera Area sig@v{ed July
2023 A

e Rural Intersection bhe Zone Variable
Speed Limit ga f& ay 2022

e BeachandRi d Variable Speed Limit

gazetted &
yo)

b
2

A40-1.1 Nev%kapproved by Gazette

Ra)

Technical work complete -
already gazetted. Ready to start
drafting.

W16 w sign approved by gazette

TS

rw1 6-7.2 New sign approved by Gazette

W16-5.4 New sign approved by Gazette

R1-2.3 New sign approved by Gazette

A 52-1 new sign approved by Gazette

Low — updating the Rule will ensure
RCAs are aware of the full suite of
available traffic control devices.

Nil — NZTA has already updated its
guidance to include these signs.

Q‘(’
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Descriptio | Section/Clau . . Expected scale of

Item P Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impact XP -
n se implementation
e Emergency Speed Limit sign gazetted May
2022v ?\
16. A52 new sign approved by Gazette ?,S
<<§ >
17. R1-2.2 Rural Intersection Speed Zone Variable &
Speed Limit approved by gazette Q~
Qj
18. R1-9 Beach and Riverbed Variable Speed |.,Qt )
\ A
19. R1-8.4 Emergency Speed Limit
/ v

20. Update font Schedule 1, R1- The Rule specifies the incorrect font size as Up R1-5.1 Urban threshold sign in Technical development Low — will improve consistency by Low — NZTA will need to update

size for the 5.1 75mm high when it should be 150mm for the S e 1 text size from 75 to ‘150 complete. Ready to start drafting. | €nsuring correct font size on urban | guidance.

Urban R1-5.1 Urban threshold sign. %?mple: Legend Description Colour Size R1-1 threshold speed signs.

threshold Q ove black, red (R) and white as for R1-1

speed sign /,\/ ‘flocality]’ white (R) #5150/19
21. Enable traffic | Schedule 1, R3- Introduce a single restriction sign for modal filtering, | Further technical work is Low — will improve legal compliance | Low — NZTA will need to update

filtering signs

41

The range of available signs in the TC

that RCAs can use to filter traffic is tqo INgited.
Section 2.1 of The Land Transporl‘F&e Streets
Layouts 2023 enabled RCAs b\a}ge the use
of a roadway by applying m %ﬁers
(restricting specific type hicles).

The problem is that n@W{teMrestriction signs
were provided for RCAg to do what the new rule
permitted. With roved signs available,
councils incl@ uckland, Wellington and
Christch% e created their own signs, often
under, , leading to inconsistent, potentially
non-cc%iant and confusing signage.

that can be customized using four main
components: restriction type, days, times, and
exceptions (potentially at R3-4.1).

This is the same component approach already used
for parking signs in Schedule 1, R6.

The sign will allow RCAs to select from a suite of
restriction elements and specify details such as
permitted times and exceptions.

Example four component sign:

required to finalise some sign
elements. This work will overlap
with legal drafting since it is the
technical SME who undertakes
the detailed Schedule content
preparation. Ready to start
drafting.

and clarity for road users and traffic
management effectiveness and by
ensuring RCAs have an effective
suite of traffic filtering signs
available.

guidance.
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Descriptio | Section/Clau . . Expected scale of
Item P Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impact XP -
n se implementation
<<§ ‘\
&
22. Enable the Schedule 1, R4-5 | |t is now standard practice on managed Enable warning beacons for overhead Idne control | Technical development Medium — will improve road safety | Low — NZTA will need to update
use of motorways to draw a driver’s attention to active | signs in Schedule 1 R4-5. complete. Ready to start drafting. | Since enabling the use of beacons is | guidance. NZTA and other RCAs
. . . . . known to reduce crashes. will be able to utilise existing beacon
beacons with speed and warning signs (when they change) Example lane control signs: & capability and install further
existing R4-5 using beacons. For example, as part of lane % beacons where appropriate.
lane control control on a managed motorway. Currently, the \
signs use of beacons with these signs is not permitted. %
Example: beacons are the lights in the outer \
corners of the sign.
Possible ad%artext: “Lights in the left and right
hand top corn®S flash alternately; or lights in the
four ¢ of the rectangle where the bottom two
flas tely with the top two.”
in A optional lights in each corner, yellow or white 90 mm diame|
which may flash in alternate when lit (effective) cir
/ diagonal pairs
23. Add new exit | Not currently Currently there is no lane contr sign\n the Add new sign R4-5.1 in Schedule 1 after R4-5. Technical development Medium — potential to prevent major | Low — NZTA will need to update
motorway at provided for, Rule advising drivers to exit ay ahead Example sign: Leave motorway at next exit complete. Ready to start drafting. | traffic congestion and crashes guidance.
next off-ramp gc;hedule 1, R4- of an incident. This is sta ractice in > | = |5 ioasoats o outy e, Defwn following an incident on a motorway.
sign . Australia and the UK.)% rpose is to enable ::If;i:.l.:::.r:m e next exit ramp on
motorway operator: iRect traffic to leave the '
motorway at the t off ramp when there is
an incident. /N
24, Update Schedule 1, R6- R6-5.1 is Wementary for R6 parking signs Update Schedule 1, R6-5.1 to allow the use of 3 Technical development Low — will better achieve the Low — NZTA will need to update
supplementar 5.1 to proyj chnology-based payment advice. lines of text on the sign. complete. Ready to start drafting. | objectives of the Rule and improve guidance.
y parking Most s are moving away from parking Example updated high-rate area sign: parking customer experience.

sign to allow
three lines of
text

meters which are vulnerable to vandalism and
theft to digital solutions. However, R6-5.1 is
limited to two lines of text only, which makes it
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Item e Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impact E.xPeCted sca!e 2
n se implementation
difficult to fit the required payment info.
Permitting 3 lines would make this easier.
This will better meet the requirement in clause @
3.1 of the Rule that traffic control devices (signs)
convey a clear and consistent message to road ?\
users.
A
25. Enable the Schedule 1 W19- Following coronal ‘recommendations the In Schedule 1 W19-2.1 add after: Technical development Low ill'®nable formal use of an Low — NZTA will need to update
use of the 21 ‘Crossing’ ‘Merging’ supplementary signs were | ‘cyclist’ (as in W16-7) ‘SLOW’ ‘DOWN’, complete. Ready to start drafting. | SV! %ra sign. guidance.
‘Crossing’ gazetted to complement the static W16-7 cycle or é
‘Merging’ warning sign (included above) this change will ‘CROSSING’ or &?
supplementar permit the use of these supplementary words to | ‘MERGING’ §>
y words to the active electronic version of the sign. @
the existing &
Active &
Electronic Q.
cycle warning
sign Po)
26. Clarify font Schedule 1, A The way the Rule currently specifies font size is | Update existing Modified E font fraction Further, ical work is Low — ensure accurate font sizing Low — NZTA will need to update
size for sign Series guide signs | causing confusion for sign designers. s.pecificatio'ns an'd descriptors for A Series guide req% Hetermine how to and sign rgadability for the relevant | guidance.
I signs (13 signs) in Schedule 1. . speed environment.
specifications This has caused issues with sign manufacturers d € the correct font in the
g . . .
using incorrect font for signs <$ - This work will overlap with
production. Incorrect font height and stroke « egal drafting since it is the
width is a safety issue for motorists in higher technical SME who undertakes
speed environments. Q the detailed Schedule content
O preparation. Ready to start
Example of incorrect font: ~ 4 drafting.
I I
ALTRE Q‘
Foxton 18 km (RSN A
Palmerston North 58 km :751 %
Taups 285 km [ N\
155 \%
H —
150 2443 150 4®
Vo'
27. Enable the Schedule 1, A14- The Vienna Convention states that we should Update S h&@é 1 to enable the use of service Technical development largely Low — enabling the use of symbols Low — NZTA will need to update
use of service | 17 use symbols rather than words wherever symbo @h as hospital, airport, heavy vehicle complete. Minor work required to | Will improve sign readability and guidance.
. . . . byp aM road name symbols) on overhead and ' L consistency.
symbols on possible since symbols are internationally gy oflis. confirm precise list of symbols.
guide signs recognised and provide for faster recognition. Ready to start drafting.
The TCD Rule currently does not enable the use, € rule will need to specify that guide signs may
of service symbols on guide signs. The use of include a list of symbols. For example: A16 series
symbols is permitted on tourist and servic \/ route indicator, airport, hospital, heavy vehicle,
signs. % ferry, road name, parenthesis, and no entry
Example use of symbols on guide signy symbols, placed beside or above the locality name.
i The rule should use "may include" to indicate these
0/ symbols are optional, not mandatory.
&\A
o
28. Add new Schedule 1, after [ Motorway e bers have been in use in Add new sign A18 in Schedule 1 after A17. Technical development Low — will enable formal use of Low — NZTA will need to update
motorway A17 Aucklan 2009 but are not provided for in Example motorway exit number sign: complete. Ready to start drafting. | motorway exit number signs. guidance.
exit number the R

sign
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Item e Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impact E.XPGCted sca!e 2
n se implementation
A
29. Enable road Schedule 1, W20- | The W20-3 series Edge marker posts. Update the shape and size detail for edge marker Technical development largely Low -sill Support improved safety | Low — NZTA will need to update
edge marker | 3:11t0W20-3.3A The rule currently states that the post must be at | posts to enable mounting on safety barriers. complete. Ready to start drafting | PY %’9 the use of barrier edge | guidance.
posts to be lease 900mm high: post at least 900 mm high — precise wording changes to be posts.
mounted on and 90 mm wide determined during drafting. ‘?
safety With the development of barrier systems WRB & 4
barriers W delineation short versions of the Edge marker @
post are now installed on safety barriers at a &
height of 900mm above ground level (without a &
post). This is technically non-complying because Q~
there is no longer a 900mm high post. O
At the time the current Rule was written modern
barrier marker systems had not been invented. Q
Permitting the use of barrier edge marker posts %
(BEMPs) as an indication of travel path achieves
the principles of delineation. N
30. Add new Schedule 1 RCAs can enforce SVLs via camera and issue Add A52-3 Special vehicle lane Camera Advisory sign «‘ echnical development Low — will enable formal use of an Low — NZTA will need to update
special Vehicle | A93 infringements. RCAs have requested an enabling the various SVL options above the camera complete. Ready to start drafting. | SVL camera sign. guidance.
lane (SVL) Advisory sign for years the Agency held back the symbol Q
Advisory development of this sign until the safety speed O
camera sign camera signage was released. This approves 4
the use of a SVL camera sign. And brings Q~
consistency as RCAs have created various non &
approved options. %
N\
31. Add new Not currently Managed Motorways/Auckland Harbour bridge | Add new signs in Sch after W19-2.3. Technical development Medium — real time warning of Low — NZTA will need to update
managed provided for, want to use real time digital warning signs on Example managed ay warning signs: complete. Ready to start drafting. | hazards and conditions on the guidance.
Schedule 1, after . . . . .
motorway W19-2 3 their new full matrix VMS above lane controls. Queue, wind, roagiw “s, slippery surface motorway improve safety and
warning The Rule currently allows this for physical signs reduce road trauma by displaying
signs but not digital signs. the warning with reduction of speed
and other regulatory signs.
32. Add Schedule 2, The M2-4 Pedestrian Marking has no imensions (grid sizing) to the existing M2-4 Technical development Low — will ensure markings are of a | Low — NZTA will need to update
dimensions M2-4 dimensions so RCAs can and are marking thes&gf’ Fedestrian pavement marking symbol. complete. Ready to start drafting. | consistent legible size improving guidance.
to M2-4 atinconsistent sizes. \/ Example pavement marking symbol with grid sizing: useabilly of shared pans.
pedestrian M2-4 Pedestrian symbol @ :
pavement Q‘
marking ~\
symbol
33. Add new Schedule 2, No shaﬁd path marking is currently provided in Add a new approved shared path pavement Technical development complete | Low — will improve useability of Low — NZTA will need to update
shared path M2-4.1 Schedule 2. This has resulted in inconsistent marking symbol to Schedule 2. — solution agreed to by Active shared paths by ensuring markings | guidance.
pavement markings where RCAs combine various E . . . Modes Infrastructure Group are consistent.
. ) o xample of approved marking (subject to finalised . . o
marking markings to indicate a shared path. For (AMIG). Final marking design in

symbol

example, some RCAs have combined the

design):
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Item DRSS | SRENINEET Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impact E.xpected sca!e 2
n se implementation
pedestrian marking next to a cycling marking development. Ready to start
(potentially indicating position on the path). The drafting.
lack of an approved symbol has resulted in @
different RCAs combining different markings in ?\
varying configurations leading to confusion for $
path users.
Example of current state marking: 0
<<>\\v
ya)

34. Add new Schedule 2, after | The Rule is out of date. It is standard practice to | Add new marking in Schedule 2 after M2-7. Techni k complete - Low — updating the Rule will ensure | Nil — NZTA has already updated its
ENDS M2-7 add markings approved and gazetted by the Example of ENDS marking: alrea etted. Ready to start | RCAs are aware of the full suite of | guidance to include this marking.
&aavr?(mznt Director of Transport to Schedule 2 of the TCD d$~ . available traffic control devices.

(gazetted) to Rule at the earliest opportunity. E N H 5 <2~
Schedule 2 e ‘ENDS’ marking gazetted March 2023

35. Correct Schedule 2, M7-1 | When these were first drawn for use on the road | Update pavement marking dimeh®ion’ to correct Technical development well Low — will improve legibility and Low — NZTA will need to update
errors in Arrows and inserted into previous Transport regulations | €rors in existing numerals, \ and lane arrows. progressed. Final design work to consist_ency of markings. No dirgct guidance.

36. existing Schedule 2, the original draftsperson made mistakes which é complete. This work will overlap safety improvement expected since

M8-1 Numerals ) i ) . . the pavement marking industry has
pavement have been copied across to the Rule and TCD \ with legal drafting since it is the already been making corrections in

37. marking Schedule 2, manual. technical SME and designer who | practice.
dimensions M8-2 Letters Some marking dimensions do not add up and ~\ undertake the detailed Schedule

others when combined (lane arrows) overlap. @ content preparation. Ready to
Example marking with incorrect dimensions for start drafting.
numeral 4: @Q
<
ol
N

38. Add new Schedule 2, after | Currently there is no speed pavement Add a new roundel pavement marking in Schedule | Technical development well Low - consistent speed roundels will | Low — NZTA will need to update
speed M8-2 marking in the Rule. Thi esulted in 2 after M8-2. progressed. Further design work | €ncourage better speed limit guidance.
roundel numerous variants of e roundels. The road Example speed roundel pavement marking: to complete. This work will compliance.
pavement marking federation lasyrequested that we overlap with legal drafting since it
marking to formalise the m 0 bring consistency to the is the technical SME and
Schedule 2 marking. O designer who undertake the

detailed Schedule content
Q~ preparation. Ready to start
Q drafting.

39. Update and Schedule 3, S1 Current permitted signal displays do not allow Update and add new S1 arrow directional displays | Technical development well Medium — will improve safety and Low — NZTA will need to update
introduce for all the traffic movements necessary at to better regulate individual signal movements. progressed. Has been approved | efficiency through improved guidance. Existing signals will be
new S1 arrow modern intersections. The current Rule is . by the Traffic Control Devices intersection phasing options. upgiated as part of regular

) Example update/additions: i i maintenance and renewals.
displays Steering Group and reviewed by
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Item e Problem/Opportunity Proposed Change Current State of Work Expected impact E.x LR sca!e 2
n se implementation
limiting available intersection signal design the Signal Users Group New
options. Zealand (SNUG). ?\
Final design work to complete. %
This will overlap with legal ?\
drafting since it is the technical $
SME and designer who
undertake the detailed Schedule 0
content preparation. Ready to &
start drafting. g*
<<>\\v
AN
40. Add new Schedule 3, S4-3 | Current permitted signal displays do not allow Add additional signal configurations in S4-3. TeghNcal development well Medium — will improve safety and Low — NZTA will need to update
signal for all the traffic movements necessary at ] rdgréssed. Has been approved | €fficiency through improved guidance. Existing signals will be
configuration modern intersections. The current Rule is Example displays: <27the Traffic Control Devices intersection phasing options. updated as part of regular
X o ” . ] . . ; ) maintenance and renewals.
s to permitted limiting available intersection signal design Steering Group and reviewed by
displays options. The proposed changes to traffic signal Q the Signal Users Group New
configurations are consistent with the Vienna O Zealand (SNUG).
Convention on Traffic Signs, Signals, and 4 Final design work to complete.
Markings internationally. This will overlap with legal
&Q‘ drafting since it is the technical
Example — S4-3 straight-ahead arrow display: % SME and designer who
Schedule 3 S4-3 currently does not permit \ undertake the detailed Schedule
straight-arrow display configurations in % content preparation. Ready to
combination with full disk yellow and red &\ start drafting.
41, Schedule 3, 544 | 2Spects.

A steady full green signal means a driver may
proceed in any direction after giving way to
opposing vehicles that have priority. This is
resulting in drivers mistakenly turning up off-
ramps at signalised intersections.

Auckland Motorway Alliance has been trialling

the use of an upward pointing steady green Q
arrow replacing the full green disk in the signgls
display. The upward pointing green arrow S/
that drivers may only proceed straight.?s.
aligns with international practice and{ha
significantly reduced the number cﬂ%&ong way’
driver incidents at signalised J tions with

off ramps enhancing safeQ

Add additionalgi*al?onfigurations in S4-4.

Example dis@:
QO
&

4

v/

<
O
QQ*
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\g

42. Schedule 3, S4-5 Add additional signal configurations in S4-5. &

Example displays: OQ

&5
A<<

43. Schedule 3, S4-6 Add additional signal configurations in S4-U

Example displays: é
44. Schedule 3, S4-9 2

Add additiorﬁ@nal configurations in S4-9.

Exa /@p/ays:
24

4

v/




Final Regulatory Impact Statement: Land
Transport Rules Reform programme:

Improvements to lane use \g‘i‘
Decision sought Final policy decisions on proposed rule changes to improve Iane@e\\
Agency responsible Ministry of Transport %?“'
Proposing Ministers Minister of Transport < \

Date finalised 19/05/2026 &’\"
O
Briefly describe the Minister’s regulatory proposal \$
As part of the Government’s Land Transport Rules Reform progr e (Rules reform), the
Minister of Transport is progressing a set of changes to impro e use:

o Increase the age at which children are allowed tg& heir cycles on footpaths to up to 12
years old, and allow an older cyclist to assist t o ride safely.

o Establish a mandatory minimum overtaking of 1.5 metres for when motorists pass
other road users (cyclists, horse riders, € ﬁ\l

o Require vehicles travelling below 60 éﬁo give way to buses leaving bus stops
Allow people to ride e-scooters in Q@r anes!

NN
The Minister consulted on a proposglut&larify signage requirements for Road Controlling

Authorities (RCAs) for restricting gg allowing parking on berms but is not progressing this proposal.
A%

<
Summary: Probleg\ﬁ@ inition and options
w\

2N\

vV
What is the polic blem?

The Land Tran@éort (Road User) Rule 2004 (Rule) is intended to keep road users safe and ensure
efficient trafficMlows. However, some Rules and guidance are not delivering optimal safety
outco d system efficiency. This is due to rules that are currently not clear, practical, or well-

undeystdod, leading to non-compliance.?
Nt

\@is the policy objective?

Q is work seeks to better enable the safe and efficient use of lanes for the variety of transport
modes used by New Zealanders. In many cases, these proposals seek to reflect current social
norms with the aim of setting clear social expectations and disincentivise other practices by

1 The Ministry for Regulation has exempted this proposal from regulatory impact requirements. The proposal is
therefore not discussed in this regulatory impact statement.

2 Evidence of this is demonstrated through surveys of people’s knowledge of existing Rules. For example, a
survey produced by Mana Mokopuna — Children’s Commissioner shows 86% of children having ridden on a
footpath and unaware it is currently illegal to do so:
https://www.manamokopuna.org.nz/documents/491/Children-Riding-Bikes-on-Footpaths-submission2.pdf.
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providing additional enforcement tools. We have measured this by considering if changes
produce:

e Improved road safety outcomes
e Greater understanding of and compliance with amended Rules
e Enhanced efficiency of the transport network.

What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation?

Cabinet has agreed to progress a set of practical proposals with direction to look at a regulatory
resolution. This has limited the scope of our analysis. Broader regulatory changes, such as change \?~
to definitions (i.e. of terms like berm and verge) or to classifications of specific transport devic v
are out of scope of the practical proposals as part of this workstream and therefore were noé
considered as part of policy development. Options to assess the relative value of and/o;@ove

specific Rules were out of scope of this work. ?\
The Minister of Transport has publicly consulted on a set of practical rule change prove lane
use. Within the scope of these five proposals, a range of possible rule changes been

developed to address the problems above. Establishing new Rules also ena%(zthe creation of
new offences and penalties to disincentivise other potentially less safe ar@e ficient road practice.

For the minimum overtaking gap and giving way to buses leaving bu ps proposals, we also
considered non-regulatory interventions such as additional educgtidn, guidance and signage. This
was to acknowledge that public awareness and understandin e Rules is required to enable
effective compliance and generate the improved safety an? iciency outcomes that this work
aims to deliver. We considered these non-regulatory act'(éﬂ both as a stand-alone option and as a
supplement to regulatory intervention. We generallx@@nd that a rule change and the non-
regulatory actions in combination will yield the mgﬁt enefits.

o)

What consultation has been undertaken? é
The New Zealand Transport Agency (NZT rried out public consultation on five proposals for
four weeks, from 25 February 2026 to arch 2026. 6,050 submissions were received from
individuals, organisations, stakeholdkrs, and local councils. Overall, submitters broadly supported
the proposals; however, some st%holder groups raised safety and implementation concerns. In
response to these concerns, ids on bikes, minimum overtaking gap, and berm parking
preferred options in the f@s differ from the interim RIS.

ith the NZTA throughout policy development of these proposals. We
olice, Ministry of Justice, Ministry for Regulation and Mana Mokopuna —
ioner to inform option selection and analysis.

We have worked cloge
also engaged wit
Children’s Commi

s to those included in this RIS underwent public consultation in 2020 as part of the
treets’ programme of Rule changes. Relevant feedback from that consultation has
idered as part of the policy development.

I@‘gpreferred option in the final policy briefing the same as preferred option in the RIS?
Q‘he final RIS will accompany a briefing seeking final policy decisions from the Minister of
Transport, as authorised by Cabinet [CAB-26-MIN-0110].
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Summary: Minister’s preferred option in the final policy briefing

Costs (Core information)

Due to data and enforcement limitations, costs have been difficult to predict across proposals. We
did not model fiscal/monetary costs to road users, Police, government, RCAs or regulators as we
consider any results would be unreliable due to lack of data and sensitivity to a number of highly
uncertain assumptions (see Limitations section below). However, NZTA did advise an approximate
cost associated with the provision of supporting education and guidance between $70,000 - \
$100,000.

We otherwise anticipate low additional costs for government beyond those required to deve@,
consult on, and implement the regulatory changes. We do not expect enforcement cost,\té
increase substantially; see Implementation for the basis for this assumption. ?\

We also expect minimal additional costs for road users. In part, this is because s roposed

Rule changes will simply amend Rules to reflect current common practices. T%g eption is road
users who do not comply with new Rules may face additional financial pen for proposals to
establish a minimum overtaking gap and to give way to buses. We considfq these potential costs

necessary to encourage compliance and enhance road and path user, y. We have used the
Ministry’s Effective Financial Penalties Framework and associated orisation tool to identify
proportional levels of fees. é

Many of the costs and concerns mentioned through consu %n were raised by those who did

not agree with the proposals, such as safety risks to sel Cf\g oups and enforcement limitations of
rules. These costs cannot be meaningfully modelIed,@ the reasons listed in the Limitations
section below.

Benefits (Core information) ,.;\\C
~
Some proposals have the potential to i \e safety, i.e. a decrease in accidents, injuries or
death. Other proposals are expecte crease system efficiency.
However: %)
e since some of the sed changes are already common practice, benefits from
behaviour chang y be small.3 For example, many children already ride their bike on
the footpath ite it being illegal to do so.*

e existingd @ﬁitations as well as enforcement constraints mean that cost savings are
ultimat éﬂ’lfﬁcult to predict.

There are its to progressing Rule changes to provide clarity and awareness and encourage
commor@ safe practices. New offences and penalties provide additional enforcement
mecl‘e’gﬁ‘sms that can encourage compliance.

_Bajince of benefits and costs (Core information)

Q‘(‘

3 For example, research quantifying the economic and other benefits of enabling priority bus egress from bus
stops predicts about 50% of people already give way to buses leaving bus stops:
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/research/reports/609/609-quantifying-the-benefit-of-bus-
egress.pdf.

4 A survey from 2019 from the Mana Mokopuna — Children’s Commissioner showed that 86% of children said
they had ridden a bike on the footpath.https://www.manamokopuna.org.nz/documents/491/Children-Riding-
Bikes-on-Footpaths-submission2.pdf.
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Does the RIS indicate that the benefits of the Minister’s preferred option are likely to outweigh
the costs?

Yes. The Ministry and NZTA share the view that the safety and efficiency benefits from the
preferred options are likely to outweigh the costs. Implementation costs are expected to be low
and primarily related to communications and education, and benefits are expected to outweigh
costs on qualitative grounds, including through clarifying expected road user behaviour.

However, for the berm parking proposal, we recommended no rule change at this time.
Consultation raised significant notice and fairness concerns, and the alternative options §?~
considered were not workable or within scope as this workstream involves discrete fixes to ?\l‘

problems.
N\

Implementation .3\\)

How will the proposal be implemented, who will implement it, and what are the@g’;
Subject to Ministerial approval, $ 2@ 0I)

upporting
regulatory amendments to give effect to the Rule changes, such as to SchedMNe 1 of the Land
Transport (Offences and Penalties) Regulations 1999, would be gazett@.i,n alignment with the
Rule changes. O

The success of the proposals relies in part on road users unders ing the amended Rules and
complying with them. Police prioritise enforcement of higherf{pitk behaviours (e.g. impaired
driving, speeding, violent offending) over lower-risk infri %ents, and practical challenges (such
as evidential measurement of an overtaking gap) will IiQit enforcement of some changes.

We do not anticipate any significant additional co{t@Police but note that this will likely limit the
efficacy of any Rule changes, and this is reflec%'m our analysis. Road users are more likely to
comply where requirements are easy to foll\% nd they know the rule.

To support public understanding and @ance, the Ministry and NZTA will develop and
distribute communication materials consider any necessary updates to the road code. These
resources will help inform the pu@ind support education and advocacy groups in explaining the
new requirements. Q

NZTA does not currently ar@%ate the need for additional funding beyond business-as-usual
(BAU). Implementatio ivity, including education and guidance, is expected to be funded from
BAU (we have discuggsg potential additional signage for example for Proposal 5 on berm parking,
but we understan&(s is unlikely unless decisions change).

We will con 'w/e to engage with Police to ensure both an understanding of and compliance with
the new regrements to the extent possible.

<\
Ling'@}ions and Constraints on Analysis

é}a\?ﬁmitations make costs and benefits difficult to predict across proposals. There is limited data
ollected for micro-mobility, walking, giving way, passing distances and any related injuries. Data
we were able to obtain lacks required detail to inform fulsome analysis. For example, Accident
Compensation Corporation (ACC) data of cyclist injuries report the road and footpaths as the
same area, preventing officials from comparing the harm risk of these areas. We have also relied
on survey data about attitudes and experiences, and dated research that was carried out for
‘Accessible Streets’. We did not model costs to road users, Police, government, or regulators as
we consider any results would be unreliable and uncertain. The costs of obtaining more reliable
information would likely outweigh the benefits of having that information.

<
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Additional enforcement mechanisms could improve compliance with the Rules; however, we
recognise this will be limited by the extent that New Zealand Police (Police) and RCAs are able to
enforce proposed new Rules recommended in these options.

This is both because of practical limitations such as the need for new, specialised equipment to
measure passing distance to an evidential standard, and because of resource and capacity
considerations. Police prioritise resources to enforce high risk activities. We have factored these
limitations into our analysis of preferred options. Options to remove Rules (as to recognise
existing enforcement limitations and therefore the relative value of the Rule) were out of scope
for this work.

O
The effectiveness that any rule will have in deterring non-compliance is unclear. Even with eSY‘
enforceable rules, fines may still have limited effect to encourage compliance. The effecti%/éS S
of the change is likely to be realised over time through education of new drivers Iearning\ s as a

road rule. ?‘

Implementation costs and timeframes for NZTA and Police will depend on final @LYV decisions.

| have read the Regulatory Impact Statement, and | am satisfied that, gi 'é-n the available evidence,
it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits, and im of the preferred option.

Responsible Manager(s) signature: é%

Laura Bender Q
Manager, Regulatory Reform O

&

Quality Assurance Statement \\e\

l N
Reviewing Agency: Ministry of Tran.ip&‘gc ‘ QA rating: partially meets
Panel Comment: The Ministry ofﬂhﬁsport RIS Quality Assurance panel has reviewed this
Regulatory Impact Statemen considers that it partially meets the QA criteria. The RIS clearly
identifies several problems% e Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004 (Rule) and makes a
persuasive case for am mﬁg or creating Rules to improve safety and system efficiency outcomes.
However, the prop clarify berm signage requirements is less clear and convincing. There are
some limitations iQXMe availability and currency of data and research to evaluate the problems
identified, butﬁkvertheless the evidence presented supports the recommendations. The
implemen @6 plan is clear, but delivery is constrained by the level of enforcement expected
from P'Ql and the monitoring and evaluation approach has yet to be developed.

cf'

K
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Section 1: Diagnosing the policy problem

What objectives are sought in relation to the policy problem?

Context

1. InJune 2025, the Minister of Transport, Hon. Chris Bishop, announced a work programme to
increase productivity, safety and efficiency through comprehensively reforming land
transport rules. One part of this programme is to deliver a set of practical Rule changes to
better enable the safe and efficient use of lanes for the variety of transport modes used b)q‘?“
New Zealanders on our roads and paths. ?*

2. Road rules (as set out in the Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004 (Rule)) are mtel@
keep road users safe and to ensure efficient traffic flows. However, some Rules not
delivering optimal safety outcomes and system efficiency. This is a result of that could
better align with safety outcomes, a lack of clarity and understanding of ules no
existing rule where a requirement could provide clarity, outdated rule gaps in
regulation and growing safety concerns arising from factors such §{4ban|sat|on and new
technology.

3. Consequently, some Rules are now unclear, impractical, or 9 understood, leading to
non-compliance.® Each proposal describes how it relate to the overarching policy
problem in their relevant sections. Even where Rules, &)t actively enforced, they serve an
important purpose in creating a clear system that users can rely on. Without clear rules,
road users cannot make predictable and safe &smns This is illustrated by giving way rules
— drivers give way not just because they mgy‘ee fined, but because it is the understood and
expected behaviour that everyone has | d. Without clear rules, this framework breaks
down regardless of whether enforcerﬁjpresent 6

4. Public consultation was underta n the following set of proposals to improve lane use:

a. Increase the age at |c children are allowed to ride their bikes on footpaths to 12
years old (refer 1. @d 2.1 for further information)

b. Establish a tory minimum overtaking gap for when motorists pass other road
users (cyglists horse riders, etc.) (refer 1.2 and 2.2 for further information)

c. RequitAyehicles to stop to give way to buses leaving bus stops when travelling
be@v 60km/h (refer 1.3 and 2.3 for further information)

Iarlfy signage requirements for Road Controlling Authorities (RCAs) for dis/allowing
Q parking on berms (refer 1.4 and 2.4 for further information)

5. ﬁTow people to ride e-scooters in cycle lanes (this proposal is exempt from the regulatory
O?“lmpact analysis requirements as it has no or minor economic, social or environmental
QQ- impacts).
Objectives
6. In addressing the problems above, these proposals aim to:
a. improve road safety outcomes,

7. improve public understanding of and compliance with amended Rules, and

5 Evidence of this is demonstrated through surveys of people’s knowledge of existing Rules. See Footnote 2.
8 Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004 Schedule 1 Objective of the rule
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a. enhance the efficiency of the transport network.

What consultation has been undertaken?

8.

10.

11.

12.

We worked closely with NZTA in developing the proposals. We also engaged with Police, the
Ministry of Justice, the Ministry for Regulation, and Mana Mokopuna - Children’s
Commissioner to inform option selection and analysis. We informed Whaikaha, Ministry for
Disabled Peoples, Oranga Tamariki, Department of Internal Affairs, Ministry of Health,
Treasury, and Ministry for Primary Industries (Rural Communities) of the work.

NZTA carried out public consultation on the five proposals for four weeks, from 25 Febru ?‘
2026 to 25 March 2026. 6,050 submissions were received in relation to these propos\S?“
There was generally broad support for all the proposals. The notable exceptions to

were:

a. Submitters raised possible safety risks for specific groups i.e., people% dlsab|I|t|es
and older people using footpaths would be more at-risk from chil Q’r eing allowed
to ride bikes on footpaths.

b. The proposal to clarify berm parking signage requirements \Aﬁg{ t supported by
submitters.

The feedback on each of the proposals and how we have cons@ d this in the final
recommendation is outlined in the respective sections. %Q

Consultation included a proposal to allow e—scooteri@e lanes. This proposal is exempt
from regulatory impact requirements, so it is not ed further in this RIS. 81% of those
who submitted agreed with the proposal, while a&’disagreed and 9% were not sure.
Stakeholders also recommended that there b@ear rules on the priority of e-scooters to
give way to cyclists in cycle lanes.

Similar proposals to those included ir(éﬁ% RIS underwent public consultation for 11 weeks in
2020 as part of the ‘Accessible Stx@’ programme of Rule changes. 1,801 submissions were
received and relevant feedbac considered as part of the policy development.

Section 2: Assessing optiéhs to address the policy problem.

What criteria will be us

&0

d“m’compare options to the status quo?

. In determini%&criteria, we have reflected the Ministry for Regulation’s guidance on good
regulatoryge ardship and practice. We have also selected criteria that will support the
Ministe ransport’s consideration of factors listed in section 164(2) of the Land Transport
Act (LTA) when deciding whether or not to make a rule change:

&\o Improve road and lane user safety: limiting the risk of injuries and deaths while

?g) travelling is an important responsibility of an effective regulatory system.

Efficient use of roads and lanes: efficient use of lanes reduces travel time and costs
for users. This can also result in positive externalities including emissions reductions.

e Limit cost and burdens for users and practical to comply with: regulation which is
overburdensome and impractical for individuals is cumbersome and generates time
and cost pressures, reducing system efficiency.

e Minimises costs on government: costly or complicated regulatory systems tend to
reflect ineffective regulatory practice. This is undesirable as there may be more cost-
effective or less complicated ways to achieve the same outcome.
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e Enables fair distribution of outcomes: consider how different outcomes are
distributed to different groups, and whether this is proportionate.

14. All the criteria have been weighted equally.

1.1 Enabling children to ride bikes on footpaths

What is the context behind the policy problem and how is the status quo expected to
develop?

15. Currently, only pedestrians, mobility device users and wheeled recreational device users V‘
(e.g. skateboards, e-scooters, and push scooters) are allowed on the footpath. Unless§?“
delivering mail, or where the diameter of a wheel is 335mm or less (suitable for childréh six

years and under)’, bikes cannot legally be ridden on footpaths. &
16. Riding bikes on the road can be dangerous, particularly in urban areas wher, ?;e is greater

traffic on roads, presenting more opportunity for risks to riders. In 2024,@& e were nine
fatal crashes, 149 serious injury crashes, and 459 minor injury crashe @ere cyclists were
involved. Children aged 10 to 14 have been the highest injury groy{o bikes in the past six
months that resulted in 3166 ACC claims related to bikes.® Q~

17. There have been public calls to enable children to ride bik Qootpaths, including petitions
from Joanne Clendon (2014) and Shane Riddle (2024). T. titions Committee has recently
reported back on the petition of Shane Riddle,’ recg ﬁénding that the Government

consider enabling children up to the age of 14 to rfﬁe ikes on footpaths.

18. The previous Government consulted on a pro@}gl to enable all people to ride their bikes on
the footpaths if they follow requirement h as a speed limit and a requirement to be
mindful of other road users.*° However& % of submitters opposed all bike users being
allowed to ride on footpaths, gener. onsidering this to be a place for pedestrians and
citing risks, particularly to peop% ith disabilities.

What is the policy problem or opportunity?

19. Generally, children ar @re vulnerable to traffic related crashes than adults because of
their physical devel nt, awareness and judgement. In 2019, children between the ages
of 0to 14 acco@or 8.2% of traffic injury hospitalisations relating to cycling.'! Where

fed paths are not available, children must ride their bikes on the road

cycle lane an
according e rules.

20. Ther i{p%n—compliance with existing Rules and therefore an opportunity to align the Rules
wi rent practice. Research shows that less experienced riders like children will spend

D
@)
7 @Yzl.l and 11.11 of the Land Transport Road User Rule 2004.

é?e do not have the data available to indicate the proportion of where these injuries have taken place (i.e.,
Qroad or footpath) but there is a risk of more significant injury on the road. This is due to the greater safety risks
posed by moving vehicles and because children’s minds are also not fully developed so struggle to have the

cognitive processing needed to ride safely on the road.

® Petitions Committee final report on the petition of Shane Riddle
https://selectcommittees.parliament.nz/v/SelectCommitteeReport/caf2ee9a-ffd7-4c6f-0e18-
08de61f69b897lang=en.

10 Accessible Streets 2020 Summary of Submissions: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/about-us/public-consultation-
hub/archived-consultations/accessible-streets

11 Environmental Health Intelligence New Zealand report https://www.ehinz.ac.nz/assets/Surveillance-
reports/Released 2021/Road-Traffic-Injuries-in-Children.pdf
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more time on the footpath while still learning to ride.? A 2019 survey from Mana Mokopuna
— Children’s Commissioner showed that 86% of children said they had ridden a bike on the
footpath.:

21. At the same time, Police data shows that only one person under the age of 16 has been
fined in the past two years for riding on a footpath. Police have noted that it would be
unlikely to change enforcement practice and will have challenges (both practically and
statutorily) with verifying the child’s age at the time.

22. For example, children often do not have or carry identifying information like a passport and v
Police would need a statutory power to require children to identify themselves.

What consultation has been undertaken? @

23. The public largely supported this proposal, with 78% of submitters agreeing. A fu&hgr 14%
disagreed and 8% were unsure. Submitters commonly supported allowing chjld{¢n to ride on
footpaths because they viewed this as safer than riding on the road, despi Qecognising the
potential risks to pedestrians. Cycling advocacy groups generally supportédthe change and
recommended a higher age threshold. Pedestrian advocacy groups gé(l%fally favoured a
lower age threshold or retaining the current rule. &

24. Submitters also raised practical questions about how the pr: | would operate in specific
situations, including at pedestrian crossings and where v ﬁ_'rp s exit driveways, as well as
guestions about helmet requirements. Existing rules a@y apply in these situations, and
will continue to apply to children riding bikes on f hs

25. Disability advocates and other submitters rais&oncerns about the potential safety effects
of this proposal for older people and disabldd Ppeople using footpaths. They highlighted that
less mobile and more vulnerable footp ers could face an increased risk of injury. To
address these concerns, we propose date guidance, emphasising courteous riding
behaviour on footpaths. We also @s mend developing an education campaign alongside
any rule change.

2.1 Enabling children torj ikes on footpaths
What scope will options b&%nsidered within?

26. The Minister of angport has agreed to a set of practical changes to improve lane use
including to le children to ride bikes on footpaths. Within scope of these options was
the consigefation of appropriate maximum age of the child, whether parents/caregivers
coul r\d,e alongside a child on the footpath, and additional measures such as a maximum
sp\ r other guidance or behavioural requirements to support safe riding behaviour.

27 ﬁ?owing everyone to ride bikes on the footpath or any other targeted group is not in scope
O?“of this review. Establishing new offences and penalties or increasing fines was also not in
Q. scope. However, proposed changes will require amendments to the Land Transport
Q (Offences and Penalties) Regulations 1999,

12 NZTA research “Footpath Cycling Rule Options Research”: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/Walking-Cycling-
and-Public-Transport/docs/Footpath-Cycling-Research-FINAL.pdf

13 See footnote 2.

14 The associated infringement fee and court fine for rule 11.11(1) will now be exempt for children aged 12 and
under.
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28. Non-regulatory options such as greater education were considered. However, allowing
children on footpaths can only be enabled by a Rule change. Official education material
could not recommend for children to ride on the footpath if it is still contrary to the Rules.

29. This work did not consider investment into more roading infrastructure or possible
improvements to roads, footpaths or cycle lanes, as this was out of scope.

Maximum age of children

30. The large number of variables (above) means there is a significant number of possible
combinations of options that is not practical to include in the RIS. Rather than including ?‘
options with multiple maximum ages for riding bikes on footpaths, we took the approa
determining the most appropriate age for inclusion in all relevant options. Twelve w,
considered the most appropriate maximum age which best balanced the safety QK ng
cyclists and other at-risk users on footpaths. %v

31. Children develop the ability to accurately judge traffic speed and moveme @radually, and
this skill is not fully developed until they are around 12 years of age. T ﬁo may be
harder to be seen by drivers of motor vehicles. This means that th&ré(is greater risk of injury
and death to children below this age when riding on the road. Q‘

32. We acknowledge that the 2024 petition of Shane Riddle caHQ@a maximum age of 14 years
old being allowed to ride bikes on footpaths. The Petitio mmittee reported back and
recommended that the Government consider this. v

33. There are concerns about larger riders and the a éﬂ%;al risk of injury posed to other
footpath users (such as blind persons and wh air users).'® To ensure safety is balanced
between groups, we consider the age of 1Lkears to be a more suitable maximum age on
balance. This is also consistent with rec,&Qmendations by Mackie Research & Abley
Transport Consulting.!® \%

Maximum speed and behavioural re ments

34. Optionsto seta maximumﬁéed or set behavioural requirements for how to ride on the
footpath are not includeehirMhe set of options below. Rather, we consider that alongside
any rule change guid should be issued highlighting existing requirements, as listed

below: ?\

35. Speed limit: is an existing requirement that vehicles be used at a speed that is not
dangerou her people on the footpath which would continue to apply.'’ Establishing a
set speeehimit is not recommended as it would be difficult for young cyclists to monitor as
wel ®6r Police officers to measure. Maintaining the current requirement enables Police

rs to have more flexibility and to continue using existing enforcement practices when
@s essing what a safe speed is.

Q . Behavioural requirements: there is an existing requirement to ride in a responsible manner
QQ and to give way to others on the footpath.® We consider this requirement sufficient, and

15 From 1 January 2015 to 30 September 2024. In that period, 555 crashes were recorded involving cyclists on
the footpath. Of those crashes, 29 involved a pedestrian. As a result, one cyclist died and 10 pedestrians were
seriously injured

16 See footnote 12.

17 Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004 rule 11.1(4).

18 Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004 rule 11.1(5).
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that additional education around this behaviour requirement will support awareness,
compliance, and the safety of those using footpaths.

37. Options analysis assumes the application of the above requirements and further education
and guidance as part of our assessment against the criteria. There will be implementation
considerations for any providers delivering bike education i.e. in schools.

Limitations on analysis

38. Data availability constrained our options analysis, particularly in assessing current and future
accident and injury rates. ACC data did not distinguish between roads and footpaths. Whi\q~?~
Crash Analysis System (CAS) data contains every crash that Police report to NZTA, this i ?*
likely to be lower than overall incidents, which include minor injuries or near misse W‘ﬁh
may not be reported to Police. Additionally, for CAS any crash before 1 March Z@yclists
aged 12 and under were recorded as pedestrians.

39. Our analysis relied on surveys indicating that children riding bikes on foo@?fs is already
commonplace behaviour and considers enforcement limitations.*® /&

What options are being considered? &

Option One — Status Quo OQQ
40. Currently, pedestrians, mobility device users and wheele G;greational device users (e.g.
skateboards, e-scooters, and push scooters) are allow n the footpath. Unless delivering
mail, or if the diameter of a wheel is less than 355 uitable for children 6 years and
under), bikes cannot legally be ridden on footpa@&r on lawns, berms and verges.

41. The penalty for riding a bike on the footpamign infringement fee of $55 and a court-
ordered fine of up to $1,000. &Q~

Option Two — Enable children aged 12 s and under to ride bikes on footpaths

42. This option would enable child Naked 12 years and under to ride a bike on footpaths,
lawns, verges and berms.?° THe ¢hange will also enable children to use bikes on pedestrian
crossings to safely crosséhgatreet if travelling on the footpath.

Option Three — Enable chi n aged 12 years and under and a supervising older rider to

ride bikes on footpazﬁy“
43. This option VQ/ enable children aged 12 years and under and an older rider to help teach
and supe \Qea younger cyclist to ride a bike on a footpath, lawn, verges and berms.?! The
chan K/ | also enable children and the older rider accompanying them to use bikes on
pedéstrian crossings to safely cross the street if travelling on the footpath.?

N\
How t{b’}he options compare to the status quo/counterfactual?

QY See Appendix 1.

Qﬁ?lat option is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver
the highest net benefits?

¥See footnote 2.

20 As to pass or give way to a pedestrian, unless there are cultivated gardens on the berm.

21 An older cyclist could include anyone above the age threshold who is there for the purpose of supervising
the young rider.

22 see footnote 20.
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45. We recommend enabling children aged 12 years and under to ride bikes on footpaths with
an older rider to help supervise the younger rider to learn courteous practice (Option Three).
This option will best enhance young cyclists’ safety, while limiting the additional safety risks
posed to footpath users.

46. Option Three was not initially preferred because Police raised concerns that allowing older
riders could create ambiguity that would be difficult to enforce. Some submitters also raised
concerns about the additional risk to other footpath users, noting that older riders are larger
and could cause more serious injury in the event of a crash.

47. Some submitters and NZTA recommended allowing older riders to supervise younger ridetl*?~
on the footpath. Closer supervision by older riders may help some children avoid cra
including crashes with other footpath users. This can be applicable to situations w
children are still learning to be courteous on the road and can be guided by an r rider.
Under the alternative proposal, older riders would need to ride on the road children
ride on the footpath. This would make it difficult for adults to safely supertige and guide
children learning to ride. Although this may lead to greater ambiguity o can use the
footpath, we recommend this option as it is practical and does no&féni icantly alter current

practice. Q.

48. For these reasons, we expect implementation will not signif@Qly change current practices.
However, we acknowledge that there may be additiona to people with disabilities and
other footpath users should there be an increased u of children on bikes on footpaths.
Education on safe riding behaviour and slower speé\ would help to reduce this risk.

49. During the most recent consultation, submitt@glso raised issues about the suitability of
infrastructure to support children on bik?{w footpaths. Ideally, cycle lanes would separate
bikes from footpaths so that only pede& ns and people using mobility devices can use
footpaths. However, streets are oft t laid out this way?3, and we need to accommodate
children who are riding on the r s it would be more dangerous than riding on the
footpath. Applying existing guiad&®ce and requirements to be courteous of others will help
keep footpaths safe for aII@ S.

50. We acknowledge tha le with disabilities or other at-risk footpath users may feel a
heightened sense @security and face additional risks of accidents. However, young
cyclists face moQ&;k of severe injury or death when cycling on the road. We consider the
preferred @’strikes an appropriate balance between the safety concerns of the various
groups.

51. Due gQdexidence of non-compliance with the current rules and limited enforcement,?* we
e that there will be no additional costs to comply with the new rule.

Is the@inister’s preferred option in the final policy briefing the same as the agency’s
pr red option in the RIS?

Q 52. Yes, the Minister’s preferred option in the final policy briefing is also the Ministry of
Transport’s preferred option.

What are the marginal costs and benefits of the preferred option in the final policy
briefing?

2 Noting that we are not considering investment options into roading infrastructure.
% see footnote 3.
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Affected groups Comment Impact Evidence

Certainty
Additional costs of the preferred option compared to taking no action
Other footpath  Other footpath users, particularly those more at-risk, such as Low Low
users people with disabilities, may feel unsafe around bikes and
may stop walking on footpaths, resulting in reduced use of
the footpath. ?“
However, we anticipate additional risk to be limited due to ?:l‘
evidence of non-compliance with the current Rules. @
NZTA Supporting education campaigns and guidance to support Low &\) High
the rule change may cost between $70,000 - $100,000.% g‘
Total Due to limited data, costs are difficult to predict. However, @F‘ 0
monetised we anticipate minimal additional costs beyond those Q/
costs required to make the regulatory change.

A

Non-monetised OQ" Low Medium
costs Q
@)

Additional benefits of the preferred option c@red to taking no action

Children cyclists  Children are the highest injury group 6\ ikes. By not riding Medium Low-
on the road, there could be a potefi{al decrease in the Medium
number of children being injur%/ ile riding bikes, and
26

reduction of the severity oj@.u

General public Provides certainty on %@he rules are regarding children Medium Medium
being allowed to cy n footpaths.

Total < 0 0
monetised QQ)

benefits Q/

Non-monetised ?9 Medium Medium
benefits \g/

1.2 Establ@\ing a minimum overtaking gap (MOG)
What is{he context behind the policy problem and how is the status quo expected to
dev$€p?

Q- 3. There are additional safety risks for road users such as cyclists and horse riders compared to
Q motor vehicles, as they can be harder to see, less protected, and are easy to frighten.?’

25 Costs are difficult to estimate at this stage, but by way of indication, targeted public awareness or education
activities for low-risk initiatives typically cost in the order of $70,000-$100,000. There may be opportunities to
reduce education costs overall by aligning campaigns with other initiatives.

26 ACC injury data for micromobility devices between January and July 2025

27 NZTA guidance on passing: https://nzta.govt.nz/roadcode/general-road-code/about-driving/key-driving-

skills/passing
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There is an existing requirement in the Rules (Rule 2.6) to pass vehicles safely, with an
associated infringement fine of $150 and a court-ordered fine of $1,000.2%

54. When someone is passed unsafely or injured while passing, there are existing offences for
careless, reckless or dangerous driving under sections 7 and 8 of the LTA that may apply to
unsafe passing, particularly when this results in an injury or death.

55. NZTA also has existing guidance available on how to pass some at-risk road users:

a. Passing cyclists and e-scooters: outlines that at least 1.5 metres should be
maintained between a motorist and a person riding a bicycle when passing. If ?‘
motorists cannot pass safely, one should slow down and wait behind the cyclist I
it is safe to do so. @

b. Passing horse riders: motorists should slow down and pass carefully, gh%@e horse
and rider plenty of room. é

56. Cyclists, horse riders and other road users frequently report experiences rivers passing
so closely that they are almost hit. This has led to groups advocating@hange, like the
petition of the New Zealand Equestrian Advocacy Network (NZEAD 2022, seeking a series of
legislative amendments intended to improve safety including ﬁblishing a minimum
overtaking gap. NZEAN also advocated for a 2-metre distaan nimum overtaking gap.

What is the policy problem or opportunity? é

57. Injuries and death from unsafe passing continue g’l’e existing guidance, offences, and
penalties,. This risks the safety of road users an(éncreases the risk of severe injury or death.
Between 2008 and 2017, vehicles overtakin lists contributed to 9% of all cyclist crashes
and 20% of fatal cyclist crashes. This sug@ a need for an intervention that is stronger than
guidance to encourage safe passing o@her road users.

58. There is an opportunity to align tl@\ules with guidance on safe passing that apply to the
passing to other road users. By ing a clear and consistent expectation of acceptable
passing behaviour, this Wil@')(her deter dangerous passing behaviour and improve safety
outcomes. Many statese'o s Australia have introduced minimum overtaking gap laws.

What consultation has beepindertaken?

59. 68% of submitt{gAgreed with requiring a minimum passing gap for when vehicles pass
other road , Whereas 23% disagreed, and 9% were unsure. Many submitters said that
unsafe pgassing creates a real problem for cyclists and horse riders, and that stronger tools
are nedded to address this behaviour. Submitters noted that drivers continue to pass cyclists
u@ despite existing rules, indicating that current measures are not sufficiently

Cf)ﬁf.luencing behaviour.

d?"Submitters also questioned the distance and speed thresholds proposed for the minimum
Q~ overtaking gap. The consultation and Interim RIS proposed a graduated approach, requiring
Q a 1-metre gap in speed zones below 60 km/h and a 1.5-metre gap in speed zones above 60
km/h. Many submitters recommended aligning the rule with existing guidance by requiring a
1.5-metre minimum overtaking gap at all speeds, noting that this approach would be simpler
and easier for road users to understand and remember. Following further analysis, we have
updated the proposal to require a minimum overtaking gap of 1.5 metres at any speed.

28 This offence would capture unsafe passing of cyclists as bikes are considered ‘vehicles’, though not other
road users such as horse riders.
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61. Some submitters also raised concerns that drivers would find it difficult to accurately judge

the minimum overtaking gap, as it relies on individual judgement. Accurately judging this
gap presents challenges for all road users. However, setting a clear requirement in the Rules
has value in defining what safe passing looks like and supporting education and awareness.
There will remain a need for motorists to exercise judgement and drive courteously.

2.2 Establishing a minimum overtaking gap

What scope will options be considered within?

62.

63.

64.

The Minister of Transport has agreed to a set of practical changes to improve lane use \l~?~
including to establish a minimum overtaking gap for passing other road users. In scop@
this is the consideration of who the minimum overtaking gap would apply to (passing rdad
users like cyclists, horse riders, transport device users, mobility device users an ‘éstrians
on the roadside). é

This option also considers a new offence and financial penalty for breach@?new
requirement. We consider infringement fee-based penalties most ap Qpriate for these
options, as we do not consider the offences severe enough that of@ﬁers should incur a
substantive penalty (i.e. more than $1000 fee). Consideration&her penalties such as
vehicle impoundment, demerit points, licence suspension oQ ocation was out of scope.
Potential financial penalties for a new offence were consi¢&ded in scope. New offences and
penalties will require changes to the Land Transport nces and Penalties) Regulations

1999. &

Overtaking of motor vehicles is out of scope, @(lding amendments to the existing unsafe
passing offence and penalty (rule 2.6). 4

65. We have considered both non—regul@g;d regulatory options to increase awareness of
safe passing. Current guidance and ation will likely already fulfil the role
Other road users Q\
66.

The options presented bel@would apply to passing the following road users: cyclists, horse
riders, transport devic @rs, and mobility device users on the roadside. We selected a
broad category of o@ road users for any rule change to apply to as we considered them all
to have a greate, m?of injury or death due to unsafe passing. The same distance would

Minimum overgaking gap

G
ov

K

67. J’ﬁ%rge number of variables (above) means that there is a significant number of possible

68.

binations of options that we could consider. Rather than including options with multiple
distances for overtaking, we took the approach of determining the most appropriate
distance for inclusion in all relevant options. The original proposal consulted on was a
graduated minimum overtaking distance of 1 metre in areas with a speed limit of 60 km/h or
below, and 1.5 metres in areas with a speed limit above 60 kmh.

A 1.5 metre minimum overtaking gap at any speed limit was considered the most
appropriate final option because one distance is more practical and easier to understand,
and this was highlighted by many during public consultation. 1.5 metre also aligned with
existing guidance and signage on safe passing distances with cyclists. Given we have updated
the distance required from the interim RIS, we still maintain the following analysis. This is
also informed by survey data collected in previous research around rider comfort and safe

Page 15 of 29



distance from lateral pull force of air from a vehicle passing in a 50 km/h is predicted to be
one metre.”

69. During consultation, equestrian advocates highlighted that this distance is not sufficient for
horse riders. Horse-riding advocates strongly recommended a 2-metre passing gap and a 20
km/h speed limit when drivers pass horses on the road. While greater minimum overtaking
gaps were considered, we considered that these options were not practical and could have a
negative effect on the efficient use of roads.

70. The distances outlined above are consistent with NZTA’s existing guidance on safe passing. v
This will help to support a consistent public understanding of any rule change, and theregie-
implementation and enforcement. The selected minimum passing distances are also
consistent with comparable Australian requirements. \)

71. In exploring implementation implications with NZTA, we identified a concern t %dvisory
signs currently instruct drivers to pass at 1.5 metres in areas with speed limigsdbelow 60
km/h. Under the previous option, which proposed a 1-metre passing gapNRthese areas,
NZTA would need to remove or replace the 1.5 metre passing signs. g& advised that
removing the existing signage would likely have significant cost imﬁLications. The 1.5 metre
passing distance will mean that signage changes will not be re d apart from the regular
course of maintenance of signs. Q

72. On balance, the universal 1.5 metre proposal better alj ompared to other proposed
distances with existing guidance, it avoids the impl tation issues associated with the
previous option and is more practical to comply with. We consider that a minimum
overtaking gap of 1.5 metres at all speeds wo&emain effective in achieving the intended

outcomes. &Qﬁ

Limitations on analysis S

73. There was a substantial piece of Qrch carried out by Opus Research in 2016 showing that
a graduated minimum overta éap would be effective at reducing injuries of cyclists.>°
This piece of research was@&d on to inform analysis of the rule change, despite it being
produced 10 years ago Q

74. Police enforceme Qb%d be prioritised for higher-risk behaviours (e.g. impaired driving,
speeding, violen&%nding). Police also lack the specialised equipment needed to accurately
determine a ing distance to an evidential standard, which we are not proposing to be
procured 3Q‘his limits the effectiveness of change and has been factored into our options
analy 's.‘&owever, there is still value in having rules and other measures such as education
and\@idance that can be used to encourage compliance especially where practical and
»(Khere road users want to comply.

w tions are being considered?

K

2 Feasibility of trialling a minimum overtaking gap 2016 https://nzta.govt.nz/assets/Walking-Cycling-and-
Public-Transport/docs/Minimum-Overtaking-Gap-Feasibility-Study-FINAL.pdf.

30 Feasibility of trialling a minimum overtaking gap 2016 https://nzta.govt.nz/assets/Walking-Cycling-and-
Public-Transport/docs/Minimum-Overtaking-Gap-Feasibility-Study-FINAL.pdf.

31 Due to costs with procurement and training and because the scope of this work is intended to be practical
and discrete.
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Option One — Status Quo

75. There is no current minimum distance requirement for motor vehicle drivers to pass other
road users. However, there are other existing requirements to support safe passing.

Option Two — Establish a minimum overtaking gap of other road users

76. This option would make it a requirement for motorists to pass at-risk road users by the
following minimum distances: A 1.5 metre minimum overtaking gap at any speed limit.

77. It would be considered an offence to pass at-risk road users at a distance less than the
minimum overtaking gap, with an infringement penalty consequence. We have identifie \l‘
two possible fees using the Ministry’s Effective Financial Penalties Policy Framework”&ﬁ~
Categorisation Tool:33 \)

a. Option Two (A): $300 infringement fee and $1,500 court-ordered fin %%‘suggested
by the Categorisation Tool)

b. Option Two (B): $150 infringement fee and $1,000 court- orde@%e (aligned with
comparable infringement offences).

78. Option Two (A) is the penalty suggested by the categorisation(tftbalancing deterrence and
proportionality. It recognises that transport offences and p les are overdue to be
updated, with many remaining unchanged since 1999 a proposes a higher fee than
Option Two (B).3* The level of fee in Option Two (B) i sistent with existing penalties
relating to unsafe passing (refer r 2.6(1), r2.6(2), rz(gfand r2.9).

79. Other offences and penalties would continue gpply. For example, if a driver passed below
the minimum passing distance, they couId-bE charged with offences for careless, reckless or
dangerous driving. This means that if a reach results in injury or death, greater
consequences than the above mfr&gment offence would apply.

80. This option could be combined@h he non-regulatory interventions outlined in Option
Three, to further support roa.glu ers’ understanding of and compliance with the
requirements.

Option Three — Non- regu%@mterventlon education and guidance

81. This option adds@}atlon and guidance to support public awareness and understanding of
what is cons \e‘d a safe distance to pass at-risk road users. Otherwise, the status quo
would c&@'ae to apply. This option could be implemented alone, or in combination with

regula\/ changes.
How dg&éoptlons compare to the status quo/counterfactual?
S%QQee Appendix 2.
&

N g

32 Effective Transport Financial Penalties Police Framework:
https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Effective-Transport-Financial-Penalties-Policy-Framework-
Final-PDF-1.pdf.

33 Effective Transport Financial Penalties Categorisation Tool:
https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Effective-Transport-Financial-Penalties-Categorisation-Tool-
Final-PDF-1.pdf. 3* The level of fee presented in Option Two (A) is also more consistent with the level of fee for
this offence in across Australian states.

34 The level of fee presented in Option Two (A) is also more consistent with the level of fee for this offence in
across Australian states.
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What option is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver
the highest net benefits?

83. We recommend establishing a minimum overtaking gap of at-risk road users with an
associated infringement penalty of $300 and court ordered fine of $1,500 (Option 2 (A)). We
recognise that there would be enforcement limitations that are beyond the scope of the
Rules Reform programme. Even so, this option would clearly set out what is considered a
safe passing distance in both guidance and the Rules for road users to enhance road users’
awareness and understanding. Additionally, wider education will deliver greater benefit in
combination with a rule. \bv

84. Creating an offence with an associated financial penalty would further deter unsafe pagng
behaviour. This best supports the safety of at-risk road users on our roads. &

85. Any reduction of accidents, injuries or deaths will have associated cost savin e current
statistical value of a life is measured at $14,930,955 and the average socia é%of a fatal,
serious or minor injury is $859,300.% Previous research suggested that,there was, on
average, 219 cycle crashes involving overtaking with bikes per year bﬁ\t%ﬁaen 2006 and
2015.38 If there is even a minor reduction in crashes, this would jgicate that there would be
strong safety and societal benefits for this change. O

%nough lane / road space for
iciency impacts to be negligible

86. There may be greater congestion in areas where there is
motorists to pass at the required distance. We consid
and balanced by safety gains. Alternatively, to ma fficiency issues, motorists may be
encouraged to cross the centre line into oncomigg traffic. We consider existing
requirements, offences and penalties to inir@ise safe driving practices to mitigate this
risk.

87. There would be an additional cost foré%d users who failed to comply with the new rule and
are issued with an infringement . We consider this cost necessary as an incentive for
safe practice and prevent accid@, injuries, and death.

Is the Minister’s preferred opti@‘}h the final policy briefing the same as the agency’s
preferred option in the RIS? Q

88. Yes, the Minister’s %erred option in the final policy briefing is the same as the Ministry of
Transport’s pn{é(ﬁg option.

What are the m al costs and benefits of the preferred option in the final policy
briefing?
&’
Affecte(\ Comment Impact Evidence
gro Certainty

Qg%itional costs of the preferred option compared to taking no action

Motorists Potential increase in delays on roads where it is not possible  Low Medium
to meet the overtaking requirements (e.g. the road is too

3% Social cost of road crashes and injuries 2024
https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.transport.govt.nz%2Fassets%2FUpl
oads%2Fsocial_cost_of _road_crashes_and_injuries_2024_update_2021-
2023_data.xIsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK

36 See footnote 32.
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narrow). This could result in increased travel times and
congestion.

Potential decrease in safety as motorists may overtake in a
dangerous manner when they are unable to safely meet the
minimum overtaking gap. However, we do not anticipate
any significant safety risks as there are existing offences
which cover careless, reckless and dangerous driving.

Police Potential increase in Police enforcement given the Low Medium v
introduction of a new offence and penalty. Police are likely
to prefer to use existing offences. We intend that this new @?‘
rule would not be enforced with new tools, so any new \)
equipment has not been costed as part of the analysis. &

The Potential increase in cases brought by motorists disputing Low§ Medium

judiciary the infringement penalty. However, it is unlikely that

motorists would willingly incur additional legal and court &Q/
costs of up to $148 to dispute an infringement penalty of &

$300.
O

NZTA Supporting education campaigns and guidance to Qﬁ)ort Low High
the rule change may cost between $70,000 - $ 0@00.37

Total Due to limited data, costs are difficult to rﬁg& However, 0 0
monetised we anticipate minimal additional costsg§ road users as this

costs option amends the Rules to reflectii g guidance.

Non- &Q Low Medium
monetised \%

costs \é

Additional benefits of the preferr ption compared to taking no action

Motorists Provides legal inty on what the penalties are for non- Medium High
compliance. clarifies the obligations on motorists
regardin%nv'nmum overtaking gaps.
Otherroad Poterfid¥Vincrease in safety as the new requirements may Medium Medium
users r d@e the number of crashes resulting from overtaking.
éere would be cost savings associated with any reduction

f accident, injury or death.3®
Q
Total A\ 0 0
moéi‘%ed
ﬁefits

37 Costs are difficult to estimate at this stage, but by way of indication, targeted public awareness or education
activities for low-risk initiatives typically cost in the order of $70,000-5100,000. There may be opportunities to
reduce education costs overall by aligning campaigns with other initiatives.

38 For example, an overtaking crash in an urban area on average costs $929,700, however, this figure includes

motor vehicle on motor vehicle crashes. ACC data over the last six-month period indicates an average cost of

$1,164 per injury.
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Non- Medium Medium-
monetised High

benefits

1.3 Giving buses priority when leaving bus stops

What is the context behind the policy problem and how is the status quo expected to
develop? ?"

89. While it is generally considered courteous to give way to buses pulling out of a bus sto ?‘
there is no legal requirement to do so. When people do not give way, buses may be &ed
as they wait for a break in traffic to merge back into the traffic flow. This can creafg elays
for public transport users, with potential to disincentivise this mode of travelé

90. These issues may be enhanced by growing congestion in urban areas.® T, is a greater
need to be more efficient with how transport networks work. Public&@sport can be more
efficient at moving people than private motor vehicles. &

What is the policy problem or opportunity? OQ"

91. There is no guidance or requirement for whether road u %ust give way to buses as they
leave a bus stop. Available information suggests that een 15% and 50% of drivers may
not give way to buses, with estimates varying signjg ly depending on the source.* This
creates delays in the public transport network IiQiti g the overall effectiveness and

reliability of buses. O

92. A policy intervention to further encour;égiving way to buses when leaving bus stops may
support the ongoing efficient use of I@ and the timeliness of bus commutes. An effective
intervention to encourage this w @create greater reliability, time savings, network
efficiency in the public transpon&}stem. A requirement would signal a clear expectation of
driver behaviour and enabl offence and penalty to be established which could further
incentivise courteous drb’n ehaviour.

What consultation has b ndertaken?

93. 61% of submitte?,?gtreed with requiring drivers to give way to buses leaving bus stops, 31%
disagreed, % were unsure.

94, Submitteks who supported this proposal highlighted its potential to improve public transport
effi '@\@V by making services more reliable and increasing patronage. Many submitters also
%éi that the proposal would align New Zealand with comparable jurisdictions such as

@ stralia and the Netherlands.

@YThe main concern raised was potential confusion about when drivers would be required to
Q give way to buses, particularly when a bus pulls into a stop in front of a vehicle. For example,
submitters questioned whether a driver would need to stop and wait until the bus pulled out

again. To clarify, the intent of any rule would be to require drivers to give way only once a

3 The Ministry of Transport has recently progressed legislative changes to the Land Transport Management
(Time of Use Charging) Amendment Act 2025.

40 See footnote 5, different sources of information lead to different conclusions for example stakeholders
reported around 50% while a survey of one bus route showed 15%.
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bus begins indicating to leave a bus stop. We propose that the requirement would apply
only when a bus has indicated for at least three seconds before pulling out.

2.3 Giving buses priority when leaving bus stops
What scope will options be considered within?

96. The Minister of Transport has agreed to a set of practical changes to improve lane use
including options to further encourage or require giving way to buses leaving bus stops to
increase the efficiency and reliability of the public transport network. Applying this
requirement beyond when buses leave bus stops is out of scope of this work. Requiremen{%v
in rule 3.10 of the Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004 to signal for three seconds to ?\XI
out from the bus stop will continue to apply.

97. We have considered both non-regulatory and regulatory options to increase @mber of
vehicles giving way to buses leaving bus stops. ?\

98. The regulatory option we assessed is to introduce a new requirement, an¥a new offence
and financial penalty for breaching the requirement. We consider inﬁifgement fee-based
penalties most appropriate, as we do not consider the offences re enough that
offenders should incur a substantive penalty (i.e., more than S@ 0 fee). Consideration of
other penalties such as vehicle impoundment, demerit poj licence suspension or
revocation was out of scope. New offences and penalti ould require changes to the Land
Transport (Offences and Penalties) Regulations 199%~

Limitations on analysis Q

99. There was a substantial piece of research catried out by Abley Transportation Limited in
2017 which shows that there would be @dency gains in the public transport network with
shorter commute times.** Although Gge time has passed since this study, we consider its
findings continue to hold value. re is no specific analysis of the effect of giving way to
buses on network efficiency, ve relied on the 2017 analysis and made assumptions
that a change in driver bef%l ur to yield to buses would lead to shorter commute times,

and therefore efficiencygsi
100.Police will continue ﬁritise enforcement of rules targeting higher-risk behaviours (e.g.
impaired drivin eeding, violent offending), so there are limitations to the degree to
which a new #&guirement would be enforced. These enforcement limitations may constrain
the effec ng?ss of regulatory changes in deterring non-compliance. This has been factored
into o tions analysis. Even without extensive enforcement, regulatory requirements
ma encourage compliance by setting clear expectations for road user behaviour,
}s%ially where compliance is practical where road users want to comply. Research for this
Cy/ork indicated that education and signage were also important for the success of any

O changes.
hat options are being considered?

Option One — Status Quo

101.Currently, there is no requirement for motorists to give way to buses leaving bus stops as it
is up to the discretion of the driver whether to give way. It is generally considered courteous
to give way to buses leaving bus stops.

41 See footnote 5.

Page 21 of 29



Option Two — Require motorists to give way to buses leaving bus stops

102.This option would give all buses priority when exiting bus stops in areas with speed limits
posted as 60 km/h or less. Bus drivers would still be required to indicate for three seconds
and otherwise behave in a safe manner before pulling out.

103.It would be considered an offence to not give way to a bus when the above criteria are met,
with an infringement penalty consequence. We have identified two possible fees using the
Ministry’s Effective Financial Penalties Policy Framework and Categorisation Tool:

a. Option Two (A): $50 infringement fee and $250 court-ordered fine (as suggested Q@“
the Categorisation Tool) Ve

b. Option Two (B): $150 infringement fee and $750 court-ordered fine (aIigne@wnh
comparable offences and penalties)

104.0ption Two (A) is the penalty suggested by the categorisation tool, balanci terrence and
proportionality. It recognises that there is a low level of harm associated non-
compliance and therefore suggests a lesser penalty. Option Two (B) {éors the level of fee
with comparable offences for ‘giving way’. However, the relative hﬂrm of non-compliance is
lower for this proposed rule. O

105.The effectiveness of a rule change would depend on publi#areness of the changes, so it is
likely to be implemented alongside non-regulatory me ﬁs (such as those in Option Three)
to raise awareness and provide clarity. &Q,

Option Three — Non-regulatory option (education Qignage and road markings)

106.This option would rely on non-regulatory achons, such as education, signage, and road
markings, to encourage motorists to gi Ql’cly to buses exiting bus stops. There would be no
consequence for motorists who fail t@ve way to buses.

How do the options compare to th %us quo/counterfactual?

107.See Appendix 3. Q)A

What option is likely to be dress the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver
the highest net benefits%@

108.We recomm ption Two to create a rule requiring motorists to give way to buses
leaving bu s with associated $50 infringement fee and $250 court-ordered fine.

gr reliability for public transport users. For the rule to be effective, it would need to be
irﬁ}lemented alongside non-regulatory measures, such as education, existing signage and
ad markings*?. Enhanced awareness and understanding will deliver greater benefit in
Ovcombination with a rule.

Q 110.This option would mean there would be greater efficiency of the public transport system
traded off against minor delays for motorists. We expect the benefits of these efficiencies to
outweigh the costs would lead to an overall increase in system efficiency. We expect this
change is unlikely to have any lesser or greater safety benefits.

109.We c; ager that this would likely benefit public transport efficiency with time savings and

111.There are limitations in enforcement and data across all the proposals. We recognise this
would not be an enforcement priority, limiting the benefit of establishing a new

42 Signage and marking help road users know when they are required to give way to buses when they
begin to indicate to pull out of a bus stop.
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requirement. However, enforcement is not the only measure to encourage compliance and

there is value in a range of coercive and non-coercive measures.

Is the Minister’s preferred option in the final policy briefing the same as the agency’s
preferred option in the RIS?

112.Yes, the Minister’s preferred option in the final policy briefing is the same as the Ministry of

Transport’s preferred option.

What are the marginal costs and benefits of the preferred option in the final policy

briefing? £
Affected Comment Impact \Eyi ence
groups ?'SCertainty
Additional costs of the preferred option compared to taking no\&?t;n
Central Costs of creating a new rule and implementation. The & Medium Low
government  research around this work estimated that creation and &
implementation could cost around $1,000,000 but n@gjchis
could be highly variable.*® %Q
RCA and If RCAs or public transport providers decide tg@Jnstall High Low
public additional signage costs will be incurred t h the
transport installation of signs. Previous research jnditated that
providers installation of the most expensive o;@ LED signs on the
back of buses would cost S3,00%§O but considering
inflation and our larger bus fleﬂ t would likely cost
$5,200,000. O
However, these would ptional measures and lower costs
options such as stickerSon the back of buses would also be
possible.** Q)
NZTA Supporting tion campaigns and guidance to support Low High
the rule nge may cost between $70,000 - $100,000.%
Police PoIice\a/%/unlikely to prioritise enforcement of a new Low High
o
Motorists ‘&ome delay to drivers and slowing of the speed of general Medium Low
QQ/ traffic. It is estimated that this will cost $380,000 per annum.
Total &\ Due to limited data, accurate costs are difficult to predict $6,300, Low
moggtised and are reliant on previous research.*® There will be some 000 one
é@ additional costs for installing new signs and education off and
Q material. $380,00

43 See footnote 5.
4 |n Australian states where this is requirement, stickers are placed on the back of buses to indicate this
requirement.
4 Costs are difficult to estimate at this stage, but by way of indication, targeted public awareness or education
activities for low-risk initiatives typically cost in the order of $70,000-$100,000. There may be opportunities to
reduce education costs overall by aligning campaigns with other initiatives.
46 See footnote 5.
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Non-
monetised
costs

Public
transport
users

Public
transport
providers

Total
monetised
benefits

Non-
monetised
benefits

0 per
annum

Low- High
Medium

Additional benefits of the preferred option compared to taking no action

Improved efficiency of public transport — the research Medium Low
estimated there would be $1,958,000 in benefits per annum @*
from better travel times for buses and greater reliability of

public transport.*’ @?‘

Greater patronage from more efficient buses Low &%w
é?“
™
,958, Low
&&Q;OOO per

QOQ Low- High
é% Medium
Phs
&
&

1.4 Clarifying signage requirements for_RaQ(ing on berms

What is the context behind the policy pr m and how is the status quo expected to

develop?

N

113.While it is not defined in tran;%) t legislation, a berm is commonly defined by RCAs as a
grassed area between the@d and either the footpath or property boundary.! (see image

below) Q
&

114.Parking on berms can be beneficial for some transport system users, particularly in areas
where on-street parking is limited or unavailable. However, it can also create problems for

47 See footnote 5.
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others, including blocking or narrowing paths for pedestrians or other mode users, and
reducing visibility for vehicles when exiting driveways. Berm parking can also negatively

impact other stakeholders such as damaging underground infrastructure, creating costs for
RCAs.

115.RCAs have the ability to permit or restrict parking of vehicles on berms.? RCAs differ in their
approaches - some prohibit berm parking across their entire local network,®> whereas some
prohibit berm parking in urban areas but do not restrict it in rural environments®. The
rationale relied on by RCAs to restrict or prohibit berm parking is centred on managing the
disadvantages described above.

{S“
116.The regulation of berm parking involves a number of different legislative instrumentsﬁh?~

restriction will be created by the RCA making a bylaw under the LTA. The Traffic Co@jo

Devices Rule 2004 specifies the road signs and markings that must be used to neiify road

users of the restriction. Compliance with the restriction is required by the La ransport

(Road User) Rule 2004 and breaches are enforced through the Land Tran@?t“(Offences and

Penalties) Regulations 1999. &Q/
What is the policy problem or opportunity? &

117.There are different interpretations across different RCAs ab ese legislative instruments,
specifically whether traffic signs are required to enforce | bylaws which restrict berm
parking. Different interpretations of whether and wha of signage is required has
differing cost implications. &Q~

118.There is an opportunity to clarify the existing @Jirements so that RCAs can confidently
adhere to the law and improve administratiye‘efficiency.

119.The objectives of transport system effici and safety are not as applicable to this
proposal, so we have omitted these iteria in our analysis. This proposal’s objective

would be to deliver administrative@w for the government; this is weighed against costs to

road users. ®\

What consultation has been un@ aken?

120.32% of submitters agr leith clarifying signage requirements for enforcement of berm
parking restriction@ﬁ disagreed, and 28% were unsure.

damage b at councils must maintain. Some rural councils also raised concerns about

121.Many council &us they want to restrict berm parking, particularly where vehicles
differencés Eetween berms in local roads and verges along state highways.

122.S0 Q}éividuals value berm parking because it provides a practical alternative when street
Q\%ﬁg is unavailable. Others object to cars on berms because they can impede visibility
C;nd, in some cases, access to the footpath.

Q_QB.A key issue raised was that it would unfairly fine people to park on berms and with no notice
Q they may be fined for parking somewhere they always have. However, installing signage
would be substantially costly for councils and would create visual clutter. Submitters raised
concerns that the proposal as consulted on would mean councils would not be required to
publicly consult and notice of these changes could be done by resolution, which could mean
retrieving council meeting minutes was the only way for people to know where they could
park, which would be impractical for most individuals.

2.4 Clarifying signage requirements for parking on berms
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What scope will options be considered within?

124.In scope of the options is the consideration of alternative approaches to clarify the signage
requirements in enforcing berm-parking restrictions and whether requirements are
effective, efficient, and fit for purpose. Clarifying berm requirements more generally is out of
scope, as is establishing or amending definitions of, for example, berm, verge and road
margin.

Limitations on analysis

125.The analysis is constrained by the absence of nationally consistent data on the prevalence ?‘
berm-parking infringements, the enforcement approaches applied across road contro\l%?~
authorities, and the frequency of formal challenges to enforcement decisions. As a restit,
the assessment of impacts is primarily qualitative and draws on operational expeﬁ@ ce from

RCAs, alongside stakeholder feedback from the previous consultation. Given €
limitations, costs and benefits have not been monetised. &
What options are being considered? &Q/
Option One - Status Quo &

126.RCAs continue to have the ability to permit or restrict parki@@vehicles on berms where
they choose.? Legal ambiguity means that inconsisten':?a@aches to signage requirements

remain, until a decision is challenged and the courts ide certainty.
Option Two — Require signage where berm parkin i§(§s~allowed through RCA bylaw

127.This option includes legally clarifying that \Aiean RCA prohibits berm parking through a
bylaw, signage is required for the restriq‘{'eg o be enforceable.

128 RCAs would continue to have the ab'l(%&o permit or restrict parking of vehicles on berms
where they choose.? N\

Option Three — Do not require sig&:% where berm parking is disallowed through an RCA

bylaw Q)

129.This option would | clarify that signage is not a requirement for RCAs to prohibit berm
parking. The opti ould not prevent RCAs from using signage where they choose to utilise
it.

N
130.RCAs wo I@%ﬁtinue to have the ability to permit or restrict parking of vehicles on berms
wher t'ﬁiv choose.?

Option f@ Change presumption: require signage where berm parking is allowed

A

]%gjhis option would reverse the current presumption by prohibiting berm parking by default,
O unless signage explicitly indicates that berm parking is permitted (i.e., RCAs would be
Q‘ required to install signage where berm parking is permitted).

How do the options compare to the status quo/counterfactual?
132.See Appendix 4.

What option is likely to best address the problem, meet the policy objectives, and deliver
the highest net benefits?

133. We recommend Option One because all the alternatives risk making the situation worse
instead of better, for various reasons.
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134.We previously recommended Option Three because it would resolve inconsistencies of
approach and remove a signage requirement that some RCAs see as burdensome®, but we
consider this to be impractical because this would create notice and fairness issues, and
drivers could be fined without reasonable visibility of the restriction.

135.0ptions two to four are not workable in their current form. Options 2 and 4 would be too
costly for councils because they would require extensive additional signage to either restrict
or allow berm parking. Councils are unlikely to install this signage, so will not restrict berm
parking.

136.0ption three would create notice and fairness issues, because drivers could be fined witiﬁ&r
reasonable visibility of the restriction. As none of the options identified presents a cleq& d
practical solution, we recommend no regulatory change and maintaining the statu o at
this time. Further analysis would be required to identify an option that address§~ e notice
issue while remaining practical and proportionate.

137.The lack of clear and practical solutions to this problem raises broader q@ns of how RCA
bylaws and central government rules interact. These issues in the regt@o y framework
would be better addressed through wider vehicle system overhau,lxw'gfk.

Is the Minister’s preferred option in the final policy briefing th@r‘ne as the agency’s
preferred option in the RIS? %)

138.Yes, the Minister’s preferred option in the final policy @g is the same as the Ministry of
Transport’s preferred option. &

48 The current fine for parking on the berm for where it is restricted is $70 under the Land Transport
(Offences and Penalties) Regulations 1999.
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Section 3: Delivering an option.

How will the proposal be implemented?
139 59@)M)

140.To support public understanding and compliance, the Ministry and NZTA will develop and
distribute communication materials. These resources will help inform the public and support
education and advocacy groups in explaining the new requirements. We note that during ?‘
consultation many submitters highlighted the need for a wider education campaign to@
the public of current and new requirements.

implementation support that may be required. As many of the changes reflec rent

141.Discussions with NZTA are ongoing regarding the extent of information campaigsﬁ% other
practices, so a portion of the public may already be informally compliant.§“

142.NZTA does not currently anticipate the need for additional funding b(%i?/d usiness-as-usual.
Implementation activity, including education and guidance, is expe;Qe o be funded from

baseline. Q‘
1435 9YOM) QO
ég
Q_?“
&

NZTA will advise if any aspects woa(beneﬁt from a phased or staged
commencement once the final policy settin,gga e known.

144.We will continue to engage with Police tﬁ\gTsure both an understanding of and compliance
with the new requirements to the e tqcla} possible. As discussed above, there is a risk that
enforcement limitations that ar@nd the scope of the Rules reform programme will limit
the efficacy of the Rule changgs.\However, this has been factored into our analysis, and our
preferred options remain d@i e limitations. We consider that there remains value in making
rule changes even whe forcement may be limited as the rules can signal what good
practice is to be publ@

How will proposalsd&e¢ monitored, evaluated, and reviewed?

145.The Ministrq;%ularly reviews its legislation as part of its regulatory stewardship
responsimj\itl s. ACC injury data will continue to provide valuable insights for some proposals,
including the success of the rule changes, for example, noticeable shifts in injuries following
ruli& nges may indicate a growing or decreasing risk.

186We are investigating what additional data the Ministry may require to support the ongoing
Q‘ effective monitoring and evaluation of any rule changes.
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APPENDIX 1: Multi-criteria analysis of options to allow children on bikes on footpaths

Option 1 - Status |Option 2 - Allow Children under the age of 12 on bikes on footpaths under Option 3 - Allow Children under the age of 12 on bilges on footpaths with an older rider
Quo NE
Improveroadand |0 + Safety outcomes are likely to slightly increase as more children will feel comfortable or |+ Safety outcomes are likely to slightly increase a?gchildren will feel comfortable or be willing to
lane user safety be willing to ride on the footpath. However, there are still safety risks for children riding ride on the footpath. However, there are still risks for children riding bikes on the footpath
bikes on the footpath such as cars pulling out of driveways. At the same time, there may | such as cars pulling out of driveways. At the saMe time, there is likely to be an increased risk of injury
be an increased risk of injury to other footpath users. However, safety gains or losses are | to other footpath users, due to the grej@mber of cyclists that would be legally allowed to ride on
limited as it is already common practice for children to ride on the footpath despite it the footpath. However, safety gains Qr lo%ses are limited as it is already common practice for children
being illegal to do so. Safety outcomes are likely to be marginally better than status quo to ride on the footpath despitil@megal to do so. Allowing older riders to join younger children
but less than option three. to help teach and guide them ssist with safety.
Increase efficient |0 0 There will be marginal efficiency gains as a rule change will enable children greater 0 There will be marginal effjci Xyléains as a rule change will enable children greater choice to choose
use of roads and choice to choose whether the road or footpath is more appropriate for them. However, it [ whether the road or footpatNis more appropriate for them. However, it is already common
lanes is already common practice for children to ride bikes on the footpath. practice for children ;q%foikes on the footpath.
Limit cost and 0 + Legalises some conduct that is common practice so children aged 12 years and under will| ++ Legalises com n p}ﬁctice of children riding bikes on footpaths with older riders, which will
burdens for users not receive financial penalties. Data shows, however, that Police rarely issue fines to reduce the risk 24 children and older riders with them receiving penalties. Data shows, however, that
and practical children. Police rarely ines to children. This option better reflects current practice so is more practical
to comply with than optign e,
Minimises costson |0 0 Police has noted they would be unlikely to change enforcement practice and will have 0 Poli noted that they would be unlikely to change enforcement practice and will have
government challenges in verifying the age of the child at the time. For example, in the past 2 years, ch in verifying the age of the child at the time. For example, in the past 2 years, only 5 people
including only 5 people of the age of 20 years and under have been fined for riding on the footpath. |o age of 20 years and under have been fined for riding on the footpath. Police may now have
to maintain and < e difficulty in proving whether an older rider is teaching children safe riding practices on the
implement rules , & ootpath with a child.
Enable fair 0 + Children begin to reach the age of maturity to ride on the road around the age ﬁSO, + Perception of safety will likely decrease amongst at risk footpath users because they may feel
distribution of any younger than this age would be particularly unfair and put them at greater ri unsafe around children and their guardians on bikes. This is although children only begin to reach the
outcomes being injured on the road. However, perception of safety will decrease amo at risk age of maturity to ride on the road around the age of 12. So, any younger than this would be
amongst different footpath users because they feel unsafe around children on bikes. We co that this particularly unfair and put them at greater risk of being injured on the road. Guardians being
groups option better trade-offs the safety for children than the status quo. larger likely pose a greater risk to at risk footpath users if they have a crash with one. We consider
\% that this option better trade-offs the safety for children and older riders than option two and the
‘é status quo.
Totals 0 2 NN 2
N
Key == = 0 + ++ %
description | Highly negative | negative | Status Quo | positive Highly positive




APPENDIX 2: Multi-criteria analysis of a minimum overtaking gap (MOG).

Option1- | Option 2 (A)-1.5 metre MOG and $300 Option 2 (B) - 1.5 metre MOG and $150 Option 3 - a ngn-regulatory option
Status Quo | infringement fee infringement fee \b
<O

Improve road and lane 0 ++ Would increase safety for at-risk road users as the rule + Would increase safety for at-risk road users as the rule 0 Guid \about safe passing already exists and despite
user safety should support awareness of what is considered ‘safe’ should support awareness of what is considered ‘safe’ these n®ar misses and injuries to at-risk road users still

passing and behaviour change. A higher penalty reflects passing and behaviour change, but less effectively than @n. Additional guidance and education may help

the risk that the new rule is trying to address and provides | Option 2. A lower penalty may not provide an effective rginally to address this, but it does not set up a stronger

a greater deterrent. We consider that the higher penalty deterrence. @?&pectaﬁon of behaviour.

will lead to greater compliance compared to option 2 (B). v
Increase efficientuseof |0 0 While safe passing distance is generally understood and 0 While safe passing distance is generally understo o 0 Unlikely to significantly change road user passing practice
roads and lanes adhered to, there continue to be occurrences of unsafe adhered to, there continues to be unsafe passin@the as many already safely pass on the road.

passing. road.

&

Limit cost and burdens 0 - Greater certainty to road users of what safe passing looks | - Greater certainty to road users of  Yafe passing looks 0 Road users who choose to change their behaviour do so
for users and practical like. However, passing into an oncoming lane requires like. However, passing into an OHQI lane requires voluntarily. There is no additional cost to road users if they
to comply with additional caution from drivers. A blanket rule may make it | additional caution from drive nket rule may make it are not required to change their behaviour. At-risk road users

more difficult for motorists to adhere to in urban areas more difficult for motorists ere to in urban areas continue to face the risks of being injured while being

where the roadway is narrower. Cost on people who incur | where the roadway is n %r. overtaken.

the fee is highest with this option, but this is proportionate &Q‘

to the risk. /.
Minimises costs on 0 - There will be a rule change process and the cost of - There will b'&e change process and the cost of 0 No rule change process required, although there would still
governmentincluding to additional guidance and education. Analysis assumes that additiona%%:(i) gfhice and education. Analysis assumes no be additional costs for any education and guidance on top of
maintain and implement there are no additional procurement costs for Police for addi‘cicQ~ curement costs for Police for new equipment. current guidance.
rules new equipment.

Co

Enable fair distribution 0 ++ Would increase safety of road users who are at a higher Wuld increase safety of road users who are at a higher 0 Does not create any greater deterrence or guidance that
of outcomes amongst risk of injuries if they are involved in motor vehicle crash s§\ k of injuries if they are involved in motor vehicle crashes does not already exist. Road users are still vulnerable to near
different groups such as cyclists and e-scooter users. This being traded é such as cyclists and e-scooter users, but less effectively than | misses and injuries.

against a minor cost to motorists. ~\ Option 2. This being traded off against a minor cost to

@ motorists.
Total 0 2 /Q 0 0
%V

Key - - 0 + ++ @?\
description | Highly negative | negative | Status Quo | positive Highly positive @\/




APPENDIX 3: Multi-criteria analysis of rule to give way to buses leaving bus stops.

Option 1 - Status Quo

Option 2 (A) - Make all vehicles give way to a
bus exiting a bus stop and a $50 infringement
fee

Option 2 (B) - Make all vehicles give way to a
bus exiting a bus stop and a $150
infringement fee

Option ﬁﬂon-regulatory option

W

lane user safety

Improve road and 0

0 Not expected to significantly increase or decrease
road safety.

0 Not expected to significantly increase or decrease

X
road safety.
AN\

ﬂm expected to significantly increase or decrease
>oad safety.

Increase efficient
use of roads and
lanes

0 Congestion is expected to increase
over time as population and cities
grow, while holding everything else
equal. However, changes enabling
time of use charging is expected to
better manage congestion.

+ Transit for a greater number of people may be faster
and more reliable. This is at the trade-off of slightly
longer commutes for motorists taking private vehicles.
If there is greater reliance on public transport, there
may be minor emissions reduction.

There would be trade-off for greater delays for private
motorists.

++ Transit for a greater number of people may bev\
faster and more reliable. This is at the trade-

slightly longer commutes for motorists takj vate
vehicles. If there is greater reliance on p@ ransport,
there may be minor emissions red . May be more
effective than smaller fine. ’{

There would be trade-off ch~ ter delays for private
motorists.

+ Enhanced compliance is expected, but lesser than for
a new rule. Transit for a greater number of people may
be faster and more reliable as a result. If there is
greater reliance on public transport, there may be
minor emissions reduction.

There would be trade-off for greater delays for private
motorists.

Limit cost and
burdens for users
and practical to
comply with

0 no education, guidance or rule to
give way to buses leaving bus stops

0 Provides clarity to road users as they must give way
to buses leaving bus stops. Given many road users
already give way to buses, we do not expect burdens
to increase significantly.

- Provides clarity to% users as they will be required
to give way to bu ving bus stops. Given that
many road us ready give way to buses, we do not
expect bu@ increase significantly. However,
having nalty comparable to other ‘give way’

infrikgements would be disproportionately costly on
I’(@JSGI’S as penalties for most ‘give way’

=Winfringements reflect the relative harm that the

L penalty is trying to reduce.

0 There will be education and guidance to give way to
buses leaving bus stops. There would be signs
indicating that motorists should give way and there
would be no more burden on motorists than there
currently is.

Minimises costs on
government
including to
maintain and
implement rules

0 Currently, there is no cost as there
is no regulation or signage.

- There are costs to introduce a rule and suppo
signage, education and guidance. Police wo % ed to
v

prioritise enforcement against higher-ris iours
(e.g. impaired driving, speeding, violen ending). As
wiqtfective we can

a result, there are limitations in h
say that these rules are, if there@ meaningful
ce is likely to be

enforcement. However, co
improved by other mea S guch as signage and
education. %

- There are costs to introduce a rule and supporting
signage, education and guidance. Police would need to
prioritise enforcement against higher-risk behaviours
(e.g. impaired driving, speeding, violent offending). As
a result, subject to Police’s agreement, there are
limitations in how effective we can say that these rules
are, if there is no meaningful enforcement. However,
compliance is likely to be improved by other measures
such as signage and education.

- Costs to implement signage including RCAs to install
and maintain.

different groups

delays. !ine s most proportionate to what is being

delays. However, fine is disproportionate to what is
being deterred.

2
Enable fair 0 ++ If the policy is tive, a greater number of people | + If the policy is effective, a greater number of people | + If the policy is effective, a greater number of people
distribution of in a smaller | get faster transit at the cost of a in a smaller area will get faster transit at the cost of a in a smaller area will get faster transit at the cost of a

outcomes amongst smaller gr. private motorists facing slightly more | smaller group of private motorists facing slightly more | smaller group of private motorists facing slightly more

delays — but least likely to be effective.

de W.
X/

X

Totals 0 ) 1 0
A
d
Key - - 0 + v ++
description | Highly negative | negative | Status Quog Highly positive




APPENDIX 4: Multi-criteria analysis of Berm Parking

Criteria Option 1- |Option 2 - Require signage where berm parking is Option 3 - Do not require sighage where berm parking is Option 4 - Change presumption: require signage where
Status Quo |[disallowed through an RCA bylaw disallowed through an RCA bylaw berm parking i l&v?ed
Improve road and lane |0 0 See limitations section at paragraph 119. 0 See limitations section at paragraph 119. 0 See limitgt Section at paragraph 119.
user safety 0$
D
Increase efficientuse |0 0 See limitations section at paragraph 119. 0 See limitations section at paragraph 119. &‘eg limitations section at paragraph 119.
of roads and lanes ‘,\
Y
Limit cost and burdens |0 ++ Clearly indicates to road users where berm parking is ‘not |- Clarifies that road users across the country cannot rel ON‘ ++ Clearly indicates to road users where berm parking is
for users and practical allowed’, making it easier to comply and avoid costs (e.g. signage as a means of restricting and enforcing berm th. ‘allowed’, making it easier to comply and avoid costs (e.g.
to comply with parking tickets). This option relies on supporting initiatives from F}Qj t®inform | parking tickets).
road users of where restrictions are in place w@ e cannot be

certain of the effectiveness of. a.Q
Minimises costs on 0 — High implementation and maintenance costs for RCAs due |++ Lowest cost option for governmen ids widespread — — Highest cost option. This would require significant
government including to the need for more signage across their networks (noting signage (noting that RCAs are still al %éico use signs if they implementation and maintenance costs for RCAs due to the need
to maintain and that this option is the current practice of some RCAs but wish) and enables RCAs to mana %m parking based on for signage across their networks. Using signage in this way is not
implement rules appears to only be in place for small parts of their roading presenting risks/issues withi@hcal context/circumstances. |current practice for any RCAs.

network).
/

Enable fair distribution 0 — Likely limits the benefits to stakeholders in areas where - - With costs and im@ﬁions of signage decoupled from RCA — — Likely limits benefits to stakeholders in areas where RCAs can
of outcomes amongst RCAs can afford signage, disadvantaging those in areas with decisions about whehaberm parking should not be allowed, afford signage, disadvantaging those in areas with fewer
different groups less resources or extensive networks. benefits are s broadly given berm parking restrictions are | resources or extensive networks. Disproportionately impacts

more likelyZo¥e Tmposed, based on presenting risks/issues rural and lower-density communities where berm parking is

within t I0cal context/circumstances. However, there will be | likely to be less risky or not problematic.

unc% for when people park their car on the berm, and

@\ e unaware of the parking requirements so may face fines.
Totals 0 0 ~\- -2

Key - - 0 0+ + ++ %(Q
H
description | Highly negative Status Marginally better positive Highlyw%
negative Quo than status quo @
\
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Overview of the lane use consultation

Background

In early 2026, NZ Transport Agency (NZTA) Waka Kotahi consulted on behalf of the
Minister of Transport on proposed amendments to the Land Transport (Road User) Rule
2004 to improve road safety, increase public understanding and compliance, and
enhance transport network efficiency. v~

Programme and supported objectives in the Government Policy Statement on

The proposals formed part of the Government’s Land Transport Rules Reform @?‘
transport 2024-34. @

é?“

We sought feedback on five proposals: &

e allow children aged 12 years and under to ride bikes on foq,
e set a minimum passing gap for when vehicles pass oth%lz’foad users
e allow people to ride e-scooters in cycle lanes O

e require drivers to give way to buses leaving bus s 6§
e clarify signage requirements for enforcing berm rking restrictions.

Public consultation (§<

Public consultation on the proposed Rode Rule amendments opened on 25
February 2026 and closed on 25 Marclééo

A total of 6,050 submissions were @ed through the online survey and by email.

The table below provides a bre, wn of submissions:

Table 1: submitter type an%@nber

Submission type {&‘?‘ Number
Z\/
Individual (98%)Q‘.</ 5,933
Advocacy g@)ps (1.3%) 77
Councgﬂ%oad Controlling Authorities (0.4%) 21
Ig@y associations (0.2%) 10
“Other businesses & organisations (0.1%) 9
Total Submissions 6,050

Appendix 1 provides the main list of organisational submitters.
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Analytical framework used in this summary

All submissions were reviewed and analysed by an NZTA review team. This Summary of
submissions outlines the main trends, priorities, and issues identified.

Given the volume and diversity of feedback, views on each proposal were grouped into
common themes. These themes broadly align with the policy objectives set out in the
Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS):

e Improved road safety outcomes. @

e Greater understanding of and compliance with amended rules. $?~

e Enhanced efficiency of the transport network. &\)
We organised submitter feedback by these objectives to summarise views on each pr [. Out of scope
matters or broader system level views are addressed separately under the Other Is section at the end
of this summary document. For information about the background, methodology l@tations, and next
steps, also refer to the Other Issues section. &&
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Proposal-by-proposal summary

Summary of submitter views
Proposal 1: allow children to cycle on footpaths

What was proposed?

To allow children aged 12 and under to ride bicycles on footpaths. ?\b?“
How people responded &\)$
We received 6,017 submissions on this proposal: %?“

e 78% of submitters supported this proposal. This included indiyi ?I; councils,
road safety charities, cycling advocates and transport indu ssociations who
believe the proposal will improve the safety of younger Q@Hsts and align current
practice with the rules. O

o 14% of submitters didn’t support this proposal. Th'§§cluded individuals, disability
and blind advocacy groups and senior advocacyﬁoups who raised concerns
about the safety of vulnerable road users. ,\Q"

e 8% of submitters were unsure. O<(

Many submitters noted that their support w@ependent on improving children’s safety,
clearer rules, more education, careful drg ay management, and protecting pedestrian
priority, especially for elderly and dis@}d people.

years and u to ride bikes on footpaths?

o

Proposal 1: Do you ;3% with allowing children aged 12

YES 4678 (78%)

877 (14%)

462 (8%)

Number of submissions

Improved road safety outcomes

Children generally lack the situational awareness to cycle safely on roads
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Road safety was the main theme, raised in 29% of submissions, reflecting strong
concern about children cycling in traffic, particularly on busy urban roads and near
schools.

Submissions widely viewed allowing children to cycle on footpaths as reducing exposure
to serious traffic risks given children’s limited ability to anticipate how vehicles move in
traffic. This view was strongly reflected in submissions from individuals and
safety-focused organisations, including Safekids Aotearoa. \lg~

Safekids Aotearoa highlighted children’s vulnerability to motor vehicle traffic injur ?‘
noting that 93 children aged 0—14 were hospitalised due to motor vehicle traﬁ‘f&b\}rashes
while cycling between 2019-2023, and at least 6 were killed in this mann tween

2016-2020. \g
Q/@

Age threshold and scope of the proposal o\

A

Views on the appropriate age threshold were mixed across g@ﬁs, including several
councils and advocacy organisations. While some suppor@% a clear age-based rule for
simplicity, others questioned whether age reliably refle ycling skills, behaviour, and
risk on footpaths. Submitters who commented on age resholds more often favoured a
lower age limit for allowing cycling on footpaths his included the New Zealand
Vulnerable Road User Trust, which recommefdéd an age limit of 6 years old. They were
concerned that older children may ride fastgr and pose greater risk to pedestrians,
particularly elderly people, disabled u 7 blind or low vision pedestrians, and people
using mobility aids. Those who fav@d a higher age limit often recommended raising
the age to 16 years old. Q)A

Councils such as Aucklan uncil and Queenstown Lakes District Council questioned
whether strict age thre s were necessary. Queenstown Lakes District Council
suggesting cyclists ages should be able to cycle on footpaths provided speed limits
are adhered to. &kland Council said that cycling skills vary from person to person and
that age spegifig rules may be difficult to enforce. Instead, it supported behaviour-based
expectatl@ longside education guidance and giving pedestrians priority. It said that if
age redfrictions were necessary, it would recommend increasing the age to 16 years of
age@yid allowing those over 65 to also cycle on footpaths.

g:ross submissions, concerns focused on rule clarity, how easy it would be to enforce it,
and the risk of “rule creep” (increase in rules). There was strong agreement that any
age-based permission should apply only to unpowered bicycles and explicitly exclude e-
bikes and other higher speed devices.

Pedestrian safety should remain a priority, especially for elderly and disabled
pedestrians
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Many submitters emphasised that pedestrian safety and priority are fundamental to road
safety, particularly for older people and disabled pedestrians. Blind Low Vision NZ,
Living Streets Aotearoa, and other disability and older persons advocacy groups
stressed that footpaths are essential for independent mobility. If pedestrians feel unsafe,
there is no alternative route.

They raised concerns that even low speed collisions can seriously harm vulnerable
pedestrians and warned that increased cycling on footpaths without clear priority, Iow\lg~
speeds, and appropriate infrastructure could undermine actual and perceived saw
especially on narrow or busy footpaths. \)

&

Driveway visibility is a key safety concern é?“

About 15% of submitters raised concerns about limited driveway visib#yy, citing near
misses and crashes caused by fencing, vegetation, and infill deve ent. They noted
that drivers often scan for pedestrians rather than faster movi 'ﬁyclists. While views
differed on whether footpath cycling increases or reduces t%@sk, there was broad
agreement on the need for clear guidance including req%'m drivers to slow or stop
before crossing footpaths and cyclists to reduce spe@?w en approaching driveways.

There was mixed support for allowing caregive(s)?o accompany children cycling on
footpaths Q‘

Views among individual submitters we %lixed, but several large councils were in
support of allowing caregivers to a pany children cycling for reasons of increased
safety and supervision, includir@uckland Council, Hamilton City Council, Wellington
City Council, Whangarei Dist@t ouncil, New Plymouth District Council, and
Christchurch City Counciléﬁ‘l‘f.

This view was suppézgd by the Automobile Association (AA) and some advocacy
organisations. T QA noted that allowing children to ride on footpaths may lead to more
parents cycli&é ere, with research indicating no significant additional risk when riding
remains sleW4nd cautious.

R

Four ent of submitters noted it's already common for caregivers to cycle alongside
chiidreén and were in support. They mentioned difficulties supervising safely from the
gad due to parked cars and driveway hazards. This suggestion was seen as supporting
children’s learning of safe sharing and crossing behaviours while protecting other
footpath users.

Other submitters were concerned allowing caregivers to accompany children cycling on
footpaths could unintentionally normalise adult cycling on footpaths, making pedestrian
priority harder to enforce. They noted adults usually ride faster than children, which
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could make footpaths feel less safe especially for blind or low-vision people, people
using mobility aids, and older people. Disability and pedestrian groups, including Living
Streets Aotearoa and Blind Low Vision NZ, didn’t oppose caregivers riding with children,
but said it should be clearly limited to supervision, at slow speeds and supported by
strong education to protect pedestrian priority.

Generating greater public understanding of and compliance with amended rules

Education, guidance and rule clarity are needed to implement this proposal safely {X~

Many submissions emphasised that safe implementation depends on clear be@V%ural
expectations (raised by 8% of submitters), education (12% of submitters), a@\rule
clarity (3% of submitters). Key suggestions included low riding speeds’@strian
priority, caution at driveways, and clear communication of age limits a onsequences
for unsafe behaviour. While submitters noted that enforcement waé\g(pected to be light
touch, they stressed that consistent rules and messaging sup d by Road Code
updates and public education are essential for people to ur@&tand and comply.

&
Drivers need to adjust their expectations §

Many submitters said driver awareness is criticaIQ)’aS'ticularly around children cycling
near roads and at driveways. Some submitter, @ggested drivers should be required to
come to a full stop before driving over the& ed footpath. Clear communication of
shared responsibilities was seen as ess\égt al, as a lack of targeted driver education
especially at driveway crossings co ndermine safety and compliance.

Clear behaviour and signalling@%s are essential to support the proposal

Submitters stressed safe of footpaths depends on clear supporting requirements.
This includes giving p ®strians priority, slowing down and providing a 1-metre gap
when passing pede@%ns, taking care at driveways, effective signalling, and using
sound alerts (su Qﬁs bells) to warn pedestrians where appropriate. Some submitters
even sugge a speed limit of 10km/h when cycling on footpaths. Visibility, audibility,
and com ication especially for elderly pedestrians, blind or low vision users and
peopl%@sing mobility aids, were seen as essential for comfort and compliance.

Qanced efficiency of the transport network

Allowing children to cycle on footpaths encourages active transport and supports council
objectives

Some submitters said the proposal would support safer school travel, reduce short car
trips, and give families greater confidence to choose active transport. These submitters
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considered allowing footpath cycling helps children build riding skills and hazard
awareness before cycling on the road.

Cycling on footpaths should not be a reason to discontinue investment in cycling
infrastructure

Several advocacy organisations and individual submitters cautioned that footpaths
should not become a default cycling solution. They mentioned differences in width
condition, and pedestrian demand on dedicated cycleways. Councils and cycIi@
advocacy organisations stressed that long-term safety and efficiency depend<i
continued investment in separated walking and cycling infrastructure. Cy Action
Network emphasised that footpath access for children should be an i or contextual
measure, not a substitute for safe cycle lanes. NZ Vulnerable Roa&ﬁser Charitable
Trust similarly highlighted that pedestrian safety, particularly fo@der people and people
with disabilities, must remain the priority, alongside compleméntary measures such as

speed management and education. Any efficiency gains seen as indirect and
highly dependent on context, reinforcing that footpat ling for children is not a
system-wide solution. A

N

Some footpaths may not be suitable for cycli/;rgg busy or narrow areas

New Plymouth District Council, Clutha Ii}gﬂct Council, Whakatane District Council, and
Marlborough District Council highligh@the need to manage cycling in higher risk areas,
such as narrow footpaths and bui destrian areas including CBDs, shopping streets,
and around schools. %)

Q

About 5% of submitters alS¢*questioned whether some existing footpaths are suitable for
cycling in busy or conglrzined environments such as town centres and residential infill
areas, noting that w or uneven footpaths can increase conflict and are particularly
risky for elderly{ye0ple, disabled users, blind or low-vision pedestrians, and carers with
prams. The bmitters emphasised that allowing children to cycle on footpaths without
suitable J&@grades could reduce safety and effectiveness.

As (Dggult, they supported giving local authorities the ability to restrict footpath cycling
re conditions or pedestrian numbers create safety risks.
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Proposal 2: set a minimum passing gap for vehicles

What was proposed

To require drivers to leave a minimum passing distance of 1 metre at speeds of
60 km/h or less, and 1.5 metres above 60 km/h, when overtaking other road
users such as cyclists and horse riders.

{S“
How people responded v~
We received 6,006 submissions on this proposal: 0@

councils, cycling advocacy groups, and horse rider advocacy gr (who

e 68% of submitters supported the proposal. This included individua:s?'s
agreed in principle but called for the minimum passing dista&/@o be

increased to at least 2 metres). A
e 23% of submitters didn’t support the proposal. This in 'éed individuals
and transport advocacy organisations who conside e proposal

difficult to enforce and opposed the proposed $@ ine.
e 9% of submitters were unsure. Ve
"

Key themes included introducing a clear legal nQnimum passing distance,

preferably at least 1.5 metres, supported b cation, enforcement, and
alignment with the Road Code and interp@'onal best practice.
NG

Proposal 2: Do you agre@ introducing a minimum passing
distance when drive ertake other road users (such as
cyclists, horser ers, and micro-mobility users)?

QO
&

YES 4070 (68%)
1396 (23%)
540 (9%)

Number of submissions

Improved road safety outcomes

Submitters broadly agreed that close passing endangers vulnerable road users, but
views differ on appropriate passing distances.
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Councils and walking advocacy groups considered the proposed passing distances are
inadequate

Groups like Living Streets Aotearoa argue that a 1—-1.5 metre minimum passing distance
is unsafe, especially on narrow or high-speed roads, due to turbulence, speed
differences, and rider unpredictability. Auckland Council also cautioned against a single
rule, noting the higher risks posed by large trucks compared with smaller vehicles. A few
submitters also recommended this proposal should apply more broadly than to just
drivers of motor vehicles when passing, as motorcyclists and cyclists can also pas

other road users unsafely. Others noted that ‘other road users’ should include &
pedestrians and other wheeled recreation vehicles, who may need to use the4dad

where there is no footpath. é
Y
S

Horse rider advocacy groups had a strong preference for a 2-metre ing distance
and lower speed limits when passing A

A
Concern about passing horses was common, with 6% of s %;rs noting horses have
unpredictable reactions to vehicles and require wider pagfm distances.

The NZ Vulnerable Road User Charitable Trust, eqy\@t?an advocacy groups, and NZ
Veterinary Services therefore recommended a 6Qimum 2-metre passing distance. 10%
of submitters considered a lower speed Iimitm@ necessary when passing a cyclist or a
horse rider safely, with many submitters a@@ﬁg that speeds of about 20 km/h be
required for passing horses. These sm%&ters noted that a minimum 2-metre passing
distance and passing speeds of a 0 km/h align with international best practice.
They referred to the United Kingglam’s (UK’s) rule change in 2025, which requires a 2-
metre passing distance whe@assing horses and riders with a maximum speed of 10
miles per hour (16 km/h)'cy

Many councils reco@&nded a universal 1.5 metre passing distance for all roads

Eight councils irluding Queenstown Lakes District Council, Whangarei District Council,
Hastings Dig{jet Council, Kapiti Coast District Council, New Plymouth District Council,
Marlboroﬁ@h District Council, Wellington City Council, and Christchurch City Council
staff g with advocacy groups such as Great Harbour Way Trust, Cycling Action
NQ@rk, Healthy Auckland Together, Nelson Transport Strategy Group, Hutt City Grey
&wer, and 4% of individuals, supported the policy intent but recommended a single
minimum 1.5 metre passing gap regardless of the road’s speed limit.

A private member’s bill, Road Traffic (Horse and Rider Safety) Bill, is currently progressing through the UK
Parliament. If passed, this bill will set both a mandatory speed and distance for passing horses in a moving vehicle,
provide for the inclusion of equestrian safety in driving theory tests and make provision about the teaching of

equestrian safety in driving education.
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Greater understanding of and compliance with amended rules

Public education and guidance are required

About 6% of submitters called for clear, consistent guidance and strong public
education; Christchurch City Council staff noted poor driver awareness of existing rules
contributes to unsafe overtaking, particularly on narrow roads. Groups including Safety
Collective Tamaki Makaurau supported simple, consistent messaging such as a single
1.5 metre rule and clear guidance on measuring passing distances to reduce confus@“

and help enforcement. &?‘
Concerns about enforceability and driver behaviour \)

&
Approximately 9% of submissions raised concerns about whether the r I?%an be
enforced and 8% of submissions raised concerns about driver beha@§ They
emphasised the need for clear measurement standards (for exa;qp , measuring mirror-
to-elbow rather than tyre-to-tyre) and recommend enforceme, ols such as video-
based reporting to ensure consistency. Overall, many s;@ters stated that well-
designed passing rules, supported by strong educatio enforcement, can
significantly reduce crash risk and improve the pergé&%a and actual safety of vulnerable

road users.
X

Many submitters emphasised a need for fa@ractical enforcement, with Cycling Action
Network supporting video-based reporti@&('like the UK’s Operation Snap) and
Transporting New Zealand calling fo Qﬁ%cretion where road width makes compliance
impossible (for example, rural ro ith a narrow verge). Auckland Council also
stressed the need for clear confunication of rules for all road users, alongside strong
education, guidance, and able enforcement to improve safety.

Enhanced efficienc;éif?t\he transport network

Setting minimuz(ﬂﬂssing distances can improve network efficiency

Some orga @ﬁons said minimum passing distances would improve efficiency by

reducin }»certainty and risky overtaking. Christchurch City Council staff said a

consi t 1.5 metre rule would simplify driver decisions, while the NZ Local Authority

Tr Institute (Trafinz) and the Transportation Group noted it would not delay traffic on
rrow roads, as it mainly clarifies existing obligations.

Other submitters warned that poorly defined rules could reduce efficiency

Industry submitters like the Motor Industry Association supported the aims of addressing
issues with unsafe passing behaviours but noted the proposal would have significant
adverse impacts. Some submitters also noted there needs to be different consideration
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for rural vs. urban roads. These submitters stated rigid rules could reduce efficiency on
constrained roads: over 9% of submitters, including Transporting New Zealand noted
many rural roads are too narrow to meet a 1-metre gap without delay, while Auckland
Council stated passing distances should reflect vehicle size. Nearly 4% of submitters
noted that without clear, nuanced guidance, drivers may become overly hesitant, leading
to unnecessary slow traffic behind other road users.

Industry submitters were concerned that the proposed overtaking gap would constrainv
heavy vehicles to the speed of a cyclist or other slow road user for extended parts e
rural road and state highway network, which would be acceptable for short dur Rﬁs but
not practical for substantial portions of the roading network to be constrained.N hey
recommended either strengthening the current ‘good will’ provisions to p t passing or
to provide a specific mandatory condition to pull over and permit safe sing where
appropriate and proportionate. A

A

Education and infrastructure are required to support this pro@

Submitters emphasised that efficiency depends on stror@%ducation and infrastructure,
with Gisborne District Council and advocacy groups 4 Suded in 10% of submitters who
called for clear guidance on safe passing and cegére line crossing. Many submitters and
some councils, including Healthy Auckland To &ner, stated that separated cycling and
micromobility infrastructure, and improved @?ﬁeived safety would support different
transport choices, reduce congestion, K@I prove network productivity?. Enforcement
would be needed to support this pro l.

2 NZTA and the Ministry of Transport are aware of the current infrastructure differences nationally such as painted
cycle lanes on the road, or provision of grade separated lanes that offer greater protection. Cycle infrastructure is out

of scope for this work.
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Proposal 3: allow e-scooters to use cycle lanes

What was proposed

To allow e-scooters to be used in cycle lanes.

How people responded
We received 6,009 submissions on this proposal e

e 81% of submitters supported this proposal. This included individuals, walk'$% nd
disability advocacy groups, councils and, road safety and traffic managQSe t

organisations.
e 10% of submitters didn’t support this proposal. This mainly includ Gﬁ?&ividuals
who asked for clearer operating rules before allowing e-scoote@%’fo cycle lanes.
e 9% of submitters were unsure.

Key themes were that allowing e-scooters in cycle lanes wo prove safety and
accessibility, supported by clear national rules, educatlon(§ orcement, and well-

/\Qy

Proposal 3: Do you agree with allo {‘@ e-scooters to be
used in cycle Qe

designed cycle lanes.

YES 4889 (81%)

Q
578 (100/?@@
<

NO

Number of submissions

Q%‘roved road safety outcomes

Allowing e-scooters to use cycle lanes reduce risks to other road users

Submitters generally agree that allowing e-scooters to use cycle lanes would improve
safety for pedestrians and riders by reducing the use of e-scooters on footpaths and
conflicts between pedestrians and e-scooters on footpaths. About 23% of submitters,
including Disabled Persons Assembly NZ, Blind Low Vision NZ, Hutt City Council, and
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Lime ANZ, say fast moving e-scooters are unsafe on footpaths and should use cycle
lanes where available. This will better match scooter speeds and improve safety through
clearer separation from pedestrians. 8% of individual submitters considered that e-
scooters should be completely banned from using footpaths.

Those who opposed the proposal noted that e-scooters were a lot faster than bikes

About 3% of submitters stated that speed differences between cyclists and e-scooter
riders increase collision risk, while others noted that the e-bikes have similar speeds@“
e-scooters and are permitted in cycle lanes. @?‘

Extending the proposal to other wheeled recreational vehicles &\)

A few submitters also recommended extending the proposal to other wh s&%
recreational vehicles, such as skateboarders, roller/inline skaters, e-b s, which can
all travel at a similar speed as bicycles, and are currently allowed t&%e the road and
footpath but not cycle lanes. '\

Q.

Greater understanding of and compliance with amend%Q ules
Stronger regulation of e-scooters and their riders ?ﬁ

Mandating helmet use while riding e-scooters wa ’ﬁg;)osed by 14% of submitters,
including many councils and safety advocacy o(énisations, with many of these also
stating other safety gear like reflective clothitrg should be required.

Lime ANZ and Cycling Action Network @ed for clearer right-of-way rules, including give
way expectations in shared and cro environments, and national regulation of e-
scooter speed and power limits. Th& Cycling Action Network called for nationally
consistent rules, including requiging e-scooters to use cycle lanes where available,
managing risks at bus stopgo tersections, and poor-quality lanes, and setting clearer
standards for speed, powgP, helmets, intoxication, and age limits. Some submitters
proposed restricting Qgﬁer speeds to 25km/hr and lower speeds when passing
pedestrians. Q‘

Councils and @ne individual submitters emphasized e-scooter retailers’ role in
educating tl:k?«ﬁublic about e-scooter requirements, including at the point of sale and
throug \app training, geofencing, and speed controls. Christchurch City Council staff
noted¥here is a need for stronger national regulation to ensure that there is consistency
b en public and private scooter controls, as well as across different councils.

Safekids Aotearoa and Hastings District Council also recommended banning e-scooter
use for riders under 16 years due to the high risk of serious injury or death. Some
submitters called for the stronger regulation of e-scooters and their riders through
licensing and registration requirements, as it is similar to operating a motor vehicle.

Education, guidance and enforcement help maintain and improve safety outcomes
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Well-communicated behaviour rules were considered important by 8% of submitters.
Christchurch City Council staff stated a need for national campaigns on safe riding,
preventing conflict between drivers and riders (e.g. when drivers open their door into the
path of riders), lane speeds and clarifying where e-scooters may operate.

Enforcement challenges or the need for strong or additional enforcement activity was
raised by 2% of submitters. Some individual submitters raised the need for rules around
where e-scooters can be parked, and fines for the companies when e-scooters are left
parked in the cycle lane or are obstructing a footpath. {X‘

Improved infrastructure to support rider safety \)@?‘

Nearly 2% of individual submitters said that appropriate infrastructure and oé@ing
maintenance are needed to support safe use and safe passing of slower, users,
particularly where surfaces are uneven or debris is present. @

&

Submitters raised safety concerns about inconsistent cycle Iane,{e gn, with Auckland
Council, Safety Collective Tamaki Makaurau, and Gisborne D'@fwt Council highlighting
narrow lanes, poor surfaces, bus stop conflicts, and low visg @y intersections. Hutt City
Council called for better designed, well-maintained, and@arated cycling infrastructure.

Lime ANZ emphasised that safe and compliant use§v§s on supportive infrastructure,
including separated lanes, good lighting, smoot Qu aces, and clear markings. Some
submitters pointed to examples they consideLE uccessful, such as shared paths in
Christchurch, and supported similar inves tin their own local areas.

N
N
<
Enhanced efficiency of the@%sport network

A few submitters comvrrlﬁ‘:@%that allowing e-scooters to use cycle lanes could improve
broader transport ne\( efficiency as they move from footpaths and roads into cycle
lanes. The Cyclin ilon Network stated this would reduce conflict by separating users
more clearly, while*Hutt City Council and Lime ANZ noted underused cycle lanes can
better acco@ﬁ'date e-scooters than footpaths or traffic lanes. 1% of submitters stated
e-scoote;Q\n eded to be lawfully moved into cycle lanes and removed from roads

beca GJthey disrupt the flow of road traffic. Lime ANZ also highlighted e-scooters’ role
in '@L%nd last mile public transport trips, reducing car use, parking pressure, and

Q rall network congestion.
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Proposal 4: giving buses priority when leaving bus stops

What was proposed

Require drivers to give way to buses leaving bus stops on roads with speed limits under
60 km/h.

How people responded

We received 5,998 submissions on this proposal: ?\l‘v
e 61% of submitters supported this proposal. This included individuals, co\ugﬁs,
bus and transport associations and road safety advocates (who ask us

drivers to indicate adequately before moving back into traffic). %

e 31% of submitters didn’t support this proposal. This included ine@1 uals and
some cycling rights organisations who cited that the proposzk@ impractical and
will be abused by bus drivers. A

e 8% of submitters were unsure. OQ~

Key themes focused on impacts for cyclists and pedest%%%, bus driver behaviour,
speed limits, and the need for clear rules, training, e%@a ion, and enforcement.

<<&
O .
Proposal 4: Do you support requirige\drivers to give way to

buses leaving bus stops on roa.ek ith speed limits of 60

km/h or\Q;s?

YES 3633 (61%)

NO 1854 (31%)

NOT SURE 511 (8%)

Q‘ Number of submissions

Improved road safety outcomes

Clear give way rules lower the risk of crashes between buses and other road users

Hutt City Council, Otago Regional Council, the Bus and Coach Association, and Healthy
Auckland Together stated that unclear rules cause inconsistent driver behaviour and
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unsafe bus merging; and that a clear give way rule would reduce risky manoeuvres and
crashes near bus stops.

Many submitters said the proposal would improve safety for people who walk and cycle.
Cycling Action Network and Safety Collective Tamaki Makaurau said that when buses
re-enter traffic late, cyclists may try to overtake unsafely, and people may take risks
when crossing the road. They stated that giving buses priority would reduce these risks

through more predictable bus movements. \lg~
Education and responsible bus driver behaviour \)@v
Submitters including Trafinz, Transporting New Zealand, Cycling Action NetwoQrk, and
multiple councils, supported priority for buses, stressing that safety dep on clear
give way rules, responsible bus driver behaviour, consistent signage a‘@'signalling, and
strong public education and enforcement. &&Q/

Greater understanding of and compliance with amende es

Clear guidance needed on giving way to buses ?&

Submitters emphasised the need for clear, nationab&%"onsistent messaging to improve
understanding and compliance with giving bus®<ﬁriority, noting widespread driver
confusion. They called for updated Road C guidance, national advertising, and plain
language explanations of when it applie%&

N\

Trafinz, Transporting New Zealand§§8us and Coach Association, the Cycling Action
Network, and several councils alsl Sought consistent rear bus signage, bus stop
markings, and clear signallin@?&ndards to support compliance and reduce reliance on
courtesy. %)

Need for nationally %’ducation and training, standard signage and clear requirements

Submitters high.ljg?t.ed the need for education and training to support compliance.
Healthy Au l@r(d Together, the Cycling Action Network, and multiple councils called for
nationall&h& public campaigns rather than council-by-council approaches, and for rule
changﬁglo be embedded in driver licensing, testing, and bus driver training.

®)

Q‘Tnz, Transporting New Zealand, and multiple councils cautioned that without clear
public education, signage, and consistent bus driver behaviour, the improvements may
not have the expected benefits. However, they broadly agreed that with national
education, standardised signage, and clear signalling requirements, enabling bus priority
would help buses re-enter traffic more smoothly, reduce stop start delays, and support a
more people focused use of limited road space.

There were some concerns about incentivising poor driver behaviour
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Some submitters considered there should be the same driving rules for all drivers on the
road, regardless of the type of vehicle. About 8% of individual submitters raised
concerns about current bus driver behaviour, and 2% were concerned that giving the
bus priority would further encourage bad bus driver behaviour.

A rule change is unnecessary

A few submitters considered a legal rule to require drivers to give way to buses would be
unnecessary and impose additional administrative expense, so it should remain a \[~

courtesy practice rather than a law change. A small number of submitters also t t
this was just a revenue gathering exercise for the government. &\)

e
Enhanced efficiency of the transport system §

Improving bus reliability and reducing avoidable delays at bus stogé,

About 22% of submissions said this proposal will improve pule'}ansport efficiency.
Councils noted that buses often lose time re-entering traffi ing peak periods.
Requiring drivers to give way would reduce delays, stahilise€ timetables, improve end-to-
end journey times, and boost passenger confidencng“ublic transport3.

Prioritising buses improves overall network efﬁ@%cy

Healthy Auckland Together, the Bus and g@ch Association, Cycling Action Network,
and several regional councils noted th ses move far more people than private cars
and that prioritising buses improves rall network efficiency. They emphasised that
faster, more reliable bus services{support people to use other transport options, reduce
congestion, and strengthen L@g?u transport performance in Christchurch, Auckland,
Queenstown, and Dunedi <¢/ne Bus and Coach Association noted that if the rules were
changed and there w §00% compliance, bus delays could be reduced by 29.5 hours
across the network@(day in the Auckland region.*

3 Abley Transportation Consultants (2017). Giving way to buses potentially a good idea. NZTA Research, June 2017,
Issue 36, pp. 5-6. Research Report 609 Quantifying the economic and other benefits of enabling priority bus egress
from bus stops | NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi

4 Ibid.
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Proposal 5: clarifying signage requirements for parking on berms

What was proposed

To clarify that signs are not required for road controlling authorities to enforce local berm
parking rules.

How people responded
. . . _ {S“
We received 5,993 submissions on this proposal: o

e 32% of submitters supported this proposal. This included road safety Cr@itles,
traffic management organisations, disability advocacy group and cougghis.

o 40% of submitters didn’t support this proposal. This included indiwdUals and
transport associations who believe any prohibition on parking ol@)erms must be
supported by signage so that vehicle operators are aware oKl

e 28% of submitters were unsure. Q§

Nearly one third of respondents who made a comment eit gated that they didn’t
understand the question, or what the implications of theegi)osed rule amendment might
be, or it was evident from their answer that they fou e topic very confusing. Some
comments were around merits of berm parking b&t'%ot directly related to the proposal.

Key themes were the need to balance legal ebarcle and enforcement with fairness, public
awareness, and trust through education, r communication, targeted signage,
warnings before fines, and sensible I\ xceptions.

Proposal 5: Do youﬁvee with the proposal to clarify that

ired for berm parking rules to be
enforceable?

signage is no@

YES 1937 (32%)

2377 (40%)

1679 (28%)

Number of submissions
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Improved road safety outcomes

Berm parking increases the risk to pedestrians

v

Christchurch City Council staff, Hutt City Council, Gisborne District Council, Waim ?@‘Wi
District Council, Living Streets Aotearoa, Disabled Persons Assembly, Blind Lcﬁ&sion
NZ, and Blind Citizens NZ noted that berm parking often encroaches on f:gga s

forcing pedestrians especially wheelchair users, people with prams, and r people

into traffic and increasing crash and fall risks. Clarifying how it can be rced was

seen as strengthening councils’ ability to maintain safe, accessibleéédestrian routes.
A

Consistent enforcement will deter habitual unsafe parking OQ‘

About a quarter of the submitters stated that a rule cha o clarify berm parking bans
are enforceable without signage would set clearer dr, & expectations, support
consistent enforcement, and deter unsafe parkin <;~of submitters said there is a lack
of enforceability when it comes to berm parkin hile some transport industry
submitters emphasised the need for public cation, most considered the proposal
would improve pedestrian safety by mal%ﬁ\ ning clear footpaths and reducing driveway
and footpath conflicts. ®\

Greater understanding of andz?ompllance with the amended rules

Signs are essential for pe@&‘o understand their obligations

Submitters who didn’t port the proposal or who indicated mixed support raised
concerns that driv, ould be fined for activities they were unaware were prohibited,
particularly whese Berm parking has long been common practice. AA warned that drivers
may unkno y breach bans, while Hutt City Council, Waimakariri District Council, and
Gisborne<bistrict Council noted that reliance on signage has led many drivers to assume
berm ing is permitted unless explicitly prohibited. Submitters also highlighted that
s and older people are especially dependent on clear visual cues. 21% of

bmitters said signs are required to enforce berm parking and about 4% said current

requirements were unclear.

Consistent national rules will improve understanding and compliance

Disabled Persons Assembly New Zealand and Blind Low Vision NZ argued that
predictable enforcement for the purposes of maintaining pedestrian safety would
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improve understanding and reduce resistance. While Transporting New Zealand and
some rural submitters raised concerns about reliance on unwritten rules, many
submitters supported a clear national prohibition on berm parking, backed by education
and fair enforcement, which would be more effective than signage. Overall, the
proposed clarification was seen as improving compliance through a simple, nationally
consistent rule focused on pedestrian safety.

Enhanced efficiency of transport network ‘l‘v

Removing the requirement for external signage reduces cost and visual clutter @?‘

Submitters who supported this proposal linked improved efficiency to lower pliance
costs and more consistent enforcement. Christchurch City Council staff, City
Council, and Trafinz said removing mandatory signage would reduce m\?t llation and
maintenance costs, limit visual clutter, and allow signage to be targ’é@d to exceptions
only. This was seen as supporting more strategic street managQﬁﬁent, more predictable
driver behaviour, and fewer disputes.
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Other issues

Limitations of analysis

L TS

Survey participants selected “yes”, “no”, or “not sure” for each proposal, with optional
free text comments to provide a written rationale. Not all submitters answered every
question, and many email submitters chose to submit on certain proposals without using
the survey format. Overall, almost 90% of submitters commented on Proposals 1, 2\:1}*
and 4. Approximately 65% of submitters commented on Proposal 5. $?~

We included free text responses in the online submission form so that submit@é could
share context around why they gave a “yes”, “no”, or “not sure” answer fo@gEh
question. Clear themes were evident across responses from individua@%uncils and
advocacy groups. These themes were grouped and counted toget%(,from submissions
made online and by email. A

X

Cand some judgement was

Counting how many times a theme was raised is not scie
applied to determine under what themes comments m |. Some submissions raised
multiple ideas or themes, so the percentages show each theme may not add to
100%. However, strong and clear perspectives raQsed by submitters were summarised
into common themes where possible. 4

Out of scope \g

These issues were raised in theiu@}issions but are out of scope for this project. They
include:
%

e Infrastructure and fu@g - footpath width and quality, separated cycleways,
lighting, visibility, eﬁﬂ national or local funding decisions.

e Education a ehavioural change - national education campaigns, Bike Ready
or schoo&ﬁ?/culum changes, public awareness programmes.

o Llce@rg and registration - licensing of cyclists or e-scooter users, registration or
nu@ber plates for devices, ID or insurance requirements.

O%peed limits on paths - infroducing numeric speed limits (such as walking pace,
QQ‘ 6—10 km/h) for footpaths or cycle lanes, or redefining “hazardous speed’.

¢ Disability co-design - mandatory disability impact assessments, co-design
processes, user trials, or location specific exclusions.

These topics came up frequently in submissions across the proposals. Although out of
scope, they highlight issues that would support effective implementation and improve
overall outcomes.
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Appendix 1: list of organisational submitters

Individuals’ names have been withheld from this list. If you wish to know these names,
please contact NZTA and we will consider your request under Official Information Act
1982 criteria.

Businesses, organisations and advocacy groups \b?*

Age Concern NZ Atomic EV Limited @?‘
Bentley Coachlines Bike Action Hamilton ?’So

Bike Auckland Bike and Hike Northland '@

Bike Taupo Bike Waikato &

Bikers Rights Organisation NZ Blind Citizens N6Q'5

Blind Low Vision New Zealand Brake the R Safety Charity

BT CoachBuilders Ltd. Civic Tn@huckland

A

Coastal Riding NZ Co@anion Animals NZ

Cycling Action Network @cle Wellington

Dig Otautahi Trust é\é& Disabled Older Persons Group

Disabled Persons Assembly 4®\ Equestrians Advocacy Canterbury West

%) Coast

Equestrian Sports Ne\%@and Equi U & Us Ltd.

Far North Riding Q/I(ﬁ)v Free Ride Charitable Trust

Free Ride CTQfa(GIe Trust Gattung Foundation

Golden&é@}?s Riding Club Inc. Great Harbour Way Trust

Gre@khain Charitable Trust Hamilton Driving School
é@?r;ess Racing New Zealand Hawke’s Bay Trails Great Ride

3

Hawkes Bay Horse Trails Advocacy Healthy Auckland Together
Group

Healthy Families Invercargill H.O.R.S.E and Weekday Trekkers
Horse Riders NZ Hughes Traffic & Transportation
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Hutt City Grey Power
Katikati Adult Riding Club

Kinetic
Living Streets Aotearoa
Maggie Lees Equestrian

Mangonui Haulage Ltd

mSupply Foundation

Nelson Tasman Riding Club

New Zealand Thoroughbred Racing Inc.

NZ Equestrian Advocacy
Network (NZEAN)

NZ Veterinary Association

D
. . . S\

Ride Your Trike Hamilton %&)

&

Safe Kids AoteaQ}/

SLTYME _—\
N

SPCA&\QQ/
S

Pedals Dunedin Ltd

S Dunedin
QQ‘asman Equestrian
Titahi Bay and City Riding Club

Upper Clutha Charitable Trust

Upper Clutha Riding Club

NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi

Kapiti Bike Bus — Cycle to School
Programme

Katikati Hack and Hunters Adult Riding
Club

Lime ANZ
Living Streets Tamaki Makaurau

{S“
Mahurangi Equestrian Advocate Grogk
Mariska Lochead Equestrian Se@s

and Trekking %v
Nelson Tasman Climate RQim & Travel
Friendly ,{(,

The New Zealand@(ﬁe Saddle
Association

3%
New Zeal@ﬁ%ulnerable Road User
Charit Trust

NZéfeiners' Association
Ky

Q~
&

Parents of Vision Impaired (NZ) Inc
Rare Horse Society of NZ

Royal Australasian College of Surgeons
Aotearoa New Zealand National
Committee and Trauma Sub-committee

Safety Collective Tamaki Makaurau
South Canterbury Road Safety
Spokes Canterbury

Taranaki Equestrian Network Inc.

The Lightfoot Initiative Charitable Trust
TS Equestrian Services

Upper Clutha Lakes Equestrian Access
Group

Wakatipu Riding Club
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Waitaki Horse Trails Waterford Riding Centre
Weekday Horse Trekkers Whanau horse trekkers

Industry associations

Automobile Association (AA) Bus and Coach Association

Drive Electric Motor Industry Association (MIA)

National Road Carriers Association Nelson Transport Strategy Group Inc. \bv

(NELSUST) X

New Zealand Local Authority NZ Tramways Union ’\\)

Traffic Institute (Trafinz) %?“

Transportation Group NZ Transporting New ZeaI@/ﬁ~§?~
Councils/Road Controlling Authorities\

Auckland Council Bay of Plenty Q@onal Council

Christchurch City Council (staff) Clutha Disé@t%Council

Gisborne District Council Hanﬂféﬂ%ity Council

Hastings District Council iaga(e's Bay Regional Transport

&Qeommittee

Horizons Regional Council e\% Hutt City Council
A\
Hauraki District Council < Kapiti Coast District Council

Manawatu District Coun&i/QQ) Marlborough District Council
New Plymouth Distr'dp%’ouncil Otago Regional Council
Queenstown L \’District Waimakariri District Council
Waipa Dis @ Council Whakatane District Council

WeIIir@ City Council
O
ov
Q.
<
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Background

The Land Transport Rule: Traffic Control Devices 2004 (the TCD Rule) covers the
requirements for the design, construction, installation, operation and maintenance of
traffic control devices, and functions and responsibilities of road controlling authorities.

Traffic control devices are signs, markings, signals, islands and other devices placed on
or adjacent to roads, footpaths and cycle paths used to instruct, warn, guide or advise
road users. The Land Transport Rule: Traffic Control Devices Amendment 2026 (the \lj~
TCD Amendment 2026) proposes to make 45 changes to the TCD Rule. @V

The TCD Amendment 2026 include: &\)
e enabling provisions %v
e removal of redundant requirements \e
e mandating standards, and @
e updating and clarifying specifications to the TCD Rule. &Q/

The TCD Amendment 2026 is not expected to result in any si &cant implementation

costs to road controlling authorities. NZTA will update the r ed guidance and road

controlling authorities will be able to take advantage orgy w requirements as and
g

when they update signs, markings or signals. These ¢ es are technical and/or minor.

The proposed changes are consistent with the Vi Convention on Traffic Signs,
Signals and Markings. They align New Zealand&h international standards and
practices. <\

Consultation Q

We sought feedback on the TC@)Amendment 2026 to ensure that legislation is sound
and robust and that the rul elopment process considers the views of, and the
impact on, people affecte the proposed changes. Road controlling authorities are
the direct stakeholderstNese changes may affect, but all road users must comply with all
traffic control devic ce installed. Because of the technical nature of the changes, we
sought targeted cdhsultation from the Traffic Control Devices Steering Group and other
industry participénts from road controlling authorities.

v
The targe@%onsultation took place from 16 to 25 February 2026.

We rec&iyved both oral and written submissions.
o%
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Consultation overview

What parts of the TCD Rule we consulted on

The TCD Amendment 2026’s 45 proposed changes are mainly in Parts 1 and 3 of the
TCD Rule. Part 1 is the main body of the TCD Rule and Part 3 includes:

o Schedule 1 - Signs
o Schedule 2 — Markings
o Schedule 3 — Signals. \b?*

TCD Amendment 2026 is a coordinated effort, developed in close collaboration \@?Foad
controlling authorities and groups such as the Traffic Control Devices SteeringsSroup,
the Road Marking Federation, and the Signals Users Group (SNUG), to u§ the TCD

Rule. @?‘

Targeted consultation: proposed amendments to the TCD RuI&Q,

A meeting was held online on Monday 16 February 2026, bety£en 1:00 pm and 4:00
pm. Sixteen people attended the meeting. After the meeting icipants were given
until Friday 20 February 2026 to provide written submissigiiXAt the request of one
participating organisation, this deadline was extended t dnesday 25 February 2026.

&
A
The targeted consul n attendees
sered cone @
External NZTA The Ministry of Transport
&
Bruce Goodall (Road Osei O u — Policy Lead | Declan Lynch - Policy

Markers Federation)

N\
St\o&\%)ejong — Technical
KAd

??QS)Leona Feng — Policy

Manager

Jeff Greenough (SNUG,
Traffic Signals)

Joanne McMahon (

Signs Manufactur%,

Association) Grace Bennett — Legal

lead

Dominic 5@' (Downer | y1ark Edwards — SME

Group) &\

Ru Qg{ Hawkes
é@@ronment Southland)

oanne McMahon (Road
Signs Manufacturers’
Association)

Russell Pinchen - SME

e Kawanatanga o Aotearoa

lew Zealand Government
WAKA KOTAHI




Robert Swears (Road
Safety and Traffic
Engineering)

Terry Collins (Automobile
Association)

Lachlan Beban
(Christchurch City Council)

Daniel Cairncross
(Wellington City Council)

Terry Segrue (Auckland
Transport)

Submissions analysm@TCD proposals

Summary of submitter views, o@response and recommendations

General requweme@%or traffic signs

P 11
roposa og/

Enabling trials of vehicle mounted signs

Main feedback_

&

There is strong stakeholder support for enabling trials of
vehicle-mounted variable message signs (VMS).

Auckland Transport noted that although some trials—
including school bus signage—have been carried out in
the past, there is now a need for a clear regulatory
pathway. Auckland Transport further noted that some
earlier trials proceeded without explicit rule support.

Wellington City Council also observed that the current
TCD Rule limits the use of VMS technology, and that the




proposed amendment would allow future trials, including
mobile VMS units on work vehicles.

Response

This change is necessary to establish a clear legal basis
for vehicle-mounted VMS trials and is consistent with
current VMS technologies and operational practices.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

Z,

Proposal 2

Mandating the use of approved fznf&or traffic signs

Main feedback

There are concerns about usin Transport Medium
font on parking signs becaus Australian Standard for
road-sign alphabets (AS 1@ does not include the NZ
Modified E font. Qy~

A

Submitters also @ that any reference in the TCD rule to
Australian sta@grds must explicitly state any exceptions
that apply. Road Safety and Traffic Engineering
mended changing the wording in the draft
“all traffic sign” to “all traffic signs”. Submitters
als ed that Australia introduced lowercase Transport
foﬁb in 2015, which has created software-related issues
,¥ar some manufacturers. The Road Signs Manufacturers
MAssociation will provide additional technical questions in
writing once it has completed its consultation.

Responsi NV
'\\ NZTA agrees that the font requirements need to be
?@ clarified. In future drafts, NZTA will make sure the
@) requirements work with New Zealand fonts and with the

software used by sign manufacturers. The goal is to
ensure fonts are correct and easy to read, while also
making signs easier to produce. NZTA has added a
clarification to clause 4.4(22): “unless otherwise specified
within the Rule.” This work is still in progress, and NZTA
needs more information from manufacturers about the
software they use and the font-related problems they are
experiencing.




NZTA Recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

RO
é?“
N
Proposal 3 Enabling NZTA (Director of Land Tw\ﬁort) to

approve signals

AN

Main feedback

The Road Signs ManufacturersASsociation asked what

had prompted this proposal.%Q

ol
Submitters also sou larification on how these
approved signals éjld interact with the Road User Rule.

Response 4
5
(OV‘
Ul
&
&
Q
D
O
O

,@ZTA acknowledged that the long delays in approving
Msigns—such as those affecting cycle directional signals—
demonstrate the need for change.

NZTA confirmed that all proposed approvals will continue
to be reviewed by the TCD Steering Group to ensure we
continue to work in partnership when approving signals.

Any subsequent amendments to the Road User Rule
because of approving signals will be assessed, and
advice provided to the Minister for their consideration.

NZTA Recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.




Steady vehicle displays in the form of a continuous display

Proposal 4 Enabling shared aspect pedestrian and cyclist
signals \lj“
Main feedback Most submissions on this proposal focused on the @Y'
drafting. &\)

One suggestion was to reverse clauses d B for
readability, so that S3-4 appears befg{Q)S

One submitter noted that cla .6(3AAB) lists signal
aspects S3-4 and S3-5in t rder, but the proposed
subclauses (a) and (b)é:l2~ Ibe S3-5 first and then S3-4.

A

A submitter also a@ed NZTA to clarify where shared

signals mayzq.u ed.

Ny
Response \&HT take the suggested drafting order into account

ill confirm the permitted locations in the guidance.
,0

&
\¢~"| Shared signals work the same way as pedestrian signals,
&/ so they are covered by the pedestrian display rules. We

note that the rule lists S3-4 before S3-5 (the reverse of

< what some submitters expected). However, this order
0’ matches clause 6.6(3) for pedestrian displays and is
&\Q consistent with how other display types are set out.
O
e
Q_O The rule also describes the signal aspects in the order
Q green, then yellow, then red. This is different from the

physical layout on the signal head (red at the top, yellow
in the middle, green at the bottom). The original reason for
this written order is not clear, but keeping it the same
across the rule helps consistency and reduces the risk of
confusion.

NZTA confirmed that shared signals may be used:




e at mid-block crossings, and

o atintersections where a shared path crosses the
roadway.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on. NZTA to draft to improve

readability. \bv
\ \d

Q\
N

Steady vehicle displays in the form of a continuous displag?famp

signals &
<K&
A
Proposal 5 Change requirement for vari message signs

(Display B) in advance of rafdp signals

Main feedback

AN
The Road Safety and TE?‘Engineering Group
suggested redrafting e 6.4(17) the consultation

version of the TCD %n ndment 2026 to ‘avoid entering
the ramp’, noting @t drivers would already be on the
ramp by the ti@é\they see the sign.

N

Response

<
©
v
I~

hY

vV

§%

JQ rees to review the drafting.

NZT
%

NZTA recomrnﬁﬁpétion

&

Proceed as consulted on.

&
&

Int@éctions controlled by traffic signals

3

Proposal 6

Enabling existing ‘give way to cyclists’ sign to be
attached to a signal pole




Main feedback

There was discussion about whether dual pedestrian and

cyclist variants should be included as an additional option,
particularly for situations where left-turn lanes are located

beside cycle lanes.

There was general support to provide a combined sign,
noting that it would be useful.

0
A suggestion was also made to correct a typo where$
“inspection” had been used instead of “intersectj

?\

Response

NZTA acknowledges the potential us&&dses and will
consider including combined sign

NZTA agrees with the s |on to provide a combined
sign and has correcte

NZTA Recommendation

Proceed as co, Ited on.

A

N3
%@

General requirements foKsigning parking restrictions

béo

7))
o

Proposal 7

Clarifying zone parking requirements

Main feedbaci@

The TCD Rule is not clear about zone parking because it
does not say anything about road markings. This needs to
be clarified. At the moment, the zone parking rules talk
only about signs and do not say whether road markings
are required to support a zone restriction. This creates
confusion in the TCD Rule (clauses 12.4(13A) and
12.4(15)). This proposal is a chance to clearly state
whether road markings are expected.

Auckland Transport advised that there is no need to
change the rules within the for parking zones but supports
the proposal. They also noted that the current rules
regarding zone parking are widely ignored.




A drafting suggestion was made to insert a comma after
the word ‘apart’.

iy

Response

NZTA clarified that the proposal doesn’t change mar:
requirements. Instead, it addresses sign clutter a@ brings
the TCD Rule into alignment with common pra fise.
Parking signs are mandatory for enforcing k@&:ide
parking, while parking markings—such asgy¥and L shaped
markings—are generally optional, excgpt for specific
Schedule 2 restricted areas such a stops and

loading zones.
X
Q

| S
NZTA confirmed that theriﬁno intention to change
marking requirement?@u one parking, as road controlling
authorities are best plated to determine appropriate TCD
applications. N @)

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as ¢épsuited on.

é\%

R

Schedule 1 - Regulat0@<§>|gns - updating existing signs - Urban

threshold, Rural thr

(OV“

Id and Safer speed area threshold

A
Proposals 8, 2@6‘510 Updating existing signs (already gazetted) in
\ </y Schedule 1
Main fe&@gck The Road Safety and Traffic Engineering team noted that
O AS 1744 doesn’t include the transport medium and

\e
®)
g

requested clarification on the NZ Modified E font.

Auckland Transport suggested that “halo” might not be the
most accurate term and proposed using “aura” instead.

Sign manufacturers also sought clarification on
dimensions and the use of Sl units.




Response

NZTA advised that NZ Modified/E is already specified in
clause 2.8 of the proposed draft, so further detail in the{}“

rule is unnecessary. $?~

NZTA consider it is appropriate to retain the t m"r\‘halo,”
as it is consistently used in design practicegé more
accurately describes the intended effect.

&

NZTA Recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

O‘(‘

Q
)

Schedule 1 — Regulatory signs - addi
Crossing, Merging, Kohanga Reo,
Average speed camera area, Sa

speed zone, variable s
limit and Emergency s

&

new signs — No exit,
iable speed outside a marae,
camera area, Rural intersection
peed Ii@?‘, Beach and riverbed variable speed
peeg\ﬁ%it.

\N%
Q

Proposals 11 to 20 @)
. X

Vi

"Adding new signs (gazetted) to Schedule 1

Main feedback Q}‘,V Participants were all happy for proposals 11 to 20 to
~\Q. proceed.
&
&\Q Participants noted that the terms “emergency,” “beach,”
O and “riverbed” are incorrectly formatted in the TCD Rule
O?“ text because they’ve been placed inside brackets. This

does not match how these terms are defined elsewhere in
the TCD Rule. They believe the brackets were copied over
by mistake and should be removed.

The use of brackets around “riverbed” and “beach” is
unnecessary, unless the intention is for these to be
replaced with specific names. If that is the case, terms like
“‘name of riverbed” or “name of beach” would be clearer




and help avoid signs being produced with the placeholder
text.

Response

NZTA has amended the drafting to reflect the feedback
provided.

e
&
RO

=

NZTA recommendation

NN

Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 1 = R1-5.1 — Urban thres@‘ld
A

N

Proposal 21

Updj@ﬁ font size for the urban threshold speed sign

Main feedback

Sébmitters sought clarification whether the font should be
% or E series.

4
&
Respo NZTA will verify and confirm the correct specification.
O
o
@' A Recommendation | Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 1 — R3-18 — Modal filtering signs permitted exceptions




Proposal 22

Enabling traffic filtering signs

Main feedback

é&users and road controlling authorities.
Ve

Auckland Transport supports this proposal but raised
concerns about the use of the term “modal filters” instead
of “traffic filters” in the draft TCD Amendment 2026. Traffic
filtering is the terminology used in the Streets Layout Rule,
and submitters generally agreed that this term should be
retained for consistency.

e
Submitters also noted that including dual time perio%?'\#~
a sign increases its height, resulting in very large
potentially impractical signage. Auckland Transpﬁ§$I
advised that road controlling authorities may, eluctant
to use traffic filtering if it requires complex versized
signs. Queen Street in Auckland was ppoWtled as an
example of where this could be an isg&’ Some submitters
suggested that in complex enviro nts, dynamic or
electronic signage may be mor propriate than static
signs with multiple time restric{fons.

X

v
The Road Safety an '?rg?ﬁc Engineering Group requested
consistent use of surement units throughout the

drafting. <\

&
NG
Additio, , one submitter asked that the problem
sta%rﬁgzmphasise that the proposed traffic filtering
Si directly support the intent of the Streets Layout Rule
ensure consistent traffic control devices outcomes for




Response

NZTA agrees that “traffic filtering” should remain the
standard term.

NZTA acknowledges concerns about sign size, especially
when multiple time periods are displayed. A balance is
needed between clarity, compliance, and the visual impact
of signs. Electronic signage may provide a future solution,

although it’s currently more expensive. \bv
e

NZTA has reduced the size of the font and the spgQing in

the draft TCD between components as much ossible

without affecting the legibility of the sign. ?‘é

AN
NZTA recommendation | Proceed as consulted on. N
<K&
O
O\
Schedule 1 — R4-5 — Lane control sign — diagg§l arrow — change
lanes now
&5
&

Proposal 23 Enabling the us\e\df beacons with existing R4-5 lane

control sig

G-
Main feedback There is@n’eral support for this proposal.
3
<

k®Road Safety and Traffic Engineering Group requested
at the drafting use the international standard for

“
easurements (Sl units).

m

NZTA agrees that the international standard for
measurements be used and will ensure Sl units are used
consistently.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.




Schedule 1 — R4-5.1 — Lane control sign — dog leg arrow — exit

motorway

Proposal 24

Adding new “exit motorway at next off-ramp” sign

Main feedback

Response

Submitters noted that, in New Zealand, exit signs typically
indicate a left turn rather than a right turn because the
country drives on the left. The Road Signs Manufacturer; \g?“
Association asked whether the proposed signs were
intended solely for overhead lane control S|gnals @

@ Zealand
e proposed
CS.Ifa

motorway design includes a gradeAgparated right exit, it's
particularly important that signaeé?&‘learly indicates this

movement. Q
é%

NZTA confirmed that there are locations i
where a right exit sign is required, and
signs are indeed intended for overhe

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consultedﬁfl

XS
&Q‘
Schedule 1 — R6-5.1 — Pay p&@gg area identification supplementary
&
Proposal 25 <0pdat|ng supplementary parking sign to allow 3 lines
lv@“of text

%
%
Qg’

Main feedback

There was general support for this proposal.

No action required.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.




Schedule 1 — W19-2.1 — Symbolic warning — active LED

Proposal 26

Enabling the use of the ‘crossing’ ‘merging’
supplementary words to the existing active electronic
cycle warning sign

Main feedback

The Road Safety and Traffic Engineering Group
recommended using the wording “crossing” or "merging” e
instead of “crossing and merging” in the proposal. Th
also requested corrections to the symbol reference
specifically W16-4 versus W16-7 and the use of
children versus cyclist symbol. év

?\
Q/@

A
A
QO
&
Av\
Response NZTA has acknowled hese suggestions and updated
the wording and sbeo references accordingly.
ot
NZTA recommendation | Proceed as 3éﬁ“sulted on.
S
D
<

Schedule 1 - Transpo&}@Qe)ries font
&

<Y

/

Proposal 27 NV
p og,

Clarifying font size for sign specifications

Main feedback,

Auckland Transport asked whether referencing AS 1744
would resolve the ongoing confusion about font sizes for
sign designers and manufacturers. They noted there is still
uncertainty about the correct heights for uppercase and
lowercase letters, and further clarification is needed.

The Road Safety and Traffic Engineering Group provided
a typographical comparison to help address this issue,
and the Road Signs Manufacturers’ Association has asked
for time for their designer to review the material before
providing further feedback.




Response

NZTA considers that the additional clarification is
necessary. Further feedback was given and incorporated
in the new clause 2.7 in the TCD draft.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 1 — Transpor

t series font

Proposal 28

Enabling the use of service symbols o‘&ﬁde signs

Main feedback

There was some confusion about th
used in this proposal.

e gkample image
o
O

The Road Safety and Traffi gineering Group sought
clarification on the maxin@number of symbols allowed
per location and whetKé?‘hmits apply per sign or per

direction.
X

Response ,\ NZTA clarified that the overhead sign shown is only a
QQ/ guide and that the symbols themselves aren’t changing.
&\ The actual change being proposed is to allow the use of
?g) service symbols (such as for airport and hospital) on guide
O signs, which isn’t currently allowed under the TCD Rule. At

present, only tourist and service signs are allowed. This
proposal would also introduce a new ferry symbol.

NZTA noted that clearer guidance on the number of

symbols is needed. However, it's not necessary to impose
strict limits, as the symbols being added—hospital, airport,
and ferry—are key internationally recognised symbols that

support navigation for international visitors and tourists. If




an intersection provides access to any of these facilities,
it's appropriate to display the relevant symbol to help road
users.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 1 — A12-4 — Motorway exit — optional exit num

and arrow

<
,:\&

Proposal 29

Adding new motorway exit nl@fo"er sign

Main feedback

hY

/

Q
There is broad support forgs})roposal.

3l
Traffic Engineering Group requested
llowed without numbers.

The Road Safety a
that “exit” signs

<L

The Ro igns Manufacturers’ Association also asked
Whet@ve could have two exit numbers on the same exit

si%l\

Response {(/?‘:.9 NZTA advised that using “exit” on its own is acceptable.
ol
4Q~ NZTA advised that two-number exit signs are not feasible
<<>/ because exit numbers correspond to the geographical
\Q distance from Cape Reinga, meaning 2 different numbers
C)& cannot apply to the same offramp.
NZTA recommendation | Proceed as consuited on.

R

Schedule 1 — W20-3.1 to W20-3.3A — Edge marker post — no reflector



Proposal 30

Enabling road edge marker posts to be mounted on
safety barriers

Main feedback

The Road Signs Manufacturers’ Association wants to
ensure that this proposal doesn’t replace the existing
in-ground 900 mm models.

Submitters also asked for clarification on whether the 90%
mm measurement should be taken from the road surfac.g.
or from the ground beside the barrier.

Response

T’ace or remove
standard edge

NZTA confirms this proposal does n
the existing in-ground 900 mm mo
WI|| remain

marker posts). Both mounting

available. NZTA also conflrmggé 00 mm height is
always measured from th surface level (not from the
ground beside the barrlerv

&

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as conitﬂtéd on.

&

é\d

Schedule 1 — A52-3 — Sp%laﬁehlcle lane enforcement camera

B

Proposal 31 Ve Adding new special vehicle lane (SVL) advisory
(/\g/ camera sign
Main feedbaciQ‘v Auckland Transport emphasised that the TCD Rule needs
N to allow for more than the 3 current special vehicle lane
QQ/ types (such as bus, cycle, T2, or bus-and-goods lanes).
&\ There was a question about whether a dedicated ‘bus
?g) only’ version is necessary.
O

The Road Safety and Traffic Engineering group raised
concerns that the proposed test may be too narrow,
potentially limiting the TCD Rule’s future flexibility.

Some submitters suggested that a generic ‘special
lane/camera’ option may be required.




Response

NZTA acknowledges the need for broader applicability.
The drafting will consider more generic options and
ensure alignment with the Road User Rule, which

currently allows only the existing special vehicle lan
types.

v
0

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 1 — W19-3 — Symbolic wa

rg\.ﬁ? variable
<L

Proposal 32

w managed motorway warning signs

Main feedback

4

Addin
Tlﬁe was concern about the minimum symbol size and
her the proposed dimensions were adequate.
bmitters noted that symbol sizes should match the
operating environment—for example, a 4-metre symbol is
too large for a 50 km/h urban area.

Some submitters also questioned the consistency of M23
symbols and whether those should be updated as well.




Response

NZTA confirmed that the TCD Rule sets minimum sizes,
and practitioners may scale symbols proportionally to suit
the environment. This will be emphasised in the
supporting guidance materials.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 2 — M2-4 — Pedestrian symbol

Proposal 33

Adding dimensions to M2-4 pedes;ép\pavement
marking symbol A
O-

Main feedback

There was general support for t@proposal.

Nl
o
Response No action required.
A
NZTA recommendation | Proceed a\.@anulted on.
N\
RN
\N%
Schedule 2 - M2-4.1 éﬁ%ared path marking
(OV“
1A%
Proposal 34 ~\Q~v Adding new shared path pavement marking symbol
Main feed@k' There is general support for this proposal.
Q
N
O?“ A submitter asked if the dash-line is part of the marking.

Response

NZTA will remove the dash-line from the figure. In the
drafting, an editorial note can be added to acknowledge
the stencil notches are implementation artefacts (not part
of the marking).




NZTA recommendation | Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 2 — M2-8 — Special vehicle lane ENDS

{S“

e

Proposal 35 Adding new ENDS pavement marking (gazet@d‘») to
Schedule 2 év

Main feedback Auckland Transport proposed making E g markings

mandatory for special vehicle lanes a&Q/r quested a
specified size for cycle lane END njer iNgs.

Q.
O
Some submitters argued th DS markings should
appear only where lanes , hot at every intersection.
<<&
O
4
&
)

Response NZTA coasiders that ENDS markings should remain
optio or now, and any move to make them mandatory
w require full consultation. This is outside the scope of

urrent project but could be revisited in future work

< Jollowing national practice review to be considered by the
Q/@ Minister. Editorial changes will be made for consistency.

&

NZTA recommg?ﬁation Proceed as consulted on.
&
S
O
S%Qdule 2 — M7-1 — Arrows, Schedule 2 — M8-1 — Numerals and
Qc edule 2 — M8-2 — Letters

Proposal 36, 37 and 38 Fixing errors in existing pavement marking
dimensions




Main feedback

There is general support for this proposal.

Road Safety and Traffic Engineers suggested minor fixes
on dimensions.

Response

NZTA has accepted the minor fixes on the dimensions.

NZTA Recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 2 - M8-1.1 -

Speed roundel marking OQ~
X
S

Proposal 39

Adding new speed r@el pavement marking to
Schedule 2 ((

Main feedback

Submitters raised‘edncerns about conflicts between
temporary sp limits and painted roundels. They

wanted cla tion on what is considered a regulatory
device vés a supplementary device under the TCD
Rule. §1 Iso asked which device takes precedence
wheQ speed sign and a roundel show different speed

vV

NZTA confirmed that a speed sign is a regulatory device,
while a roundel marking is a supplementary one. When
the two conflict, road users should follow the speed-limit
rule hierarchy, which means the lowest speed limit
applies.

Roundels are currently being installed nationwide. They
are being added to Schedule 2 following a request from
the Road Marking Federation, as roundels had been




marked inconsistently—sometimes as squares or ovals
with non-approved dimensions. This proposal ensures the
roundel marking meets the consistency requirements in
section 3.1 of the TCD Rule, so that road users see
uniform and compliant traffic control devices across

New Zealand.

NZTA Recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.

Schedule 3 — S1-2.6 — Disc and arrows displays

Proposal 40

Updating and introduce new Sé’érrow displays

Main feedback

Some submitters suggested t%‘t—t’he “return right” sign
could be renamed to an an ased label (e.g., >90°). It
was also noted that returipfight signs are not intended to
function as U-turn sig here was a preference for
introducing a dedicaQe U-turn signal to provide greater
clarity.

Response X/
&

&

Q

D

O
O?“

Q-

R

The right-return signal isn’t intended to function as a
U-turn signal, and the U-turn signal should remain
separate for any future trials. This proposal does not seek
to enable the right-return arrow for U-turn movements.

NZTA recommendation

Proceed as consulted on.




Schedule 3 — S4-3, S4-3 to S4-9 — Permitted steady signal displays

Proposal 41 - 45 Adding new signal configurations
to permitted displays

Main feedback There was general support for these proposals.

e
&
)

Response No action required. ?3
NZTA recommendation | Proceed as consulted on. Q/@‘
A
A
O
S
. s

Miscellaneous A

N

Several issues were raised that relate to broaljer system level matters which could have
regulatory benefits for the traffic control dgyices framework. However, these issues were
outside the scope of this project. Exa included:

N\

« treating gazette notice si s% compliant with the Schedule

« clarifying the obligations® install regulatory signs

e clarifying symbol re ments for special vehicle lanes (SVLs)

. defining what qualifte¥ as a bus (for example, bus vs coach vs minibus)

o allowing total \/m@ lity vehicles to be classified as buses in some contexts.
Participants wer Q%sed that any out-of-scope proposals would require further policy
assessment, Tﬁ)ublic consultation, and Ministerial consideration. NZTA acknowledges
the merits Qf\tese proposals and note they could be assessed as part of future
amend S.

&
Q

Limitations

The targeted consultation on the proposed amendments to the TCD Rule included a
strong mix of industry experts and practitioners. However, most participants focused only
on the proposals that were relevant to their own organisations. As a result, some
proposals did not receive the same level of attention or discussion.
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