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Further information on revised Road Safety Strategy 
approach 
Reason for this 
briefing 

Provides further information requested by Ministers Twyford and Genter on 
the revised Road Safety Strategy approach. 

Action required Discuss the contents of this briefing with officials on Monday 4 March 2019. 

Deadline Briefing due on 1 March 2019, for discussion with officials on 4 March 2019. 
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 Senior advisor  
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Purpose of report 

1. This briefing provides the information you requested on 20 February 2019 regarding the
revised approach for the Road Safety Strategy. Specifically, it attaches:

1.1. one-pagers on the proposed action plan interventions (Appendix One)

1.2. a communication plan (Appendix Two)

1.3. a previous briefing provided to you on the 6 December 2018 [OC181050 refers] which
contains more detailed information on the speed management programme (Appendix 
Three).  

2. It also provides advice on the development of the strategy and first action plan, and seeks
high-level direction on the structure and narrative to enable us to progress the drafting of these
documents.

Context 

At the Ministerial Advisory Group meeting on 11 February 2019, you requested that the Road 
Safety Strategy and initial action plan be delivered on a faster timeline. 
3. We discussed a streamlined approach and process with Ministers at the officials’ meeting on

18 February 2019.

4. The streamlined approach, and its implications on other work programmes, was set out in a
briefing [OC190149 refers] on 19 February 2019.

On 20 February 2019, you requested further truncating the overarching approach. 
5. Key elements of your requested changes include:

5.1. removing the four week public consultation period on the draft strategy and action plan

5.2. targeting engagement at affected and expert stakeholders, and limiting this
engagement to  potentially contentious policies in the action plan  

5.3. refocusing engagement resource on developing and delivering a strong 
communications plan ahead of the release of the strategy and action plan. 

You asked for additional information on the proposed set of initial actions. 
6. Specifically, you asked us to:

6.1. provide additional information on the proposed initial set of actions (i.e. one-pagers
summarising scope and proposed tasks under each) 

6.2. clarify whether the Tackling Unsafe Speed programme will include changes to speed 
limits outside of schools, and whether improvements to infrastructure standards and 
guidelines will be included as an initial action.  

7. This information is set out in Appendix One (with more detailed information on the Tackling
Unsafe Speeds programme attached in Appendix Three). We note that the proposed set of
initial actions are in various levels of development, and that the final recommended content of
the action plan may change between now and Cabinet decisions in July 2019. We are also
engaging with other agencies on possible further actions for inclusion.
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Some initial actions will still require their own consultation processes. 

11. Even if we do not consult on the overarching strategy or action plan, Cabinet has agreed to
publicly consult on some initial actions. Cabinet has agreed to publicly consult on:

11.1. Enhanced drug driving testing. Cabinet has agreed to consult on key issues [DEV-19-
MIN-0010 refers]. Consultation is intended to begin in March/April 2019. 

11.2. Mandatory ABS for motorcycles (rule change to mandate anti-lock braking systems for 
motorcycles). Cabinet has agreed to consult on the rule change [DEV-19-MIN-0002 
refers]. Consultation is intended to begin in February 2019.  

12. Other actions may have flow-on legislative implications subsequent to finalisation of the
strategy and action plan. For example, if the Government agrees to implement the Tackling
Unsafe Speeds programme and announces this through the action plan, any components
requiring legislative and/or rule changes will require wider consultation either through the
Select Committee process or rule setting process.

There are significant risks with taking a truncated approach. 

Lack of public consultation 

13. Removing public consultation on the strategy and action plan is contrary to good practice
guidelines and has high reputational and implementation risks. This is because:

13.1. It is a significant change from what was agreed to by Cabinet in 2018 [DEV-18-MIN-
0025 refers] and what has been communicated to the public and stakeholders 
(including what has been published on our website in responses to public 
correspondence on the strategy). This exposes the process and content of the strategy 
and action plan to criticism, and could undermine the goodwill and relationships built 
with key stakeholders. Many of these stakeholders will be critical to the successful 
delivery of the strategy and actions, and will have a powerful role as either critics or 
allies of the strategy to the public. This risk is especially high among local government, 
who tend to be heavily invested in this area and who were informed at Minister Genter’s 
April 2018 summit, and in subsequent forums, that they would be engaged throughout 
the process.  

13.2. Even allowing for a strong communications campaign to explain the rationale for the 
approach, removing the opportunity for public input may also reduce public acceptance 
and buy-in to strategy. Lack of sufficient public buy-in was a key criticism of the current 
strategy Safer Journeys.  

13.3. Failure to consult may result in valuable perspectives and information being overlooked 
and also risks unintended consequences. While the reference groups were set up to 
include a diversity of perspectives, they do not represent the full range of interested 
stakeholders in the sector or the community. For example, we had planned to 
undertake further targeted engagement with Māori, disabled persons, and rural groups 
as part of the next stages of engagement on the strategy. In our preliminary 
engagement, we had set an expectation that there would be further opportunities for 
input from these groups (including through public consultation). 

14. If you wish to proceed with this approach, we recommend partially mitigating the above risks
with the stakeholders most likely to have expected on-going consultation. This includes
reconnecting with reference group members and local government stakeholders, who have
contributed significant efforts to the process to date. This could include:
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14.1. a letter from the Minister thanking for their input to date, advising them of the new 
approach, and of the opportunities for them to engage with specific interventions at 
later date 

14.2. potentially inviting reference group members to a single meeting ahead of the strategy 
launch to reflect what we have heard from them and explain how that has been 
considered in the strategy and initial set of actions. 

Communications prior to release of the strategy and action plan 

15. You have also asked for us to undertake communications on the strategy ahead of release.
This will need to be carefully managed to ensure the approach does not impinge upon the
principles of political neutrality (as set out under the Cabinet Manual, and guidance issued by
State Services Commission). Depending on the scope and content of the communications
proposed, the Ministry could be perceived to be taking a political position on an issue that had
not yet been officially endorsed by Government via Cabinet (rather than implementing or
delivering on a clear Government decision).

16. The Ministry would also need to take care to maintain its role as provider of impartial, expert
advice and avoid crossing in to NZTA’s role as provider of land transport safety and
sustainability information and education.

17. These risks could be mitigated by a plan of joined-up communications, shared between the
Ministry, NZTA, the Minister’s office and other road safety partners to deliver on project
objectives. A proposal for this approach is provided in Appendix Two.

Policy quality 

18. The truncated process significantly limits the ability for officials to deliver robust policy advice.
The full range of issues identified through the reference group process cannot be examined
given these time constraints, and the restricted engagement approach will limit our ability to
test and refine the content of the strategy and initial action plan. There will also be more limited
scope for modelling and impact analysis.

If you wish to proceed with the truncated approach, we would like to seek in-principle 
agreement on the key components and narrative structure of the strategy and initial actions. 

19. Our proposed frameworks are set out in the tables below.

20. If you are happy with the proposed approach and narrative, we can provide you with a
preliminary working draft of the strategy for initial feedback in the week ending 8 March 2019.
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Recommendations  

21. We recommend that you: 

(a) EITHER 
 
Agree to proceed with the truncated approach, which would: 
• remove the four week public consultation period on the draft 

strategy and action plan and the Cabinet processes associated 
with the release of a consultation document  

• target engagement at affected and expert stakeholders, and limit 
this engagement to potentially contentious policies proposed for 
the initial action plan 

OR 

Agree to proceed with the streamlined approach [OC190149 refers], 
which would retain the four week public consultation period on the key 
content of the draft strategy and action plan. 

 
Yes/No 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes/No 

If you choose to proceed with the truncated approach: 

(b) Confirm that, based on the truncated approach, you would expect to 
release the strategy and action plan in July/August 2019 

 

Yes/No 

(c) Agree in-principle to the proposed content, structure and key narrative 
for the strategy and initial set of actions (outlined in Tables 1 and 2)  
 
AND 
 
Note we can provide you with a preliminary working draft of the strategy 
in the week ending 8 March 2019 for your initial feedback based on the 
proposed narrative and structure 

Yes/No 

(d) Note that some initial actions will still require targeted engagement or 
their own consultation processes 

Noted 

(e) Note that the truncated approach has significant risks for achieving the 
critical public and stakeholder buy-in needed for a fundamental shift in 
thinking on road safety  

Noted 
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(f) Agree to mitigate these risks by re-connecting with reference group 
members and local government stakeholders 

AND 

Yes/No 

 

Note we will liaise with your offices on the details for how we will do this.   
 
 
 
 
 
Brent Johnston 

 

Manager, Mobility and Safety   
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
MINISTER’S SIGNATURE: 
 
 
 
 
 
DATE: 
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Appendix One: One-pagers on key action plan interventions 

As set out in an earlier briefing [OC190149 refers], a number of immediate interventions are proposed 
as an initial set of actions. These include: 

• Infrastructure and speed
o A new approach to tackling unsafe speeds
o Invest in safety treatments and infrastructure improvements
o Review infrastructure standards and guidelines

• Vehicles
o Raise safety standards for vehicles entering the fleet
o Implement mandatory ABS for motorcycles

• Workplace
o Support best practice for work-related driving
o Strengthen the regulation of commercial transport services

• User behaviour
o Enhance drug driver testing
o Support motorcycle safety
o Enhance safety and accessibility of footpaths (Accessible Streets)
o A new approach to road policing investment

• System management
o Elevate road safety in decision-making frameworks
o Strengthen system leadership, support and co-ordination

The following one-pagers summarises: 

• the scope of the initiative
• rationale for inclusion in action plan
• how developed will the initiative be in the initial action plan
• how developed the initiative is at present
• what work is required to develop this initiative
• whether consultation is mandated or recommended (minimum vs. optimal)
• key project milestones
• key project risks.

We note that these initiatives are in various levels of development, and that the final recommended 
content of the action plan may change between now and Cabinet decisions in July 2019. We are also 
engaging with other agencies on possible further actions for inclusion. For example, we are planning 
a workshop with Ministry of Health and key stakeholders on how the strategy should address post-
crash response, which may identify actions in that area that should be highlighted. There could also 
be an action to accelerate the exit of less safe high emitting vehicles from the in-service fleet.  
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A new approach to tackling unsafe speeds 

Scope This initiative proposes a new approach to speed management. The new approach 
includes three main components:  

• implementing a new regulatory framework for speed management and setting
speed limits, which includes requiring RCAs to develop speed management plans

• implementing a new approach to the safety camera network
• transitioning to lower speeds in urban areas and around schools.

Rationale for 
inclusion 

Speed management changes can be progressed relatively quickly at a considerably lower 
cost compared to other road safety interventions, such as infrastructural changes and 
changes to the vehicle fleet. Tackling unsafe speeds has also been a dominant focus in 
other jurisdictions that have made significant road safety gains in recent years. 

Status To date, the Minister has broadly agreed with the Ministry’s proposed new speed 
management approach. The approach reflects feedback received from the Road Safety 
Strategy Speed Reference Group. 

By mid-June 2019, it is expected that the Tackling Unsafe Speeds initiative will be with 
Cabinet for its approval. The Ministry still needs to undertake targeted engagement with 
certain councils and key stakeholders to seek their feedback on the proposed approach. 
This is critical to ensure the policy is workable. 

Key project 
milestones 

• March 2019 – The Ministry will have undertaken targeted consultation with certain
councils key stakeholders to seek feedback on the proposed approach.

• Late March/early April 2019 – a cost-benefit analysis will be carried out to confirm
the value of the initiative.

• April 2019 – we expect ministerial and cross-party consultation to occur.

• Mid-June 2019 – we expect to be in a position to lodge the Cabinet paper and
seek agreement on the new approach.

• Second half of 2019 – new approach announced through strategy and action plan

• 2019/2020 – process to implement the new approach begins. Some components
will require new legislation and/or rule changes.

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Announce 
• new regional and national approach to setting speed limits
• changes to speed limits around schools and urban areas
• changes to safety camera approach.

Consultation Ministers have decided consultation on the proposed policy and approach will be limited 
to engagement with councils and partner agencies. We expect to have undertaken 
targeted engagement by mid-March 2019. If the approach is agreed to and announced 
through the strategy and action plan, any components requiring legislative and/or rule 
changes will require wider consultation either through the Select Committee process or 
rule setting process.   

Risks Tackling unsafe speeds is a difficult and often highly controversial issue. There is often a 
highly emotive reaction from the public to moves from government or enforcement 
authorities to reduce speed on the roads. 

There is a risk that by not undertaking public consultation on the policy intent and 
approach, we might not achieve a good level of public ‘buy in’ on the proposed changes. 

The timeframes outlined above assume that no major changes to the proposed approach 
occur as a result of targeted consultation. 
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Invest in safety treatments and infrastructure improvements 

Scope Scalable options for investment in safety infrastructure under the next NLTP, reflecting the 
level of investment required to deliver on the targets in the strategy. 

Rationale for 
inclusion 

Significant investments in the safety of our roads and roadsides will be required to deliver 
on the aspiration set in the strategy. The Action Plan is an opportunity to signal the likely 
level of investment under the next NLTP, noting that the exact amount of investment will 
depend on the final targets, how ambitious the government would like to be on other 
interventions (particular speed changes), and the other priorities set in the next GPS. 

Status We are currently working with NZTA to scope the likely level of investment required, 
informed by analysis using the Intervention Logic Model (ILM) to inform the overall targets 
for the strategy. 

Key project 
milestones 

April 2019: Initial modelling through the ILM to inform targets and outcomes complete, 
including different levels of infrastructure investment. 

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Announce that the Government will support the delivery of a package of significant 
infrastructure safety investments through the next GPS. 

Consultation No consultation is proposed. 

Risks The scale of the required infrastructure package will depend on the overall level of 
ambition set in the strategy, which is in turn dependant on the completion of modelling 
through the ILM. 

The new timing for the Strategy and Action Plan will mean that any decisions on future 
safety infrastructure investments would need to be made separately from the overall 
process for developing the next GPS, with limited information on trade-offs between 
priorities. The Government is also limited in the extent to which it can commit NZTA to 
particular investment decisions through the GPS. 
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Raise safety standards for vehicles entering the fleet 

Scope This initiative proposes development of a package of new safety standards for vehicles 
entering the fleet. 

Rationale for 
inclusion 

A vehicle’s ability to prevent a crash or protect its occupants is a key determinant of the 
outcome of any crash. The design of the vehicle, its structural integrity, and the safety 
features or technology included in the vehicle can lessen the risk to its occupants if a crash 
occurs (passive safety features), or in some cases, prevent a crash occurring (active safety 
features).  

There are three broad points at which the Government can and does influence the 
composition of the New Zealand vehicle fleet. These are at entry, in service and at exit. 
All vehicles entering the fleet must meet specified vehicle standards at time of entry, 
including locally assembled and modified vehicles. Setting higher standards at entry is 
seen as the most cost effective point for government to intervene to improve vehicle 
safety. This is because retrofitting safety technology to existing vehicles can be cost 
prohibitive, and we do not have sufficient evidence of why vehicle owners choose to scrap 
vehicles.    

Status This project is in a preliminary scoping phase. Research is being commissioned to answer 
three main questions:  

• How do we measure the safety of vehicles and what vehicles can be considered
safe?

• Which standard is the best approach to ensure we are getting these vehicles
(mandating standards or restrictions based on a vehicle safety rating/star rating)?

• What will be the impact on vehicle supply, including on consumer choice?

This research will include an investigation of options for vehicle standards, a cost benefit 
analysis of the selected options, and a social impact analysis to assess the impact that 
any restrictions on vehicle supply will have on New Zealanders. 

Key project 
milestones 

March 2019: Analysis commissioned on additional vehicle safety standards. 

May 2019: Options developed for Ministers’ consideration. 

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Finalise package of new safety standards for vehicles entering the fleet. 

Consultation We expect to undertaken targeted consultation with key sector stakeholders and experts 
in developing options for vehicle standards. Any rule changes resulting from a new policy 
approach will require public consultation. 

Risks • The identification and analysis of new vehicle standards is highly complex and
requires a level of analysis that is still being scoped. As such, the timeline identified
above remains highly uncertain.

• The key risks of any decision to improve the safety of the vehicle fleet is around the
social and economic costs. This cost will primarily be caused by mandating standards
to the used car market, which makes up approximately half the vehicles entering the
fleet each year.

• The other concern is that the average age of used passenger vehicles entering the
New Zealand fleet varies between seven and ten years. This means it is difficult to
mandate technologies without a similar lag time, without potentially affecting New
Zealanders’ access to affordable vehicles.
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Implement mandatory ABS for motorcycles 

Scope The initiative would mandate the fitting of anti-lock braking system (ABS) on motorcycles 
over 125cc or a simpler system known as a combined braking system (CBS) on smaller 
motorcycles. 

Rationale for 
inclusion 

Motorcyclists are disproportionately represented in annual road safety statistics. An 
extensive body of international research confirms that ABS is very effective in reducing 
motorcycle crashes. The collective evidence indicates that ABS has the potential to 
reduce motorcycle injuries by around 30 percent. No other motorcycle related technology 
is available that can deliver such large gains in rider safety.  

Status This initiative is well developed. 

We have completed informal consultation with motorcycle suppliers. A RIS has also been 
developed. Cabinet has agreed to publicly consult on the draft Rule. Following public 
consultation, NZTA will complete a submission analysis outlining the feedback from the 
public.  

The Rule will be finalised in mid-May with a briefing outlining any changes post-
consultation in June 2019. The Minister is due to sign the Rule in August 2019. 

Key project 
milestones 

• March 2019 – draft rule released for public consultation (five weeks)

• April 2019 – consultation closes

• June 2019 – briefing to Minister with final changes following consultation

• August 2019 –  final Cabinet decisions, Minister signs rule

• September 2019 – Rule gazetted

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Implement mandatory ABS for motorcycles. 

Note: we are proposing, as part of public consultation, that these requirements take place 
from 1 November 2019 for new motorcycles and for existing model new and used 
motorcycles from 1 November 2021. This will not include retrofitting ABS or CBS to 
existing motorcycles within the fleet. 

Consultation Cabinet has agreed to public consultation on this initiative. The draft Rule will go out for 
public consultation in February 2019. As part of the consultation plan, we will be liaising 
with motorcycle groups and enthusiasts.  

Risks No major risks. 
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Enhance drug driver testing 

Scope The initiative will identify additional measures to address drug driving and develop 
legislation to implement them. 

Rationale for 
inclusion 

Research shows that a growing number of New Zealanders are driving after taking drugs 
that have the potential to impair driving, and more drivers are dying or being seriously 
injured on our roads with drugs in their system. 

Our current system for identifying drug-impaired drivers, based on a roadside behavioural 
test, is effective but provides limited general deterrence of drug driving - only 26 percent 
of drivers think they are likely to be caught drug driving, compared to 60 percent for drink 
driving. 

Status The initiative is progressing as agreed by Cabinet. 

Considerable research and analysis has been undertaken previously on drug-impaired 
driving, including the development of a continuum of options, a cost benefit analysis and a 
regulatory impact analysis.   

Cabinet has agreed to public consultation on possible approaches to address drug driving 
(to take place in March/April 2019). Policy options are scheduled to be presented to 
Cabinet in June 2019. Legislative change to follow.  

Key project 
milestones 

• March/April 2019 – Public consultation

• Late May 2019 – Draft papers to Ministers

• June 2019 – Cabinet decisions

• September 2019 – Drafting instructions to Parliamentary Counsel.

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Introduce new roadside drug driving regime 

Consultation Cabinet has agreed to public consultation on the issues (scheduled for a period of 6 
weeks over March/April 2019). Consultation on final options will take place via the Select 
Committee process. 

Risks Many aspects of policy development are well advanced, however, work to design and 
assess alternative resolution options is new and may not be fully developed by June 
2019. 

Drug driving is a controversial topic and the issues are complex. There are likely to be 
diverging views amongst the public and within government about how to address the 
problem. 
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Support motorcycle safety 

Scope A programme of motorcycle safety initiatives (led by ACC) which aim to reduce the 
incidence and severity of motorcycle injuries by targeting:  

• improving rider skills and handling
• reducing the risks associated with human factors that cause or contribute to

motorcycle injuries
• promoting the use of safer vehicle technology on motorcycles
• encouraging and incentivising the use of personal protective equipment
• creating safer roads and roadsides for riders.

Rationale for 
inclusion 

Motorcycles have a disproportion number of crashes and injury costs in comparison to the 
rest of the fleet. For example, they are only 2% of the fleet yet 20% more likely to be killed 
or severely injured in a crash, and make up 20% of fatal and serious injury claims in 
ACC’s Motor Vehicle Account.  

Status Initiatives under three of the five themes identified above are already underway: improving 
rider skills, encouraging the use of protective gear, and creating safer roads and 
roadsides.  

ACC are in the planning stages of developing further initiatives for vehicle technology and 
have commissioned research into looking at the role human factors play in motorcycle 
crashes.  

We are also assessing the case for including an action to strengthen the motorcycle 
licensing regime, based on the results of the evaluation currently underway.  

Key project 
milestones 

To be scoped by ACC. 

Existing initiatives underway and will continue. Funding for expanded initiatives has been 
set aside. Further initiatives and associated project milestones are currently being 
scoped. 

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Implement package of existing and expanded ACC-led motorcycle safety actions 

Consultation If licensing changes are made, there will be consultation on draft rules. Other changes 
would not require public consultation, but targeted engagement with motorcyclists 
recommended.  

Risks We have yet to commence substantive policy work on potential motorcycle licensing 
changes. Other components of the action are well advanced. 







21 

Elevate road safety in decision-making frameworks 

Scope Review the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP) investment decision-making 
framework and recommend changes to better recognise safety outcomes. 

Rationale for 
inclusion 

At the implementation stage, most NLTP investment decisions are based on project level 
approaches. The economic evaluation particularly involves the assessment of incremental 
changes in monetised benefits and costs across multiple outcomes. The current 
investment decision making framework and its application at the project level approach 
and the relative monetisation between outcomes can be an impediment to the delivery of 
strategic intent.  

Status A broader review of the NZTA Investment Decision Making Framework has been scoped 
and discussed at senior leadership level between the Ministry of Transport, the Treasury, 
NZTA and LGNZ. The review has yet to be fully resourced and started. 

An update of the relative values for the value of statistical life and value of time is being 
scoped and has agreement in principle funding from the NZTA (through the research 
programme). Recommended changes to the framework will be identified over the coming 
months. 

Key project 
milestones 

• March 2019 – Gap analysis to identify if the issues lie with monetisation,
methodology or application

• April 2019 – identify viable options and implications, preliminary assessment

• May 2019 – recommend preferred option (including any required mitigation, rapid
assessment)

• June 2019 – detail design of preferred option and detailed assessment.

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Introduce and implement revised decision-making framework. 

Consultation No public consultation required. Engagement planned with the NZTA board (that own the 
decision making framework) in May 2019. 

Risks Updated valuation of the statistical value of life will take 18 to 24 months and has yet to be 
started.  

Review of the NZTA Investment Decision Making Framework has not yet been fully 
resourced.  

Some key stakeholders may disagree with the move away from a project level cost 
benefit analysis framework. 
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Strengthen system leadership, support and co-ordination 

Scope This package is a set of policy initiatives designed to: 

• strengthen data and evidence gathering (including specific actions to fill existing
data gaps, such as work-related road deaths and serious injuries)

• ongoing work to improve our modelling and forecasting (including longer term
Vision Zero modelling)

• improve monitoring and evaluation (including by developing a stronger outcomes
framework)

• strengthen leadership and co-ordination across Government (including by
strengthening the operation of the National Road Safety Committee)

• investigate how we build sector capacity and capability (including by improving
how we share road safety information and best practice)

• explore how Government can better support local initiatives.

Rationale for 
inclusion 

Evidence from other jurisdictions where a Vision Zero approach has had a significant 
impact on reducing levels of road-related DSI highlights the importance of coordinated 
and effective leadership across government agencies. It also highlights the need for a 
strong commitment to gather, analyse, utilise, and share reliable data to understand traffic 
safety issues and prioritise resources efficiently. Systemic changes in this area will 
underpin the delivery of other action plan initiatives.  

Evaluation of Safer Journeys, along with feedback garnered during the reference group 
process also emphasised the importance of a co-ordinated, whole-of-Government 
approach to achieving a significant reduction in road-related DSI.  

Status Parts of this package are well-developed while others are at a relatively early stage of 
development.  

Key project 
milestones 

To be scoped as a complete package. 

Likely action 
in initial 
action plan 

Deliver a package of data and monitoring actions.  

Investigate and/or introduce other actions to support sector capability and capacity, and 
improve information sharing and best practice. 

Consultation Targeted engagement with key local stakeholders relating to understanding their needs 
and how central government can best support them. 

Risks Parts of this package is at a relatively early stage of development, and scope and 
timeframes may shift as they are further developed. 
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Appendix Two: Road Safety Strategy – draft communications plan 
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Appendix Three: OC181050: Update on Tackling Unsafe Speeds programme 



 DRAFT: Road Safety Strategy communications plan 
1 

FEB 2019 

ROAD SAFETY STRATEGY 2030 

PROJECT COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 

The government has tasked the Ministry of Transport, NZTA, and partners with creating a new road safety 
strategy and action plan that will deliver significant and sustained improvements in road safety over the next 
10 years. With road deaths and serious injuries continuing to increase, the Government is proposing an 
ambitious new approach to reducing this harm. 

We know this work is critically important, and delivery of these road safety ambitions will be dependant on 
broad public and stakeholder support. However, we also face some communications challenges, including: 
a level of belief that serious road crashes are inevitable and that personal risk is low (lack of buy-in to the 
problem); resistance to any real or perceived personal inconvenience re. travel times, car parks, economic 
impacts etc.; a widespread focus in the role of driver behaviour in the road safety problem with little 
awareness of the many factors at play. In short, the issue of road safety is already widely discussed in 
public and private, and opinions are well-formed. They are challenges that have been grappled with by the 
road safety community for a number of years. 

How can we reframe the conversation as we develop the strategy to build greater understanding of the road 
safety problem and support more meaningful community conversations about how to reduce the harm on 
New Zealand roads? 

In considering this question, it is important to delineate between the task of delivering communications to 
influence behaviour, which is likely an element of the action plan (and a focus of work by NZTA and Police 
for many years), and delivering communications to build greater understanding of the road safety issues 
and the rationale for the new approach. This is illustrated in the diagram below. 

This plan outlines an approach and messaging for the project that uses available resource to deliver 
communications to support meaningful conversations about road safety as we work to develop and launch 
the new strategy. It aims to acknowledge existing concerns, correct misconceptions, and bring our audience 
with us through a strong call to action to join us in a commitment to reduce road trauma. It should be read 
alongside the accompanying engagement plan.  
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14.2. implementing trials of safety camera signage – announcements were made by 
Minister Nash and Minister Shaw on 5 November 2018 that the NZ Transport Agency 
will trial two different warning signs that alert drivers before they enter high-risk zones 
where safe speed cameras are operating. The trial will start in December at eight 
sites around Auckland and will test whether the signs are effective at encouraging 
drivers to stay within the speed limit. 

14.3. working with Auckland Transport (AT) on expanding its red light camera network. 

14.4. the Road Safety Partnership Programme is establishing an automated compliance 
programme that will look at developing an expanded safety camera network in 18 
months, and a replacement for the Police infringement processing system within 
three years. 

15. Officials have also been undertaking policy work on the overall approach to safety cameras.

16. As part of the Reference Group process for the new road safety strategy, officials have been
testing the views of stakeholders on speed management issues. This process ran from
September to November 2018. You will receive a separate briefing on the overall outcomes
of the reference group process.

What are the problems with the speed setting process? 

17. Our work reviewing the Rule and the discussions with the Reference Group has confirmed
there is mixed interpretation (and legal advice) around the approach and interaction of the
bylaw process, speed management guide and local government legislation. This contributes
to the inconsistent application of the speed limit setting process, including different
interpretations of consultation/engagement requirements, and decision making processes.

18. However, it has also become clear this is not the only problem, and that addressing the
bylaw issue alone will not address other problems with the speed-setting process. Some of
these problems are set out below.

a) The current process does not effectively support regional collaboration and
approaches. This is important because where roads cross between regional RCAs or
with state highways, they need to be considered as a network to ensure consistency
and safety (i.e. when reducing speed on one road, it is important to also consider the
feeder roads to minimise safety risks).

b) The process is  and may over-represent a small but
vocal minority. This raised questions about whether speed limit setting should be a
Council political decision or a different type of decision-making function.

c) RCAs (including the NZ Transport Agency) have limited resources and capability to
implement speed management changes. This issue is exacerbated by the complexity
in the current regulatory requirements, including the consultation/engagement
requirements. Overall this makes it makes it difficult for RCAs to make changes.

d) More support/guidance is needed around education and engagement approaches.

e) There is a lack of transparency and accountability around speed management plans
and how they are being rolled out. This includes the NZ Transport Agency and what it
is doing on its own network.

f) Questions were raised around whether the focus in the GPS on the 10% of highest
risk roads is achievable over next three years given RCA resourcing and current
regulatory requirements. Concerns were also raised that just focussing on high risk

free and frank
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roads limits RCAs from taking a whole-of-network approach to  speed management 
changes i.e. where RCA’s might want to review speed limits in an entire area and get 
speeds appropriate for those roads, rather than reviewing speed limits on individual 
roads.  

g) Poor engagement and consultation practice could result in a loss of public support.
However, there is a need to achieve a balance between ensuring public engagement
and also making appropriate progress. Current processes were believed to be
cumbersome and could be more efficient.

h) We need a conversation on speed management that is broader than just safety, for
example, how speed management can support better access and liveable cities, as
well as support healthier walking and cycling transport options.

i) Better consideration is required on the interface between speed limit reductions,
cameras and infrastructure changes. Often there is insufficient funding available to
invest in signage and other infrastructure treatments to manage down operating
speeds in line with the speed limit change. These investments support drivers and
the community to adjust to and accept the speed limit changes.

j) The Speed Management Guide was useful but some people thought it needed to be
considered alongside local conditions and a broader network approach. There was
also mixed use of the Speed Management Guide. Some of the features in the Guide
are not well understood around:

• Self-explaining roads – corridors where road users already travel at the safe
and appropriate speed (usually due to the topography and nature of the road),
but where the posted speed limit is out of alignment. These roads are much
easier to make speed limit changes on, as drivers are already driving at a
slower speed, so a lower limit is self-explaining to the road users, for example
a narrow winding rural road. Drivers are not expected to reduce their speed to
comply with a lower limit.

• Travel speeds and graduated speed reductions –

o The Speed Management Guide suggests that prior to considering and
making speed limit reductions on a road, it is important that RCAs
understand the actual travel speed of road users. This is useful in
establishing how credible a new speed limit will be with the public. It is
requirement of the Rule that RCAs aim to achieve mean travel speeds
on a road within 10 percent of the posted speed limit. This is because
speed limit reductions beyond this will likely lead to significant
variability of travel speeds, which increases the risk of collisions
occurring.

o In these cases, graduated reductions of 10 km/h could be used to
allow for an adjustment of speed over time. It is likely that this
approach will receive less resistance from the public. However, there
has been limited understanding and application of this by RCAs, which
is largely because the Rule requires RCAs to obtain approval from the
NZ Transport Agency before 70 km/h and 90 km/h speed limits can be
set on a road (i.e. RCAs are encouraged to use 20 km/h increments
for speed limits between 60 km/h and 100 km/h).
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19. Overall there was significant ambition in the Reference Group for implementing speed
management changes. The Reference Group agreed that a scientific approach which learns
from other jurisdictions is important for sustainable change in speed management. However,
there were different views around the scale and pace of change that is appropriate and
achievable.

20. Given the problems (set out above) people wanted to see a new model that:

a) addressed confusion and inconsistency of application of bylaw requirements, the
Rule and speed management guide

b) encouraged greater accountability, transparency, and consistency around decision
making and also more transparency around local and national speed management
plans

c) enabled more effective regional approaches

d) came with sufficient funding and resources to support implementation of speed
management changes, both undertaking speed limit reviews, as well as making
engineering and other physical changes to the road

e) encouraged an evidence based approach that supports public understanding and
engagement, including considering use of roads and whether changes are self-
explaining

f) involved the RCAs local knowledge to support effective implementation and
engineering of roads

g) provided more efficient ways of undertaking change that still engages with
communities and other road users.

21. Some benefits were seen in addressing the bylaw confusion, but generally people believed
this would not be sufficient and did not drive accountability for changes.

22. The Reference Group also considered that blanket defaults across the entire network would
not achieve sustainable change, as they were unlikely to be bought into and risk being
overturned later by subsequent local or national governments.

23. People believed a regional speed management policy which addressed the issues had some
merit, but would need further analysis and engagement.

24. We also discussed proposals for changes to speed limits in areas with a high number of
active road users with the Reference Group. Overall there was clear and strong support for
30-40 km/h speed limits outside urban schools, with the discretion to use variable 30 km/h
speed limits in peak times on arterial routes, with consideration given to speeds in other
surrounding roads. There were different views around whether speeds should be set at
30km/h or 40km/h.

25. There was overall support for 60 km/h or 80 km/h speed limits outside rural schools, and
potentially using lower variable speed limits where there is high pedestrian risk at school
times. However, people were worried that without good signage, going from 100km to 80km
or 60km on certain roads would create more safety issues with cars going at a range of
unpredictable speeds. This could be exacerbated if 40km variable speeds were added.
There was a lot of discussion about the need to understand the roading environment around
each school, and looking at whether children currently walk to school on particular roads,
and whether they could safely walk to school in future.
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49. The Speed Management Guide encourages 30 km/h speed limits in areas where there are
high volumes of cyclists/pedestrians, such as in CBDs and town centres. However, most
CBDs across New Zealand have speed limits higher than 30 km/h. There are some
exceptions, for example Queen Street, (Auckland), Courtenay Place (Wellington), and large
parts of the Christchurch CBD have 30 km/h speed limits which are supported by traffic
calming features.

50. The application of 30 km/h speed limits in urban residential areas is considered best practice
in many jurisdictions, including in Europe. Based on numerous international case studies,
there have been significant road safety benefits as a result of a widespread introduction of
30 km/h in urban residential areas, including in CBDs and town centres1.

Stakeholders’ views

51. We expect that 30 km/h may still be challenged by some stakeholders and the public, as has
been seen with proposed changes to CBD speed limits in Auckland, Wellington and
Christchurch.

52. The New Zealand Automobile Association (AA) agrees that is 30 km/h considered the safe
and appropriate speed limit in areas where motorised vehicles and a high number of
vulnerable road users share the same space, such as in CBDs. However, the AA has strong
views about when 30 km/h should be applied, and ensuring that travel speeds can be
managed to that level in practice. This is an important consideration particularly around
schools, where in some instances the level of traffic interactions only occur at certain times
of the day.

53. Other stakeholders fully endorse 30 km/h speed limits, particularly around schools, such as
NZ School Speeds. There has also been demand for 30 km/h speed limits (variable and
permanent) from a number of councils or communities in the past, including the Dunedin City
Council who are current actively pursuing such changes.

54. The AA also has concerns about ensuring the data being relied on is accurate. You will be
aware that the AA has recently written to the Ministry of Transport and AT, raising concerns
that some of the data that AT was relying on overestimates the fatality risk at different impact
speeds, and could therefore be misleading to the public.

55. We are aware that more modern studies show pedestrians’ risk at different impact speeds is
lower compared to some older studies. This is likely a result of more vehicles today having
better safety features, as well as improvements in emergency care over time which has
increased the survivability of patients in vehicle crashes.

56. Numerous other studies have been conducted which have investigated the casualty risk for
pedestrians at different impact speeds. However, an initial review of relevant literature has
shown that there is considerable variability between studies. This variability was due to
different methodologies being used in each study, the variables that were accounted for in
each study, when it was conducted, and whether it considered fatality risk or injury risk.

1 In 1992, Graz (the second largest city in Austria) became the first city in Europe to introduce a city wide 30 km/h zone. 
Approximately 80 percent of city streets in Graz now have permanent 30 km/h speed limits, which resulted in a 24 
percent reduction in serious injuries on the city’s roads within the first six months alone. 

A UK study found that the introduction of 20 mph zones in cities (32 km/h) over a twenty year period from 1986–2006 
was associated with a 46.3 percent reduction in deaths and serious injuries for users of all modes and ages. 
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Annex 2 – Risk of pedestrians’ risk of death and serious injury at different impact speeds 

The Wramborg curves (from 2005) presented on Auckland Transport’s website: 

The curve from the Vision Zero Academy (based on studies from the 1980s): 

Death and serious injury risk curves from a literature review of more modern studies (this illustrates 
the variability in these studies): 
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