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

9(2)(i) to enable a Minister of the Crown or any public service agency or
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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)




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).

Page 10 of 29



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
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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.
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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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