NZ TRANSPORT
AGENCY

h\NAKA KOTAHI

ACCESSIBLE STREETS
CONSULTATION

Submission form

The Ministry of Transport and Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency are proposing a collection of rule
changes that we call the Accessible Streets Regulatory Package.

Thank you for taking time to tell us what you think. Please answer as many or as few questions as
you choose to answer.

You can find information about these proposals in the Accessible Streets Overview (available at
www.nzta.govt.nz/accessible-streets-consultation), which includes the same questions included in
this online submission form. You may want to have the Accessible Streets Overview open in a
different window or printed alongside you.

Please remember your submission is public information and we will use your submission to help us
make the changes to the rules.

Please note that the Transport Agency will publish a summary of submissions. If you do not
want your name or any identifying information to be included in anything we publish
(including because you believe your comments are commercially sensitive) please indicate
this clearly in your submission.

Please note that your submission is also subject to the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA).
This means that other people will be able to obtain copies of submissions by making a
request under the OIA. If you think there are grounds for your information to be withheld
under the OIA, please note this in your submission. We will take your reasons into account
and may consult with you when responding to requests under the OIA.

1. Please answer a few questions about yourself

NAME:

ORGANISATIONS
REPRESENTING:

ADDRESS:

EMAIL:

PHONE:

New Zealand Government


http://www.nzta.govt.nz/accessible-streets-consultation

Proposal 1: Change and re-name the types of devices that used
on footpath, shared paths, cycle paths and cycle lanes

Proposal 1A: Pedestrians and powered wheelchair users
2. We are proposing to include people using powered wheelchairs in the pedestrian category.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() strongly disagree
() Disagree
) Agree
() Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

These users travel at about walking speed or a little faster and are typically move cautiously
about others. They are similarly vulnerable to the actions of other road users as are
pedestrians. They should have to abide by any speed limit set for the footpath.

Proposal 1B: Changing wheeled recreational devices

3. Our proposed change will replace the wheeled recreational device category with two new
groups of devices: unpowered transport devices (for example push-scooters, skateboards) and
powered transport devices (for example e-scooters, YikeBikes).

We are proposing to include people using powered wheelchairs in the pedestrian category.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?

O Strongly disagree
O Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree
() 1 don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

We agree that different categories are needed to overcome the problems with the current
ones and to enable different rules to be set for different categories to keep pedestrians and
others safe.

However, we propose that these be based on speed potential and mass (see para 4 below)
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4. We're proposing that the new category of powered transport devices will consist of low-
powered devices that have been declared by the Transport Agency not to be a motor vehicle.

What steps (if any), do you think the Transport Agency should take before declaring a vehicle
not to be a motor vehicle?

An assessment of the vehicle’s safety for the user and other road users and its suitability for
the part of the road that it will be able to be used on. However, with the categories and
definitions we propose (see comments in response to Q3) it would be extremely rare that any
such declaration would be needed.
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5. If the Transport Agency declares a vehicle to not be a motor vehicle, do you think it should be
able to impose conditions?

V) Yes
() No

6. If yes, should the Transport Agency be able to apply conditions regardless of the power output
of the device?

@ Yes
O No

What was the reason for your answer? Do you have any other comments?

Vehicles should be able to be put into mutually-exclusive categories as we have proposed
(see comments in response to Q3), with LITDs being defined as not being motor vehicles
provided they met the definition of an LITD (i.e. being unpowered or powered devices
designed for transporting one person and either not capable, by design, of travelling on the
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7. We propose to clarify that:

a) low powered vehicles that have not been declared not to be motor vehicles by the
Transport Agency (e.g. hover boards, e-skateboards and other emerging devices) are not
allowed on the footpath

b) these vehicles are also not allowed on the road under current rules, because they do not
meet motor vehicle standards and cannot be registered.

c) if the Transport Agency declares any of these vehicles not to be motor vehicles in the
future, they will be classified as powered transport devices and will be permitted on the
footpath and the road (along with other paths and cycle lanes).

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
@ Strongly disagree

O Disagree

() Agree

() Strongly agree

() 1don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

We oppose in the strongest possible way any proposal that vehicles be allowed to be used on
the FOOTpath simply because they have been declared not to be motor vehicles. The use of
some of these vehicles on footpaths is incompatible with their use by pedestrians, some of
whom are disabled and some of whom are frail.
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Proposal 1C: Clarifying cycles and e-bikes
8. Child cycles that are not propelled by cranks, such as balance bikes, will be defined as
transport devices.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() Strongly disagree
() Disagree
) Agree
() Strongly agree
() 1don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

We agree that small-wheeled cycles that are propelled by cranks be defined as cycles - that
they are small-wheeled is irrelevant.

In our proposed scheme (see response to Q3) cycles of any wheel size that are not propelled
by cranks, but are still purely human-powered or gravity-powered, would be defined as
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Proposal 1D: Mobility devices
9. We’'re proposing that users of mobility devices will have the same level of access as
pedestrians, but they will have to give way to pedestrians and wheelchair users.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree
O Disagree
) Agree
() Strongly agree
() 1 don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

We have detailed our rule on who gives way to whom in our response to Q13 below. Users of
mobility devices other than wheelchairs giving way to pedestrians and wheelchair users is
consistent with our proposed rule.

Under our proposal, mobility scooters which cannot exceed 6km/h would be classified as low-
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10. Do you think there will be any safety or access-related problems with mobility devices
operating in different spaces? Please explain.

If the scheme we propose is adopted then any safety or access-related problems with mobility
devices will be minimal.

What we propose enables all mobility devices that have minimal potential (by virtue of the
limitation on speed that is required for them to be considered as low-speed, powered LITDs.)
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11. We intend to review the mobility device category at a later date. What factors do you think we
need to consider?

The potential speed of devices available and the ability to monitor and record speed;

The ability for the users to self-monitor speed; The ability to limit speed in a tamper-proof
way;

The ability for Police to rapidly ascertain what speed a mobility device has been limited to.
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Alternative proposal

12. We have outlined an option to not change vehicle definitions. This means we would make
changes at a later date instead. Do you prefer this option to our proposal to change vehicle
definitions now (see proposals 1A, 1B, 1C, 1D for more details)? Why/why not?

We prefer a change to the definitions but not in the way proposed in the Accessible
Streets package.

We have proposed a better alternative scheme of road user and vehicle definitions
(see response to Q3) combined with location of use rules (see response to Q7) and
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Proposal 2: Establish a national framework for the use of
footpaths

13. Our proposed changes will allow mobility devices, transport devices, and cycles on the footpath
— provided users meet speed, width and behavioural requirements.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
@) Strongly disagree

() Disagree

() Agree

() Strongly agree

() 1don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

We disagree in the strongest possible terms with the proposal to allow users of all these
devices/vehicles to use them on the footpath and with the 15km/h speed limit proposal.
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14. Do you think there should be any other requirements, in addition to speed, width and
behaviour?

See response to Q13
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15. We have outlined two alternative options to address cycling on the footpath. These are:
a) Allow cyclists up to 16 years of age to use the footpath
b) Continue the status quo, where most cyclists are not allowed to use the footpath.
c) Neither option.
What option do you prefer instead of allowing cyclists on the footpath?
O A
(OB
v C

16. Would you support an age limit for cycling on the footpath? What age would you prefer?
@ Yes, | would support an age limit
O No, | would not support an age limit

If yes, what age would you prefer?

We accept that most children 10 years old and younger lack the mental faculties to be able to
safely use roads and so are willing to accept them being allowed to ride unpowered cycles on
footpaths irrespective of wheel size. This would maintain the intent of the wheel size rule.
Age is a readily verifiable criterion.
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17. We propose to allow road controlling authorities to restrict cycle or device use on certain
footpaths or areas of footpaths to suit local communities and conditions.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree

() Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree

() I don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments, including on the
proposed process?

\We agree with this but it should apply only to where children 10 years old or younger can
cycle on footpaths and where low-speed LITDs and unpowered LITDs can be used on
footpaths (as under the scheme we propose these, along with pedestrians, are the only legal
users of footpaths).
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18. We envisage that local authorities will make decisions to regulate the use of paths by
resolution, rather than by making a bylaw. Do you agree this be specified in the Land Transport
Rule: Path and Road Margins 2020 to provide certainty?

) Yes
() No

What are the reasons for your answer? Do you have any other comments?

This makes the task of doing so less onerous. As long as it is still subject to due public
process and is guided by sensible criteria making things easier, it is a good idea.

Specifying this ability in the Land Transport Rule: Path and Road Margins 2020 seems like it
would provide certainty as long as it was not also subject to provisions of the Land Transport
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Alternative proposal

19. We’'re proposing that road controlling authorities consider and follow certain criteria in addition
to their usual resolution processes if they want to restrict devices from using the footpath These
criteria are:

¢ consider relevant guidance developed by the Transport Agency

e consider any alternative routes or facilities that will no longer be available to the user due
to a restriction

e consider any other matter relevant to public safety.

The road controlling authority will need to:

e consult with any party affected by the proposed restriction
e give those parties reasonable time to respond
o take their submissions into account

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree

O Disagree

() Agree

&) Strongly agree

() I don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about how will this
affect you or whether you think the proposed changes are practical?

Our proposed set of user/vehicle classes (Q3), location of use rules (Q7) and behavioural
rules (Q13), making it legal for only pedestrians and users of wheelchairs, unpowered LITDs,
low-speed powered LITDs and children 10 years old and younger and their trainers riding
cycles to use the footpath, make it less likely that road controlling authorities will need to
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20. We have also outlined an option to maintain current footpath rules. Would you prefer this option
instead of the proposed framework with speed and width requirements? Why/why not?

We agree that footpath use rules need to be clarified - the status quo shouldn’t remain as
there are already people being injured on the footpaths or deterred from using them
especially in places where e-scooters are used on footpaths.

Much of the problem has arisen because certain devices have been declared not to be motor
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Proposal 2A: Users on the footpath will operate vehicles in a
courteous and considerate manner, travel in a way that isn’t
dangerous and give right of way to pedestrians

21. We propose that pedestrians should always have right of way on the footpath.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() strongly disagree
() Disagree
() Agree
&) Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

We believe that wheelchair users should have this priority but that pedestrians are next
highest on the priority list with all other footpath users giving way to them (see response to
Q13).

This is to make it clear that footpaths are for pedestrians but making special allowance for
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22. This proposal will require footpath users to operate vehicles in a courteous and considerate
manner; travel in a way that isn’t dangerous; and give way to pedestrians.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
Q Strongly disagree

O Disagree

() Agree

&) Strongly agree

() 1don’t know

What was the reason for your rating? Are there any other requirements we should consider?

Coupled with the width limit and a sensible speed limit they should be sufficient (if abided by)
to make footpaths safe and comfortable places to walk.

However, it may be beneficial to define ‘give way’ or ‘give right of way’. It shouldn’t apply only
to situations when one or more footpath user is changing direction (turning). It does not
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Proposal 2B: Default 15km/h speed limit for vehicles using the
footpath

23. We are proposing to set a default speed limit of 15km/h for footpaths.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
@ Strongly disagree
O Disagree
() Agree
() Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? Do you think the proposed speed limit should be higher or
lower?

Any speed limit should be much lower to ensure the safety and comfort of the primary users -
pedestrians. See response to Q13 above.

24. Under the proposed changes, road controlling authorities will be able to lower the default speed
limit for a footpath or area of footpaths.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree

() Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree

() I don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

This is unnecessary if the speed limit is set at a sensible level in the first place. Given that we
are talking about FOOTpaths, it would seem that the most sensible speed limit is walking

speed.
However, if central government sets the default speed limit for footpaths above this speed,
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25. Are there other ways that you can think of to improve footpath safety? Please explain.

There could be a requirement to travel by vehicle out of driveways at very low speeds (e.g.
5km/h).

And there could be a requirement that visibility of the footpath to the side of where the
driveway meets it be a minimum distance (e.g. 5m). This might require use of visually
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Proposal 2C: 750mm width restriction for vehicles that operate on
the footpath

26. We are proposing that the width of devices used on the footpath should not exceed 750mm
(with the exception of wheelchairs). Do you think this is:
O Too wide
&) About right

() Too narrow

What is the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

This is suitable as long as exemptions are possible for people for whom this would impose
undue discomfort or hardship.

750mm is half the width of the typical footpath so should be the general limit as any wider
would unduly impact on other footpaths users.

27. Do you use a mobility device?

Q Yes
@ No

If yes, what is the width of your device? Would the proposed width restriction impact you?

28. Should a maximum width limit apply to mobility devices?

@ Yes
O No

What is the reason for your response?

This is covered by Q26. Focus should be on potential impact on others but provide for
exceptions in special circumstances.

29. We propose that people who already own a device wider than 750mm could apply for an
exemption. We're also considering three alternative approaches to mitigate the impact on
existing device owners.

Which is your preferred option?

O a. Mobility devices purchased before the rule changes would be automatically exempt from
the width limit.

O b. The Transport Agency could declare certain wider devices to be mobility devices under
section 168A of the Land Transport Act and exclude them from width requirements.

@ c. Apply a separate width limit to mobility devices.
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Do you have any comments on these alternatives?

Requiring an exemption to be applied for (with perhaps a special authorisation sticker to be
displayed) enables NZTA to get the best possible idea of the number of devices wider than
750mm. From that knowledge it could develop and apply appropriate policy.

Do L Lo H— T4 1L & L 1 4 \ ' 1

Proposal 3: Establish a national framework for the use of shared
paths and cycle paths

30. We are proposing that a person using a shared path or cycle path must travel:

a) in a careful and considerate manner
b) at a speed that is not dangerous to other people on the path
c) in a way that doesn’t interfere with other people using the path.

How much do you agree or disagree with these proposed behavioural requirements?
O Strongly disagree

O Disagree

() Agree

&) Strongly agree

() I don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? Should there be other requirements or rules to use a shared
path or cycle path?

We agree with users having to use shared and cycle paths in a careful and considerate
manner, to not endanger other users and without interfering with other users.

Different rules should apply to shared and cycle paths with shared paths expected to have a
wide diversity of users including people in wheelchairs, pedestrians, and LITD users whereas
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31. We propose that all users will need to give way to pedestrians when using a shared path.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree
() Disagree
() Agree
&) Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?

Cycles and medium-speed LITDs < unpowered LITDs < low-speed LITDs < pedestrians <
wheelchairs
Agree over all users except people in wheelchairs
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32. We propose that, if a shared path or cycle path is adjacent to a roadway, the speed limit will be
the same as the roadway — which is currently the case. If a shared path or cycle path is not
located beside or adjacent to a roadway, then our proposed change clarifies that the path has a
default speed limit of 50km/h.

How much do you agree or disagree with the proposed speed limits for shared paths and cycle
paths?

&) Strongly disagree
() Disagree

() Agree

() Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments, including on the
proposal to allow road controlling authorities to change limits?

Remember a basic rule of land transport safety - if mixed types of road user use the same
space then speeds should be low so that the speed differential between users is low.
The speed limit on the adjacent road is pretty irrelevant and a speed limit of 50km/h on a
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33. We are proposing that road controlling authorities should be able to declare a path a shared
path or a cycle path by making a resolution.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree

O Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree

() I don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? What factors should be considered when road controlling
authorities make this decision?

We agree provided the path meets a minimum width requirement of 2.5m
(and greater depending on numbers of different types of users observed
or, in the case of a new path, expected - see Table 7.4 Austroads 2009).
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34. Do you think that the Transport Agency should be able to investigate and direct road controlling
authorities to comply with the required criteria?

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?

@ Yes
O No

What is the reason for your response? Do you have any other comments?

This oversight by the NZTA is required because some local councils can be led astray by poor
advice or by wilful staff or elected representatives.
But, for this to be satisfactory, NZTA needs to perform better than it has in recent years on
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Proposal 4: Enable transport devices to use cycle lanes and cycle
paths

35. We are proposing that devices other than cycles should be allowed to use cycle lanes and/or
cycle paths?
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree
O Disagree
) Agree
() Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? Should there be any other requirements?

Because medium- and high-speed powered LITDs and cycles pose too great a negative
effect on the safety and perception of safety of pedestrians, wheelchair users etc, it is not
appropriate that they be used on footpaths.
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36. We are proposing that road controlling authorities should be able to exclude transport devices
from cycle lanes and/or cycle paths?

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree

O Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree

() 1don’t know

What is the reason for your rating? Should there be any other requirements?

Some powered transport devices are capable of speeds that are incompatible with the speeds
that are to be expected from most people riding cycles and most low-powered devices.

These high speed devices (high-speed powered LITDs) should be used on the ordinary
roadway where the speed limit is not more than 50km/h (i.e. treated much like mopeds).
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Proposal 5: Introduce lighting and reflector requirements for
powered transport devices at night

37. We are proposing that powered transport devices must be fitted with a headlamp, rear facing
position light, and be fitted with a reflector (unless the user is wearing reflective material) if they
are used at night.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree

O Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree

() 1 don’t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

Users are vulnerable to injury and using lights to alert other road users to their presence is
one way users can help avoid being injured. Some users (as well as people riding cycles)
seem unaware of just how difficult they can be to see at night) and this measure would help to
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38. Do you think these requirements are practical? For example, if you own a powered transport
device, will you be able to purchase and attach a reflector or lights to your device or yourself?

Yes. With the alternative given in response to Q37, at least one way will be possible.

39. Do you think unpowered transport device users should be required to meet the same lighting
and reflector requirements as powered transport device users at night time?

Yes if using shared paths, cycle paths, cycle lanes or the roadway

If we're trying to create a safe system it's not about whether the transport device is powered
or unpowered but about where they are used, how fast they are going, how vulnerable the
users are to injury and whether they can be easily seen or not. Requiring lights of anyone
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Proposal 6: Remove barriers to walking, transport device use and
cycling through rule changes

Proposal 6A: Allow cycles and transport devices to travel straight
ahead from a left turn lane

40. We propose that cyclists and users of transport devices (like skateboards and escooters)
should be able to ride straight ahead from a left turn lane at an intersection, when it is safe to
do so.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() Strongly disagree

() Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree

() 1don’t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

One of the most uncomfortable places to be on the road is between traffic in a left turn lane
and traffic in a straight ahead lane. Trying to get across to that position is sometimes even
more terrifying.

Riders should not have to experience that level of discomfort - they should be able to feel

af.

Proposal 6B: Allow cycles and transport devices to carefully pass
slow-moving vehicles on the left, unless a motor vehicle is
indicating a left turn

41. We propose that cyclists and users of transport devices (like skateboards and escooters)
should be allowed to ‘undertake’ slow-moving traffic.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree
O Disagree
) Agree
() Strongly agree
() I don’'t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

This enables riders to get to the front of the lane where they are most visible and from where
they are able to clear the intersection most safely rather than in amongst motor traffic. It also
ties in well with places where there are light phases specifically for cycle riders to cross the
intersection.
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Proposal 6C: Give cycles, transport devices and buses priority
over turning traffic when they’re travelling through an
intersection in a separated lane

42. We propose that turning traffic should give way to buses, cyclists, and users of transport
devices travelling straight through an intersection from a separated lane.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() strongly disagree
() Disagree
) Agree
() Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

This treats all road users on the same basis - those travelling straight have priority over those
turning. Whether a separate lane is involved or not is somewhat irrelevant or should be.

43. Our proposed change will introduce a list of traffic control devices used to separate lanes from
the roadway to help you understand what a separated lane is and if the user has right of way at
an intersection. Is such a list necessary?

@ Yes
() No

What was your reason for your response? Do you have any other comments about the
proposal?

Anything that helps to clarify expected behaviours is useful. For example, making it clear that
dashed white lines marking out a cycle lane across the entrance to a side street requires
turning traffic to give way to riders in the lane travelling straight past the side street cross
would enhance safety. A common understanding of road marking and symbols and signs is
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44. Should the definition of a separated lane include the distance between the lane and the road?

@ Yes
() No

What was your reason for your response? Do you have any other comments about the
proposal?

But it should not require absolute juxtaposition of the lane. Separated lanes that are less than
a car length (say 7-8m) from the adjacent roadway should be treated as if immediately
adjacent because it would be unsafe for a car to turn into the road and then stop before
reaching the separated lane (e.g. Figure 3F in the consultation overview).
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Proposal 6D: Give priority to footpath, shared path and cycle path
users over turning traffic where the necessary traffic control
devices are installed

45. We propose that turning traffic should give way to path users crossing a side road with the
proposed minimum markings of two parallel white lines.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() strongly disagree
() Disagree
() Agree
&) Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

This has potential to increase the efficiency of walking and other modes using footpaths,
shared paths and cycle paths and that should help to encourage more people to use those
modes. That would be consistent with government objectives to decrease motor vehicle
congestion and pollution, as well as making for more pleasant cities.

Th +h 1 4 £ 4l + 1 ik Lif Al + [TH +h H + 1

Additional questions for road controlling authorities

46. Do you think that the proposed minimum markings of two parallel white lines are appropriate?
Please explain.

But they are a bare minimum. Ideally, raised platforms would be used to indicate priority, to
keep the level of the paths the same across the side road and to slow traffic. However, those
are comparatively expensive and two parallel white lines about the width of the path apart
(say 2m) painted across the side road seems like an unambiguous and cheap method to
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47. We are proposing future guidance for additional treatments. Is there any guidance that you
would like to see or recommend? Please explain.

‘Sharks teeth’ markings on the approach side of the white lines would make them more
obvious and alert drivers more effectively. These markings would be perpendicular to the two
white lines with the sharp part of the triangle pointing in the direction from which the cars are
coming.
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Proposal 7: Mandate a minimum overtaking gap for motor
vehicles passing cycles, transport devices, horses, pedestrians
and people using mobility devices on the road

48. We are proposing a mandatory minimum overtaking gap for motor vehicles of 1 metre (when
the speed limit is 60km/h or less), and 1.5 metres (when the speed limit is over 60km/h) when
passing pedestrians, cyclists, horse riders, and users of other devices.

How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() strongly disagree

() Disagree

) Agree

() Strongly agree

() I don’t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

Being overtaken too closely by a motor vehicle is one of the most scary experiences of riding
or walking on the road. Increasing the distance between passing cars and other road users
will help increase the perception of safety and actual safety for cyclists and other road users.
A similar rule should be applied to LITD users passing pedestrians on shared paths (see
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Proposal 8: Clarify how road controlling authorities can restrict
parking on berms

49. We are proposing that road controlling authorities should be able to restrict berm parking
without the use of signs and instead rely on an online register.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
O Strongly disagree
@ Disagree
() Agree
() Strongly agree
() I don’t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

We believe there should be a general prohibition on parking on berms but with exceptions
possible and at the discretion of RCAs. Having to have signs indicating the prohibition is both
expensive and creates visual clutter. A general prohibition greatly decreases the need for
signs. Expecting people to find out where exceptions apply by consulting a register, even if it
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50. Would it be helpful if information on berm parking restrictions was available in other places, like
at a local library, i-SITE, or a local council?

Only if signs or markings aren’t used, because not everyone has access to the internet or a
mobile device to be able to check the register when the need arises. But markings provide a
less obtrusive and cheaper way than signs to indicate a where parking on the berm is
permitted. This will make bus travel more efficient by quickening journeys and so will make it a
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Proposal 9: Give buses priority when exiting bus stops
51. We propose that road users should give way to indicating buses leaving a signed bus stop on a
road with a speed limit of 60km/h or less.
How much do you agree or disagree with this proposal?
() Strongly disagree
() Disagree
) Agree
() Strongly agree
() 1don’t know

What was your reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments about the proposal?

This will make bus travel more efficient by quickening journeys and so will make it a more
attractive mode, contributing to more people using it instead of private cars which will make
cities better for all.

52. Should traffic give way to buses in other situations? For example, when a bus is exiting a bus
lane and merging back into traffic lanes?

@ Yes
O No

In what situations should traffic give way to buses? What was your reason for your response?
Do you have any other comments?

We support measures that make public transport more efficient and attractive because we
support the aims of decreasing congestion and pollution and increasing the provision of
equitable, safe travel options.

Thank you for making a submission on the Accessible Streets Regulatory Package.

Visit www.nzta.govt.nz/accessible-streets-consultation for updates or if you have any questions
please email us at accessible.streets@nzta.govt.nz
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	Question 10 comment: If the scheme we propose is adopted then any safety or access-related problems with mobility devices will be minimal.
What we propose enables all mobility devices that have minimal potential (by virtue of the limitation on speed that is required for them to be considered as low-speed, powered LITDs.) to give rise to safety concerns for their users or other footpath users to be used on footpaths and shared paths. They would only be allowed on cycle paths, in cycle lanes or on the road if there is no footpath or shared path so they will
not be a hindrance to other traffic there.
	Question 9 comment: We have detailed our rule on who gives way to whom in our response to Q13 below. Users of mobility devices other than wheelchairs giving way to pedestrians and wheelchair users is consistent with our proposed rule.
Under our proposal, mobility scooters which cannot exceed 6km/h would be classified as low-speed individual transport devices, would not have
to meet the mass limits of other powered vehicles to be classed as LITDs and would have the same rights to travel on footpaths and other paths as if they were pedestrians.
Most mobility scooters have unladen mass in excess of 50kg.
However, if they can travel at more than 6km/h (and weigh more than 50kg) mobility scooters would be classified as motor vehicles and so have to be registered, meet various standards and the users would have to be licensed.
We believe this is appropriate as there is growing availability of large, heavy, fast mobility scooter/cart type vehicles. Also, there are many anecdotal reports of mobility scooters being ridden without care and consideration for other footpath users and of people using them simply to make up for having lost their driver’s license.
People wanting to use a mobility device but unable to get a license will still be able to use a mobility device that is classed as a low-speed LITD.
The categories and rules we describe above will increase safety (for mobility device riders and other footpath users).
	Question 8 comment: We agree that small-wheeled cycles that are propelled by cranks be defined as cycles - that they are small-wheeled is irrelevant.
In our proposed scheme (see response to Q3) cycles of any wheel size that are not propelled by cranks, but are still purely human-powered or gravity-powered, would be defined as unpowered LITDs. If they lacked a crank but were still propelled by a motor (e.g. via a shaft drive) they would be a powered LITD if they met the speed and mass criteria we have given for LITDs).
This would allow the appropriate rules of location of use etc to be applied.
	Question 7 comment: We oppose in the strongest possible way any proposal that vehicles be allowed to be used on the FOOTpath simply because they have been declared not to be motor vehicles. The use of some of these vehicles on footpaths is incompatible with their use by pedestrians, some of whom are disabled and some of whom are frail.
Instead of turning FOOTpaths into shared paths by allowing the categories of vehicle proposed in this package to be used on them, we
   allowed on the footpath
b. these vehicles are also not allowed on the road under current rules, because they do not meet motor vehicle standards
c. if the Transport Agency declares any of these vehicles not to be motor vehicles in the future, they will be classified as powered transport devices and will be permitted on the footpath and the
road (along with other paths and cycle lanes).
Do you agree with this proposed clarification? Why/why not?
         propose the following location of use rules for the categories listed in response to Q3:
Pedestrians and wheelchairs and low-speed, powered LITDs: footpaths and shared paths at any time where and when the road controlling authority (RCA) has not imposed any temporary restriction (e.g. for special events or maintenance). Also, on cycle paths if there is no footpath or shared path. And in cycle lanes if there is no footpath, shared path or cycle path. And on the road, if there is no footpath, shared path, cycle path or cycle lane.
Unpowered LITDs: footpaths, shared paths, cycle paths and cycle lanes at any time where and when the road controlling authority (RCA) has not imposed any temporary restriction. And on the road, if there is no footpath, shared path, cycle path or cycle lane.
Medium-speed, powered LITDs: shared paths, cycle paths and cycle lanes at any time where and when the road controlling authority (RCA) has not imposed any temporary restriction. And on the road, if there is no footpath, shared path, cycle path or cycle lane. This would include current models of hoverboards and some e-skateboards, e-scooters, Yike Bikes, e-bikes etc.
High-speed, powered LITDs: cycle paths (if permitted by the road controlling authority, and only when the speed limit on the adjacent or nearest road is > 50km/h), and in cycle lanes and on the road at any time. This would include some current e-skateboards, e-scooters, e-bikes, etc.
Unpowered cycles (no matter what the wheel size) ridden by children 10 years old or younger: footpaths, shared paths, cycle paths, cycle lanes and road at any time where and when the road controlling authority (RCA) has not imposed any temporary restriction.
 
Also, an adult may ride a cycle on the footpath with a child, 10 years old or younger, who is riding a bike on the footpath provided that the adult has attained a recognised qualification in cycling instruction such as the National Certificate in Sport (Cycling Instructor) or the Pedal Ready instructor course. This will mean instructors and suitably trained other adults will have no barrier to providing children instruction on safe and appropriate riding on the footpath.
Unpowered cycles ridden by people 11 years old or older: shared paths, cycle paths, cycle lanes and road at any time where and when the road controlling authority (RCA) has not imposed any temporary restriction.
	Question 6 comment: Vehicles should be able to be put into mutually-exclusive categories as we have proposed (see comments in response to Q3), with LITDs being defined as not being motor vehicles provided they met the definition of an LITD (i.e. being unpowered or powered devices designed for transporting one person and either not capable, by design, of travelling on the flat at more than 6km/h or, if capable of travelling faster then having a unladen mass of no more 50kg).
Conditions should be able to be applied regardless of power output of the device. It is the potential speed and the mass that are important not the power rating.
	Question 4 comment: An assessment of the vehicle’s safety for the user and other road users and its suitability for the part of the road that it will be able to be used on. However, with the categories and definitions we propose (see comments in response to Q3) it would be extremely rare that any such declaration would be needed.
However, the ability should be there to deal with any new device that does not meet the definitions of any other category of vehicle but should be for a short duration only (e.g. 3 years) to allow time for modifications to be made to the classification scheme if appropriate.
The way the power rating of vehicles has been used to date has caused the apparent inconsistencies we see with Yike Bikes, e-scooters and e-bikes. There are other small-motored transport devices that have similar performance to these three yet have not been declared to not be motor vehicles. A much more rigorous method of appraisal of devices needs to be used to determine whether something should be declared not to be a
motor vehicle.
The determination of a vehicle not to be a motor vehicle should determine whether it has to meet safety or other performance standards (it still should have to but not the same ones as for motor vehicles), be registered (should do so if its potential speed exceeds 30km and mass exceeds 50kg) and whether the user has to be licensed (as for registration, dependent on mass and potential speed). It should not determine where the vehicle that is not a motor vehicle can be used (which should be specified for all categories of vehicle and road user).
	Question 3 comment: We agree that different categories are needed to overcome the problems with the current ones and to enable different rules to be set for different categories to keep pedestrians and others safe.
However, we propose that these be based on speed potential and mass (see para 4 below) rather than wheel size, power output or any other proxy for speed and user since it is the speed and mass that largely determine the severity of injury resulting from collisions.
We note that none of the vehicles to which the existing and proposed rules are intended to apply have been designed with the sort of attention to minimising injury resulting from a collision with a pedestrian as has been put into car design. Thus, limiting the speed and mass of vehicles
            mixing with pedestrians is particularly important.
Instead of the 6 categories proposed in the package, we propose the following categories:
A. Pedestrians
B. Wheelchairswhetherunpoweredorpowered
C. LightIndividualTransportDevices(LITDs)
i) unpowered LITDs, propelled purely by human power or gravity (i.e. no form of mechanical propulsion at all)
ii) low speed, powered LITDs capable of travelling on the flat at no more than 6km/h by design
iii) medium speed, powered LITDs capable, by design, of travelling on the flat at more than 6km/h but no more than 30km/h and having unladen mass of no more than 50kg
iv) high speed, powered LITDs capable, by design, of travelling on the flat at more than 30km/h and having unladen mass of no more than 50kg.
v) unpowered cycles with two or more wheels ridden by people 10 years old and younger.
vi) unpowered cycles with two or more wheels ridden by people 11
 
years old and older.
None of these vehicles would be classed as motor vehicles even though they may be powered.
However, any powered vehicle capable of travelling more than 6km/h on the flat AND having a mass of more than 50kg would be classed as a motor vehicle and not as a LITD.
This combination of mass and potential speed is too great to ensure their safe use without meeting standards and for users to be licensed.
This creates a strong incentive for only lightweight individual transport devices to be put onto the market.
	Question 2 comment: These users travel at about walking speed or a little faster and are typically move cautiously about others. They are similarly vulnerable to the actions of other road users as are pedestrians. They should have to abide by any speed limit set for the footpath.
	Question 11 comment: The potential speed of devices available and the ability to monitor and record speed;
The ability for the users to self-monitor speed; The ability to limit speed in a tamper-proof way;
The ability for Police to rapidly ascertain what speed a mobility device has been limited to.
The competence of the rider to maintain control of the device;
The degree to which the device is needed to enable a person to move about their community because of physical incapacity or because of having lost their driver’s license due to physical or mental incapacity as opposed to being due to misuse of a motor vehicle;
The degree to which the design of the device minimises injury to other parties in case of a collision;
The width of the device.
	Question 12 comment: We prefer a change to the definitions but not in the way proposed in the Accessible Streets package.
We have proposed a better alternative scheme of road user and vehicle definitions (see response to Q3) combined with location of use rules (see response to Q7) and behavioural rules (see response to Q13) that:
- overcomes the anomalies caused by having the wheeled recreational
device category, lumping mobility scooters with wheelchairs in the mobility device category and declaring some such vehicles, but not others, to not be motor vehicles, and
- would enable pedestrians and users of wheelchairs and LITDs to be safer and feel safer than the proposal put forth in the package.
	Question 13 comment: We disagree in the strongest possible terms with the proposal to allow users of all these devices/vehicles to use them on the footpath and with the 15km/h speed limit proposal.


However, we agree with the other proposed rules.
We have specified the locations where we believe different users and vehicles should be allowed to be used in Q7.
Speed and mass are the factors that determine momentum which is the critical element in determining the ability to avoid collisions. Along with vehicle design and the physical characteristics of the people involved, they also determine the severity of injury resulting from collisions.The speed, and, to a lesser extent, the mass of vehicles are probably also key determinants of pedestrians’ perception of danger. 
We support all users of the footpath having to use it in a courteous and considerate manner and without creating a danger for other footpath users.
We also support the width rule as long as exemptions are able to be applied for by people for whom a vehicle that is 750mm wide is too narrow for them to be able to sit on it comfortably. 
We also agree there needs to be a give way rule and propose the following within the scheme of vehicle definitions and location of use rule that we have proposed above:
i) Children 10 years old and younger and their trainers riding cycles give way to  all other footpath users (pedestrians, wheelchair users, low-speed powered LITD users and users of unpowered LITDs)
ii) Users of unpowered LITDs give way to give way to pedestrians, wheelchair users and low-speed powered LITD users 
iii) Low-speed LITD users give way to pedestrians and wheelchair users
iv) Pedestrians give way to wheelchair users
So, graphically (with ‘<’ meaning ‘gives way to’) we propose:
Unpowered LITDs < Low-speed LITDs < Pedestrians < Wheelchairs.
This priority makes it clear that FOOTpaths are for pedestrians with particular allowance made for people in wheelchairs.
However, the proposed rule that users be allowed to travel at up to 15km/h is completely unsuitable. This is NOT a safe and appropriate speed for use of vehicles on the footpath. 
We agree there is a need for a numerical speed limit to be set as it sets a norm of what is expected. Even if it cannot be reliably monitored using the Police’s existing speed camera technology, the potential speed of a vehicle can be reliably assessed by measuring the time it takes to cover a known distance or, if the vehicle has a speedometer, for the Police to operate it at full speed and checking the speed reading. 
We contend that the speed limit for any vehicle allowed to be used on the footpath should be 6km/h which is a little faster than the typical walking speed that a healthy adult can sustain and is 2-3 times the speed of a frail elderly person. 
6km/h is a speed at which children riding bicycles on the footpath can do so without stalling and losing balance.
It is also a speed that enables them to avoid the most significant danger to them on footpaths – motor vehicles exiting driveways. It is a safe and appropriate speed for the environment.
It is also a speed that minimises the risk of collision, and injury resulting from collision, for pedestrians with heavy (>50kg) vehicles such as mobility scooters.
If people want to travel using some form of vehicle at a higher speed than this then they should be required to use other facilities such as shared paths, cycle paths, lanes or the roadway.
There should also be a rule limiting, to one, the number of people allowed to be on any LITD with the exception of cycles which have a suitably designed pillion seat and footrests affixed to the cycle (in keeping with current rule 11.7 of the Road User Rule 2004). Thought might also be given to mobility devices (still complying with the width rule) also being allowed to carry up to two people where a proper seat is provided (this would probably require the seat to be behind the driver’s seat) since we are likely to have more and more situations where neither partner is capable of safely driving a motor vehicle or walk significant distances and only one partner remains capable of operating a mobility device.
Also, children 10 years old and younger should not be allowed to ride any powered LITD on public property. 


 

	Question 14 comment: See response to Q13 

	Question 16 comment: We accept that most children 10 years old and younger lack the mental faculties to be able to safely use roads and so are willing to accept them being allowed to ride unpowered cycles on footpaths irrespective of wheel size. This would maintain the intent of the wheel size rule.
Age is a readily verifiable criterion.
The rules regarding behaviour and speed (6km/h), if abided by, should
            enable coexistence with other footpath users.
Although 6km/h is a slow speed for cycling it is not so slow that a cyclist would stall or lose balance and it is faster than children typically walk.
Above this age, most children have developed the motor skills and mental judgement to be able to be safe users of the roadway. But they are still often self-centered and show insufficient consideration for other people, or think that their estimate of risk is the same as somebody else’s and hence are more likely to behave in ways that other footpath users find inconsiderate or intimidating or are actually unsafe.
Cyclists older than 10 years old should be able to use safe facilities such as shared paths, cycle paths, cycle lanes and the roadway. The 1 or 1.5m passing rule that is part of this package, if widely abided by, will help to make these spaces feel safer to riders as will the increased prevalence of lower roadway speed limits that we are achieving around the country.
In addition, we would like to see an exemption from this age limit for people who hold a recognised qualification in training people to cycle, such as having successfully completed the Pedal Ready course for trainers or the National Certificate in Recreation and Sport - Coaching and Instruction (Cycle skills instructor), Level 3 on the National Qualifications Framework and actually engaged in training children to ride on the footpath in accordance with the rules and best practice.
Exemptions should not be granted to adults who want to ride on the footpath with their children. They can accompany their children either by riding nearby on the roadway, by pushing their cycle on the footpath, using an unpowered LITD or walking/running on the footpath. If the children are abiding by the speed limit of 6km/h the adult will be able to
keep up with them by any of these modes.
Requiring this will also help reinforce the message to the children that they are only permitted to ride on the footpath by virtue of their age.
	Question 17 comment: We agree with this but it should apply only to where children 10 years old or younger can cycle on footpaths and where low-speed LITDs and unpowered LITDs can be used on footpaths (as under the scheme we propose these, along with pedestrians, are the only legal users of footpaths).
There are stretches and areas of footpaths where pedestrian numbers are sufficiently high at certain times of day that it is inappropriate and unsafe for anything other than pedestrians, wheelchair users and mobility scooter users to be using them. An example is Lambton Quay in Wellington and probably most footpaths in the centre of most cities.
The proposed process seems appropriate with national guidance and other factors to be considered and affected parties to have a say.
	Question 18 comment: This makes the task of doing so less onerous. As long as it is still subject to due public process and is guided by sensible criteria making things easier, it is a good idea.
Specifying this ability in the Land Transport Rule: Path and Road Margins 2020 seems like it would provide certainty as long as it was not also subject to provisions of the Land Transport Act. It is unclear whether regulations override primary legislation.
However, there may also need to be something stated in the Traffic Control Devices Rule to ensure footpath users are made aware of any restrictions without expecting them to go to a website or a library to find out where they are allowed and where they aren’t.
	Question 19 comment: Our proposed set of user/vehicle classes (Q3), location of use rules (Q7) and behavioural rules (Q13), making it legal for only pedestrians and users of  wheelchairs, unpowered LITDs, low-speed powered LITDs and children 10 years old and younger and their trainers riding cycles to use the footpath, make it less likely that road controlling authorities will need to restrict users from the footpath but they should still have the ability to do so. However, they should not be allowed to expand the range of footpath users. 
A proper process should be laid out for those cases when restrictions are necessary or desirable and the criteria proposed in the package seem appropriate.
There should be a high degree of national consistency (e.g. unpowered LITDS aren’t permitted to be used on footpaths in central business districts or near old age residential homes or retirement villages).

	Question 20 comment: We agree that footpath use rules need to be clarified -  the status quo shouldn’t remain as there are already people being injured on the footpaths or deterred from using them especially in places where e-scooters are used on footpaths.  
Much of the problem has arisen because certain devices have been declared not to be  motor vehicles while other relatively similar devices are regarded as motor vehicles. 
However, the problem with the proposals are the settings, i.e. allowing all low-powered (<300W) vehicles to be used on the footpath and the speed limit of those vehicles.
Our proposal overcomes these inconsistencies and problems as it is based on speed potential and mass of the vehicles. See answers to Q3, Q7, Q13

	Question 21 comment: We believe that wheelchair users should have this priority but that pedestrians are next highest on the priority list with all other footpath users giving way to them (see response to Q13).
This is to make it clear that footpaths are for pedestrians but making special allowance for disabled people using wheelchairs. This is consistent with common (but not universal) practice. Life in a wheelchair is somewhat harder than as an able-bodied person and most people, recognising this, try to make life a little bit easier for people using wheelchairs by giving way to them. 
Everyone else giving way to pedestrians is appropriate, given the mass of most mobility devices and given that the use of unpowered LITDs is a choice.

	Question 23 comment: Any speed limit should be much lower to ensure the safety and comfort of the primary users - pedestrians. See response to Q13 above.
	Question 24 comment: This is unnecessary if the speed limit is set at a sensible level in the first place. Given that we are talking about FOOTpaths, it would seem that the most sensible speed limit is walking speed.
However, if central government sets the default speed limit for footpaths above this speed, then road controlling authorities should be able to lower it for a footpath or area of footpaths in its area of jurisdiction.
The whole idea of a default speed limit is contrary to the approach being used for motor vehicle speeds on roads. In that case, the task is to determine a safe and appropriate speed. The same approach should be taken for footpaths, shared paths and cycle paths and lanes.
Given the role of footpaths and diversity of users of users (even just among pedestrians it goes from spatially- and risk-unaware 2 year olds to frail 90+ year olds and includes people with both physical and cognitive disabilities or conditions that make them particularly vulnerable to injury and to having their community made inaccessible to them if they do not feel they can safely use the footpath), the safe and appropriate speed is walking speed.

	Question 25 comment: There could be a requirement to travel by vehicle out of driveways at very low speeds (e.g. 5km/h). 
And there could be a requirement that visibility of the footpath to the side of where the driveway meets it be a minimum distance (e.g. 5m). This might require use of visually permeable fencing and removal of vegetation.
Also, some RCAs allow vehicle crossings to extend right across the footpath giving everyone the visual cue that vehicles entering or leaving the adjacent property have right of way rather than the user of the footpath. Instead, it should be made so that the footpath appears continuous over the vehicle crossing.
Stricter enforcement (and perhaps increasing the penalty for violation of) the rule concerning parking on footpaths would also help.

	Question 26 comment: This is suitable as long as exemptions are possible for people for whom this would impose undue discomfort or hardship.
750mm is half the width of the typical footpath so should be the general limit as any wider would unduly impact on other footpaths users.

	Question 27 comment: 
	Question 30 comment: We agree with users having to use shared and cycle paths in a careful and considerate manner, to not endanger other users and without interfering with other users.
Different rules should apply to shared and cycle paths with shared paths expected to have a wide diversity of users including people in wheelchairs, pedestrians, and LITD users whereas cycle paths would not be expected to be attractive to pedestrians and others capable of only low speeds..
Shared paths should be defined to be primarily for recreational or local access purposes and not intended for high speed use whereas cycle paths should serve primarily commuter functions or recreational purposes where very few pedestrians are expected (such as in rural areas) and besides roads where separate footpaths exist.
Generally, users capable of going faster should give way to those capable of only slower speeds. So (with ‘<’ meaning ‘’must give way to’) on a shared path
Cycles and medium-speed LITDs < unpowered LITDs < low-speed LITDs  < pedestrians < wheelchairs
And on cycle paths, wheelchair users, pedestrians, low-speed LITD users and unpowered LITD users should give way to medium-speed  and high-speed LITDs (if permitted) and cycles.
On shared paths the speed limit should be set for the safety and feeling of safety of pedestrians and other low-speed users. Two alternative approaches are suggested:
set a speed limit of 10km/h (in recognition of the greater width of shared paths than most footpaths), or
2.   set a speed limit of 20km/h but require riders to:
pass pedestrians no closer than 1m (comparable to the rules being proposed for motorists passing riders on roads), and
pass pedestrians at speeds no more than 10km/h, and
ring a bell when approaching pedestrians from either front or rear (of benefit to vision-impaired- and sighted-pedestrians although not to completely deaf ones) – the bell having to meet performance standards of audibility (reinstatement of mandatory fitting of bells to bicycles has been called for over many years and we support it but it should apply to all LITDs for which it is possible).
On cycle paths, the speed limit could sensibly be 30km/h. They should not be seen as training paths for fast cyclists, skaters etc. Those types of users should either be on the roadway or on special facilities intended for their use. 
These rules  could be complemented by also having rules that require:
all users to keep left except when passing other users
all users to move off the path when stopped
leashes (if used) for animals to be highly visible
all user to not unreasonably impede other users
These rules will help decrease the considerable amount of conflict between different users that occurs on some paths. Most conflict arises from people riding vehicles too quickly along shared paths making it uncomfortable and dangerous for walkers. There is also conflict from pedestrians not keeping left and moving less predictably than do people on vehicles.

	Question 31 comment: Cycles and medium-speed LITDs < unpowered LITDs < low-speed LITDs  < pedestrians < wheelchairs
Agree over all users except people in wheelchairs
	Question 32 comment: 
Remember a basic rule of land transport safety - if mixed types of road user use the same space then speeds should be low so that the speed differential between users is low.  
The speed limit on the adjacent road is pretty irrelevant and a speed limit of 50km/h on a shared path where pedestrians and disabled people are expected to be is simply absurd. 
It’s also unsuitable for cycle paths given that there are likely to be cyclists of many different levels of experience and competence using them. It isn’t a race! 
See answer to Q30 for detail on sensible speed limits for shared and cycle paths.
If ‘default’ speed limits are set as proposed in the package (contrary to the approach for setting safe and appropriate speeds for roads) then road controlling authorities should have the ability to set lower limits (but not higher ones).

	Question 33 comment: We agree provided the path meets a minimum width requirement of 2.5m
(and greater depending on numbers of different types of users observed
or, in the case of a new path, expected - see Table 7.4 Austroads 2009).

Declaring a path to be of a certain type invokes the rules that apply to
that type of path. It is sensible for RCAs to be able to do this as long as it
is not abused by them declaring footpaths to be shared paths when they fail to meet the design criteria for shared paths. They need to follow
nationally-set guidance and criteria in making declarations.

Factors that should be considered include things like the location,
whether there are alternative unshared paths, cycle paths or cycle lanes or roads nearby suitable for use by some types of users, the actual or expected number of different types of users (specifically including children and disabled people) and the likely time of use by these users, and whether the path serves a local access, commuter or recreational purpose.

	Question 34 comment: 
This oversight by the NZTA is required because some local councils can be led astray by poor advice or by wilful staff or elected representatives. 
But, for this to be satisfactory, NZTA needs to perform better than it has in recent years on monitoring and enforcing requirements.

	Question 35 comment: 
Because medium- and high-speed powered LITDs and cycles pose too great a negative effect on the safety and perception of safety of pedestrians, wheelchair users etc, it is not appropriate that they be used on footpaths.
However, users of all different forms of transport deserve to have a safe space in which to travel. 
Because they are capable of speeds similar to those that cycles are typically ridden at and are of similar mass, and because their users have about the same degree of vulnerability to injury as cycle riders, it is appropriate that they are able to be used in the same space as cycles - i.e. cycle paths and lanes.
However, users capable of only low speeds (wheelchair users, pedestrians and low-speed powered LITD users) shouldn’t be able to use these facilities unless there is not a footpath or shared path available.

	Question 36 comment: Some powered transport devices are capable of speeds that are incompatible with the speeds that are to be expected from most people riding cycles and most low-powered devices. 
These high speed devices (high-speed powered LITDs) should be used on the ordinary roadway where the speed limit is not more than 50km/h (i.e. treated much like mopeds).

	Quetsion 37 comment: 
Users are vulnerable to injury and using lights to alert other road users to their presence is one way users can help avoid being injured. Some users (as well as people riding cycles) seem unaware of just how difficult they can be to see at night) and this measure would help to make them aware of that fact.
This should apply during hours of darkness not just at night.
Furthermore, it should also apply to unpowered LITDs if they are used on a roadway, cycle lane or cycle path. 
If affixing lights to a device itself is unsuitable (e.g. there’s nowhere to affix lights to or they would be too low to the ground to be effective), then forward- and rear-facing lights and reflective material should have to be worn by the user. An example of how this could be achieved is for lights to be affixed to a helmet worn by the rider.
It might actually be worth stipulating that the lights have to be a certain height above the ground to help ensure they are visible.

	Question 38 comment: Yes. With the alternative given in response to Q37, at least one way will be possible. 
	Question 39 comment: Yes if using shared paths, cycle paths, cycle lanes or the roadway
If we’re trying to create a safe system it’s not about whether the transport device is powered or unpowered but about where they are used, how fast they are going, how vulnerable the users are to injury and whether they can be easily seen or not. Requiring lights of anyone travelling along cycle paths, lanes and roadways during hours of darkness helps to achieve this.
	Question 40 comment: One of the most uncomfortable places to be on the road is between traffic in a left turn lane and traffic in a straight ahead lane. Trying to get across to that position is sometimes even more terrifying.
Riders should not have to experience that level of discomfort - they should be able to feel safe. 
Allowing them to go straight from the left turn lane will help alleviate this discomfort and, in a small way make riding a more attractive option.
However, it needs to be made clear that riders can only proceed straight from the left turn lane when they have a green light for going straight ahead not when there is only a green left turn arrow. 
And, because their being in the left turn lane might inconvenience traffic that is turning left, it would be a good idea to require that there be a marked space at the front of the lane where they should position themselves so as to block the lane as little as possible.

	Question 41 comment: This enables riders to get to the front of the lane where they are most visible and from where they are able to clear the intersection most safely rather than in amongst motor traffic. It also ties in well with places where there are light phases specifically for cycle riders to cross the intersection.
	Question 42 comment: This treats all road users on the same basis - those travelling straight have priority over those turning. Whether a separate lane is involved or not is somewhat irrelevant or should be.
	Question 43 comment: Anything that helps to clarify expected behaviours is useful. For example, making it clear that dashed white lines marking out a cycle lane across the entrance to a side street requires turning traffic to give way to riders in the lane travelling straight past the side street cross would enhance safety. A common understanding of road marking and symbols and signs is essential.
	Question 44 comment: But it should not require absolute juxtaposition of the lane. Separated lanes that are less than a car length (say 7-8m) from the adjacent roadway should be treated as if immediately adjacent because it would be unsafe for a car to turn into the road and then stop before reaching the separated lane (e.g. Figure 3F in the consultation overview). 
In contrast, priority for users of lanes/paths further away can be covered by the next rule change concerning users of paths crossing side roads.
When lanes are separated from the adjacent roadway they are typically separated using bollards, kerbing or sometimes widths of vegetation. They have presumably been made in that way because they are considered safer than just a cycle lane involving markings on the road surface. 
However, whether they are separated or not doesn’t alter whether the users want to travel straight or not and if they are travelling straight they should be afforded the same priority over turning traffic as motor vehicles are.

	Question 45 comment: This has potential to increase the efficiency of walking and other modes using footpaths, shared paths and cycle paths and that should help to encourage more people to use those modes. That would be consistent with government objectives to decrease motor vehicle congestion and pollution, as well as making for more pleasant cities.
This is the only aspect of this entire package which may (if road controlling authorities actually implement it) make things better for pedestrians. However, this should be made nationally consistent and not left up to local councils to decide. Our cities and towns are so car-centric and this permeates the thinking in many councils. Some councils will simply decide not to spend the money needed to change priority in the way proposed. 
We believe that leaving it to local RCAs to decide whether or not to implement such priority measures will result in considerable inconsistency across the country and make it harder for road users to understand and abide by.
Providing for path users travelling straight across side roads should be the norm, with RCAs having to develop, fund and implement a programme to achieve this over a maximum of 5 years. 75% of the cost should receive funding from the National Land Transport Fund.
It is recognised that at some intersections if a car stops on the roadway before a marked crossing point the occupant might not be able to see traffic coming along the main road. In that case, the expectation should be that the car wait for any pedestrians or other users travelling straight across the side road at the marked point and then proceed to a point where oncoming traffic can be seen. If this meant the car was briefly positioned over the crossing point that should be allowed. 

	Question 46 comment: But they are a bare minimum. Ideally, raised platforms would be used to indicate priority, to keep the level of the paths the same across the side road and to slow traffic. However, those are comparatively expensive and two parallel white lines about the width of the path apart (say 2m) painted across the side road seems like an unambiguous and cheap method to indicate priority.
	Question 47 comment: ‘Sharks teeth’ markings on the approach side of the white lines would make them more obvious and alert drivers more effectively. These markings would be perpendicular to the two white lines with the sharp part of the triangle pointing in the direction from which the cars are coming.
	Question 48 comment: Being overtaken too closely by a motor vehicle is one of the most scary experiences of riding or walking on the road. Increasing the distance between passing cars and other road users will help increase the perception of safety and actual safety for cyclists and other road users. 
A similar rule should be applied to LITD users passing pedestrians on shared paths (see response to Q30)

	Question 49 comment: We believe there should be a general prohibition on parking on berms but with exceptions possible and at the discretion of RCAs. Having to have signs indicating the prohibition is both expensive and creates visual clutter. A general prohibition greatly decreases the need for signs. Expecting people to find out where exceptions apply by consulting a register, even if it is on-line, is unreasonable.  There is a general expectation that if something is not allowed then that is either indicated at the location where it is not allowed or locations where exceptions apply are indicated.
Here, markings may be more appropriate than signs (e.g. a blue dashed line on the kerb surface facing the roadway, spaced every 10m to show where it is allowed).

	Question 50 comment: Only if signs or markings aren’t used, because not everyone has access to the internet or a mobile device to be able to check the register when the need arises. But markings provide a less obtrusive and cheaper way  than signs to indicate a where parking on the berm is permitted.This will make bus travel more efficient by quickening journeys and so will make it a more attractive mode, contributing to more people using it instead of private cars which will make cities better for all.
	Question 51 comment: This will make bus travel more efficient by quickening journeys and so will make it a more attractive mode, contributing to more people using it instead of private cars which will make cities better for all.
	Question 52 comment: We support measures that make public transport more efficient and attractive because we support the aims of decreasing congestion and pollution and increasing the provision of equitable, safe travel options.
	Question 2: Agree q2
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	Question 22 comment: Coupled with the width limit and a sensible speed limit they should be sufficient (if abided by) to make footpaths safe and comfortable places to walk.
However, it may be beneficial to define ‘give way’ or ‘give right of way’. It shouldn’t apply only to situations when one or more footpath user is changing direction (turning). It does not appear to be defined elsewhere in any of the Rules or the primary legislation.
A further rule that would be beneficial would be to apply the rules concerning alcohol and drug impairment that apply to drivers of motor vehicles to all other vehicles, including LITDs.

	Question 23: Strongly disagree q23
	Question 24: Agree q24
	Question 26: About right
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	Question 28 comment: This is covered by Q26. Focus should be on potential impact on others but provide for exceptions in special circumstances.
	Question 29 comment: 
Requiring an exemption to be applied for (with perhaps a special authorisation sticker to be displayed) enables NZTA to get the best possible idea of the number of devices wider than 750mm. From that knowledge it could develop and apply appropriate policy.
Date of purchase is too difficult to prove for many people so option a) is impractical. 
Options b and c don’t adequately take into account the effect on other footpath users and this should be the overriding consideration except in those rare circumstances in which a very large person cannot comfortably sit on a mobility device only 750mm wide.
As long as exemptions are possible, applying for one is not a great impact on existing owners so none of the alternatives are necessary. 
Also, if devices are wider than 750mm, there may be an increased ability for two people to ride on the mobility device. Wider mobility devices are likely to unduly affect other footpath users.
Mobility devices purchased after this rule comes into effect should have to comply (so guidance needs to be provided to suppliers) unless the user has an exemption.
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