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Dear Sir/Madam 
 

SAFER JOURNEYS FOR RURAL SCHOOLS 
 
Introduction 
 
The New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment on the Safer journeys for rural schools guide and Safer journeys for schools 
companion guidelines. 
 
The NZAA is an incorporated society with over 1.35 million Members. It represents the interests 
of road users who collectively pay over $2 billion in taxes each year through fuel excise, road 
user charges, registration fees, ACC levies, and GST. The NZAA’s advocacy and policy work 
mainly focuses on protecting the freedom of choice and rights of motorists, keeping the cost of 
motoring fair and reasonable, and enhancing the safety of all road users. 
 
We circulated the draft guides for comment to our 17 District Councils. NZAA District 
Councillors are elected to represent the membership in each District and deal with policy 
issues.  
 
General comments 
 
The feedback on both documents from our Districts was very positive. We commend the work 
of Auckland Transport and the NZTA in developing the technical guide proper, and companion 
guidelines for school communities. The guide stresses the importance of road hierarchy, 
national consistency, self-explaining roads, and the importance of safety measures being 
consistent with the roads function, all concepts the NZAA supports.  
 
Overwhelmingly, the predominant feedback from our Districts emphasised the importance of 
safe practices when parents are dropping off or picking up children at the school gate. This 
includes stopping on the same side of the road as the school gate and pulling off the road, or if 
no car parks are available, ensuring parents walk their children to the school gate and collect 
them at the gate. While the guidelines for school communities go some way towards explaining 
this, it cannot be assumed all parents or school communities will read the document. 
 
That suggests there is scope for some type of publicity campaign to remind parents and 
caregivers of safe behaviour when dropping off or picking up children at the school gate. Just 
as public awareness of the 20km/h speed limit past a stationary school bus is low due to the 
absence of any publicity of the rule, so too would some of the safety risks on the journey to and 
from school be mitigated if parents knew school road safety behaviour, and all children were 
taught road rules as part of the curriculum. 
 
We applaud the guides for their welcome recognition that safety is not only the motorists 
responsibility, and that solutions are not only about speeds or speed signs. Likewise, we 
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acclaim the approach of using a factual evidence-base to identify actual risks rather than 
perceived risks and emphasising treatment options that remove the risk, rather than treatments 
that only manage the risk, such as lower speed limits. This is consistent with earlier research by 
Transport Engineering Research NZ (TERNZ) which concluded that the greatest safety gains 
for school children will come from engineering treatments that eliminate the need for children to 
cross the road.1  
 
The TERNZ report said: “The greatest gains will come from changes to bus routes, better bus 
stops and other measures that remove the need for children to cross the road.” (p. 8). 
 
The TERNZ report was clear that reducing speeds should be seen as an interim measure, and 
consequently the NZAA believes that schools, communities and road controlling authorities 
need to consider these options rather than blanket speed reductions, as they remove the risk 
rather than manage it. Well designed access points which provide safe off-road flow-through for 
cars and school buses well clear of through traffic on high speed roads are a priority.  
 
The NZAA considers these engineering treatments are well covered by the guide and 
guidelines for school communities, and we can only urge that NZTA ensures that all schools 
and road controlling authorities are apprised of these documents so they can correctly identify 
the safety risks and appropriate treatment options. 
 
Specific comments on elements of the guides are provided below: 
 
Treatments/toolbox 
 
It may be helpful to rank the toolbox of treatment options in the Guidelines for school 
communities according to effectiveness or benefit:cost, and provide data from previous trials 
illustrating their relative effectiveness. 
 
We suggest both guides could include additional possible treatment options such as: 
• rumble strips or other surface treatments which, like the suggested road markings, signify to 

motorists that they are entering a school zone 
• shifting school entrances to a less-trafficked minor or side road 
• liaising with commercial transport operators to alter their travel times outside the peak school 

travel periods 
• school  bus operators installing the optional static or flashing pictorial school bus children 

sign (‘WV14’) instead of the ‘SCHOOL’ or ‘SCHOOL BUS’ sign (‘WV11’ or ‘WV12’) 
 
As the Guidelines for school communities are likely to be used as a key tool by communities, 
we believe more detail on the toolbox options and examples could be provided, in particular 
expanding on the school policy and procedures under the school users section, and also 
recommending that schools teach these as part of the curriculum. 
 
Likewise, the section on school bus safety could be expanded upon, including more guidance 
on the selection of safe school bus stops and examples. Anecdotal feedback suggests some 
rural school bus stops are located in unsafe places with poor visibility, or on sections of road 
with passing lanes which is incompatible with the 20km/h stationary bus passing limit. 
  
While outside the scope of these documents, we observe that the 20km/h stationary bus 
passing limit is inconsistent with some safety treatments and lower speed limits outside 
schools. As part of the initiatives to improve school journey safety, the NZAA believes this limit 

                                                
1 School Bus Safety, NZ Transport Agency research report 408, September 2010 
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should also be reviewed with a view to aligning it with 40km/h variable school zone speed limits 
for consistency and to improve compliance. 
 
School Road Safety Perceptions survey 
 
We note the appendix survey in the Guidelines for school communities mainly deals with 
perceptions rather than factual data. This will only serve to emphasise these perceptions by the 
school or community at the expense of the collection of factual evidence that will highlight the 
corresponding treatment. 
 
The purpose of the survey should not be to focus treatments on the areas that “matter most” to 
the community, as suggested in paragraph 9.2 of the Guidelines for school communities (page 
6), but rather, the areas where treatments will be most effective in minimising risk.  
 
We suggest the survey could also record commercial traffic volumes and movement times and, 
in relation to school site and visibility, whether the school signage is also clearly visible. 
 
Stakeholder consultation 
 
Both guides stress the importance of stakeholder consultation, but we suggest that the NZAA 
and Road Transport Forum (RTF) be explicitly listed as key stakeholders that schools, 
communities and road controlling authorities must consult with. As noted in our introduction, the 
NZAA has 17 regional districts, and its members comprise road users from all walks of life 
including parents of school children, pedestrians, cyclists and rural and urban motorists, so we 
are well qualified to respond to local roading proposals concerning school safety. 
 
Miscellaneous amendments – Safer journeys for rural schools guide 
 
• caption, page 9: ‘omnibus’ spelt incorrectly 
• section 2.3, page 9: list NZAA as a target audience 
• figure 2.1, page 12: include road user groups (e.g. NZAA, RTF) in road safety partners 
• section 3.3.1, page 17: list the actual number of crashes outside rural schools over a 

defined period of years 
• section 3.3.5, page 19: include ‘altering school entrances onto side roads’ as an option 
• section 3.6.5, page 23: parents should also be advised to get out of the car and wait at the 

school gate if they are unable to park on that side of the road or nearby 
• table 4.12, page 28: crash data selection criteria could also include weather conditions 
• section 6.1.3.3, page 45: data time periods don’t match with s6.1.3.2, and we question the 

relevance of including data over such a long 25-year timeframe. Both sections should also 
distinguish the number of fatalities and serious injuries on urban versus rural roads  

• section 7.1.3, page 47: the reference to consulting the Police if a speed reduction is a 
potential measure should also include consulting the NZAA and RTF, as required under 
the Setting of Speed Limits Rule 

• table 7-5, pages 50-51: additional treatments could include publicising the road rules, and 
shifting the school entrance to a side road 

• section 8.3, page 59: list other key road user groups such as NZAA and RTF 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Mark Stockdale 
Principal Advisor – Regulations 
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