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Submission on Traffic control devices manual Part 5:     

Traffic control devices for general use- between 

intersections. (Part 5)    

1 Introduction 

1.1 TRAFINZ (The New Zealand Traffic Institute Inc) represents a wide grouping 

of NZ local authorities, covering the majority of the New Zealand population. 

Its membership includes regional councils, the major metropolitan cities and 

smaller provincial authorities as well as private sector and non-local 

government members.  

1.2 TRAFINZ is pleased to provide comment on Part 5 and has circulated its 

members for comment.  Many are commenting direct to NZTA with 

comprehensive submissions. We are not seeking to repeat these.  TRAFINZ has 

a role in encouraging research- driven policies in road safety and for active road 

users (cyclists and pedestrians) and we have concentrated our comments on 

these areas. 

1.3 TRAFINZ wishes to thank all those responsible for the excellent work that has 

gone into this review to guide and assist RCAs in the delivery of safe, 

accessible and sustainable mobility through appropriate road signs and 

markings. 

1.4 TRAFINZ notes that Part 5 very usefully pulls together information and 

guidance that was previously found in a wide variety of other documents.  We 

note the inclusion of some guidance for cycling facilities in Chapter 7 

Pedestrian Facilities, including guidance for off road cycle paths in 7.4. We are 

concerned however that much of Part 5 still carries the vehicle users only 

emphasis found in the MOTSAM and other standards documents. TRAFINZ 

believes Part 5 should have a focus on design and implementation guidance for 

people in all of its Chapters.   

2 Comments on the Proposed Manual Part 5 
 

TRAFINZ’s comments are set out below in the same clause order as in the 

consultation document. 
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2.4.2: Wide (spaced) centre lines. 

These are double broken lines generally currently used on rural roads to provide a 

factor of safety by a separation of the two opposing directions of travel on alignments- 

white or continuous yellow (no overtaking). They were originally installed in a 

Manukau City Council trial in the early 1990’s but were rejected by the then LTSA as 

they were concerned that they could be confused with the new ‘flush Median’ facility.  

In international and recent state highway trials in NZ this treatment has been 

providing a 50% reduction in deaths and serious injuries and is now recommended for 

a wider application on routes where head-on crashes are of concern.  

TRAFINZ strongly supports this initiative and also recognises the excellent research 

undertaken by the State of NSW, Australia and  Dr Soames Job. 

However they will not be a suitable solution on all sections of roads, especially where 

carriageway widths are narrow. We are aware of locations, such as SH1 near Puhoi, 

where an existing sealed shoulder adequate for safe use by cyclists has been 

drastically reduced in width on curves to allow the installation of wide centre lines.  

Guidance is needed in the document to alert users to the need to consider carefully 

this type of safety trade-off.  

2.4.7 Centre Delineator Posts (solid and collapsible) 

“Central delineator posts shall be positioned at 12m spacing, so as to minimise the 

possibility of loss of vehicular control if the line of posts is traversed.” 

Collapsible posts have been widely used as a traffic calming device on narrow curve-

a-linear rural roads and, as recognised in the Draft, are used to reinforce lane and edge 

markings at bridge and other approach potential hazards.  

TRAFINZ suggests that closer spaced posts are appropriate in these situations- say 

6m spacing rather than 12m.  We would welcome research of the effects and DSI 

outcomes achievable. 

2.5.3 Sealed shoulder width 

There is discussion in the Draft on the treatment of shoulders where they are not 

intended to be used by motor vehicles and diagonal striping has been implemented on 

state highways as recommended in the Draft. The Draft also comments that this paint 

without any beading will be more slippery than the rest of the sealed surface areas and 

creates textural change that may be hazardous.  However the use of shoulders by 

cyclists is also suggested as being appropriate.  Again we have a situation where 

safety measures for one group of road users may increase the hazard for other users. 
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TRAFINZ believes that there is a need to give more research–based guidance on 

mitigating the risk of skidding for all users.  

2.7.1 ATP (rumble strips) 

Similar comments apply from those for 2.5.3 above, especially where these are 

applied at narrowings or on minimal shoulders.  The Draft has a minimum width of 

1m clear of the ATP as being the minimum for safe use by cyclists. However it also 

recognises the possibility of 0.5 m which would seem to be risky. We are aware from 

TLA comment that at least 2m shoulders are desirable for rural primary collector 

roads to adequately provide for cyclists, horse riders, a safe waiting area before 

turning into properties etc. While TRAFINZ supports the adoption of ATP markings 

we find the text somewhat confused on this matter of safe shoulder width. Greater 

clarity is needed. 

2.8 Raised Pavement Markers 

These can be retroreflective and active (smart) and from national and international 

measured outcomes greatly improve lane discipline in the wet at night.  There can be 

issues here where cyclists cross lane lines which will need clearer advice. 

Generally RRPM’s are white or yellow with the colour being the same as the painted 

lane or centreline control.   

Currently we have noted some confusion with yellow being used to reinforce white 

lines in some jurisdictions (eg Queenstown). We assume this was a trial. 

The continued use of yellow paint for lane and edge lines should be investigated by 

the National Working Group in TRAFINZ’s view.  We believe the system needs to be 

kept simple for the users but recognise that local problems may need local solutions.  

2.8.2 Table 2-27 Ceramic Domes 

This Table contains an entry ‘Ceramic domes non-reflective raised pavement markers 

(NRPMs)’ with the note ‘Ceramic markers are substantially being replaced with audio 

tactile profile markings’. 

TRAFINZ believes Part 5 should ban the use of domes as lane delineation. These 

devices have a long history of motorcycle, cyclist and other users safety issues with 

their low friction and are a hazard that have been applied in many areas of state 

highway especially. 

TRAFINZ recommends that it be stated these devices are not a safe system treatment, 

do not represent value for money and should be banned from any application unless 

researched evidence can demonstrate that these delineators provide DSI reduction. 
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 3.5 Advisory speeds on curves 

There is a process in Appendix A for determining the warrant for speed advisory signs 

on bends and the speed to be posted.  The speed that can be posted is one of 9 options, 

being 15 to 95kph in 10kph increments.  However there is a concern that the posted 

speeds may not be appropriate for trucks and truck drivers are advised to drive curves 

at 10kph below the speed posted. This is because the actual measured speed value 

could be 4kph lower than the posted value. For example the 15 kph sign represents all 

values from 14 to 20kph.  

There is a special variant of the sign- a truck advisory speed sign with a graphic of a 

truck overturning.  But it is not clear whether the speed value on this sign would be 

any different from that on the general sign that would be displaced.   

TRAFINZ suggests that more work is needed. Perhaps allowing posting in  5 kph 

increments should be evaluated to provide an evidence based approach for 

application.                             

 
 

  

3 Other Comments- What TRAFINZ sees as missing 
 

The following are observations on areas that may not have been within the scope of 

this project. 

3.1. Roundals – speed limit markings on roads 

Roundals have been in use in NZ since the early 1990 as vehicle speed limit markings 

on roads. Currently they have even been applied to Motorways.    

TRAFINZ believes guidelines should be part of Part 5 if they are not considered 

elsewhere. 

 

3.2 Passing lane dilemma zones – Figures 2.17 and 2.20 

Many NZ passing lanes have a terrible high severity crash record. 

The NZ passing lane creates two distinctly different dilemma zones: 

Starting the passing lane 
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In a safe system drivers are guided when entering the left lane to allow other traffic to 

pass. Consequently, the left lane needs to look narrow and feel restrictive to drivers to 

achieve to support this. This can be easily achieved by marking this lane as a 3.0m or 

3.2m traffic lane with a RRPM hatched median separating it from the right hand 3.5m 

traffic lane. 

Finishing the passing lane 

At the termination of the passing lane the slower left hand lane must be given priority 

to enable safe continuation of travel. Crash data clearly demonstrate termination 

crashes would be less likely if the right hand lane was required to re-enter the traffic 

through lane (the left lane). This could be easily managed through a continuity line 

and enforceable as a failure to give way when entering a live traffic stream under 

merge conditions.  

TRAFINZ suggests that the National User Group consider a suitable trial. 

 

3.3.  30kph Vehicle Speed Limit areas- (and other speed zones) 

Under the new Speed Management Guide for safe and appropriate speed limits there 

is the opportunity to create 30kph areas in high-action transport areas such as town 

centres and villages. 

TRAFINZ considers that Part 5 is a place where guidance can be given on speed 

management areas where ‘engineering up’ is an important part of safety delivery and 

should be applied based on measured outcomes. 

 TRAFINZ suggests the National Working Group look at creating active research to 

include people-design areas for this new transportation world in the following 

potential areas: 

• Transport technologies to advise, advance-warn and enforce 

• Gateway systems requirements 

• Platforms and route maintenance of the speed limit 

• Pedestrian crossing facilities in what is effectively a shared-use area 

• Lane configurations, land use servicing and PT integration 

• Illumination of facilities for all modes 

• Cycle and pedestrian  

• Parking facilities 
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4 Summary 

4.1 TRAFINZ appreciates the opportunity to make these submissions on behalf of 

our communities.  We welcome involvement in this important area of transport 

policy development, and are pleased to comment further as requested.  

 

For more information please contact:  

Cr Andy Foster 

President 

New Zealand Traffic Institute (TRAFINZ) 

021 227 8537 

andy.foster@wcc.govt.nz 

John Goettler 

Vice President 

New Zealand Traffic Institute (TRAFINZ) 

021 2736825 

John.goettler@aecom.com 
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