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Allie Dunn

From: Simone Anthony
Sent: Tuesday, 1 September 2026 2:03 pm
To:
Subject:  Response: TARARUA LGOIMA - PEDESTRIAN CROSSING SAFETY AUDITS
Attachments: GridExport_Marking (2).xlsx

Kia ora   

I am writing in response to your official information request dated 22 August 2026 for pedestrian 
crossing safety audit frameworks and use of crash data.  

The information you have requested is set out below:  

There are 46 Pedestrian crossings within the Tararua District – of those 46, 19 are on State-Highway 
and fall under NZTA management/maintenance. With very few crossings to manage, the 
management & maintenance of the Local Authority crossings aligns with general line marking 
inspections and remarking programme (please see attached spreadsheet for the itemised list of 
crossings). 
 

1. Integration of Police Crash Data: Please provide copies of the specific policies, frameworks, 
or operational guidelines detailing how the Council integrates police crash data (such as CAS 
data) into its pedestrian crossing safety audits. If no such written framework exists, please 
explicitly confirm that the Council does not have a formal process for cross-referencing crash 
data when auditing pedestrian infrastructure.  (Note: Regarding this point, this request is 
not seeking generic links or references to national-level documents such as the 
NZTA Pedestrian Planning Guidelines. This is strictly concerned with how this specific Council 
integrates and uses police crash data locally to proactively audit and prioritize existing assets). 

Tararua District does not have a formal process for the Auditing or Pedestrian 
crossings. 
Pedestrian crossing condition is managed via. general line marking 
inspections/programming. 

2. Geographic Scope (Main Roads vs. Suburbs): Please provide any policy documents or risk-
assessment frameworks that dictate how crossing safety audits are distributed 
geographically. Specifically, does the Council have a systematic framework for 
evaluating pedestrian infrastructure inside suburban and residential areas, or are proactive 
safety audits restricted primarily to main arterial roads? If no policy exists for suburban areas, 
please explicitly state this. 

No policy exists 

3. Asset Scope (Formal vs. Informal Crossings): Please provide the engineering criteria or 
internal guidelines used to determine which types of crossings are actively safety-audited. 
Does the Council's audit framework include informal pedestrian crossings (such as 
courtesy crossings, dropped kerbs, and school walking routes), or is it restricted strictly to 
formal infrastructure (such as zebra crossings and raised traffic tables)? If informal crossings 
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are excluded from standard audit frameworks, please provide the directive confirming this 
exclusion. 

               Tararua District Council does not actively audit pedestrian crossings. 

4. Future Corrective Actions: Please provide any documented proposals, meeting minutes, or 
directives from the last 18 months indicating whether the Council intends to amend its 
future pedestrian safety audit processes to systematically include suburban or 
informal crossings. 

There is no document proposals, minutes or directives to amend/adopt a pedestrian 
crossing audit requirement. 

 
Below are the maps showing the various crossings (yellow are NZTA, white is the Local Authority 
managed crossings): 
 
Pahiatua  



3

 
Eketahuna 
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Woodville 
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Dannevirke 
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Pongaroa 
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You have the right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman of this response. 
Information about how to make a complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 
freephone 0800 802 602. 

Ngā mihi, 

 

    

Simone Anthony | Democracy Support Officer 
Democracy Services | Tararua District Council 

 

 

| Mobile: +64 27 3125641 

 

Simone.Anthony@Tararuadc.govt.nz 

 

26 Gordon Street, Dannevirke 4930, PO Box 115 

 

www.tararuadc.govt.nz 

 

www.facebook.com/tararuadc 
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1. Integration of Police Crash Data: Please provide copies of the specific policies, frameworks, 
or operational guidelines detailing how the Council integrates police crash data (such as CAS 
data) into its pedestrian crossing safety audits. If no such written framework exists, please 
explicitly confirm that the Council does not have a formal process for cross-referencing crash 
data when auditing pedestrian infrastructure. 

o Note: Regarding this point, this request is not seeking generic links or references to 
national-level documents such as the NZTA Pedestrian Planning Guidelines. This is 
strictly concerned with how this specific Council integrates and uses police crash data 
locally to proactively audit and prioritize existing assets. 

2. Geographic Scope (Main Roads vs. Suburbs): Please provide any policy documents or risk-
assessment frameworks that dictate how crossing safety audits are distributed 
geographically. Specifically, does the Council have a systematic framework for 
evaluating pedestrian infrastructure inside suburban and residential areas, or are proactive 
safety audits restricted primarily to main arterial roads? If no policy exists for suburban areas, 
please explicitly state this. 

3. Asset Scope (Formal vs. Informal Crossings): Please provide the engineering criteria or 
internal guidelines used to determine which types of crossings are actively safety-audited. 
Does the Council's audit framework include informal pedestrian crossings (such as 
courtesy crossings, dropped kerbs, and school walking routes), or is it restricted strictly to 
formal infrastructure (such as zebra crossings and raised traffic tables)? If informal crossings 
are excluded from standard audit frameworks, please provide the directive confirming this 
exclusion. 

4. Future Corrective Actions: Please provide any documented proposals, meeting minutes, or 
directives from the last 18 months indicating whether the Council intends to amend its 
future pedestrian safety audit processes to systematically include suburban or 
informal crossings. 

To ensure this request does not cause an undue administrative burden, I am seeking existing 
high-level policy frameworks and directive documentation rather than individual site 
assessment files. 

If the Council refuses any part of this request under Section 17(e) on the basis that the 
information is not held, please explicitly confirm in your refusal response whether this is 
because no such policy, framework, or directive has been formally established by the Council. 

Please confirm receipt of this request and provide your response within the statutory 20 working 
days. 

 






