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Dear …….
I was disappointed to read the public statements of Mr Bain in respect of the safety of the newly
constructed view stop in the Brynderwyn Safe System project. I believe that his support of the site,
was arrived at without a proper analysis of the facts; it was totally inappropriate for Mr Bain to
offer a personal opinion while being questioned in his role as chair of the Northland Regional
Transport Committee (RTC). I believe that his doing so compromises his ability to consider the facts
in an objective manner.
As of the RTC, you are primarily responsible for the safety of the travelling public and you must set
aside other considerations to assess the facts before making a decision. I am fully aware that there
can be a perception, real or otherwise, that since local authorities are dependent on NZTA for
funding transport infrastructure, to be critical of the position of NZTA in other areas may not be
wise. As a member of the RTC considerations outside of the matter under discussion are not
relevant; which is why it is important that you concentrate on the safety of the public in respect of
this view stop.
Some of you may remember me as an advocate for an improved regime of rest stops throughout
Northland (and NZ for that matter); my submission on rest stops1 and, interestingly, dangerous
right turns, was accepted by the RTC and passed to NZTA where it appears to have languished since;
you would be right to question why, after being so supportive, I have, seemingly, turned feral in
respect of this stop: In that submission I made it clear that a primary consideration for the
provision of such stops was for safe ingress and egress. The view stop in the so-called Brynderwyn
Safe System Project falls far short of that; it offers considerable potential for danger to motorists.
The act of inviting a right turn across two lanes of a divided high speed tourist highway in a high
crash area without control (eg lights) is largely unprecedented and, certainly, not representative of
best practice. Although I may have, I can’t remember ever coming across this before – only those
certified legally insane would, for example, propose a right turn across the Auckland motorway or
Waikato expressway; yet some seem to applaud NZTA for doing so here. In such circumstances, at
the very least one would have expected that NZTA would have conducted a proper independent
safety audit, or at least their own internal assessment of safety, but they have not.
In an official information request to NZTA I asked for:

“A copy of all information in respect of consideration given to the location of this ‘view
stop’ in terms of a ‘safe system’ approach. This includes both positive and negative
assessments.”
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http://www.us2you.org/submission.pdf

NZTA provided me with absolutely nothing. If there is such information they have acted unlawfully
in not providing it so we must assume that there is none – not from their own principal safety
engineer or his nominee nor, preferably, an independent traffic safety engineer.
So where does the evidence of a safe system come from?
Well, it is no more than sanctimonious drivel emanating from thin air. A safe system1, we are told,
recognises that people make mistakes and that the effects of these are minimised by appropriate
road engineering (among other things like safer cars, better drivers etc). I would suggest that
removing a barrier which, we are told, reduces crashes in order to invite people to cross two lanes
of a high speed highway is an odd way “To reduce the risks … (of crashes) ”. {see highlighted footnote}
And that is your issue.
Each time a barrier is hit represents a mistake made by a driver. Contrast this with the touchingly
naïve, albeit somewhat farcical, belief that some people appear to have, that drivers crossing a two
lane high speed highway will not make mistakes. In reality, “people make mistakes and people die”.
Where better to make a mistake than when crossing two lanes of highway at right angles to high
speed traffic in a lumbering campervan driven by a visiting driver used to driving on the right who is
unfamiliar with NZ conditions and has just picked up his campervan in Auckland?
Remember the carnage two Xmases ago at Uretiti where a driver made a mistake and crossed a
single lane of traffic? Road carnage is not restricted to the driver who makes the mistake but,
potentially, it affects us all, including the innocent who would never use the “view stop”.
Yet NZTA are inviting motorists, and not just visiting drivers, to turn right across two lanes of
uncontrolled high speed traffic in a high crash area and persist in calling this a safe system in the
complete absence of any safety assessment or, better, any independent audit. There seems a
considerable sleight of hand involved in claiming that the crossing of two lanes of high speed traffic
“… aims to reduce the likelihood of crashes with a focus to reduce the potential for death or serious
injury” as a safe system does.
And, just to compound this hypocrisy, NZTA and Mr Bain while lauding the value of barriers in
having saved countless accidents, each representing a driver who has made a mistake, are happy
to accept the total absence of barriers as a safe system in respect of traffic travelling at right angles
to the uncontrolled high speed traffic flow.
So, why was this site selected?
Have a look further up the hill on the northbound side of the road there are a number of areas
more suitable and plenty more which could have been engineered into the project but, even
though they would be virtually totally safe and offer far superior views, as the attached OIA
response from Mr Gliddon shows, none of these were ever considered. Remember that
northbound travellers make up the vast majority of those who enjoy the view in any case.
Put simply, NZTA do not do stops; to be charitable, they wouldn’t have a clue.
Despite NZTA Chief Executive, Fergus Gammie’s claim that NZTA takes its responsibility for
“providing rest stops the length of the state highway network is important to the safe system”, on a
recent road trip I did not detect a single stop engineered or constructed between the start of the
Waikato expressway, south of Cambridge, to Puhoi (and beyond). So much for the importance of
rest stops to the safe system.
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A Safe System approach recognises that people make mistakes, but aims to reduce the likelihood of crashes
with a focus to reduce the potential for death or serious injury. To reduce the risks the Transport Agency
implements ways of encouraging people to change the way they drive as well as making changes to the road
environment. Improvements may include reducing the speed limit to fit with the road environment and/ or
installing median and shoulder barrier protection. Source: NZTA website

But this site wasn’t selected for any of the very valid reasons that make any site an appropriate
place to stop. Mr Gammie explained it thus:
1. Having a turnaround area in the middle of the project removed the need for multiple
breaks in the median throughout the project;
2. Having a turnaround area in the middle of the project removed the need for people to
travel the length of the project to turn around;
3. This land was available to us as it became redundant from the road re-alignment.

Hello? Turnaround? I thought that we were talking about a view stop.
This site was never considered as a view stop or rest stop or engineered as such and that is why it
was never assessed for safety. It was decided on the submissions of a few local residents for whom
it was a convenient point to do Uees and save a bit of time getting home.
The view stop? Well, that is where naked expediency kicks in – let’s save a bit of cash by killing (no
pun intended) two birds with one stone. Expediency is why, despite the obvious departure from
acceptable engineering practice, there was no safety assessment carried out in the so-called safe
system. And expediency is why far superior viewing opportunities were not even considered.
So let’s get real: A turnaround would involve, at most, a couple of movements an hour; a view stop
who knows? 20, 30, 40, 50, …? And it is fair to assume that a turnaround for locals doesn’t
encompass visiting drivers from right hand drive countries driving campervans.
But consider another thing: while entering the view stop is fraught with danger in itself, leaving the
stop to return to the highway is many orders of magnitude more dangerous particularly given the
known problems that visiting drivers, used to driving on the right, encounter when driving in New
Zealand particularly when re-entering a highway after leaving it.
As I said, as of the RTC you have ultimate responsibility to ensure that people are kept as safe as is
possible on our roads. It beggars belief how anyone can laud the contribution that barriers have
made in preventing crashes and yet ignore the obvious dangers presented through accessing this
“view stop”. NZTA weren’t looking for the best site – there are far better view options, with no
safety issues, up the hill on the northbound side. These were never considered by NZTA because
they were looking for a turnaround point exactly halfway along the road, a criteria which somewhat
curtails every other option! And if this involves danger to motorists so be it – NZTA had a spare bit
of land left over. Above all, this is NOT in keeping with a safe system.
All road users deserve better than this ad hoc expediency. When a road controlling authority claims
to construct to a ‘safe system’ standard the public can expect exactly that; a professionally
constructed highway where all elements are built to that standard.
And, as my representative on the RTC it is your responsibility to provide it. At the very least, rather
than Mr Bain offering his uninformed opinion, you should insist on an independent traffic
engineering safety report before offering your seal of approval to what I regard as an accident
waiting to happen. In my opinion, it is so dangerous that you should just reject it outright!
I guess that what this boils down to is that people make mistakes and people die; the question I am
posing is are you prepared to accept personal accountability for a decision involving public health
and safety made in the complete absence of an expert safety assessment, independent or
otherwise?
Yours faithfully

Wayne Deeming

