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To: File 

 

Copy:  

From: AG 

Date: 5 February 2017 

Job Number: 17_98 

SUBJECT: Lakeside Plan Change – Level Crossing Safety Impact Assessments - Review 

This file note summarises and compares two Level Crossing Safety Impact Assessments1 for the Te Kauwhata 

level crossing separately commissioned by WDC and Lakeside Developments Ltd. 

Comparison of Assessments 

The Aecom assessment concludes that grade-separation is required. The subsequent Beca assessment 

concludes that grade-separation is not required.  

Client Waikato DC Lakeside Developments Ltd 

Consultant Aecom Beca 

Reference 12 December 2017 15 January 2018 

Scenario Existing 
Future with 

Development 
Existing 

Future with 

Development 

ALCAM Safety Score 25/30 26/30 25/30 26/30 

Crash and Incident Score2 2/10 2/10 2/10 0/10 

Site Specific Safety Score 1/10 2/10 2/10 1/10 

Engineers’ Safety Score3 7/10 7/10 10/10 8/10 

Level Crossing Safety 

Score (LCSS) Results  
35/60 37/60 39/60 35/60 

LCSS Risk Band Medium Medium Medium Medium 

Conclusion 
Risk rating worse than desirable. 

LCSS risk band not reduced. 

Risk rating worse than desirable. 

LCSS reduced. 

Grade separation cost grossly 

disproportionate to risk. 

Recommendation Grade-separated crossing required 

Package of works at existing 

crossing (signs, markings, gradients, 

Scott Road intersection upgrade). 

Table 1: Comparison of Assessments 

A rating better than MEDIUM LOW is required for Kiwirail’s desirable Criterion 1. Kiwirail’s mandatory Criterion 

2 is that the Level Crossing Safety Score (LCSS) is lower than the existing site score.  

The Beca assessment achieves a reduction in the LCSS by presuming that a package of improvement works 

at the existing site will reduce the risk sufficiently to offset the increase in traffic.   

                                                

1 In accordance with KiwiRail Level Crossing Risk Assessment Guidance 

2 Crash and Incident Score for future scenarios is subjective and a 1 or 2 point reduction is described as 

conservative in the guideline (Section 3.6).  Beca presume that near misses will be eliminated 

3 Reduction presumed by Beca team not Engineers but the assessment was reviewed by Kiwirail and no 

changes were requested (email from Kiwirail provided by Simon Ash). 
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Improvement Options 

The key improvements proposed in the Beca report are: 

 Signs and markings, including train-activated warning signs 

 Altering approach and departure gradients to make is easier for heavy vehicles to clear the crossing 

quickly. 

 Scott Road/Te Kauwhata Road intersection changes to avoid queuing back onto the crossing 

The Aecom report recommended grade-separation.  Beca conclude that grade separation would be likely to 

have a cost that is grossly disproportionate to the risk, and may not be considered practicable. 

The email provided by Simon Ash suggests that the Applicant is likely to support the signs and markings 

activities, but is silent on the intersection and gradient changes.  I consider that changes to the gradients and 

the intersection are needed to achieve the reduction in risk that the Beca report relies upon. 

Legislative context (refer attachment 1 for extracts) 

The Railways Act 2005 allows for cost, including whether the cost is grossly disproportionate to the risk, to be 

taken into account after assessing the extent of the risk and the available ways of eliminating or minimising 

the risk. This is in the definition of reasonably practicable which matches the Health and Safety at Work Act 

2015 definition. 

Waikato District Council, as a road controlling authority, have to manage and fund their network in accordance 

with the Local Government Act, the Land Transport Management Act 2003 and the Land Transport Act 1998 

and the various Rules.  The Land Transport Management Act has as its purpose “to contribute to an effective, 

efficient, and safe land transport system in the public interest”.   The Local Government Act 2002 (or 1974) 

has little relevant in terms of safety. The purpose includes providing infrastructure, services, and performance 

that are efficient, effective and appropriate to present and anticipated future circumstances.  

NZTA’s Traffic Control Devices Manual Part 9 is consistent with the Traffic Control Devices Rule and has 

useful guidance. It states; “The (Railways) Act allows for cost to be one of the considerations in determining 

what constitutes ‘all practical steps’. This is consistent with the value for money concept in the LTMA.” 

Conclusion 

Kiwirail’s submission (Kiwirail Submission Number 11) supports the Level Crossing Safety Impact Assessment 

process as part of the plan change and linked sections. The Beca Assessment has been reviewed by Kiwirail 

and been accepted. The Kiwirail email appears to defer to Council and the Plan Change process in relation to 

the intersection and gradient improvement works. I consider the need for the assessment to be three years old 

or less is reasonable, but suggest that the email request for an additional assessment at 50% occupation be 

included, perhaps as a review condition on consents. 

The Beca conclusion is generally consistent with my opinion on grade separation (refer attached letter 

regarding the challenges for grade-separation). In my letter of 10 October 2017 I considered that grade-

separation appears to make economic sense (road and rail efficiency) and supports safety.  However, it is an 

investment with significant risk associated with benefits realisation contingent on growth.  In my opinion, 

grade-separating the level crossing is worthwhile but is only justified in the future once there has been 

significant growth or if there is a safety problem. 

The Beca LCSIA recommendation includes a request for an additional LCSIA at 50% occupation.  The Kiwirail 

email supports this.  Assessment at 50% occupation appears reasonable, and would allow the operation of 

the second access point and Scott Road intersection to be observed.  I am not sure how 50% occupation will 

match with the potential for large scale subdivision to mean growth is committed before infrastructure concerns 

are resolved, but that is a staging/technicality and plan wording issue rather than transportation.  Requiring 

staging and limits on subsequent release as part of the comprehensive subdivision consent may work. 
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Attachment 1: Extracts from Legislation 
Railways Act 2005;  

Section 5: Meaning of reasonably practicable 

“In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, reasonably practicable, in relation to a duty to ensure health 

and safety or to protect property, means that which is, or was, at a particular time, reasonably able to be done 

in relation to ensuring health and safety or the protection of property, taking into account and weighing up all 

relevant matters, including— 

(a) the likelihood of the hazard or the risk concerned occurring; and 

(b) the degree of harm or damage that might result from the hazard or risk; and 

(c) what the person concerned knows, or ought reasonably to know, about— 

i. the hazard or risk; and 

ii. ways of eliminating or minimising the risk; and 

iii. the availability and suitability of ways to eliminate or minimise the risk; and 

(d) after assessing the extent of the risk and the available ways of eliminating or minimising the risk, the 

cost associated with available ways of eliminating or minimising the risk, including whether the cost is 

grossly disproportionate to the risk.” 

This matches the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 definition (Section 22). 

“7 General safety duties of rail participants and persons working for rail participants 
(1)  A rail participant must ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable, that none of the rail activities for 

which it is responsible causes, or is likely to cause, the death of, or serious injury to, individuals. 

(2) No rail personnel of a rail participant may do or omit to do anything in respect of a rail vehicle, railway 

infrastructure, or railway premises if he or she knows or ought reasonably to know that act or omission will 

cause, or will be likely to cause, the death of, or serious injury to, individuals” 

Section 9: General safety duties of other persons 

“(1) Every person on or near a rail vehicle, railway infrastructure, or railway premises commits an offence who 

fails to ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable, that no individual dies or is seriously injured, and that no 

property is significantly damaged, as a result of any act or omission of that person.” 

Local Government Act 2002 

“Purpose of local government 

(1) The purpose of local government is— 

(a) to enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of, communities; and 

(b) to meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local infrastructure, local 

public services, and performance of regulatory functions in a way that is most cost-effective 

for households and businesses. 

(2) In this Act, good-quality, in relation to local infrastructure, local public services, and performance of 

regulatory functions, means infrastructure, services, and performance that are— 

(a) efficient; and 

(b) effective; and 

(c) appropriate to present and anticipated future circumstances.” 
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Land Transport Rule: Traffic Control Devices 2004 and NZTA’s Traffic Control Devices Manual 

NZTA’s Traffic Control Devices Manual (Part 9, 2012) covers level crossings. Section 1.7, All practical steps, 

states: 

“…The (Railways) Act allows for cost to be one of the considerations in determining what constitutes ‘all 

practical steps’. This is consistent with the value for money concept in the LTMA. Participants have limited 

financial resources and must apply these to manage risks in a cost-effective way. …..” 

“..In determining remedial measures the practitioner need to consider, but not solely rely on, conventional cost-

benefit analysis.” 

Section 3.4, Other Considerations, (Part 3 is Risk Assessment and ALCAM) states: 

“ALCAM does not provide warrants for upgrades or attempt to define a safe or acceptable level of risk. This is 

a decision for each jurisdiction and will depend on the standard of existing crossings, upgrade budgets and 

the level of risk that they are prepared to tolerate.” 
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Attachment 2:  Kiwirail Email 
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Simon Ash

Subject: FW: Lakeside Developments 2017 Ltd - Te Kauwhata - LCSIA

Attachments: Level Crossing Project Request Form.docx

 

From: Pam Butler [mailto:Pam.Butler@kiwirail.co.nz]  

Sent: Monday, 29 January 2018 5:04 PM 

To: Glen Jones <glen.jones@wintonpartners.co.nz> 

Cc: Eddie Cook <Eddie.Cook@kiwirail.co.nz> 

Subject: Lakeside Developments 2017 Ltd - Te Kauwhata - LCSIA 

 

 

Hi Glen  

 

LCSIA feedback 

Eddie Cook has assessed the LCSIA BECA report and is not seeking any changes. 

It is noted that you are intending to support the installation of items 2-5 below, and this is welcomed; 

 

There were five suggested treatments made by the LCSIA team for the crossing, plus an intersection upgrade, in 

order to achieve Criteria 1 & 2 Future (With Development). They were: 

1. Adjustments to gradients on approaches to level crossing, such as smoothing out of the approach surfacing 

or adding a concrete slab to the level crossing; 

2. Yellow cross hatch clear zone markings with ‘Keep Track Clear’ signs; 

3. Train activated warning sign (WX31) on south west approach; 

4. Red surface threshold treatments on both approaches; 

5. Installation of duplicated large passive advanced warning signs. 

6. Assess options and upgrade the Te Kauwhata Road / Scott Road intersection, as noted in the Transportation 

Assessment ‘Private Plan Change 65 and 94 Scott Road Te Kauwhata’ 

 

Engineering Process from here  

Please note that Engineering will shortly send you an invoice for the fee of $3000.00.    

This will cover the design and design approval sign off stages for the LCSIA review and the tasks outlined below:     

• Of the above items the design of the Train activated warning sign (WX31) on south west approach  (item 3) 

will be carried out by KiwiRail. The design can take up to three months. Accordingly, it will not require 

formal approval.  You need to complete the attached Project request form so that this phase of design work 

can be programmed 

• Your consultants can design the remaining elements and submit this for approval by KiwiRail (via Eddie 

Cook).  

 

Installation 

Once approved, items 2-5 will need to be installed at your cost.  

As the Council is the level crossing grant holder they will need to be advised and potentially could assist in planning 

the works.  

For installation of the passive warning signs regional KiwiRail staff will need to go to site and beforehand programme 

the work into a block of line or night work programme. 

 

If you have any further queries please contact Eddie Cook on 0278019518 

 

RMA matters 

It is noted that the Council (has) is also completing an LCSIA.  While you are proposing to provide some of the above 

items, the Plan Change assessment process should consider the other listed items/works in terms of whether an 

ongoing risk is acceptable to the Council and if not,  what impact this would have on the Plan Change proposal, and 
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how the additional recommended measures would be delivered. It may be useful to organise a meeting with the 

Council on this issue.  

Further, the report suggests another LCSIA is undertaken at the 50% occupancy mark – this should be incorporated 

into the Plan Change text.    

 

Kind regards 

Pam Butler  

 

Pam Butler 
Senior RMA Advisor 

 
(KiwiRail Holdings Ltd) 
Ph:+64 4 498 2127 (extn 42127) | Mob: 0275708571 
Email: Pam.butler@kiwirail.co.nz 
Level 4, Wellington Railway Station, Bunny Street, Wellington 6011 | P O Box 593, Wellington 6140, New Zealand 

Backbone of integrated transport networks 
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