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13 July 2007  
 
 
 
Tim Oakes 
Adviser, Safety & Security 
Ministry of Transport 
PO Box 3175 
WELLINGTON 
 
 
 
Dear Tim 
 

Mandatory vehicle immobilisation initiative 
 
Introduction 
 
The New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment on the mandatory vehicle immobilisation initiative consultation paper. 
 
As an organisation with a membership exceeding 1.2 million vehicle owners and drivers in New 
Zealand, close attention is given to any proposals that affect motorists as consumers.  
 
The NZAA has previously commented on this proposal during consultation on the Ministry of 
Justice‟s National Crime Reduction Programme. This submission re-iterates our earlier 
qualified support for immobilisers, while answering some of the questions in the consultation 
paper (where we are able). We hope that you find these comments helpful, and welcome the 
opportunity for further input.  
 
Summary 
 
The NZAA supports initiatives to reduce vehicle crime, including the requirement to fit vehicle 
immobilisers to all new or used light passenger vehicles at import, on the proviso that the 
owner(s) are not required to maintain the immobiliser in good working condition (i.e. not subject 
to WoF inspections). It‟s our view that the benefits from probable lower insurance premiums 
and reduced crime are incentive enough to maintain the immobiliser in working order. 
 
We do not believe the MoT needs to impose a requirement to fit immobilisers to all light 
vehicles under 15 years old imported in NZ. We believe this age limit will be superceded by 
Land Transport NZ proposals under the draft Vehicle Exhaust Emissions Rule which effectively 
prohibits Japanese vehicles manufactured before 2000 in its first year of implementation 
(currently 2008). Although we have reservations with the timing of the Rule, and instead 
propose delaying implementation and adopting subsequent standards after an 8 year lag, we 
do support the adoption of standards which would still ban vehicles built before 2000. As 95% 
of used imports are sourced from Japan, and as the MoT discussion document notes that 
“close to 100% of vehicles manufactured after the year 2000 have been fitted with 
immobilisers” in any case, we think it unnecessary to impose an age limit. Any imported light 
vehicles manufactured before 2000 (even those from markets outside Japan) are likely to fall 
into LTNZ‟s “unique, collectible” or motorsport vehicle categories, and the owners should be 
permitted to select the most appropriate security system at their discretion. 
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Comments on the consultation paper 
 
The NZAA has answered some of the questions in the consultation paper that are relevant to 
our membership, but are unable to supply any of the data requested as this is outside our 
purview. Our comments are for those policies which we have an opinion on. 
 
3. Coverage – Vehicles subject to this mandatory requirement 
Question: which vehicle classifications should be subject to a mandatory vehicle immobiliser 
requirement ? 
We endorse compulsory immobilisation applying to light vehicles (Class MA, MB and MC) 
imported into New Zealand, but restricted to those manufactured from 2000 onwards. We think 
the reference to vehicles under 15 years should be removed, and any older vehicles be 
exempted under LTNZ‟s „unique, collectible‟ and motorsport vehicle categories. 
 
4. Technical (operational issues) 
Question: which standard(s) do you think would be most appropriate for a NZ mandatory 
vehicle immobiliser requirement ? 
The consultation paper suggests two suitable standards: AS/NZS4601 and AS/NZS3749.1. 
However, we consider that the standards from source countries should also be recognised for 
immobilisers fitted by manufacturers in markets other than Australia. Similarly, standards for 
aftermarket immobilisers fitted overseas should match that of the source country of the vehicle 
(whereas those retro-fitted in NZ should comply with the above standards). We believe the 
emphasis should be on ensuring an immobiliser is fitted, not installing one to the AS/NZS 
standard where one is already in place. 
 
Question: how can a vehicle certification officer reliably determine whether an imported used-
vehicle is fitted with an operational vehicle engine immobiliser upon importation, and identify 
the standard this device meets ? 
As indicated above, the NZAA does not believe it is necessary to identify that an immobiliser is 
manufactured to a specific standard. We are also concerned that unnecessary costs will be 
imposed if an immobiliser cannot be identified as complying with a standard, thus requiring a 
compliant one to be retro-fitted. We understand it may be possible to confirm an immobiliser is 
fitted using an electronic scan tool. 
 
6. Point of installation if an immobiliser is not fitted 
Where an immobiliser is known to be absent, then it is our view that an immobiliser should be 
required to be fitted at the point of sale, rather than the point of compliance (import). The main 
advantage of this is that it would allow the buyer or dealer to select the most appropriate 
immobiliser for their purpose, while also reducing delays (and therefore costs) at entry 
certification. If immobilisers were required to be fitted at the point of compliance, then, to reduce 
costs, importers will install the cheapest, minimal complying immobiliser which may not meet 
individual owners‟ preferences. This way, the compliance costs are minimised and the 
immobiliser (and installation costs) become part of the final negotiated purchase price, subject 
to specification of the unit. At the point of transfer of registration to the new owner, evidence 
would need to be produced that an immobiliser has been fitted so that this is recorded in 
LANDATA – this could also be verified if the vehicle is issued with a new WoF immediately prior 
to delivery. 
 
7. Benefits and costs 
What benefits do you consider will accrue from a mandatory vehicle immobiliser requirement ? 
We believe some potential benefits may include reduced vehicle theft (mostly opportunistic), 
reduced insurance premiums (which may be offset by a rise in the retail price of vehicles if 
immobilisers are retro-fitted) and savings in police time as a result of less vehicle theft. 
However it is important not to overstate these benefits as a substantial proportion of the current 
vehicle fleet are not fitted with immobilisers – and these very vehicles are usually the victims of 
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opportunistic theft – and thus the full benefits of this policy will not accrue until a sufficient 
volume of the fleet as been turned over and replaced with immobiliser-equipped cars 
(according to the Ministry of Justice, vehicle thefts decline when 70% of the fleet is 
immobilised). Until that point of “critical mass” is reached, the cost of fitting immobilisers will 
merely be a cost borne by purchasers of light vehicles. 
 
What costs do you think a mandatory vehicle immobilisation requirement will accrue ? 
The Ministry of Justice estimates vehicle crime costs New Zealand $80m per year. The current 
estimate in the consultation paper for fitting an immobiliser ranges from $200-300 per vehicle, 
which is likely to be conservative. Under the worst case scenario, if all Japanese used imports 
were required to be fitted with an immobiliser, because it is not compliant with the AS/NZS 
standard, then the cost could be in the region of $40.8m per annum (136,000 light imports in 
2006 @ $300 each). This is too high a cost for motorists to pay, to offset $80m in vehicle crime 
which largely affects older vehicles – especially as it will be several years before the benefits of 
the scheme accrue to society – and we cannot support this cost imposition. Hence the 
standards for used-imports fitted with immobilisers should be relaxed so that only those that are 
not fitted with immobilisers, or that are inoperative, must have an immobiliser retro-fitted. This 
will substantially reduce costs to the end user (the motorist) while assisting to reduce crime as 
most immobilisers should act as sufficient deterrent. This recognises that some immobilisers 
may be ineffective (or inoperative), but insurance company premiums will encourage vehicle 
owners to ensure an effective immobiliser is fitted and working, or indeed to fit one to an older 
vehicle in the existing fleet if it is absent. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Mike Noon 
General Manager Motoring Affairs  
New Zealand Automobile Association 


