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22 May 2007 
 
 
 
Operator Safety Rating Rule 
Rules Team 
Land Transport New Zealand 
PO Box 2840 
WELLINGTON 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 

OPERATOR SAFETY RATING (Rule 81002) 
 
Introduction 
 
The New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment on the draft Operator Safety Rating Rule. 
 
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 relate to road safety initiatives.  
 
The NZAA’s members not only share the roads with licensed transport operators, but also 
consume some of their services directly. Motorists are often particularly concerned about the 
risks posed by sharing roads with large trucks that might be ill-maintained, driven at speed to 
meet unrealistic deadlines, or driven by fatigued drivers, and so moves to rate the relative 
safety of operators so as to better target enforcement, are to be encouraged.  
 
In brief, the NZAA supports the development of a framework for an Operator Rating System 
(ORS) set out by the Rule, as we believe it might contribute to improved road safety targets by 
focusing enforcement resources on those commercial operators who warrant it most. However, 
as with any new system, its implementation will need to be carefully monitored in its initial 
stages to ensure operators aren’t unfairly disadvantaged, or that the ORS isn’t manipulated. 
 
We circulated the draft Rule for comment to our 17 District Councils. The AA District Councils 
are representative of the membership and deal with policy issues. A summary of the feedback 
from our District Councils – on the proposals for which we have comment – is provided below.  
 
Comments on the Overview 
 
Proposed ‘star’ rating system for categorising ratings and possible alternatives 
The NZAA encourages investigation of a star-rating system to rank operator performance, as 
similar systems are used for rating new car safety, appliance energy consumption and 
accommodation, and thus are easily understood by the public. Star ratings may also serve as 
minimum quality standards to be met in service contracts between transport companies and 
their clients. 
 
 
 
Proposed implementation of the rating system, and subsequent extension of system to 
approved taxi organisations and rental service operators 
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We don’t oppose deferring the introduction of the ORS to the taxi and rental sectors until such 
time that the industry is confident the system is working effectively. 
 
Proposed level of fees for publishing a rating that is not correct or current 
The NZAA supports fines for falsely publishing ratings, but the suggested amounts may be 
inconsequential for large operators. Perhaps the fines could be imposed on a graduated scale 
based on fleet size, or some other penalty or stronger deterrent be considered.  
 
However, care needs to be taken that an operator hasn’t simply forgotten to update their 6-
monthly rating. A reasonable grace period will be needed, and consideration given to operators 
who publish ratings in a hard copy format once-yearly (such as in annual reports or brochures). 
 
Companies found publishing false ratings without reasonable explanation should also be 
required to publish retractions in national newspapers. 
 
Comments on the draft Rule 
 
Creating operator safety rating categories 
The NZAA supports the proposed design of the ORS, using the suggested ‘event’ data 
(WoF/CoF inspections, fleet audits, traffic offences, work-related driver offences, and crashes) 
to determine a rating, and methodology to rank, weight and normalise this data. We agree that 
data should be collected for a minimum six-month period before a rating can be assigned, but 
equally, it may be appropriate to stipulate a maximum date beyond which data may no longer 
be relevant or fair, possibly with the exception of serious incidents like at-fault injury or fatal 
accidents.  
 
However, the relative ranking given to subjective event data, like CoF failures, and the relevant 
vehicle defects therein, will need to be carefully considered, as it is generally accepted by 
commercial operators that some CoF stations exercise more/less discretion than others over 
faults, and equally, the expertise of inspectors in determining these varies greatly. We concur 
with the statement in the overview that CoF defects should be ranked according to seriousness, 
and suggest that lesser CoF defects should not even be factored into the rating, i.e. perhaps 
such ratings should be limited to tyre, brake, suspension, steering and structural defects only. 
Focusing on such safety-related failures might also reduce the risk that ratings will be unfairly 
influenced by the subjective nature of CoF inspections. 
 
The NZAA also proposes that another category of ‘event’ be factored into the rating, that of 
driver training and associated safety endorsements. That is, operators with a positive training 
record would receive consideration in their overall rating. We would also like some 
consideration given in the ratings to ‘complaints’ about commercial drivers from members of the 
public, e.g. to the *555 service, although we recognise these may be subjective. 
 
Consequently, while the NZAA supports this clause of the draft Rule, we believe further 
industry consultation on the scoring formula and methodology will be required. 
 
Application for review of rating by review panel 
The NZAA supports the ability to seek the correction of errors or omissions, or request a formal 
review of the rating if the operator disagrees with it, however any fee that may be imposed for 
processing and undertaking a review must be advertised. Just as the draft Rule stipulates a 
maximum 20 days for the Director to notify if any errors or omissions have been corrected (or 
not), a similar maximum period should be specified for the time taken for the panel to perform a 
review once a request has been received, so that operators aren’t unreasonably delayed. 
 
Composition of review panel 
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We endorse the scope and composition of the review panel, especially the inclusion of two 
industry representatives nominated by the relevant industry groups, and the requirement to 
disclose any conflicts of interest. Perhaps one of the two representative officials appointed by 
the Director should include an expert from the Police/CVIU. Consideration should also be given 
to including a representative from consumer or user groups. Our only concern is that the cost of 
convening a panel should be kept to a minimum; it may be possible to hold meetings by 
teleconference rather than in person (and distribute information electronically). 
 
Publication of safety ratings 
The NZAA supports this clause and the time delay in publishing the ratings to allow operators 
to notify correction of errors or omissions or request a rating review. 
 
Other comments 
We observe there is a risk that operators with good ratings, who are thus subject to limited 
enforcement, may take that opportunity to breach some regulations, such as RUC or driving 
hours, for commercial gain. To minimise this risk, we would not expect, for example, that a 
‘good’ operator be automatically waived through a weigh-station or random roadside check as 
this would only encourage such breaches. That said, we would support certain benefits 
accruing to operators with exemplary ratings, such as increased periods between CoF tests or 
other incentives – other than merely publishing a good rating. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Mike Noon 
General Manager Motoring Affairs  
New Zealand Automobile Association 


