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17 September 2008 
 
 
 
Vehicle Equipment (Noise) Rule Amendment 
Rules Team 
NZ Transport Agency 
Private Bag 6995 
WELLINGTON 
Email: info@nzta.govt.nz 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 

VEHICLE EQUIPMENT (NOISE) AMENDMENT 2009 (Rule 32017/4) 
 
Introduction 
 
The New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment on the Vehicle Equipment Amendment Rule. 
 
As an organisation with a membership exceeding 1.2 million vehicle owners in New Zealand, 
close attention is given to any proposals that relate to in-service vehicle compliance standards.  
 
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 is provided below.  
 
Overall, the NZAA does not support the main proposal in this Rule, to update the 
objective noise test requirements for light vehicles in service. We believe the proposal is 
flawed because it is complex, discriminatory, retrospective, and creates a double 
standard, and therefore is not workable. 
 
The NZTA will know from our support of the 2007 Amendment Rule (32017/2), that we endorse 
moves to target the “gross emitters” of vehicle exhaust noise, and to reduce the overall noise 
profile of the light vehicle fleet over time. Our Members understand how annoying excessively 
noisy vehicles can be, and support initiatives to address the problem. That is why we supported 
the revision to the wording of the subjective WoF noise test and the introduction of the objective 
noise test (ONT), and a lower stationary decibel limit for vehicles being complied for the first 
time. This Rule only came into effect in June 2008, and there has not been sufficient time to 
determine whether these new measures are having a positive impact1. Therefore the current 
Rule needs more time to prove its effectiveness in targeting the gross noise emitters, before 
further revisions are considered. 
 
Our comments on specific sections of the draft Rule follows: 
 
 
 
 
Comments on the draft Rule 
 

                                                
1
 According to data from the Low Volume Vehicle Technical Association, just 34 ONTs have been 

conducted in the 2 months since the Rule came into effect, although few of these were WoF referrals. 
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1. Update noise requirements for entry to the fleet 
The NZAA endorses updating New Zealand‟s maximum drive-by decibel limits for new vehicles 
manufactured after May 2009 as proposed. We accept that in practice, this change should have 
no detrimental effect on the new vehicles imported into NZ, as the proposed limits reflect the 
maximum of the range of lower limits which have been in place in the jurisdictions we source 
vehicles from for several years. 
 
We suggest, that as an alternative to proving compliance with the NZ drive-by or stationary 
noise limits, that proof of compliance with the relevant Australian, US, EU or Japanese 
standards at the time of manufacture should also be accepted, in which case the relevant 
standards should be published as a schedule in the Rule. 
 
 
2. Update objective noise test requirements for light vehicles in service 
The AA is concerned that this proposal is complex, discriminatory, and retrospective. 
 
It is complex, because the recently-introduced 90dB stationary limit is date-specific (i.e. applies 
to vehicles registered after June 2008), so is easier to enforce and doesn‟t require system 
changes. This proposal will lead to a double standard with some vehicles registered before that 
date required to be repaired (and maintained) to 90dB while other identical vehicles are not. 
Thus it is discriminatory because the police will have the power to refer a vehicle to the ONT 
which must then be repaired to 90dB even if it complied with the 95dB limit (Schedule 3, c(ii)). 
In some cases, these vehicles may be fitted with (unmodified) factory exhausts. It is highly 
likely that some younger drivers will be singled out by the police and forced to spend money 
repairing their vehicles when in fact the car may comply with the existing rules. It is 
retrospective because these owners may have modified their cars within the current rules, yet 
are now forced to undertake further modifications. Should they have to pay extra for an ONT if 
it subsequently proves the exhaust was compliant all along? In any case, this Rule will not 
prevent owners fitting a compliant exhaust in order to pass the test, and subsequently 
reinstalling a louder exhaust. 
 
The NZAA also opposes the proposal that all light vehicles failing the subjective noise test at 
WoF must undergo an objective noise test without allowing the option of a re-test (i.e. giving the 
owner the opportunity to repair and re-submit the car for a WoF instead). While there could be 
some merit in mandating this in order to collect data on the number of illegal vehicles, we 
believe it would be an unfair imposition on owners given the objective test costs around $150 
and there are only eight sites nationwide with the authorised equipment in situ. Denying 
someone with an illegal exhaust the opportunity to fix it and undergo another subjective test 
first (for the small cost of a WoF) will instead cost them approximately $300 as they have to 
under go two ONTs, not including the inconvenience of travelling to an authorised tester if they 
don‟t live in a metropolitan area with one.  
 
In light of the points above, the NZAA does not support requiring any cars which fail the 
subjective noise test to undergo a mandatory ONT, due to cost and the lack of national access 
to testing facilities. We also do not support any requirement to modify vehicles which then 
exceed 95dB, or those referred to the ONT by the police, back to 90dB. Provided they were 
registered in NZ before June 2008, they should only be required to be modified to the limit that 
applied at that time – 95dB. Therefore the NZAA also does not support applying the same 5dB 
reduction to motorbikes either. 
 
Consequently, we do support vehicles manufactured before 1985 not being subjected to the 
lower 90dB limit. And if a lower decibel limit was to be retrospectively applied, then post-1985 
Special Interest Vehicles should also not be subject to the 90dB limit. 
 
3. Prohibition of ‘blow-off’ valves 
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The NZAA agrees there is some justification in banning deliberately noisy „blow-off‟ valves, but 
we are concerned the ban will prohibit something which is currently legal, and thus punish 
owners by requiring them to modify their vehicles when they have done nothing wrong.  
 
Therefore, although we support the proposed clause, we recommend that there be a minimum 
lead-in period of at least one year (to allow for newer cars with 12-month WoFs) before it 
comes into effect. The lead-in period should allow for the vehicle to undergo one WoF at which 
the owner can be advised the valve needs to be modified in order for it not to fail the 
subsequent WoF, thereby giving owners time to effect the repair. 
 
We do note however, that as written, the clause could prove difficult to apply to valves which 
are hidden from view within engine componentry. Since such valves are likely to be original 
equipment, perhaps the wording should refer to „exposed‟ or „external‟ blow-off valves which 
would capture the offending after-market variety. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Mike Noon 
General Manager Motoring Affairs  
New Zealand Automobile Association Incorporated 
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