
 

The New Zealand Automobile Association Incorporated 
342-352 Lambton Quay 

PO Box 1 

Wellington 

New Zealand 

17 December 2010 

Driver Licensing Amendment Rule 

AA submission 



1 
 

AA Submission: Driver Licensing Amendment 2011 
 

17 December 2010 
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Rules Team 
NZ Transport Agency 
PO Box 5084 Lambton Quay 
WELLINGTON 6145 
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Dear Sir/Madam 
 

DRIVER LICENSING AMENDMENT 2011 (Rule 91001/7) 

 
Introduction 
 
The New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment on the Driver Licensing Amendment Rule 2011. 
 
As an organisation representing over 1.3 million road users in New Zealand, we have a strong 
interest in the proposals in the Rule designed to improve road safety and implement the first 
actions of the Government’s Safer Journey’s road safety strategy to 2020, namely increasing 
the safety of young drivers and motorcyclists. 
 
We circulated the draft Rule for comment to our 17 District Councils. NZAA District Councillors 
are elected to represent the membership in each District and deal with policy issues. 
Comments on the specific proposals for which we have feedback are provided below: 
 
Proposal 1 
The AA supports greater flexibility in allowing items on the front or back, but believes that the 
design of the card should be comprehensively reviewed for readability. This review could 
consider, for example:  

 increasing photo and text size for readability of older drivers;  

 simplifying the text, e.g. combining 5a and 5b (e.g. AB123456 version 2);  

 improving comprehensibility by using plain English descriptors for each item on the front, 

removing the need to turn the licence over to interpret the item numbers on the back;  

 clearly display licence conditions on the front such as SUPERVISOR REQUIRED for 

Learner drivers, NIGHT AND PASSENGER RESTRICTIONS for Restricted licence drivers, 

and LIMITED, or ALCOHOL INTERLOCK as required; 

 introduce brighter pastel colours and designs for the Learner and Restricted licences (e.g. 

pink) to reduce their attractiveness to at-risk young males and encourage through peer 

pressure the progression to a Full licence; 

 increase colour contrast and text size it can be more readily identified by Police at night. 
 
Proposals 2-4 

We support enabling inclusion of security features, but the AA would like to see the driver 
licence fully integrated with the identity fraud computer checking system being developed by 
the Department of Internal Affairs, as the driver licence is the most used de facto identity card 
in NZ. The AA already specifies for its Centre network acceptable forms of identification when a 
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name change occurs when processing licences, so a defined list determined by NZTA for all 
licensing agents to minimise fraud is reasonable.  
 
Proposal 5 

The AA considers it important for road safety that the licensing system is able to prevent 
cheating on the driver licence test whereby another person takes the test on behalf of another. 
While such substitution is an issue for the integrity of the test, it is not an identity fraud issue 
(the licence is issued to the correct name), because all applicants have to provide two forms of 
identification (photo proof of identity and proof of address) to book the practical test in the first 
place. The identification requirement for sitting the test should be rightly concerned with 
ensuring the correct person is sitting the test, than on the validity of the identity documents for 
identity fraud.  
 
The AA is concerned because there is already a major issue with practical tests being 
cancelled for minor technical reasons (e.g. faulty lights on vehicle etc), so novice drivers forfeit 
the booking and test fees, and sometimes experience considerable delay to licensure. We are 
reluctant to create yet another barrier to sitting the practical licence test for a person with a 
temporary licence who does not know, or forgets to bring, an approved photo ID (e.g. passport) 
to the driving test, or does not have access to an approved photo ID.   
 
At the point of booking the licence test it is imperative that the applicant is strongly alerted to 
the need to bring a photo ID to the test and in particular, for those booking with a temporary 
licence, they will need an alternative valid photo ID and what those are. Also, when NZTA 
issues a temporary licence, it should include advice that it is not a valid ID for the purposes of 
sitting a driver licence test and specify the valid alternative photo ID that can be used. 
 
Proposal 6 

The AA supports the proposal but notes that all temporary licences may be open to abuse, an 
expired temporary licence no more so than a current temporary licence, so it is unclear how this 
proposal will reduce the wider risk. The AA suggests it may be timely to review the format of 
temporary licences to increase its smart features (e.g. magnetic stripe data including expiry 
date), add security features (e.g. anti-counterfeit strips), and increase data matching of 
temporary licences within the driver licence system. 
 
Proposal 8 
We have reservations about this proposal and so do not support it. While we support the intent 
to reduce compliance costs for those that cannot correct the vision in one eye, we are 
concerned about the hundreds of thousands of motorists that have corrective lenses and who 
are able to, but under this rule change will no longer have to, bring their poorest performing eye 
up to standard. There are a large number of people requiring corrective lenses to drive whose 
eyes are not identically impaired. Currently they have to upgrade their corrective lenses when 
one eye falls below the standard; under this proposal they will not have to upgrade their lenses 
until both eyes fall below the standard. This will significantly reduce road safety.  
 
It is not appropriate to treat a person with poor vision in one (or both) eye(s) that can be 
corrected the same as a person with poor vision in one eye that cannot be corrected. A person 

with only one functioning eye knows that they have a blind side and learns to adapt and 
accommodate in their driving. A person with one functional eye with poor vision that can be 
corrected, is safer to do so and have two well functioning eyes to drive. Under the proposal as 
written, a person with poor vision who wears corrective lenses will not be required to upgrade 
those lenses for driving to a minimum safe standard if their vision in their less competent eye 
has deteriorated.  
 
The AA proposes that the Rule should require a person with one eye that is substandard but is 
capable of being corrected to an appropriate standard (minimum 6/18 acuity in the current 
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Rule) should continue to be required to do so and to wear corrective lenses as a condition of 
their licence. If the vision is substandard because of a condition (e.g. amblyopia) that an 
optometrist certifies cannot be corrected easily (e.g. corrective lenses or other treatment) then 
they should be entitled to an exemption as applies to drivers with one blind eye. 
 
There is an issue where a person is waiting upon some reasonable treatment on one eye (e.g. 
cataract operation). It would seem reasonable to provide an exemption (where an optometrist 
certifies the condition and recommended treatment, along with evidence the person is on the 
waiting list for treatment) that allows that person to continue to drive until they can be treated. In 
the interests of road safety there should also be a time limit (e.g. based on reasonable waiting 
list times for such treatment) to provide some incentive to not unduly put off treatment.  
 
Proposal 9  

The AA supports the proposal to renew a licence for 10 years when a new endorsement is 
added, provided the person meets the requirements for the other classes. 
 
Proposal 10 

The AA has no view on the recognition of existing requirements to issue licence to diplomats’ 
families. We consider that these requirements are not in the best interests of road safety and 
believe that diplomats and their families should be required to ensure their standard of driving 
skills and knowledge is suitable for the New Zealand road environment. 
 
Proposal 11 

The AA strongly supports the move to allow people to sit approved courses during the Learner 
licence phase as this is backed by evidence that this timing supports road safety. 
 
Proposal 12 

We have reservations about this proposal which in effect removes the passenger restriction 
provided the passenger is a parent or guardian (will this also apply for parents/guardians with 
Learner, Restricted, Limited or Alcohol Interlock licences?). Despite this proposal, the driver will 
still need a qualified supervisor if carrying other passengers or after 10pm at night which may 
not be well understood. We also consider this proposal will be impractical to enforce. How will 
Restricted licence holders be able to prove to the police that the adult is a parent or guardian? 
 
This proposal also discourages progression to a Full licence. The minimum 12 months on the 
Restricted phase (18 months without an approved course) is the highest risk period for novice 
drivers, whose crash risk is up to 7 times higher than an experienced driver. Any passenger is 
exposed to that high risk (and the severity of crash outcome is increased by having more 
people in the novice driver’s car), and therefore easing this proposal for all parents or guardians 
will increase their chances of being involved in an accident.  
 
Therefore in the interests of road safety this proposal should be rejected, and similarly, the AA 
suggests the current blanket exemption for parents who are beneficiaries should also be 
withdrawn. Instead, there should be a workable system to apply for, and receive, an exemption 
for those in special circumstances. Rather than expose large numbers to this risk, this would 
only expose those that have special need for mobility in those 12 months. However, the current 
exemption system does not work, and despite thousands of applications few are approved. For 
example, NZTA almost never approves the currently available exemption for carriage of 
siblings to school (yet siblings – or any non-peer passengers – do not increase crash risk any 
more than carrying dependant parents). The legislation should require a higher test from NZTA 
to decline an application for an exemption and/or should provide for a refund of fees when the 
exemption is declined. 
 
However, if approved, the AA suggests that the provision to carry an adult passenger (including 
those on a benefit) be contingent on the Restricted licence holder having held a clean 
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Restricted licence for over 6 months, to avoid exposing passengers to the highest risk period of 
solo driving. 
 
Proposals 14 & 15 

The AA supports the introduction of a competency-based training and assessment option for 
novice motorcyclists to reduce the minimum time spent on the Learner and Restricted phases. 
However we note the amendment Rule specifically removes the option of an alternative 
approved advanced driving course to gain a time reduction. We are concerned that existing 
advanced driver training course providers will not be given the opportunity to revise their course 
to reflect the goals and standards of the NZTA-administered CBTA. This may reduce choice 
and cost options for novice riders. Without details on where the CBTA courses will be delivered, 
novice riders wanting to improve their riding skills may be unnecessarily disadvantaged if a 
course is not available in their location when formally an advanced driver training course was 
(which included, or could be revised to include, motorcycle-specific elements).  
 
The AA also suggests NZTA investigate the safety merits of requiring a Class 6 Learner rider to 
have held a Class 1 licence for a minimum period of time before graduating to a Class 6 
licence, as currently applies to Class 2 (and above). On the assumption that heavy vehicle 
drivers need to have obtained basic road craft skills before they can graduate to a bigger or 
more complex vehicle requiring different driving techniques, a similar argument could be made 
for motorcycles. This would ensure riders are fully familiar with road rules, and driving in 
different road and weather environments and traffic conditions, before undertaking a CBTA 
which properly focuses on handling a powered-two-wheeler and associated hazard perception 
techniques. 
 
Proposal 16 

We support the replacement of the current Learner motorcycle 250cc restriction with a new 
150kW power-to-weight ratio and maximum 660cc restriction, along with the definition of a 
‘prohibited motorcycle’, for the reasons outlined in the overview. We also support the 3 year 
transition to allow novice motorcyclists whose motorbikes do not meet the new restriction to 
graduate to a full Class 6 licence. 
  
Proposals 17 & 18 

Similarly, the AA supports the proposal to remove the 70km/h speed restriction for Learner 
riders on the grounds of safety, as well as subjecting all novice motorcyclists to the same 
minimum time requirements during the Restricted phase regardless of age. 
 
Proposal 19 
The AA supported the proposal to introduce the dedicated moped licence (or Class 6 
requirement) for moped riders in our submission on the Safer Journeys strategy. We consider 

that relatively inexperienced moped riders who only have a Class 1 (be it L, R or F) licence do 
not have sufficient competency to handle a powered-two-wheeler, or understand the different 
hazard perception skills required for using such a vehicle in the shared road space, and that 
this is contributing to moped accidents. We endorse this proposal on evidence in the Rule 
overview that specific moped licensing and testing will reduce moped accidents by up to 13%. 
 
For similar reasons outlined in Proposal 16, many mopeds, despite meeting the definition of a 
moped, are in fact capable of higher speeds and may be ridden as such. Indeed, we suspect 
many scooters that meet the definition of a motorcycle are incorrectly registered as a moped 
and illegally ridden by someone on a Class 1 licence, and so this proposal will also ensure that, 
regardless of vehicle compliance, the rider has the appropriate skills to handle a powered-two-
wheeler.  
 
Nevertheless, we recognise this proposal may be unpopular with many moped riders who do 
not have a Class 6 licence, particularly those who have been riding for some time and have 
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gained the appropriate skills. This will impose costs on them which may not be justified in terms 
of safety benefits for those people. The NZTA should consider some way of accommodating 
and transitioning these experienced riders. 
 
We are also concerned that these proposals, in conjunction with increasing licensing costs for 
young drivers, a rise in the minimum Learner licence age, and higher ACC levies, are all 
contributing to higher mobility costs for young people which could lead to an increase in 
unlicensed drivers or riders and vehicle non-compliance. We would be interested to understand 
any modelling and cost:benefit analysis that has been undertaken to measure these negative 
factors. 
 
The proposed Class 6M licence will need to be managed carefully to ensure the BHST is widely 
available throughout NZ and at minimum cost to address these issues.  
 
However, the AA does support the three year transitional period to give people time to obtain 
the minimum Class 6M licence.  
 
We also recognise that users of pedal-powered mopeds that are in effect bicycles with a 
supplementary motor (the original definition of a moped) will also be required to obtain a Class 
6M licence. Give these mopeds are more akin to bicycles than scooters, and that bicyclists 
need no licence, we suggest it may be equitable to consider exempting users of such pedal-
powered vehicles from obtaining a moped licence. Therefore we suggest the definition of a 
moped be reviewed to distinguish between a scooter with a power output up to 2kW and 
maximum speed of 50km/h and a pedal-powered bicycle.  
 
Proposal 21 

The AA supports requiring overseas visitors to carry their original licence alongside the 
International Driving Permit to reduce the opportunity for fraud. 
 
Proposal 23 

The AA endorses the proposal to provide the NZTA with more flexible powers to address 
problems with a driver licensing course or course provider. Rather than only revoking a course, 
this will provide the option of suspending a course or parts of it to provide the provider an 
opportunity to revise the course to meet the required standard. 
 
Proposal 24 

The AA can see some merit in this proposal, but we are also concerned about the level of skill 
needed to drive a vehicle, or combination, that is much larger or heavier than a typical 
passenger vehicle. The existing exemption for rigid campervans or tradespersons vehicles with 
a GLW up to 6,000kg but laden weight no more than 4,500kg works well enough, and we 
recognise this rule change may have little impact for such vehicles which are dimensionally 
similar with similar handling and braking characteristics regardless of whether the laden weight 
is 4,500kg or 6,000kg. However we suggest that a length restriction for rigid vehicles could be 
considered if the Class 1 weight limit is raised to 6,000kg GLW. 
 
Further, we consider that a heavier combination may require a greater level of skill than a 
traditional light car and light trailer, and that this Rule amendment should be supported by an 
education campaign encouraging drivers to upgrade their skills if they are to use a heavier 
more suitable towing vehicle and large trailer combination. Possibly a Class 1 endorsement 
could be considered for the heavy combinations or larger campervans and trucks between 
4,500kg and 6,000kg. Some consideration should also be given to requiring large trailers to 
have a certified weight to ensure the laden towed combination is within the 6,000kg limit. 
 
We are also advised that many light trucks in this category tend to have a GLW up to 6,500kg 
so if this proposal is to go ahead it may be appropriate to raise the suggested limit to 6,500kg. 
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Proposal 25 

We generally support this proposal to fast-track Class 2 to 5 applicants who meet the 
requirements, but consider a minimum 3-star operator safety rating to be too broad. We 
consider these exemptions should only be available to employees of employers with a 5-star 
rating, as should also apply to other industry exemptions like HPMV permits. As NZTA has 
stated in regards to the ORS, a good rating will result in commercial benefits for the operator. 
Therefore, transport operators should aspire to meet the highest possible industry safety 
standards in order to benefit from such exemptions which in turn provide them with these 
commercial benefits in the form of a competitive advantage or reduced operating costs. 
 
Issues for comment 

The NZAA would not support removing the minimum 6-month requirement for holding a full 
Class 1 licence before obtaining a Class 2 Learner licence, because of the lack of experience 
the applicant would have in driving without any conditions, such as on open roads at night. We 
recognise this suggestion has come from the commercial transport industry who are concerned 
about a reduction in the availability of qualified young drivers as a consequence of raising the 
minimum Learner age from 15 to 16. We consider waiving the 6-month stand-down will 
potentially undermine road user safety, and that it is not a real solution to this problem. If 17½ 
years is deemed the youngest safe age for a young driver to obtain a Full Class licence (if they 
complete a defensive driving course), we do not see how they could also be deemed safe to 
drive an 18-tonne truck solo at age 18. Any support for such a proposal would be predicated on 
Class 2 Learners undertaking more training under supervision – up from 6 months to 12.  
 
The AA does not support raising the Learner age as this will not increase the safety of novice 
drivers but reduce the opportunity for supervised driving. Instead we support increasing the 
Learner period to 18 months and requiring 120 hours supervised driving before obtaining a 
Class 1R. The solution to the commercial transport industry’s legitimate concern is not to 
exempt a small number of young drivers whose job aspirations as commercial drivers may be 
restricted by the raised Learner age, but to consider the job aspirations and mobility needs of 
all young drivers equally and keep the Learner age at 15 (with tougher tests and increased 
supervised driving), and ensure that Class 2 applicants have had sufficient time driving solo 
and at least some experience driving at night before learning to drive a substantially larger and 
heavier vehicle on a public road. 
 
While the AA is supportive of the proposals to improve novice motorcycle and moped rider 
skills, we consider NZTA should also investigate options to improve the skills of returning 
riders, that is people with a full Class 6 licence who have not ridden for some time. According to 
ACC data, mature returning riders are a high accident risk, which proposals 14 and 15 will not 
address. One option could be, if a rider has not registered a motorcycle for a period of, say, 5 
years or more, then upon registering a motorcycle they might be required to undertake a CBTA 
or similar refresher course, or possibly resit the Class 6 Full licence test.   
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Mike Noon 
General Manager Motoring Affairs   


	AA_submission_Driver_Licensing_Amendment_Rule1.pdf
	Driver Licensing Cover.pdf
	Driver Licensing Amendment - AA submission.pdf

	Driver Licensing Amendment - AA submission.pdf



