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Dear Sir/Madam 
 

OMNIBUS AMENDMENT 2010 (Rule 10006) 

 
Introduction 

 
The New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
comment on the Omnibus Amendment Rule 2010. 
 
Due to the short timeframe and Christmas deadline we have been unable to comprehensively 
review the proposals or circulate them for feedback to our 17 District Councils, who represent 
the AA membership in each District and deal with policy issues. 
 
Therefore we only provide brief comments on the specific proposals for which we have 
feedback below: 
 
Proposal 2 
We are unsure about this proposal. If tests have shown that some kingpins have failed due to 
poor manufacture, despite being covered by other rules, then how is it possible they have been 
permitted to enter service? If there is a possibility of poorly manufactured kingpins being in 
use, then it would be pragmatic in the interests of safety of other road users to test or replace 
them every 100,000kms to identify and replace the faulty ones. 
 
Proposal 3 
We fully support this amendment but consider it will have little impact in improving the ability of 
courts to collect infringements from overseas tourists or even domestic hirers who prove 
difficult to contact. We suggest NZTA needs to fully review the rental service agreement in the 
Operator Licensing Rule, and consider other legislative amendments that currently make it 
difficult to collect infringements from some hirers. That could include removing the ability for 
rental companies to transfer the debt to the issuing agency via a statutory declaration and 
instead require them to collect a bond to cover possible infringements and tolls etc. The 
proposal as written is a weak response to this significant issue that positively discriminates 
against overseas tourists and encourages their non-observance of road rules and bylaws.  
 
Proposal 7 & 8 

The AA opposes these proposals. We disagree that the prevalence of overdimension vehicles 
with revolving beacons or lights at their extremities dilutes the effect of warning other road 
users that they are approaching an overdimension vehicle. 2.5m is the maximum width for a 
standard vehicle and motorists are familiar at judging this. There are many narrow, rural roads 
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in NZ where overdimension vehicles are more likely to be encountered and motorists need to 
know that they are approaching a vehicle which takes up more than its share of the road 
space, and to identify where those extremities end, especially at night, so that they can judge 
whether they can pass it safety (whether from behind or approaching from the opposite lane). 
These proposals appear to have been written primarily to reduce compliance costs for the 
agricultural and trucking sectors and not primarily in the interests of maximising and 
maintaining road user safety. Unless the maximum width of vehicles is to be reviewed, we 
suggest all overdimension vehicles should be identified in accordance with the current rule.       
 
Proposal 9 
We do not oppose removing the travel time restrictions for overdimension vehicles (or loads) 
used in emergency situations as this seems a commonsense exemption. 
 
Proposal 13 
We support the proposed amendment to the definition of a speedometer to include continuous 
real time displays. 
 
Proposal 14 

The AA fully endorses this proposal. We understand that some mopeds are operating in NZ 
which do not meet compliance standards, but are able to be registered as a ‘VIN exempt motor 
vehicle’ with no inspection carried out, and no way of recording non-compliance (prior to 
registration) even if it was inspected because there is no VIN. Likewise some motorcycles are 
illegally registered as mopeds, meaning they are not required to have a WoF, and their riders 
may not even have a Class 6 licence (as well as not contributing their share of registration fees 
and ACC levies). Therefore this proposal should improve road safety by requiring newly-
imported mopeds to be inspected for fitness to enter service, which will be facilitated by having 
a VIN, as well ensuring motorcycles are correctly identified as such and so undertake WoFs.  
 
As noted in our Driver Licensing Amendment Rule submission, we consider the definition of a 
moped needs to be revisited to distinguish scooters from powered cycles with pedals, and if so 
consideration could then be given to exempting these genuine ‘mopeds’ from the VIN 
requirement. 
 
Proposal 17 
The AA supports raising the low volume vehicle annual production cap to 500. This is 
consistent with international practice exempting low volume vehicles produced in volumes of 
up to 500 from meeting certain standards. 
 
Proposal 18 

The AA supports this amendment in the interests of improving the safety of commercial 
drivers. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Mark Stockdale 
Senior Policy Analyst 


