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Dear Sir/Madam 
 

SAFER JOURNEYS – Road Safety Strategy 2020 Submission 
 
Introduction 
 
The NZ Automobile Association (NZAA) is an incorporated society with over 1.2 million 
members. The AA Driver Education Foundation is an independent charitable trust formed to 
improve driver education. The AA represents the interests of road users who collectively pay 
over $2 billion in taxes each year through fuels excise, road user charges and GST. 
 
As representatives of the majority of road users, the NZAA is concerned that too many New 
Zealanders are killed or seriously injured on our roads. New Zealand’s rate of progress in road 
safety has been disappointing in recent years. The 2010 Road Safety Strategy was not a 
success, and therefore new thinking is required.  
 
The NZAA supports the ‘safe system’ approach: safer drivers in safer cars on safer roads. The 
topics in the discussion document address these elements, which we will comment on in turn.  
 
The AA has produced a road safety discussion document called “Saving Ourselves” to provide 
a context for the development of a new road safety strategy.  
 
We circulated Saving Ourselves, and the Safer Journeys discussion document for comment to 
our 17 elected District Councils, along with supporting data and international literature. The 
NZAA’s submission was also discussed and endorsed at the September quarterly meeting of 
the NZAA National Council, which is the governing body of the AA District Councils. The AA 
District Councils are representative of the membership and deal with policy issues. A summary 
of their feedback and our analysis of the 2010 strategy, crash data, and international research 
is provided in the following pages.  
 
The following submission represents the views of the New Zealand Automobile Association 
Incorporated and the AA Driver Education Foundation. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Mike Noon 
General Manager Motoring Affairs  



0.1  Overview 

The New Zealand Automobile Association objects to the artificially short time-table for the 
development of the 2020 Road Safety Strategy. The Automobile Association does not 
believe that a sustainable safety strategy which improves on the 2010 Road Safety Strategy 
can be developed in the time the Government has allocated to the task. The AA requests 
that the Government adopt the original timeframe of publishing a new strategy by June 2010 
rather than December 2009. Nothing is gained by rushing the development of such an 
important and lasting document and this need not hinder the implementation of safety policy. 

Fundamentally the Road Safety Strategy 2010 failed to deliver any appreciable safety 
benefits in terms of social-cost per kilometre travelled. This calls into question the paradigm 
on which it was founded and the continuation of this paradigm to the 2020 Strategy.  

There are two main approaches to road safety. One is to treat all potential causes of crashes 
as a criminal activity and turn all road safety concerns over to Police. The other is to treat 
road safety as a complex interaction of road-users, vehicles and environments and take 
action to minimise injury regardless of cause. 

0.1.1 Paradigm Shift 

The enforcement paradigm to road-safety is simple. Parliament passes laws against 
things, the Police enforce these laws and the judiciary imposes sanctions on the law-
breakers who are caught.  Currently New Zealand Police and Courts issue penalties totalling 
about $150 million per year of which $100 million is typically recovered. Police are funded to 
almost $300 million from road user taxes. Traffic offences are roughly a third of all District 
Court offences. This is essentially the business-as-usual road-safety approach used in New 
Zealand. 

There has been however little evidence that the marginal cost of increased enforcement 
achieves marginal safety benefits. Reviews conducted in 2004 as part of the 2010 Strategy 
found no connection between enforcement hours and crash occurrence. There is also no 
clear evidence that the rate of infringement notices issued has any bearing on mean speeds 
or road trauma social costs. 

Under a revenue strategy Parliament empowers Police with maximum opportunity to write 
infringements and other low administrative cost, high-return penalties. This approach sets 
increasingly lower thresholds and finer tolerances on enforcement and compliance of rules in 
the full knowledge that the public lack the ability to measure these to the same degree as 
Police. 

Despite some references to safer systems, Safer Journeys appears to be maintaining an 
enforcement paradigm by proposing: 

1. An infringement approach to lower level BACs (knowing the public cannot 
measure these accurately).  

2. More changes in speed limits given the context of Police investment in more speed 
cameras. (and knowing that speed limit signs are missed by drivers 25% of the time 
and that drivers respond to more general clues on safe speeds than signs)  



The AA does not believe that further manufacturing cause for the Police to issue 
infringements helps the cause of reducing road trauma. The AA does thoroughly endorse the 
Police view that ‘road safety is everyone’s  responsibility’ and it would like to see more effort 
made to inform New Zealand road-users of the risks of road use in general and provide more 
information on how to reduce those risks through particular strategies to minimise injury from 
unenforceable risks.  

Although the Accident Compensation Corporation Motor Vehicle Account is intended to be 
self-funding and currently has $634 million per annum in revenue and pays $300 million per 
annum in benefits, the long term liabilities of fund are growing rapidly and there are 
questions about its sustainability. All of this suggests that something very different must be 
done to reduce death and injury - particularly the permanent injury of young people, which 
incurs long-term liability.  

The AA has not seen any post year-2000 evidence that the criminalisation approach is a 
sustainable solution to road injury prevention. If deaths and injuries are to be reduced then 
the Government should investigate and respond to the actual causes of injury.  

0.1.2 Long-Term Strategy  

If an enforcement-led strategy is no longer producing marginal safety benefits then a new 
strategy is needed. Unlike the previous strategy this cannot be based on the assumption that 
the solutions are as simple as a set of check boxes in the discussion document Safer 
Journeys. While some of the proposals in Safer Journeys may be sensible they are short 
term measures with a short-term outlook. They are an action list not the foundation of a ten 
year strategy to reduce death and injury on the roads. 

0.1.3 New Paradigm 

The Automobile Association believes a new paradigm is required for a long term safety 
strategy. This paradigm is essentially an information paradigm. 

An information paradigm is based on the following tenets: 

• It has clear injury reduction aims 
• It is research led and evidence based, with funding following research  
• It assumes road safety is everyone’s responsibility and that the more everyone 

knows about road safety the better. 

There are a number of important ingredients needed for such a strategy. These are: 

1. Research for evidence-based policy 
2. A funding process that follows the outcomes of evidence-based policy 
3. A system of progress reporting and metrics that keeps track of inputs and outcomes. 

These are explored in the following chapters. The point, however, is that the Strategy is a 
process for developing a safer road environment which is not based on any assumptions. 
This was the prime failing of the 2010 Strategy. It was based on a set of assumptions which 
its 2004 reviews could not verify. When the assumptions failed, the strategy failed. If 
anything has been learned from the 2010 Strategy it should be that a 2020 Road Safety 
Strategy should be robust and adaptable. It should be capable of following the evidence not 



be locked into a year-on-year funding routine. This is not to say that institutions may not 
continue to be funded as before but that the services purchased may change significantly. 

0.1.4 Priority Topics 

The Automobile Association has identified five principal areas of concern based on evidence 
from the Crash Analysis System, international literature searches and its Districts. 

The five principal areas do not completely correspond with those in Safer Journeys. Some of 
these areas are dealt with under different headings in Safer Journeys. 

These topics are selected on the basis of having the most potential to reduce social cost: 

• Inattention and distraction 
• Safer Roads and Roadsides 
• Road User Education and Information 
• Increasing the Safety of Younger Drivers 
• Reducing the Impact of Alcohol and Drug Impaired Driving 

The AA’s main observation is that while the 2010 Strategy was enforcement-led it denied 
road users information to help them improve their own safety. The AA believes that under an 
injury prevention model what drivers don’t know is everyone’s problem – not just 
themselves. It therefore emphasises increased provision of information to road users to 
assist them with the collective task of improving safety.  

The AA’s approach is markedly different to that proposed in Safer Journeys. Speed is an 
example of a topic which is conspicuous by its absence. This is because while the crash 
code “speed too fast for the conditions” has a high proportion of the crash social cost in most 
cases the crash is at a bend, the speed is not above the speed limit and enforcement would 
not have prevented the crash. The issue is therefore addressed through other priorities. 

Another point is the AA accepts that for some matters – such as inattention – the fact of the 
problem is clear but the solutions are not. This means that more emphasis on research is 
required rather than assuming solutions are already known. However research for its own 
sake is of no use. The AA also wants to see a more streamlined and intelligent approach to 
the uptake and dissemination of best practice through-out the country. 

0.1.5 Ancillery Topics 

These topics are included in Safer Journeys and are important but many of the initiatives to 
address these issues are contained in the priority topics above. 

• Reducing the impact of fatigue 
• Speed 
• Reducing Impact of High Risk Drivers 

 

  



0.1.6 Special Topics 

These topics are important but either have a specific target audience or are general but have 
less scope for improvement. 

• Improving the safety of heavy vehicles 
• Older and medically impaired drivers 
• Improving the safety of motorcyclists 
• Walking and cycling 
• Improving the safety of the light fleet 

0.1.7 Summary 

The 2010 Road Safety Strategy was firmly based in an enforcement paradigm. Despite 
significant variance in enforcement intensity through the lifetime of the strategy there is little 
evidence of an enforcement effect in terms of road user injury risk (social cost per kilometre 
travelled). 

The AA believes that there is increasing evidence of an international paradigm shift in road 
safety thinking towards an information paradigm. This does not assume that the causes of 
road trauma are fully understood and that a richer information environment is needed to 
reduce road trauma. 

It further maintains that the widest distribution of safety information is best and that what 
road users don’t know about road safety is everyone’s problem. This applies as much to 
professionals (such as enforcement officers and engineers) as it does to the broader public. 

Finally the AA recognises that a change of paradigm requires new information, new 
approaches to thinking about road safety and transformation. This cannot happen without 
additional resources. However the AA believes there is good moral and financial justification 
for such funding based on the level of revenue the Government receives from transport 
offences. 

The 2020 Road Safety Strategy presents New Zealand with a unique opportunity to regain 
the momentum for road safety that it lost in 2001. As acknowledged in Safer Journeys this 
must mean changing the way we do things. To not do so is to unnecessarily condemn 
hundreds of New Zealand road users to death and thousands to serious injury over the 
coming decade. It is unlikely that any other measure the Government contemplates in this or 
any other term of office carries with it such a heavy responsibility. 



0.2 Research and Evidence-based Policy Formation 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. All road safety initiatives must be evidence-based 

2. Significantly increase funding of road safety research 

3. Improve the data gathering and integration between the various information systems 

4. Conduct a New Zealand 100-car study 

5. Create an overseas research clearing house 

6. Integrate safety research into operational systems life-cycles 

7. MoT to take over research and information gathering role 

8. Wider publication of safety research findings for public information 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Continue ignoring “Poor Observation” as New Zealand’s most important crash cause 

B. Continue with Greatest Enforceable Risk methodology regardless of evidence 

Discussion 

It is easy to come up with an action list of “good ideas” for road safety. The principle issues 

are, however:  

1. Are they cost-effective in terms of wider economic and welfare costs? It would be easy 

to create perfect road safety by banning transport but this is not practical. 

2. Are the least-cost, most effective measures implemented first? 

3. Is there any evidence that they are effective at all? 

To answer these questions the road safety system needs to collect, analyse and process 

information.  If the system for doing this is flawed then one cannot expect any improvement in 

outcomes from policy based on this information. At present the system spends relatively little 

on gathering evidence and a great deal on interventions, some of which do not have much 

evidence to support their claims of effectiveness. This should be rebalanced. 

The current system of crash data collection and management is very much based on the 

Greatest Enforceable Risk proposition that road safety can be addressed through enforcement 

and incremental road treatments as part of road maintenance and renewal (i.e business as 

usual). Unfortunately the performance of this approach during the past decade has not 

achieved any reduction in road user risk (in social cost per vehicle kilometre travelled) nor 

does the evidence collected by the system support this proposition. 



While Safer Journeys acknowledges the failings of the 2010 Strategy and the need to do 

things differently it does not propose any systematic method of doing so. In fact its primary 

recommendations are essentially based in the enforcement paradigm. Its only real novelty is 

essentially one of degree when it comes to scope for issuing infringements. Doing the same 

thing repeatedly expecting to achieve a different result is not rational. 

By far the most reported injury crash cause in the Crash Analysis System is “poor observation” 

(47%). Police are effectively noting a driver should have seen something but don’t have 

evidence of distraction or fatigue or intent.  This corresponds to the findings of the 100-car 

study by Virginia Tech Transportation Institute and the US Federal Highway Administration 

that found most crashes were caused by inattention. Inattention can be due to distractions 

external or internal to the vehicle, or a driver’s mind wandering either due to planning, being 

upset or drowsy. While vehicles remain under the control of human drivers inattention will 

continue to be of significance to traffic injury reduction. 

To achieve this a great deal more information will be required. This will require more funding 

for both information systems development and information loading processes. 

Indeed the Crash Analysis System is not sufficient at present to provide much useful data 

where the main causes of the crash tend to be driver related rather than vehicle or 

environment related. The processes for entering data into the system are under-valued and 

under-resourced. Even when new guidelines are issued staff are often not trained or given 

time to assimilate them. Important data, such as the deployment of airbags at crash scenes, is 

simply not recorded in CAS. 

CAS is not integrated with the driver licence system or the motor vehicle register. Both of 

these systems too are deficient in recording important information such as the safety qualities 

of the vehicles ( eg ABS brakes) or the driver (e.g licence status and past history). This can be 

done without compromising privacy. Information from Coroners’ Courts, the health information 

system, meteorological services or the Department of Corrections routinely integrated in any 

meaningful way. There is no particular reason why data on the crash information system 

needs to identify road users except in terms of their attributes. Nor is there any reason why the 

crash information system data should be used for prosecution. Improving the information basis 

for road safety research will make it possible to make connections that might otherwise not be 

obvious. 

New Zealand’s research community is small and under-funded. The AA believes a great deal 

more funding should be devoted to research as the current research fund is thoroughly over-

subscribed each year. New Zealand has useful safety research groups in Waikato 



(TARS/TERNZ), Otago (IPRU), Canterbury and Auckland. Australian researchers including 

MUARC, CARS-Q and CASR also are active in New Zealand safety research. These groups 

are internationally successful but New Zealand is missing out on their skills because its 

research funding is a tiny fraction of its operational budgets.  

International studies are also important. New Zealand cannot expect to do everything but 

should explore those cultural or environmental qualities that are unique. International evidence 

should be assessed, critiqued and officially weighted rather than simply left as part of a 

circular from the NZTA library to be read or ignored as time allows. 

New Zealand should also replicate the 100-car study. This experiment was ground-breaking 

but very much reflects a US driving environment. Factors such as demographics, cellular call 

plans, New Zealand prices and regulations could all have a bearing on attitudes and 

behaviour.  Only by replicating the experiment would it be possible to determine whether the 

results of such studies were applicable in this country. 

And perhaps the most important problem with the research/information system is that it is not 

integrated into the operational system. For example NZTA has commissioned research on 

road safety surrounding “Self-explaining roads” but this does not feed into the manual of signs 

and markings or any kind of reference for traffic engineers. Expensive and potentially useful 

research sits unused on the shelf.  

A complete system for safety research and development starting with “blue skies” research, to 

applied research, through prototyping and implementation should be developed. Currently the 

AA finds itself in the odd position of promoting NZTA research to local government and others 

in a position to implement it. We are frequently asked why the AA is presenting this 

information rather than NZTA. 

The dissemination of road safety information should not be limited to professionals. The more 

information is disseminated to the public about road safety risk and risk management 

techniques the safer every road user is.  

The Ministry of Transport should undertake a complete review of information systems and 

development and in its role of policy adviser and manager bring research and information 

systems under its own purview. This should be used to inform policy and funding performance 

and achievement by NZTA.  



0.3 Funding 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. The Ministry of Transport should review all current Road Safety related expenditure in 

terms of injury prevention.  

2. The Government should allocate the equivalent of its revenue from traffic offences to 

road safety injury prevention research and road user information programmes 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. That Road Safety is revenue positive for Government 

Discussion 

Safer Journeys does not discuss the funding side of road safety. This is odd as funding issues 

are usually central to any Government programme intended to last a decade. Moreover action 

follows funding, therefore if the Road Safety Strategy does not affect funding it will not affect 

action, and this is unlikely to affect Road Safety Outcomes.  

If the objective of Safer Journeys is to propose ways to change road safety outcomes then the 

omission of funding from this discussion paper is a significant oversight.  

At present the Government’s funding of road safety comes from two sources: road user taxes 

to the National Land Transport Programme, and levies paid to the Accident Compensation 

Corporation. The Government however also collects roughly $100 million a year in revenue 

from fines and penalties for transport offences via the Ministry of Justice. 

The National Land Transport Programme allocates revenue to road policing and road 

construction and renewal projects some of which have a safety component. The ACC 

allocates revenue to creating an income-stream through investments and spending on 

claimants. Currently more than double the revenue collected for ACC is spent on claimants’ 

and the bulk of claimant spending is on income maintenance. All revenue from road users 

aside from penalties revenue is spent on road users. In effect, however, $297 million of road 

users income is recycled to fund the policing of the roads which converts to a $150 million 

income stream for the Crown of which $100 million is typically collected.  

It is questionable whether the purpose of injury prevention would be served better by more 

expenditure from the NLTP on permanent safety projects and less on road infringement 

policing. It is notable that Ireland – a nation with fewer drivers but many similar features to 

New Zealand – spends relatively little on road policing but manages to have similar road 

safety performance figures. The effectiveness of road policing as a safety measure was 



partially reviewed by Duignan but discontinued when the review failed to show significant 

safety benefits. The AA believes that Government should review road safety programmes in 

terms of injury prevention rather than revenue collection. 

The popular accusation that road policing only serves to provide the Government with revenue 

is difficult to dispute in the absence of evidence that variation in enforcement effort has no 

concomitant effect on road safety outcomes. Determining an appropriate level of road policing 

should be the subject of suitable analysis.  

Road safety funding should be allocated to measures which sustainably reduce road injury the 

most, at least welfare and economic cost, and in the shortest time. Given all funding ultimately 

derives from road users AA further believes that road users should have greater influence on 

road safety expenditure through representatives on the board of the New Zealand Transport 

Authority and better consultation in the preparation of policy development. 

The AA is firmly of the view that the equivalent of fines revenue should be spent on road 

safety. This would ensure that all revenue from road users is spent on road users. The 

argument in justification for hypothecation of excise taxes (namely that there has been a 

significant infrastructure shortfall in recent years) can be equally applied to road safety given 

the failure of the 2010 Road Safety Strategy. Many jurisdictions (States of Australia and the 

United States of America, Britain, and Vietnam) allocate a proportion of penalty revenue to 

road safety and this cannot be considered unusual internationally. 

The AA contends that there is a need for significant new road safety programmes connected 

with research, public information and rehabilitation which need additional funding. The 

proposal has the support of 91% of AA Members.  

 

 

 

 

 



0.4 Vision, Progress Reporting and Metrics 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. The 2020 Road Safety Strategy vision should be inspirational 

2. The 2020 Road Safety Strategy should include targets and performance measures 

3. The 2020 Road Safety Strategy include processes for collecting data on target metrics 

4. The 2020 Road Safety Strategy include periodic reviews against targets 

5. The effectiveness and efficiency of safety policies against the target metrics is tracked. 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. No targets 

B. Retention of the existing vision 

C. No measurable basis for assessing policy effectiveness 

Discussion 

The AA believes the objective of a vision statement is to inspire those who read it. The vision 

statement in Safer Journeys “A safe road system that is increasingly free of road deaths and 

serious injuries” is only not business-as-usual because the previous strategy failed to achieve 

even this. A vision statement must be set in terms of either absolute measures (vision zero) or 

relative measures (world leading). A vision statement that is simply that the Government will 

try to do its job to protect its citizens is more alarming by omission than inspiring. 

Targets are also essential. The 2010 Road Safety Strategy was well designed in that its 

objectives were set in measurable outcomes. This was declared “international best practice” 

by Breen and this has been quantifiably confirmed by Elvik (see “Saving Ourselves” p22). 

Data was collected on some of these measurable outcomes but not others. Reviews such as 

Duignan could not reach any conclusion because of data deficiencies. 

To retreat from international best practice is in the AA’s view completely indefensible. A 

notable failing of the 2010 Strategy was revealed by Duignan. Without quantifiable measures 

of improvement the connection between expenditure and road safety outcomes loses 

transparency. This only adds weight to the suspicion that an objective of the strategy is to 

raise revenue. 

The AA wishes to see further refinement and development of the metrics used to monitor 

progress in road safety with applications to new areas not pursued in the 2010 Strategy. 

 



1.1 Addressing Inattention (Distraction) 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Given that 47% of crashes in the Crash Analysis System are coded to “poor 

observation” which is greater than any other causal factor and that this is likely to be 

under-reported inattention and distraction should be increased to a high concern 

status. 

2. Fundamentally review the basis for road safety interventions (ie given that inattention 

is the leading cause of crashes); rethink the underlying false assumption that crashes 

are caused by people deliberately disobeying laws; knowing  crashes happen to 

responsible people making mistakes leads to a radical shift from a crime prevention 

approach to an injury prevention approach to road safety.  

3. Rethink how public education is framed as a blame the driver approach to an 

information and prevention approach; increase the emphasis on engineering 

treatments to take account of human nature to make mistakes and fail to hold attention 

100% of the time. 

4. Undertake independent research to more accurately identify the contribution of various 

forms of inattention in New Zealand (eg replicate the 100 car naturalistic driving study) 

5. Use independent evidential analysis to correct the CAS crash for underreporting of 

inattention when used to evaluate policy interventions and safety projects. 

6. Undertake market research on messages that will affect public attitudes to inattention 

and distractions as this is a difficult area where attitudes need to be shifted significantly 

following years of advertising that drivers who disobey speed and alcohol limits are the 

top causes .  

7. Once effective messages are found, ensure the public (whether drivers, pedestrians, 

cyclists or motorcyclists) is made aware through widespread education campaigns that 

inattention is the single highest risk factor. Make a substantial investment in anti-

inattention advertisements (including the risk of hands-free cellphones while driving). 

8. Include inattention as the largest risk factor in driver education courses and driver 

licensing processes and provide guidance as to how to reduce this risk. 

9. Ensure the road and vehicle engineering addresses inattentive drivers including less 

reliance on passive signs and visual cues alone, and more reliance on joint cues 

(auditory, visual and kinaesthetic) such as rumble strips; visual threshold treatments, 

active eye catching features and self explaining roads that interact with the drivers 

subconscious reactions. 



10. Review road rules, traffic systems, traffic control devices, intersection design and 

allowable roadside distractions (eg billboards) to ensure that inattention is factored into 

crash causation thinking and preventive measures are taken. 

11. Review making daytime lights compulsory for all vehicles (Laurie Sparke, Chief 

Engineer, Holden suggest this increases vehicle conspicuity and reduces vehicle-to-

vehicle crashes by 50%). 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Continued suppression of the importance of inattention as an issue; misleading 

comments about speed and alcohol being the top causes. 

B. Failure to provide the reasonable public with adequate information about their largest 

risk so that they are unable to take preventive action to protect themselves. 

C. Continued referral to Distraction, which is active and implies an outside force, instead 

of the more accurate Inattention, which can be internal or driving related. 

Discussion 

“Distraction” implies the existence of an active external distractor, whereas inattention can 
simply be loss of the levels of attention required for safe driving. Inattention is a much wider 
issue than distraction; it includes internal mental processes, as well as and fatigue, secondary 
tasks and driving related inattention, as well as distractions inside (eg passengers, food, 
music) and outside the vehicle (eg billboards, dazzle). We consider Inattention to be a more 
accurate description of the issue.  

Inattention (or distraction) are difficult factors to identify at crashes; drivers in a crash are not 
likely to admit being inattentive to Police. Hence inattention is likely to be significantly 
underreported in the crash statistics. Despite that, the top crash factor in CAS crash is coded 
as Poor Observation, which correlates well with at least some forms of inattention. 

Key pieces of research hint that distraction/ inattention is a major factor that has been missed. 
An AA Member Survey on causes of near misses and crashes found that nearly 100% of 
Members recalled a near miss or crash in the last 5 years and that distraction/ inattention was 
one of the contributing factors in 50% of those incidents (speed and alcohol were mentioned 
significantly less at 20% and 6% respectively).  

In the 100 Car Naturalistic Driving Study, analysis of video showed that 80% of incidents, 
drivers were not looking in the forward direction within 3 seconds of the incident or crash. This 
indicates that inattention may be a much greater factor in crashes than previously realised, 
and would explain why strategies focussing on speed and alcohol have not achieved the 
results predicted.  

There is a widespread mis-perception that handsfree calls are safe, so the risks of hands-free 
calling must be highlighted in public education campaigns including that it is the conversation 
that is distracting not the dialling 



Evidential Basis 

100 Car Naturalistic Driving Study VTTI, 2005  

AA Member survey 2004 



1.2 Safer Roads and Roadsides 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. The AA supports “Achieving Safer Roads and Roadsides” as a High Concern priority; 

this area has the greatest potential to reduce the road toll permanently, and 

increasingly so over the longer term. But the initiatives under this heading are very 

narrowly focused; the initiatives under the other headings remain predominantly stuck 

in the business-as-usual criminalisation approach, rather than the safe systems 

approach (promoted on p.7 of Safer Journeys). AA Districts were concerned this 

appears to be lip service. 

 
2. Although we are starting far from the ideal, planning now to establish and protect a 

hierarchy of roads, built using the principles of “self explaining roads” to achieve 

appropriate speeds, designed to be forgiving of human error on asymmetric design 

principles, is the most important step we can take to provide future generations with a 

safer system; funding must be allocated to this area. 

 

3. Establish and protect the hierarchy of roads; integrate safety into the consenting 

process so that inappropriate development cannot impinge on the road’s function in 

the hierarchy to create safety issues; work towards achieving that clear hierarchy over 

the longer term. While safety is part of the definition of sustainable management in 

section five of the Resource Management Act, it is not overtly included in the Resource 

Consenting or Designation process. 

 
4. Design each level of the hierarchy with a distinct look and feel so that road users 

recognise the appropriate speed environment subconsciously, without having to refer 

to speed limit signs. Create a specific design protocol for each speed limit. Work with 

human nature to design self explaining roads and control devices that achieve road 

safety outcomes. 

 
5. Retrofit existing roads to be more forgiving of human error, using health and safety 

principles (eliminate, isolate, minimise and reduce conflict); use KiwiRAP to prioritise 

areas and treatments for state highways; develop suitable standards for local roads to 

implement.  

 
6. Increase the range and number of passing opportunities including four-laning, passing 

lanes, passing bays, wider shoulders and areas where vehicles can more readily pull 

off the road.  



 
7. Use asymmetric design principles to get highest return when selecting areas for 

treatment (eg removal of poles and ditches, wider shoulders, road markings).  

 
8. Change in the right hand rule and T intersection rule 

 
9. Reassess road rules and traffic flow layouts with safe system designs in mind. It may 

be that by limiting some turning movements and options it is possible to dramatically 

increase safety (eg left in left out with roundabouts at either end avoids multiple right 

turn movements). Any targeted programme for high risk intersections should be in the 

context of the roading hierarchy and give priority to higher hierarchy routes at the 

intersection; and provide for limiting movements to provide for increased safety where 

this does not unduly compromise access. 

10. Accelerate the rollout of audio tactile profiled markings, a low cost safety initiative with 

large benefits, including greater use of centreline markings, piloting of transverse 

markings and greater consistency in treatments.   

11. Crash reduction studies have extremely high returns provided the recommendations 

are implemented, so they must go hand in hand with funding. These should also focus 

on local roads where these have high crash rates.  

12. Increase the use of high friction road surfacing to provide extra grip on corners at 

intersections and areas with a history of skid resistance crashes. 

13. Increase the roll out of ALCAM, the Australian Level Crossing Assessment Model, in 

New Zealand. 

14. Roll out a nationwide programme of “following distance” chevrons (roadside markings 

that indicate a 2 second following distance at the prevailing speed limit). 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Mixed-use arterials; instead of encouraging mixed use on high hierarchy roads their 

function should be protected for high volume traffic and other uses should be oriented 

towards low hierarchy roads (eg discouraging shopping centres being located on main 

through roads). 

B. Giving pedestrians right-of-way seems a recipe for disaster given that they are more 

vulnerable; while this would assist pedestrians in terms of travel time it only takes one 

inattentive motorist to cost them a life. Evidence shows that creating a false sense of 



security in pedestrians is more dangerous than creating ambiguity for both pedestrian 

and motorist. 

C. Traditional traffic-calming devices (e.g physical speed barriers) cost more and are less 

effective at reducing actual speeds than self-explaining road treatments; NZTA funded 

research at Point England in Auckland has furnished proof of this concept. 

Implementation guidelines and standards should replace traffic-calming guidelines and 

standards as soon as possible. 

Discussion 

It is recognised that whatever we do to make drivers more alert, law-abiding and competent, 

some will still make mistakes, but should not have to suffer unnecessarily harsh crash 

outcomes (i.e. serious injury or death).  We must work on designing and operating a road 

network that is more forgiving (KiwiRAP: How Safe Are Our Roads? 2008). 

• The Automobile Association has followed a “Safer Roads” philosophy for a number of 

years.  As highlighted in the KiwiRAP “How Safe are Our Roads” report, the Government’s 

Road Safety to 2010 strategy forecasted that 42 lives a year could be saved through 

improvements in road engineering.   

• Road crashes are almost always multi-factor events involving the driver, vehicle and/or the 

environment, including the road.  There are many elements of the road that contribute to 

safety outcomes including its width, alignment, the presence and type of intersections, and 

roadside hazards.  

• Forgiving Roads – Good drivers still make mistakes, and a safe system should as much as 

practicable take into account human nature and allow some protection.  This is especially 

the case in terms of roadside hazards such as trees, poles ditches.  Clear zones on 

roadsides are a key element of forgiving roads. 

• Self explaining roads – the road should communicate to drivers.  Motorists are less likely 

to travel at the wrong speed if New Zealand’s roads are ‘self-explaining’.  Such roads are 

designed so that the nature of the road reveals itself to drivers in such a transparent way 

that they instinctively drive at a speed which is appropriate for that road.  This can be 

achieved through such things as road width, delineation etc. 

• KiwiRAP star ratings are an important safer roads initiative for New Zealand – both in 

terms of driver education, and also for use by road authorities as a nationwide consistent 

road safety engineering measurement to assist with targeting road safety improvements.  



KiwiRAP will allow us to identify the safety shortcomings of roads that can be addressed 

with practical road safety measures.    

State highways are getting safer but local roads are now getting a disproportionate share of 

crashes, with some local authorities more active than others. There is a need for chain of 

responsibility requirements on local authorities to ensure consistent safety standards across 

the country. 

Evidential Basis 

KiwiRAP, part of the international road assessment programme 

Research by TERNZ on self explaining roads and rumble strips. 

 

 

 

 

 



1.3 Road safety education (advertising, information and training)  

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Accept that a paradigm shift has occurred in road safety education. Establish an 

interagency education working group; gather and evaluate international research on 

what does work in terms of education, information provision and driver training; 

establish how best to implement these approaches in New Zealand. 

 

2. Ensure adequate provision for education within the land transport sector structures and 

resourcing; rebalance education and enforcement funding levels 

 
3. Ensure agencies work constructively with the education sector and private providers 

(ITOs, trainers) to bring road safety and driver education into curricula at all levels.  

 
4. Build positive relationships with and help to integrate existing education resources and 

structures. 

 
5. Take an injury prevention approach to road safety education rather than linking it solely 

to enforcement with a ‘blame the driver’ focus. This includes providing information 

about safer roads and roadsides given that remedial engineering will take time to 

implement. 

 
6. Raise public awareness about the dangers of inattention – including distraction and 

fatigue 

 
7. Raise awareness of young driver crash risk and the need for 120 hours supervision of 

Learner drivers, including introducing comprehensive keys2drive style driver training 

initiative and driver education programmes available through school curriculums  

 

8. Gain understanding of linkages to health problems such as depression and promoting 

use of alcolocks. Undertake an education campaign for Maori around drink driving. 

Educate on the consequences of Drink Driving convictions – e.g.financial, possible 

loss of employment, name being published, effect on travel choice. 

 

9. Support peer education programme SADD for secondary school students to promote 

thinking around safe use of alcohol. 

 



10. Educate parents about how they can assist their children’s safety from early modelling 

of safe driving and safe pedestrian behaviour, rather than bad, through to supervising 

teenage Learner drivers thoroughly, across known high risk situations. 

 

11. A general ‘drive to conditions’ message emphasising self-responsibility, how to read 

the road, and modelling “share the road” driver behaviour 

 

12. Expand road safety education for older New Zealanders – including greater availability 

of refresher driver training, self assessment and appropriate safety information. 

 

13. Retain Defensive Driving Course time exemption to encourage and incentivise its 

uptake. 

 

14. Promote the rapid take-up of electronic stability control and other in-vehicle safety 

features, and understanding of how they operate in practice. 

 

15. Support education providers who belong to, are active within and can build rapport with 

particular target groups – such as Maori. 

 

16. Open up the availability of Road Safety Trust funding to community initiatives including 

safe driver training initiatives that meet the standards of the Safer Young Drivers 

guidelines 

 

17. Promote Eco-driving principles, as this style of driving has proven safety benefits. 

 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Emphasis on safety messages delivered through legitimising Police enforcement 

B. Spending lion’s share of the education funding on television advertising 

C. Using BC ratio evaluation processes that are designed to measure outcomes other 

than education 

Discussion 

The enforcement paradigm, which assumes that only education on matters which can be 

reinforced with enforcement is effective, has been under increasing pressure in recent years. 

Reviews have not found expected outcomes. Meanwhile international literature is beginning to 

show new approaches to education can be effective if measured in a fair and correct manner. 



International experts such as Gregerson (Norway) and Isler (New Zealand) are taken more 

seriously in nations such as Britain and Sweden than they are here. This is not reflected in 

Safer Journeys. 

The Automobile Association believes as a first principle that motorists do not set out to be 

involved in crashes. But because serious crashes are rare events in a person’s life it is human 

nature to think “It won’t happen to me.” Further, psychologists assert that successful incident 

free trips reinforce less than perfect behaviours, even with drink-driving.   

This is exacerbated when the majority of road safety messages are geared to legitimise 

enforcement, and viewers see themselves as law-abiding and think road safety is nothing to 

do with their own behaviours, which are not mentioned in the messaging. When a high 

proportion of crashes involve “poor observation” such messaging does little to alert drivers to 

the true causes of crashes. 

Enforcement advertising is needed for irresponsible road users whose behaviour is under 

conscious control.  But for many this does not work. An example is hard core drink drivers, 

who do not respond to messages or to penalties, but need personal assessment of their 

alcohol use and specific treatment and retraining.  

Safety information 

The government has a moral imperative to give the public information and training that is 

critical to help them drive safely and manage risks effectively. This includes widely providing 

information (currently restricted to a privileged few in the road safety sector) about how to 

protect themselves and other users in a wide range of ways including behaviours unrelated to 

any specific traffic offence.   

This as an injury prevention model of education differs significantly to the narrow current crime 

prevention approach. Most people want to be safe, and will act on useful information provided. 

Leaving people in ignorance of simple safety facts that they could incorporate into their daily 

lives creates a safety risk for all users. A good example of such a programme was “Drive to 

the Conditions”. 

Key to providing essential safety information to the community is transmitting a true picture of 

what the chief causes of crashes are (international research suggests 80% of crashes involve 

a loss of driver attention just prior to crashes taking place).  However, Government agencies 

have continued to concentrate most education resources on raising awareness about the 

greatest enforceable risk behaviours – of alcohol, speed and restraints – although these are 

already well known and further efforts provide rapidly diminishing returns. Instead tapping into 



mush less well understood risk factors (eg inattention, drugs, fatigue) and how to manage 

these has the potential to achieve early quick successes.  

Parents 

At the stage teenagers are ready to begin to learn to drive, parents need comprehensive 

information and support to understand how at this stage they hold the key to lowering their 

own teenager’s risk as a learner driver.  They need to be told that supervised Learner drivers 

are by far the safest driver group, at any age.  However, when young drivers obtain a 

Restricted licence and can drive solo, their crash risk profile goes vertical on the same day 

and remains extremely high for the next six months.  It is critical that Learner drivers have 

enough supervised practice. The internationally recognised best practice is 120 hours of 

practice.  Few parents would realise this and structure their approach accordingly.   

Parents need information provided about how they can best organise themselves and family 

resources to seek at least some professional driver training for their young teenager and 

supervise adequate time and range of driving practice in high risk situations while the young 

driver is in the Learner phase.  Ideally parents would accompany the teenager and a 

professional instructor during a lesson in the car at least once, to understand the approach 

being used by the instructor and how best to back the lesson and any future lessons with 

supervised practice. 

A clearly apparent need is to provide new parents with information about the power of 

modelling of safe behaviour as drivers and pedestrians to their very young children.  The 

Canterbury Road Show Trust has been investigating how best to impart this information to 

parents in their usual parenting settings.  We believe that new parents may be at a very 

receptive stage in life and keen to learn how to help give their young children safe and 

considerate attitudes to driving for all their lives.  Research in the United States has shown 

that parent crash and traffic violation histories are mirrored by their children’s, when they later 

become drivers. Careful modelling to young children of how to be safe pedestrians used to be 

a very common feature of parenting, which may have reduced due to greater transporting of 

children in vehicles over the years. 

Young drivers 

New Zealand would benefit from a comprehensive and inclusive initiative such as Australia’s 

keys2drive programme, currently being trialled in Tasmania (before it is rolled out throughout 

Australia).  The strength of this initiative is that it integrates additional training for some best 

practice driving instructors, with these instructors providing a free driving lesson to young 

drivers accompanied by a parent/supervisor.  This is in turn backed by a comprehensive 



website with information about what is required to thoroughly work through the stages of the 

GDLS to gain a full licence.  The emphasis of this approach is to early on impart a sense of 

responsibility into the young driver for monitoring how their driving skills are developing, how 

they can improve their anticipation skills in traffic and improve their hazard detection, and 

realisation of how a wide margin for error they need to have all around their car, due to their 

lack of experience. The AA can facilitate deys2drive for New Zealand through the Australian 

Automobile Association. 

Commercial drivers 

Commercial drivers have special needs as driving is a large component of their work day and 

their vehicle may be their workplace for long periods of time.  This puts them at particular risk 

if they are not working within the practices of a well thought through safe driving policy, 

specific to their employer and their employer’s vehicles, including adherence to safe hours of 

work, planning of safe routes and reporting and analysis of all minor crash incidents. While 

commercial drivers need clear expectations from their workplace safe driving policies, 

employers need to know a safe driving policy is necessary in their workplace.  We believe that 

Government agencies have made good progress over the last few years in getting this 

information to many relevant workplaces, particularly those with significant fleets. 

Older drivers 

We believe older drivers also need a chance to refresh their driving skill set, knowledge of up 

to date road rules and assess how well they meet the cognitive and physical requirements for 

safe driving, understand how to select a safe car, how to adjust individual driver settings in the 

car’s fittings and fixtures and how to make use of new in-vehicle safety features.  

Maori 

Beyond targeted education for young parents and driver training for young drivers, commercial 

drivers and older drivers, we see a need for a wide range of information to be provided to the 

public by providers the targeted groups find appropriate and who can build rapport and trust. 

Maori are a clear example of this, appearing at particular risk in our crash statistics but having 

few tailored education programmes delivered by Maori providers. 

Rule changes 

A prime need is to educate the public, well ahead of any law change, about what will be 

expected for drivers to stay within the law. It is notable that clear information about the 

cellphone law changes and how this will be enforced from November has not yet been made 

widely available to the public.  To maximise willing compliance, we would recommend clear 



information campaigns be undertaken early. Another example of this would be the education 

needed around any change to the Right Hand Rule. 

National Curriculum 

There is a huge range of other information that can be given to help people make decisions 

that will keep them safe.  This includes an understanding of how to read roads for hazard 

factors, the various risks of impact on different zones of a car body, and the cumulative risks 

posed by driver fatigue and other driver impairments such as stress – that may be legal but 

dangerous.  We believe that much very useful information arising from expert New Zealand 

researchers is not reaching the public in any useful way that enables them to incorporate this 

new knowledge from research into their own behaviour. 

To achieve these outcomes will require the safe system to include the hearts and minds of 

New Zealand’s transport sector decision-makers being convinced that a good comprehensive 

national curriculum of driver training and road safety information is the best long term solution 

for changing behaviour, so that a realistic assessment is made of education needs and 

funding set aside for it.  We have heard for some years the refrain of “Education doesn’t work” 

from various representatives of Government agencies.  We believe this may be so when the 

wrong education is given to the wrong audience by the wrong provider.  We are also aware 

that an effective evaluation model for road safety education is not being used in New Zealand, 

despite the fact that benefit/cost ratio measures are known to be inappropriate.  

Provision 

We understand there are many excellent driver instructors and road safety educators across 

various organisations and what is lacked is a systematic professional environment for their 

work.  There are a number of instances where properly accredited private providers may offer 

the best education solutions, but a national curriculum across various sets of safety 

information, and national standards need to be agreed. For instance, we think the driver 

training industry would be strengthened by a clearer curriculum for driver training, and an 

industry standards body being formed.  At present we are aware of many driver trainers who 

work hard to continuously upskill their programmes, but this does not include all of the trainers 

who are qualified under the current system.  We are also aware that monitoring of qualified 

instructors may be driven more by random complaints than a systematic monitoring system. 

Evidential Basis 

A key priority is to bust the myth that “road safety education and driver training do not work” – 

see the AA document Saving Ourselves. There is no reason why education by the appropriate 



providers using appropriate methods to provide tailored education to targeted audiences 

would be any less successful than any other type of education. Use of correct evaluation 

methodology is also essential to gauge success. 

A study by Susan Ferguson and others in the USA (Ferguson SA et al 2001) found a 

correlation between parental driving and the driving of their teenage children.  The 

researchers used data from the North Carolina driver history file to match the crash and 

violation records of young drivers between the ages of 18 and 21 with those of their parents.  

The results of the study indicate that the driving records of children in the first few years of 

their licences are related to the driving records of their parents.   

Alessandra Bianchi and Heikki Summala (2004) conducted a study investigating the 

relationship between parents’ and their children’s self-reported driving behaviour.  They asked 

174 parent-child pairs to complete a questionnaire independently.  They found that even when 

exposure, demographic and life-style factors were controlled for, the parents’ self-reported 

driving behaviour predicted the children’s self-reported behaviour.  The relationships were 

seen strongly in dangerous driving behaviours.  The more errors and violations the parents 

reported, the more errors and violations appeared in the children’s behaviour.   

Barry Elliott (1999) concluded that based on recent understanding of the way in which the 

infant brain develops and effective early childhood road safety education programmes, most 

education and road safety authorities seriously underestimate very young children’s capacity 

to learn and have not fully appreciated the influence on brain and cognitive development of the 

home environment.  Behaviours such as driving are observed by children from the time they 

can sit up and face forward in a motor vehicle.  What the child sees the parents do becomes 

the child’s norm and the benchmark for their own behaviour.  He says that parental role 

models influence their children’s behaviour both now and in the future. 

The 100 car study released in 2006 by the Virginia Tech Transportation Institute used in-car 

surveillance equipment and pointed clearly to driver inattention being the leading factor in 

most crashes and near-crashes. 

Nils Petter Gregersen, a leading traffic safety researcher in Sweden has revolutionalised 

international thinking about what makes constitutes good young driver education, and focuses 

less on car control and more on risk situations, self management and hours of supervised 

practice. 



Dr Sam Charlton of Waikato University Traffic and Road Safety Group  has shown how 

changing road-marking and other roadside features can significantly influence safe driving 

subliminally, working through driver perceptions. 

To our knowledge there has not been any true review of the road safety advertising 

programme in New Zealand on its own merits, ie unlinked to enforcement and roading 

improvements initiatives. In particular we believe there is no evidence that advertising from the 

standpoint of legitimising enforcement changes behaviour.   

The Advertising Programme costs New Zealand a very significant amount of money each 

year. The AA would like a value for money review done of the advertising programme, with the 

aim of checking whether the advertising programme can prove that changes in behaviour 

result directly from the advertising, and not from associated enforcement activities and factors 

such as roading improvements, which are occurring regardless of the advertising. 



1.4 Increasing the Safety of Young Drivers 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Require all new drivers to complete a compulsory attitudinal education course in the 
Learner phase before they can progress to a Restricted licence; eventually make this a 
compulsory part of the secondary school curriculum (free to all). There should be 
emphasis on integrating and increasing funding and support for existing Young Driver 
programmes (eg Practice, Defensive Driving, Going Solo, keys2drive). 

2. Increase supervised practice (to 120 hours or more) prior to driving solo. Several 
policies are aimed at this: (longer Learner period, educating parents, a logbook 
resource, tougher R test). Consider providing affordable supervisors for disadvantaged 
groups. Consider specific resources for rural drivers focusing on urban hazards and 
vice versa. 
 

3. Longer learner period (extend the learner licence period to 12 months or longer) 
  

4. Increase parental involvement; educate on the importance of supervised experience 
and the reasons for restrictions; provide a logbook resource; fund training and 
resources for parents / supervisors of Learner Drivers, consider 4 hour mandatory 
supervisor training as in Sweden. Involve parents of repeat offenders and street 
racers, and advise vehicle owners of risk of vehicle confiscation. 
 

5. Strengthen the restricted licence test (to encourage 120 hours of supervised driving 
practice) as in Victoria’s new driver licence practical test that reflects skills acquired 
only after 120 hours of driving. 
 

6. Encourage professional instruction (particularly the keys2drive model, which involves 
parents); make professional driving instruction accessible to all (eg community 
services card provides discount). 
 

7. Retain passenger and night restrictions, but consider granting a relaxation (or making it 
easier to obtain exemptions) to allow one passenger after a period of time holding a 
clean restricted licence and after completing approved training; rename Learner and 
Restricted as supervised and unsupervised restricted practice permits respectively, not 
driver licences; require R (or P for Practice) plates for in the restricted phase. 
 

8. Automatically grant a Full driver licence after a set period of time to drivers with no 
demerits (this will encourage lawful driving in the early, highest risk period); investigate 
paying for Full test at time of Restricted. 
 

9. More effective, flexible penalties including  

• Targeted individualised education (incentive could be to reduce fines/ demerits)  

• Lower fines and higher demerits for breach of licence conditions  

• Steeper penalties for repeat offences (a ‘three strikes’ policy at 35 demerits per 
offence) 



• Positive incentives for retaining a clean Restricted or Learner licence (eg lower cost 
for tests, less restrictions) 

10. Enforce impaired driving (drugs, alcohol, cellphones). 
 

11. Introduce a specification for resources and/or courses for the supervisors of Learner 
drivers. This may be implemented by NZTA or any other potential publisher. 
 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Raising the Learner licence age to 16 or 17.  

First there has been no effort to quantify the cost benefit of raising the driver age. 
Given that we are talking about removing the mobility of some 40-50,000 people for 
two or three years, it seems a serious omission to not establish the costs to the 
economy when assessing the proposal. For example there is the value that those 
drivers will place on their own mobility, there is the future value of the influence that 
mobility has on career decisions and the affect it may have on self esteem and sense 
of independence, which impact on the largest killer of young people, youth suicide. 

As ‘driving age’ is unspecified, we assume this means the Learner age. A Learner 
driver requires a supervisor, and hence does not have personal mobility. We consider 
that currently a young driver requires personal mobility by the school leaving age of 16. 
When combined with a 12 month Learner period, a young driver will not attain personal 
mobility (Restricted licence) until age 17 or 18 if the Learner age is raised to 16 or 17. 

There is no statistical difference in risk for supervised Learner drivers based on age. 
Supervised Learner drivers of any age are the safest drivers on the road, safer than 
mature experienced drivers. It makes no sense to raise the Learner licence age on a 
risk basis, the issue is preventing the Restricted licence risk spike (solo driving). 

When Sweden lowered its Learner age 18 months from 17 ½ to 16, it reduced young 
driver crashes by 35%. To achieve a similar reduction (from a two year Learner period) 
while still achieving personal mobility by school leaving age 16 would require starting 
the Learner period at age 14. The AA does not propose this, but considers raising the 
Learner age would be counterproductive to road safety when increasing the Learner 
period is so much more effective. 

For any given solo driving age, month for month the risks are reduced more by adding 
months supervised practice than by adding months in age, and the two (starting age 
and practice) are direct trade offs. Risk is lowered more by practice than by age. For 
any given solo age, increasing the Learner licence age increases risk because it 
reduces experience. Further, increasing the age increases the chance that a young 
person will be living independently of their family and hence again reduces the number 
of supervision hours possible.  

There is also evidence that, like languages, the earlier someone learns to drive the 
better they are in the long term with lower crash risk over many decades. Finally, 
increasing the age combines the age of purchasing alcohol with inexperienced driving. 

The AA therefore strongly opposes raising the Learner age. 



B Increase the benefit of approved professional driver training courses (eg allow these to 

be taken in the learner licence phase and replace the time reduction for completion 

with another incentive) 

Of the tens of thousands of young drivers that complete the AA’s Defensive Driving 

Course, 90% would not have taken the course without the time reduction. The AA does 

not consider that any other incentive would be as effective in increasing attendance as 

the time reduction, and it is misleading to imply otherwise as is done above. Driver 

education is of primary importance to the AA, and removing the time incentive would 

be counterproductive because it would reduce markedly the number of young drivers 

that receive any education at all. There is also no evidence base for removal of the 

time reduction because current data does not show exposure based risk. The AA 

would only accept removal of the time reduction if instead the Approved Course was 

made mandatory.  

 

C. If the driving age was raised and the learner period extended – do you think there 

should be an exemption for rural youth who can demonstrate, via a practical test, that 

they have the skills and attitudes to drive safely and competently? 

Evidence suggests that young rural drivers have good vehicle control skills but poor 

hazard detection skills and hence worse issues with overconfidence than young urban 

drivers. Issues with personal mobility are not restricted to rural areas and any 

exemption should apply to all drivers.  

 

D. Impound vehicles of those who breach GDLS license conditions 

The AA supports raising the demerits for breach of licence conditions, which would 

create a three strikes policy leading to impoundment on the third offence. The AA 

considers this fairer than immediate vehicle impoundment, given that the majority of 

young drivers do breach the passenger restrictions fairly innocently (taking siblings to 

school for example). It would be overly punitive to impound the vehicle at this point. 

The vehicle owner is unlikely to be the young driver, and the owner has no control of, 

and is unlikely to know about, a young driver picking up a passenger. The AA supports 

the increased demerits and informing the vehicle owner about potential impoundment 

before it happens. More public information about the reasons for these restrictions is 

also needed. 

 

 



E. Increase vehicle restrictions for young drivers (eg based on power, modified vehicles) 

New Zealand has one of most diverse vehicle fleets in the world. The Australian 

version of this, with a much more limited fleet, is almost unworkable. The versions of 

this proposal that we have seen to date are impractical for New Zealand. Evidence 

shows that the greatest risk to young drivers is driving in smaller, older, cheap vehicles 

that have poor safety ratings. The AA believes that educating parents on purchasing 

safer vehicles and putting greater resources into policing vehicle offenses (WoF, 

registration and modifications) would result in improved young driver outcomes. 

 

F. Introduce compulsory third party vehicle insurance (CTPVI) 

Refer to the AA’s pervious substantive submission on this issue. We remain convinced 

that CTPVI will add cost, duplicate existing mechanisms, and be impractical and 

ineffective in New Zealand. The AA considers the same outcomes should be able to be 

achieved from ACC, the existing compulsory third party personal injury insurance 

scheme, before trying to add a layer of a compulsory third party property damage 

scheme to achieve limited road safety outcomes (e.g street racers). A great deal of 

progress in reducing unlicensed vehicles can be made on a voluntary basis by working 

with the insurance and vehicle finance industries. 

 
 

Discussion 

Compulsory Attitudinal Education  
• Compulsory course content needs to be developed and agreed; 
• Course should cover the importance of on road practice in a wide variety of 

conditions; risk factors and how to manage them, hazard detection and eye 
scanning skills; self assessment of ability, context of driving, driving with other 
traffic as well as the vehicle skills including managing new vehicle safety features 
such as ABS brakes and ESC. 

.  
Increase Supervised Practice Prior to Driving Solo 
• Ensure Licence process encourages up to 120 hours practice by making the 

Learner period longer (provide logbooks as a resource to those that obtain a 
Learner permit).  

• Leave Learner age at 15, increase the Restricted age (solo driving) to 16. 
• Make the Restricted test tougher to reflect 120 hours of supervised practice. There 

has been extensive research done on this in Victoria. Reduce the pass rates, to 
encourage greater practice and greater use of professional instruction. 

• This will ensure that new drivers are better prepared to recognise hazards and 
identify risks when they start driving solo. New Zealand has a very high pass rate 



by international standards, which indicates the restricted licence test may be too 
easy.  

 
Increase the Involvement of Parents 
• This group would be within their rights to sue for lack of information provided about 

reducing their children’s risk, particularly the importance of the parent’s role in 
providing adequate supervised practice and the importance of the Restricted 
conditions and reasons for these. 

 
Encourage Progression to a Full Licence 
Most people don't go on to sit the Full licence test. After 3 years there is no difference 
in risk between those that have passed the Full licence test and those that have not. 
While they are no higher safety risk, they do break the Restricted licence conditions.  
This law is creating a generation of offenders out of genuinely low risk citizens.  
• Make Full test more of a formality for someone holding a clean licence  
• Maintain passenger and night restrictions (but increase attainability of exemptions 

eg to carry siblings, for a clean Restricted licence after a set period of experience)  
• Consider exemptions for one passenger after a suitable period on a clean 

restricted licence after completing an Approved Course (eg DDC) 
• Reduce perceived status of Learner and Restricted licences (rebrand/rename)  
 
More Flexible Penalties and Graduated Penalties  
Greater range of penalties and more flexibility - consider a package of: 
• Targeted individualised education instead of fines/ demerits  
• Lower fines and higher demerits for breach of licence conditions  
• Steeper penalties for repeat offences (a 'three strikes' policy)  
• Positive incentives for clean licence (e.g. lower cost for Full) 
 
Address Impaired Driving  
• Introduce random roadside drug tests  
• Educate young drivers about impaired driving (alcohol, drugs, fatigue and 

inattention including texting and cellphone use) and on the impact of a criminal 
conviction on a young driver’s future. 



1.5 Reducing the impact of alcohol/drug impaired driving 

AA Recommended Policy Responses, in priority order: 

1. Address hard core drink/drug drivers (HCDD)  being recidivists (two or more driving 
while impaired offences in ten years) and high BAC drivers (over 0.10, or equivalent 
risk from mixed drugs and alcohol) through:  
• tougher, more effective penalties including mandatory alcohol interlocks in 

recidivists’ vehicles both during licence suspension to ensure compliance and 
record failed attempts) and after licence is returned 

• significantly expanded funding (sixfold) to make early alcohol and drug intervention 
(assessment, education, rehabilitation and treatment) as Court options 

• make it harder to reinstate a drink/ drug driver’s licence (eg requiring medical and 
psychological tests, addiction treatment, rehabilitation and/or targeted education) 

• increase enforcement of unlicensed drivers to ensure this is an effective sanction 
• once reinstated, a recidivist’s licence is provisional and carries a zero blood alcohol 

limit (0.02 blood or 100mcg/l breath)  
• give Police power to immediately suspend the licence of a recidivist (with two or 

more convictions) with breath alcohol of 100 mcg/l of breath until the Court case is 
heard (provided the driver is able to apply to the Police for licence retention if an 
alcohol interlock is fitted) 

• Increase Police power to confiscate, impound or wheel clamp vehicles or invalidate 
licence plates who reoffend. 

 
2. Create specific drug and alcohol Courts so impaired drivers are met by the same judge 

each time they appear, and are intensely monitored on compliance with Court-imposed 
plans. Resourcing and policies should also be applied to speed up Court action and 
remove technical defences through clear and specific legislation. 
 

3. Introduce random roadside drug testing as technology allows including the new (5 
minute and soon to be 90 second) saliva tests and for a much wider range of drugs 
than currently; drivers that fail the roadside alcohol tests should also be tested for 
drugs to determine total level of risk and hence trigger a correspondingly higher 
penalty. 
 

4. All drivers involved in injury or fatal crashes should be tested for alcohol drugs and 
medications and assessed for culpability to establish involvement of low BAC alcohol 
and specific allowable levels of a wide range of drugs and medications (including the 
combined effects) that impair driving. Such data should direct and inform evidence-
based impaired driving policy.  
 

5. Hypothecate related fine revenue to alcohol and drug prevention and treatment, 
including roadside testing facilities, assessment, treatment and rehabilitation; 
coordinate funding for alcohol and drug prevention and treatment from all affected 
agencies that have an interested in alcohol and drug treatment (eg NZTA, ACC, 
Health, WINZ, CYFS). 
 

6. Fund an international review of effective interventions, penalties, education and 
rehabilitation for hard core drink / drug drivers including mandatory interlocks for first 
time offenders. Undertake research on the number of times drivers have driven drunk 
or drugged before being detected in New Zealand. 
 



7. Increase the severity of penalties (and emphasis on intervention) at higher BACs to 
better reflect the exponentially increased risk (particularly hard core drink drivers over 
BAC 0.10); to signal the difference to judges, provide for separate offences at higher 
BACs; provide for separate offence and higher penalties to reflect the exponentially 
increased risk for polydrug use (drugs plus alcohol). 
 

8. Provide greater education and support for judges in terms of relative risk, effective 
penalties and availability of evaluation, education, rehabilitation and addiction 
treatment options for drink and/or drug driving offenders; take the system of Court drug 
and alcohol workers nationwide.  
 

9. Greater funding for road protection features such as median barriers and rumble strips, 
to protect the innocent public against the consequences of impaired driving. 
 

10. Support existing education initiatives (eg SADD) regarding drink driving; educate about 
practical strategies for avoiding drink or drug driving; promote the voluntary use of 
alcohol interlocks. Educate about the impact of being caught (loss of licence, criminal 
conviction, named in the paper, possible loss of employment and ability to travel). In 
particular target the needs of Maori, who are overrepresented in impaired driving 
statistics (15% of drivers but causing 42% of alcohol and drug crashes). 
 

11. Mandate a nationwide ban on open alcohol containers in vehicles. 
 

12. Review the BAC level using an unbiased research agency briefed to include all social 
costs and benefits, and to consider specifically the effect of combinations of risk factors 
such as combined alcohol and drugs, medications or fatigue in calculating the likely 
social cost reductions achievable by any one initiative. Also research the most effective 
penalty levels for varying levels of BAC/ drug combinations based on international 
experience. The AA is concerned that the 0.05 limit is being seen as a silver bullet, 
while the larger issues, especially HCDD, are ignored. While the BAC issue is a much 
lower priority, there may be merit in a lower limit. This has not been adequately 
demonstrated to date with large gaps in the New Zealand data and existing analyses 
that ‘cherry pick’ the international data. 
 

13. If drink-driving legislation is toughened, this should be supported by education and 
advertising campaigns that maximise the benefit of the changes. If the legal blood 
alcohol limit is lowered, ensure the messages emphasise that it is not safe to switch to 
drug driving.  
 

14. Review the penalties for drink or drug driving causing death, because these penalties 
are lighter than for other ways of culpably causing death (AA Members support a 
doubling of the for a doubling in the maximum jail term to 10 years). 
 

15. Support for a zero blood alcohol limit for drivers under 20 years and commercial 
drivers is conditional on there being:  
• a 0.02 tolerance to cover testing errors and drivers for example who drive the next 

morning, or are affected by perfume or mouthwash;  
• an administrative penalty between 0.02 and 0.05 so young drivers with trace 

amounts of alcohol do not get the same penalty and conviction record as an adult 
over 0.08 BAC and compromise their ability to travel in future. 

 



16. Provide additional funding for alternative transport options where this is likely to reduce 
drink-and/ or drug-impaired driving; ensure evaluation of these services takes account 
of the road safety benefits of removing drink drivers from the road. 

 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Reducing the legal adult blood alcohol concentration (BAC) limit to 50 mg per 100 ml 
(BAC 0.05) without further review and adequate evidence. 
 

B. A zero blood alcohol limit for adult drivers not on a 
Full licence as this is simply discriminatory; adult 
drivers that have held a Restricted licence for many 
years are no higher risk than drivers that have a Full 
licence. 
 

Discussion 

The graph below, whether or not the data are complete, 
clearly shows that the main problem is high BAC drivers which is why the AA policies are 
targeted at hard core drink/drug drivers (HCDD, those over 0.10 BAC or recidivists). We 
apprehend large numbers of offenders, but interventions focus on punishment not prevention.  

New Zealand’s penalties for recidivists are relatively light internationally and do not seem to be 
effective at assisting repeat offenders to modify their habits. ADAC has advised us that “only a 
small fraction of offenders (5%) receive assessment and treatment to reduce alcohol and drug 
dependence or education on strategies for avoiding impaired driving in future.  Drink drivers 
are usually on their third or more conviction before judges will order an assessment. 95% of 
drink drivers disqualified (6-12 months) automatically get their driver’s licence back (no 
assessment or treatment). Over 30% of recidivist drink drivers with “indefinite” licence 
disqualifications get their licence back within 18 months.” More effective measures must be 
introduced to halt recidivist drink-driving. 

Alcohol and drugs are a much wider issue than road safety alone, but the roadside is the only 
sanctioned point for testing alcohol levels and drug use and hence provides a key point for 
intervening to reduce wider alcohol and drug related harm in society. The AA considers it 
imperative that the road safety and societal aspects of this issue not be separated and that 
funding for the issue recognises the wide sectoral benefits. The AA calls for greater emphasis 
on prevention and rehabilitation than on criminalising a greater proportion of the population, 
and for hypothecation of fines revenue to assist with treatment as well as funding from other 
sources.  

Evidential Basis 

Research by MADD suggests that a driver will have driven drunk 87 times on average before 
being apprehended for the first time. This blurs the distinction between first time offender and 
recidivist drink driver. These low apprehension rates call into question both the current ‘three 
strikes’ approach and also the short “look back” periods, particularly for HCDD.  

 

% of Drink Drive Fatalities at  

Different BAC Levels



2.1 Reducing the Impact of Fatigue 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Along with other forms of Inattention, raise Fatigue from a medium priority to a high 
priority issue. 
 

2. Review the processes for reporting and analysing drowsy driving as a factor in 
crashes, including the way that police crash reports are set out, how coroners’, 
hospitals’, Court and ACC input can be entered into the Crash Analysis System (CAS) 
after the fact, as well as information from victim’s doctor and family interviews; assess 
how CAS data can be corrected to accurately reflect underreported causes including 
fatigue. Fatigue can then be better identified as a contributing factor and policy 
interventions and project evaluation can better target fatigue; undertake a random 
sample of crashes and have experts assess these in detail for harder to identify issues 
such as fatigue (similar to TAIC investigations); use the output to apply correction 
factors the crash data. 
 

3. Undertake a review of effective overseas interventions for fatigue, and assess how 
best to introduce these in New Zealand. Build a network of Australasian researchers 
and agencies the area of driver fatigue and commission directed research. 
 

4. Introduce chain of responsibility legislation in relation to work-related fatigue crashes; 
provide incentives (eg through ACC) for workplaces implementing fleet safety 
management systems that have proven crash reductions; actively promote and fund 
high risk workplace and vehicle fleet workplace training covering fatigue, driver 
logbooks and total work hours (not just driving hours); address particular at risk 
occupational groups (eg young doctors).  
 

5. Educate the public through widespread campaigns to recognise the danger of fatigue 
while driving and how to modify their behaviour to manage this risk. Provide 
information about the increase in risk when fatigue is combined with alcohol, drugs or 
speed. In addition, develop resources for, and deliver, targeted communications to 
older people, young drivers, national and international tourists, Maori and Pacific 
islanders, long distance truck drivers and shift workers, parents of babies and other 
identified groups subject to sleep deprivation; identify relevant delivery channels for 
each target group. Ensure key sleep researchers and experts consider the messages 
accurate and effective at changing behaviour. Monitor road users’ perception of fatigue 
to refine public messaging. Ensure that campaign performance measures include 
behaviour change rather than only recall. 
 

6. Develop a short video on fatigued driving to play to aircraft passengers on long-haul 
services and inter-island ferry passengers before arrival. 
 

7. Develop and freely distribute education resources (including sample trip planners) to 
integrate into driver training courses for young drivers, older drivers, heavy vehicle 
drivers and commercial drivers carrying passengers (buses and taxis); integrate 



fatigue risks into the driver licence questions for all licence classes and into the Road 
Code. 
 

8. Reduce both incidence and severity of fatigue-related crashes through targeted safety 
retrofits to the road network, including placing chain of responsibility requirements to 
achieve consistent local road standards. Increase funds allocated to safety retrofits 
using KiwiRAP to identify priority fatigue treatment areas in addition to the RONS and 
key tourist and freight routes. Key fatigue related treatments include median barriers, 
rumble strips (including greater use of centreline treatments), wider lane separation 
(flush medians), wider shoulder recovery zones (particularly at the backs of corners); 
and piloting transverse rumble strips(eg  at the ends of long straights; at level 
crossings). Provide engineering treatments with associated education funding for 
campaigns (eg “rumble means rest”). Install repeat signage warning of the danger of 
fatigue on sites with a history of fatigue related crashes, and advising drivers to take a 
power nap. 
 

9. Fund a nationwide campaign to screen for the approximately 270,000 New Zealanders 
with various sleep disorders (such as Obstructive Sleep Apnoea) who are at high risk 
of falling asleep while driving as well as high risk of serious health issues. Ensure there 
are prominent warnings on medications that (alone or in combination with other 
factors) lead to drowsiness; ensure doctors are adequately trained about the impact of 
various health issues (disrupted sleep patterns, diabetes) on the driving and provide 
adequate information to their patients about how to manage these risks. 
 

10. Make all road markings retro reflective as a minimum standard to improve visibility 
when people are most fatigued (at night); strengthen messages and increase 
requirements for motorcyclists, cyclists and pedestrians to be well lit and wear 
reflective clothing. 
 

11. Promote the use of roadside stopping places and review their adequacy. Provide a 
national system of well maintained, attractive, safe areas suitable for drivers to sleep; 
provide adequate advance signage for rest areas (as in Australia), including the 
rebranding as ‘power nap sites’; provide safe entries and exits. At rest areas provide 
information about drowsy driving, micro sleeps and power naps. Ensure there is a 
database of rest areas and plan to add rest areas as a priority in routes with drowsy 
driving crashes; Make maps of rest areas widely available to at risk groups including 
online information. 
 

12. Evaluate the options for vehicle technologies including retrofits that monitor, detect and 
alert drowsy drivers; also facilitate the uptake of crash avoidance technology. 
 

13. Review the heavy vehicle fatigue management system including driving hours to 
ensure it is consistent with international good practice 
 

14. Ensure adequate funding and support for “Driver Reviver” type initiatives. 
 



15. Ensure the guidance for doctors on fitness to drive for older persons covers issues 
related to fatigued driving such as sleep patterns, medications and the effect of 
illnesses (eg diabetes) on fatigue. 
 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Continue to neglect and under-resource the action plan in the Driver Fatigue Strategy 

B. Make driving while fatigued an offence. The AA has not seen sufficient evidence about 
this proposal to ascertain whether this is workable, enforceable or effective, and it 
retains a focus on enforcement and blame rather than injury prevention. 

Discussion 

Fatigue was implicated in 45 of 309 (14%) of fatal crashes last year, and the AA considers that 
this figure probably understates the issue. Fatigue related crashes notably affected older 
people, tourists, shift workers and commercial truck drivers. Fatigue related fatal clusters 
occurred on the Desert Road, on the approach to Gisborne on SH2, and on SH1 again near 
Oamaru. 

The AA strongly supports NZTA’s proposal for widespread safety retrofitting with edgeline, 
and medians where possible. The ongoing KiwiRAP process in conjunction with CAS data 
should provide guidance as to where such treatments should be applied. 

International tourists are a very large and growing market and many are free independent 
travellers. With over 2 million visitors a year projected to grow to over 4 million over the next 
few decades they make up a significant minority of road users. Fortunately they are also a 
captive audience while they are embarked on an airplane and investing in a short video to 
communicate with them about road safety (as both pedestrian and driver) before landing 
would seem a sensible investment. The interisland ferries also provide a captive audience of 
drivers likely to have long journeys ahead of them. 

Older people are a market which respects authority and appreciates the personal touch. 
Police Road Safety Education Officers or Regional Road Safety Coordinators could be well 
employed visiting older people’s clubs such as Probus, sports clubs (eg Bowling) and Marae 
talking about fatigue management issues. A video would provide a focus for learning and 
discussion. 

Shift workers are another significant source of fatigue related crashes. The SWATT 2010 
project reportedly achieved good response from comedians providing a break with a serious 
message. The objective is to make the warning memorable so that it becomes internalised 
and does not need repeating more than once every three years. 



2.2 Speed 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Design a speed strategy that recognises that the majority of speed crashes occur  

below speed limits but “too fast for conditions”; such as Strategy would focus on self 

responsibility and self-explaining roads (wide-ranging education training and 

engineering treatments) as a way to address the causal issues (eg cornering speeds 

and unintentional speeding) rather than the Safer Journeys Speed focus being solely 

on speed limits (and by implication, enforcement). Directions to consider include: 

• driver training and increased supervised driving experience, virtual training or 

simulators. NB vehicle handling skills training alone lead to increased crash risk 

from overconfidence; when combined with safety skills training, crash outcomes 

are dramatically reduced; 

• injury reduction strategies for the major cause of speed crashes ie open-road 

bends and corners; include engineering treatments for corners such as self-

explaining and asymmetric design for corners (asymmetric clear zones, shoulder 

widths, road markings and signage; as recommended by TERNZ research), skid 

resistant surfacing and consistent camber. 

2. Improved information about speed in advertising to alert drivers that cornering is the 

main speed issue. 

3. Further research and develop the self-explaining roads concept within the context of a 

standardised hierarchy of roads(see Roads and Roadsides); the paradigm shift is to 

work with human nature (eg chevron signboards) rather than through forcing functions 

(eg speed limit and speed advisory signs)  

4. Implement self explaining roads involving corner treatments; visual width perception 

achieved through road marking and road furniture; management of sight lines, and 

cutting edge urban treatments (as successfully demonstrated by TERNZ at Point 

England in Auckland) 

5. Assess engineering improvements first (relevant to the road’s place in the hierarchy) 

before considering speed limits as the first option on roads where speed is an issue. 

6. Work towards a system where the appropriate speed is subconsciously evident to the 

driver (reduce dependence on drivers noticing speed limit signs):  

• place stronger emphasis on nationwide uniformity and consistency of speed limit 

warrants based on objective measures, which will support drivers in acting 

consistently, rather than bowing to community pressure to create exceptions based 

on differing subjective perceptions which will undermine and confuse the 

subconscious message to drivers about speeds;  



• reduce the number of exceptions to default 50, 70 and 100 Kph speed limits (the 

current profusion of speed limits in confusing and unhelpful to creating consistent 

driver expectations);  

• clearly signal transitions between speed zones with effective threshold treatments 

• enhance the difference in look and feel of the default speed limit environments;   

• systematise distinct designs (including colour) for different levels of the road 

hierarchy and work towards implementing this over time. 

 

7. Recognise that drivers have different values of travel times and different speed 

preferences, increase the emphasis on engineering to allow conflicts in speed to be 

resolved safely by providing ample passing opportunities; four laning, passing lanes, 

pull over bays, informal pull over facilities (lane-wide shoulders), and ensure there are 

frequent safe places to pull off the road for slow vehicles and tourists wishing to 

sightsee; introduce a Rule to prevent slower drivers from continuing with a train of 

following traffic; develop a system for advising local bodies of changes to best practice 

in a range of areas that are relevant to lower volume roads, such as passing lanes and 

slow vehicle bays as well as other safety initiatives (eg rumble strips).  

8. Provide public information on how to overtake safely. 

9. Consult with the AA earlier on proposed speed limit changes and speed zoning (as 

required under legislation) to ensure better acceptance of the outcome of speed limit 

reviews; the AA supports speed zoning (creating areas with 50kph and 80kph open 

road speeds) where it is clear no engineering treatments are available in the near 

future, there is a history of speed related crashes and it is consistent with current travel 

speeds for 85% of motorists. 

10. Replace the 100 kph sign on rural roads with the open road sign; this assists drivers to 

recognise they have to drive to the conditions rather than to a set speed limit. 

11. Increase the visibility of speed limit signs and markings wherever the speed limit differs 

to that explained by the road design. 

12. Given the extremely low public awareness that roadside hazards are a risk, and hence 

are unlikely to adjust speed to the conditions for roadside hazards, increase 

awareness through education campaigns and include in training curricula the risks of 

roadside hazards and how to recognise and adjust to these. 

13. Speed enforcement must always be about road safety - never for revenue collection or 

simply to meet performance targets. 

14. Retain the 10 kph speed tolerance  



15. Flashing 40 kph electronic speed signs at urban schools where safety is an issue, well 

signed at approaches and departures and operating only at the start and end of the 

school day; a nationwide programme to be installed according to accident history, and 

traffic and pedestrian volumes; funded from the fines collected from speed 

infringements around schools and with government and local government assistance;  

16. Better urban planning around siting schools and school accessways to recognise the 

road hierarchy, so that in the longer term school entrances are not located on main 

highways and major arterials; and to help develop safer routes to schools in ways that 

reduce conflict with high volume high speed roads; for rural schools undertake a 

nationwide programme to provide safer vehicle access for child drop off and pick up; 

particularly for school buses; establish walking access routes off main roads; continue 

to support school patrols. 

17. Change the speed limit for passing school buses to be 40 kph, consistent with the 

above; develop a nationwide standard based on the most effective form of flashing 

signage for school buses, a flashing speed limit sign operated automatically by the 

doors so it operates when the bus is letting children off; reassess all school bus stops 

for child safety;  greater funding for engineering treatments for school bus stop sites; 

redesign bus stops and bus routes to reduce the need for children to cross the road; 

increase the ability for buses to pull off the road entirely.  

18. The AA supports education about the consequences of speed and following distance 

targeted at responsible motorists (eg the “Wipe off 5” campaign in Australia); overseas 

experience also strongly supports individualised re-education for repeat speeding 

offenders, and funding for this should be included in the 2020 Strategy. 

19. Given that inexperienced drivers are at particular risk for going too fast for conditions 

and cornering crashes, the driver license process should ensure young drivers are 

competent in a wide range of conditions (dark, heavy rain, ice, mountainous terrain, 

peak hour traffic or gravel roads; of for rural drivers, in heavy traffic, with buses, 

cyclists and pedestrians) by experiencing them under adult supervision; educate 

supervisors so they know to gradually provide a range of supervised driving 

experiences; provide attitudinal education and applied training for young drivers 

towards speed and safety margins.  

20. Develop and ongoingly fund the Practice program, CD Drives and the proposed sequel 

(Frontal Lobe project); develop and fund smart computer based training that, in a safe 

environment, assists novice drivers with hazard detection and to handle varying 

conditions; to experience simulated loss of control while going too fast for conditions 

will increase receptiveness to messages about the need for speed safety margins. 



21. Improve treatment of temporary speed limits for road works; introduce penalties for 

leaving signs up; set realistic limits that drivers will obey; given the research that shows 

drivers do not notice signage, thought needs to be put into self explaining speed 

treatments for road works including perceptual narrowing through plastic fencing and 

cones. 

22. Greater use of Variable Speed Feedback signs 

23. Set standards for continuous marking of speed zones at non standard speed limits (ie 

not 50km/h and 100km/h) for example using mini-signs on marker poles 

24. Establish “following distance” chevrons around the country (but particularly in advance 

of sites of rear end crashes) to assist drivers in estimating following distances at 

different speeds; educate about the safety of buffer zones (such as following 

distances); consider an infringement for following-distance incursions 

25. Speed camera numbers should be retained as currently, be located in places with a 

history of speed related crashes and where the speed limit is appropriate and self 

explaining; and be signposted in advance to immediately affect the greatest number of 

motorists’ speeds at black spot locations. 

26. Make greater use of technology and police coordination in preference to high speed 

physical pursuits  

27. More widespread use of the successful enforcement of street racers using smart 

tactics (Operation Sniper) such as integration with trespass notices, vehicle owners 

and crime squads 

28. Tighter guidelines for the Broadcasting Standards Authority on representations of the 

desirability of speed in broadcasting, including tighter advertising standards for 

vehicles to avoid glamorising speed and power.  

29. Speed governors on heavy vehicles (see Heavy Vehicles) 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. The AA opposes speed camera demerits being applied to vehicle owners (for many 

cars, the primary driver is not the owner (eg businesses, families) and yet it may not be 

possible for the owner to identify who was the driver at the time or to get the driver to 

accept liability for the offence, so an innocent fleet owner could collect sufficient 

demerits to lose their licence without committing any offences. 

B. Reducing enforcement tolerances below 10kph 

C. Surprise changes in speed zones 

D. Swedish Vision Zero physical speed tolerances that do not recognise the effect of 

braking on impact speeds nor recognise the economic impact of reduced productivity 

E. Mixed-use arterial roads 



Discussion 

While speed gains a lot of attention in the MoT Discussion document Safer Journeys the 

Automobile Association is not convinced this is all to do with safety. Average and 85th 

percentile speeds reduced significantly over the term of the 2010 Road Safety strategy but 

social cost did not. Typically in crashes speeds are either completely illegal and well in excess 

of speed limits or actually under the limit but on bends where the maximum speed limit is 

certainly too fast for the conditions. Speed enforcement is closely connected to infringements 

and contributes $72 million a year in revenue to the Crown – roughly half the total value of all 

fines revenue. 

The AA believes that a firm distinction between maximum legal speeds and safe speeds 

should be reinforced in the mind of the driving public. Current speed signage with concentric 

circles does resemble a target. The AA is concerned that the use of speed limit signs with 

specific values implies road controlling authorities endorse travelling at these speeds, even 

though they may not be safe. The backslash symbol is a better alternative in such cases. 

The AA endorses the self-explaining road concept where the road environment in general 

conveys an appropriate speed which is in accordance with the posted speed limit. Roads 

should be clearly fit-for purpose Because speed limits less than 100km/h and over 50km/h can 

create confusion (as 25% of signs are missed) reminder signage should be mandatory for 

these zones. However because such signs may reinforce the notion that these speeds are 

endorsed by the Road Controlling Authority regardless of conditions the AA recommends that 

these zones are used sparingly and consistently on a national basis.  

The AA endorses the use of variable speed feedback signs as a speed control on arterial 

routes and physical speed control treatments in slow speed urban zones. It also supports the 

use of electronic variable speed limit signs around schools, and on school buses when 

disembarking. 

The AA does not support the use of surprise changes of speed limit as a means to catch out 

drivers and issue infringement notices. This is providing an opportunity for revenue-raising not 

injury prevention. The AA supports the use of mobile and fixed speed cameras and visible 

traffic policing.  

While the Police policy of limit tolerance is not set in law the AA believes the 10km/h tolerance 

provides for variability due to speedometer accuracy, slope and margins for safety when over-

taking on the open road is necessary. 



The AA does not support speed camera demerits because vehicles are often shared among 

more than one driver. Proof that a photographed driver is not the registered owner may be 

relatively easy to supply (e.g. wrong sex) but creating an obligation on the registered owner to 

identify the actual driver could create an administrative nightmare (e.g prove that the 

registered owner deliberately misled Police by accusing someone they knew not to be the 

driver at the time). 

The AA notes that demerits are a greater deterrent for those more likely to comply with the law 

but are not much of a deterrent to those driving on foreign licences or those who habitually 

flout licensing laws anyway. A mix of administrative penalties is required to maintain some 

deterrent effect for all users. 

Speed is not just an absolute issue. It is also a relative issue. The AA is concerned that tail-

gating remains an issue on New Zealand roads. While the long-term response should be more 

passing lanes, AA Members indicate that tail-gating is one of the main concerns of New 

Zealand drivers. Consideration of a specific measure aimed at tail-gating could be considered. 

The AA is concerned that fatalities continue to be caused by Police pursuits. The AA believes 

Police should avoid high-speed pursuits and rely on the “long arm of the law” instead. 

Wherever possible Police should identify offenders and their vehicles, gather evidence and 

carry out arrests and impoundments when there is less risk of inflaming the situation. 

The implication of speed as a benefit of purchasing any particular vehicle should be curtailed 

in public broadcasting. Standards for this should be developed by the MoT and the 

Broadcasting Standards Authority. 

Evidential Basis 

The AA bases its views on its own review of the Crash Analysis System, Police infringement 
data, its Membership Surveys and research by Transport Engineering Research New Zealand 
and the Waikato University Traffic and Road Safety Research Group.  

 



2.3 Reducing Impact of High Risk Drivers 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Greater emphasis on license enforcement compliance 

2. Greater emphasis on vehicle compliance 

3. Measures to reduce drink-driver re-offending (see Alcohol and Drugs) 

4. Greater emphasis on monitoring road safety behaviour of those on parole 

5. More research on penalty regimes that effectively deter or reform offenders 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. No progress metrics 

B. No progress reporting 

C. Continual judicial writing-off of large financial penalties without substitution with other 

penalties 

Discussion 

The fundamental law related to the use of motor vehicles on the road is that vehicles and their 

drivers comply with licensing, warrant of fitness and registration regimes. Withdrawal of these 

documents is often one of the principle sanctions against further rule-breaking. If these 

fundamental rules are not enforced in a credible manner then the whole edifice of deterrence 

collapses. If one can drive on the road in any kind of vehicle without any kind of licence and 

have a 99.9% chance of not facing censure then what value is licensure? 

The Automobile Association believes in principle that most motorists wish to avoid crashing. 

Unfortunately there are some Members of the community who simply refuse to conform to 

society’s rules of safe vehicle use. Such people are a self-selecting group of habitual rule 

violators who typically have substantial records of transgression across a range of laws, not 

just those limited to road crime. Typically crashes involving these people will involve multiple 

violations including speed, alcohol or drugs, licensure or registration and offences. However 

because they typically infringe on a range of laws at the same time they make themselves 

easy targets for prosecution on at least one. Of these licensure is probably the most important. 

Road Police are known to be integrating their policing function with general policing but no 

statistics are available to assess whether this approach is effective at reducing road or other 

forms of crime. The 2010 Road Safety Strategy claimed that it would target such offenders but 

no metrics or reports on progress were ever made public. It is therefore questionable whether 

this “area for focus” will be any different to the previous one. 



According to Ministry of Transport statistics 53% of drivers who have passed their restricted 

licence test have not progressed on to their full licence. This means that thousands of adult 

drivers are not legally licensed to carry passengers or drive after 10pm.  The fact that so many 

drivers have not opted to progress to a full licence speaks volumes about popular views on the 

enforcement of licensure. Similarly there is anecdotal evidence that a visit to a Rotorua Pak-n-

save carpark on a thursday will reveal large numbers of unregistered and unwarranted 

vehicles.  It is believed there is widespread avoidance of vehicle compliance laws particularly 

in high deprivation zones of the country. 

If the 2020 Road Safety Strategy is to be serious about increasing the opportunity for drivers 

to earn demerits it must be serious about enforcing licensure. Unfortunately current 

technology makes this form of enforcement practically difficult. New technology is available at 

low cost which may change this radically. 

It has been noted by some members of the Judiciary that the penalties they apply are often 

impractical or do little to deter or reform driving offenders. In some cases the penalties are 

inappropriate while in others they are inadequate. There has also been a degree of 

dissatisfaction with the judiciary’s own performance and attitudes in respect to enforcing road 

safety law. 

More research into the views of the judiciary and offenders is required together with better 

information on the effectiveness of other penalty regimes from other nations. Continuous 

education and information for the judiciary on road safety given traffic prosecutions are a third 

of District Court business seems wholly appropriate. The proposal of an Impairment Court  

( see Alcohol and Drugs) would also be a useful initiative. 

 

 

 

 

 



3.1  Improving the safety of heavy vehicles 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. We support publishing operators’ safety ratings. 

2. We encourage mandatory fitment of ESC to new vehicles.  

3. We support initiatives to reduce road risk, and the adoption of safe and fuel efficient 
driving programmes. 

 
Discussion 

Publish operators’ safety ratings 
The NZAA endorses the development of the Operator Rating System and we are keen to see 

this programme rolled out and bedded-in.  

 

The safety record of the heavy vehicle industry remains poor, despite public inquiries 

recommending stricter rules, greater enforcement, and tougher brake testing procedures at 

CoF. According to MoT statistics, heavy vehicles are over-represented in road crashes, being 

involved in 18% of road fatalities and 19% of injury crashes despite only representing 7% of 

kilometres travelled by all road vehicles. 

 

The NZAA considers there are two main issues with commercial operator safety – the safety 

and maintenance of vehicles, and driving hours/fatigue. The ORS measures both, but aside 

from CoF checks, vehicle safety and compliance with driving hours is only monitored by 

random roadside audits which are insufficient for the volume of truck and bus movements. We 

applaud amendments to existing regulations that recognise the chain of responsibility and 

impose penalties not only on the driver, but manager/fleet operator and, importantly, the client 

contracting the service. There remains a culture within the industry that time is of the essence 

and this drives contract rates, and there needs to be a wholesale shift away from the mindset 

of meeting strict and often unrealistic timetables, not only by operators but their customers. 

The ORS and existing regulations will help achieve this, and the penalties for driving hours 

breaches can be further strengthened. Technology will also help, such as speed limiters and 

GPS, which will assist operators to alter vehicle movements to avoid traffic delays, and the 

NZAA urges that such technology be approved as alternatives to manual logbooks and 

hubodometers.   

 
Encourage the use of ESC 
As with light vehicles, the NZAA supports the mandatory fitment of ESC on new heavy 

vehicles, along with campaigns promoting their uptake to operators.  

 



In addition, the NZAA supports the adoption of other safety equipment (e.g. air bags, speed 

limiters and in-cab monitoring systems), and perhaps minimum safety standards could be 

adopted for new commercials, and similarly minimum standards for used imported 

commercials in the longer-term. In particular, the MoT should consider making under-run 

barriers (front, side and rear) mandatory for new truck registrations to reduce accident severity 

for other road users. Spray skirts should also be standard fitment for new trucks to protect 

visibility for other road users in wet conditions. 

 

Consideration could be given to awarding additional points in the ORS to fleets that have such 

safety equipment fitted to the majority of their vehicles to incentivise their uptake.  

 

Similarly, AA Members are concerned with the possible introduction of heavier trucks on the 

roads. In a survey, 60% were against any increase to the weight or dimensions of trucks. 

Therefore, any increase in weights should be restricted by permit to specific routes, with 

minimum safety criteria for trucks and trailers including ABS, ESC, steerable auxiliary axles, 

speed limiters and in-cab monitoring systems, and maximum Operator Safety Ratings. 

 

And, like light vehicles, we would also support investigating interventions that reduce the 

average age of the heavy vehicle fleet, as commercials have a much longer economic life than 

light vehicles and newer models will have better safety equipment.   

 
Assist companies to reduce road risk 
We welcome initiatives like the Commercial Driver Programme and safe and fuel-efficient 

driving programmes, which have demonstrably been shown to reduce accidents in fleets in 

other countries which have undergone such training. Extension of these programmes should 

be supported, perhaps subsidised by the government and/or industry groups. As noted above, 

these programmes can be cemented by technology like in-cab monitors and GPS. 

 

We would also endorse investigating TERNZ’s proposal for an Operator Performance 

Programme. 

 

In addition, our Members are concerned that some truck drivers take drugs to combat fatigue 

and so the NZAA supports making drug testing of commercial drivers a priority, administered 

both by police during random roadside vehicle checks, and employers at depots. Likewise, we 

would advocate for a zero alcohol policy for commercial drivers. 

 



The NZAA also calls on the MoT to investigate the role load configuration, centre of gravity 

and axle combination design (e.g. quad axles) has in loss of control and rollover accidents. 

We propose a peer review of the Performance Based Standards testing used in Australia, and 

its applicability to New Zealand. 

 
 
 
 
 



3.2 Older /Medically Impaired Drivers 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Implement and fund nationally accredited system of independent driver assessment 

and monitoring for referred drivers which: 

a. reviews and renews basic driving skills and known high risk needs such as 

negotiating intersections 

b. review, revise  and learn about law changes  

c. assess individual physical capabilities for safe driving, including deteriorating 

night vision, hearing and flexibility, and to consider whether alternative means 

of transport might better meet safety and mobility needs 

d. check personal fit to the car, especially the ability to adjust the seat, restraints, 

headrests, mirrors and other features of the car, and safe use of new safety 

features such as ABS brakes and Electronic Stability Control 

e. explains how to select a safe vehicle in different price ranges 

f. explains key safety facts including the comparative danger of side impact 

crashes ( avoid right turns across traffic by turning left where possible), how 

fatigue manifests itself and how to combat it.  

2. Provide primary health providers with clear policies for reference to independent driver 

assessors depending on conditions revealed (eg sleep apnoea) and medication 

prescribed.  

3. Allow random audits of primary health services records compliance with policies for 

reference to independent driver assessors with complaint to the Medical Council as 

possible disciplinary response for failure to address patient road safety issues. 

4. Encourage the insurance industry to consider the cost-effectiveness of offering 

discounts to at-risk drivers who attend independent accredited assessment/coaching 

and refresher courses. 

5. Provide funding/or a contribution to the cost of the first Occupational Therapist test 

process required after referral by a GP to renew a driver licence at 65 years or older.  

6. Conduct a review of the effect of the removal of the age 75 compulsory assessment 

test. 

7. Consider restricted licensing options for driving in specific areas or limited to daylight 

hours and how public transport options can be made more responsive to older 

residents in suburban and rural areas to provide more viable options for travel. We 

support the continuation of a subsidy for use of public transport through the Gold Card. 



8. Improve roads and roadsides to cater for older New Zealanders, removing life-

threatening roadside hazards and improve pedestrian access and lighting in 

urban/suburban areas. 

 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Cancellation of Safe with Age courses before replacement alternatives are considered 

and ready to roll out. 

B. GP referral to expensive Occupational Therapist testing when there is no subsidy for 

individuals on a fixed income 

Discussion 

The Automobile Association is concerned that the older driver group is calculated to increase 

very rapidly from around 2011 – at the beginning of the life of the 2020 Strategy. We agree 

Government needs to plan for this projected increase in untested older drivers, encouraging 

private sector partnerships. 

While aging does not necessarily in, and of itself lead to increased risk of road injury, the 

effects of aging reflected in greater incidence of medical impairments certainly does. These 

medical impairments can begin at any age but are more likely for older drivers. The 

management of older drivers should therefore be brought under the general rubric of medically 

impaired drivers. The AA is concerned that primary health care providers are currently being 

asked to assess driving ability. There are a number of problems with this:  

1) Primary heath care providers are not equipped to assess driving ability 

2) Primary health care providers are predominantly retail businesses 

3) There is no system of accountability on primary health care providers regarding road 

safety 

The AA believes primary health care providers should not be put in the position of assessing 

or educating medically impaired drivers. In some cases primary health care providers should 

be capable of declaring a person medically unfit to hold a drivers licence but in situations 

where the situation is less clear-cut and the issue is about ability to manage a vehicle this 

assessment should be passed on to suitably qualified independent assessors and educators. 

Reference to these independent assessors and educators should be based on clear policies 

relating to specific types of impairment or medical conditions linked to prescriptions. 

Accountability for primary health care providers to refer patients for driving 

assessment/education based on this should be implemented. 



Access to this form of assessment/education should be assisted to reduce costs for those on 

fixed incomes. 

The AA believes that as motorists get older they continue to need access to safe, convenient 

and reliable transport to maintain their personal independence, interaction with friends and 

family, and health needs.  Older drivers may also cycle and walk in their neighbourhoods for 

recreation, to reach destinations close to home and to access public transport. However, for 

reasons related to convenience, comfort and personal safety, private vehicle travel is still the 

preferred mode for older people. 

Statistics New Zealand says “For the older population access to private motor vehicles can 

assume far greater significance (than for other groups) providing a sense of independence 

and self-sufficiency.” 

Statistics New Zealand estimates that people over 65 will make up 25 % of our population by 

2051.  Within the older population, the number of people aged 85 and over is expected to 

grow rapidly. By 2051, it is projected that people aged 85 and over will number 320,000 and 

account for 24 percent of people aged 65 years and over, compared with 11 percent in 2001. 

Compulsory driver licence tests at age 75, and later, ended in December 2006.  Safe with Age 

self-appraisal and coaching courses ended on 31 August this year. Older drivers now have no 

clear way to learn how to appraise their fitness to drive as they age – or to learn how to apply 

new rules or safety features in their vehicles.   

We understand from the MoT research team that crashes for over 75s have not risen 

dramatically since driver licence testing for all over 75s ended, but we feel crashes may start 

to rise as more and more drivers join the group of those untested since their teens, particularly 

as sheer numbers of older people increase rapidly according to NZ population projections.  

This policy should be critically reviewed. 

Statistics New Zealand says that the population of all regions, cities and districts is expected 

to be older in the future. However, there will be considerable variation between areas, largely 

because of each area's current population age structure, current and future fertility levels and 

migration patterns. 

 

At the broad regional level, all South Island regions will continue to have older populations 

than New Zealand overall. Auckland Region is projected to be the only region with a median 

age still under 40 years in 2026. The Kapiti Coast has one of the highest concentrations of 

older people in New Zealand. 



 

We have been informed by our members that regardless of the fact they generally used to 

pass the tests, the testing ensured that they revised their road codes and gave serious 

thought to how they were driving and new signage and infrastructure in their neighbourhoods.  

We understand that fewer than expected older drivers attended the Safe with Age courses, 

and they were judged to provide poor cost effectiveness.  We also understand that New 

Zealand Transport Agency intends to give thought to some replacement education initiative.  

However, this has not been decided and is far from being put into place. 

Some international research suggests that older drivers do not learn how to use and trust 

safety innovations in their vehicles as readily as younger drivers do, but rather tend to rely on 

their many years of driving experience in older vehicles and instinctively react in a crisis 

situation in a way that would have been safest in the older vehicles. There appears to be a 

clear need for older drivers to be actively familiarised with new safety features such as ABS 

brakes and Electronic Stability Control when they buy cars with these safety features. 

If a mistake is made and a mature driver has a crash, they're likely to suffer greater injury and 

take longer to recover because their bodies tend to be more fragile than a younger person.  

In short, to avoid these life-changing injuries and fatalities, we propose that a cost effective, 

comprehensive, nationally accredited assessment and education initiative be available to older 

drivers, as outlined in recommendation 1, above.  This may be able to be provided by various 

accredited groups, including private sector providers, to national standards.   

We have had reports and some complaints from older drivers referred by their GPs for 

occupational therapist testing, to be sure they were physically and cognitively fit to drive.  

These tests are very expensive, costing citizens on fixed incomes in the region of $700, 

without any certainty of obtaining a licence renewal.  Those who pass the tests are unhappy 

as they feel the tests were unnecessary and they felt fit to drive all along, but were forced to 

pay the approximately $700 fee.  Others fail and feel they have paid $700 precious dollars for 

nothing.   

AA believes that as the Government has divested itself of the substantial cost of running 

driving tests for all drivers over 75, the high costs born by a few who need the Occupational 

Therapist testing should be subsidised in some way.  We understand the Demand 

Management and Community Programmes funding activity class is being reviewed before 

June 2010 and suggest that a solution for subsidising Occupational Therapist testing be 



considered within that work-stream.  However, in the meantime, a fair interim measure may be 

to make those who require this testing eligible for a subsidy through the Gold Card. 

Many older drivers do drive less and walk more than younger drivers.  There is evidence that 

they self-monitor their driving performance and may choose to avoid high risk driving tasks 

such as driving in rush hour, after dark, in poor weather or on busy highways. For those who 

would not meet an objective assessment test for a full licence, some may be satisfied if issued 

with a renewed driver licence endorsed for a narrower driving zone close to home, or 

restricted times of driving. Older drivers may have less time pressure if they have left the 

workforce and be willing to increase their use of public transport. But there are currently 

mobility issues for older non-drivers living in the suburbs or rural areas where public transport 

is generally not yet adequately responsive to the transport needs of older people. Improved 

public transport responsiveness in the areas older people live may become more of a priority 

in an aging population. 

Evidential Basis 

The needs of comparatively wealthy older drivers in the United States have driven provision of 

a range of older driver education courses – covering a wider curriculum than has been 

provided here or in Australia. In many parts of the United States mobility options are very 

restricted for non-drivers.  

 

There is extensive research being carried out by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

AgeLab into older driver wants and needs for education, including: who is an older driver, what 

is the best range of curriculum for older drivers, and who should provide it? One useful study 

is: New Demands from an Older Population: An Integrated Approach to Defining the Future of 

Older Driver Safety, Joseph F. Coughlin and Bryan Reimer, Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology, 2006. This study discusses a range of research findings relating to older drivers 

and advocates an integrated approach toward vehicle and older driver safety. It identifies a 

number of safety challenges and opportunities facing the automobile industry before a crash, 

at the time of a crash and after a crash – presented in the form of a Haddon matrix.   

 



3.3  Improving the safety of motorcyclists 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. We support improving rider training and licensing and incentivising riders to undertake 
advanced riding courses. 

2. We support a specific programme for treating motorcycle blackspots.  

3. We support mandatory ABS for sport or touring ‘bikes. 

4. We support promoting high visibility and protective clothing, including the uptake of ‘air 
bag’ jackets. 

5. We support investigating development of a differential ACC levy system that 
recognises risk due to type of ‘bike or rider profile.  

6. We would support moped riders obtaining a motorcycle licence but are unconvinced of 
the merits of requiring mopeds to undergo a Warrant of Fitness. 

 
Discussion 

Improve rider training and licensing 
The NZAA wholly supports improving rider training skills, not only whilst obtaining a 

motorcycle licence, but also refresher courses for experienced riders. We commend initiatives 

offered by some motorcycle groups, like Ulysses, and retailers, to offer instructional courses, 

and believe these should be incentivised further. Options are to seek the insurance industry’s 

support to lower premiums for customers who have undergone advanced training, and 

likewise for ACC levies to recognise rider skill levels and risk. Advanced riding courses should 

also be mandatory for riders issued with speed infringements or other riding offences, with the 

incentive that the fine be waived if the course is completed. 

 

Similarly, we believe there is some merit in requiring moped riders to obtain a Class 6 

motorcycle licence rather than the Class 1 default as present, which currently is one of the 

low-cost attractions of owning a moped. We believe there are particular handling and 

observation skills that can only be learnt from motorcycle courses, and not from inside a car. 

The NZAA also supports revising the Driver Licensing Rule to replace the 250cc engine 

restriction for Learner riders with a power-to-weight ratio limit. 

 
Require all new large motorbikes to have ABS by 2015 
As with ESC for light vehicles, the AA would support making ABS mandatory for certain new 

motorbikes, although instead of the proposed 600cc threshold, perhaps this requirement could 

be based on a minimum power-to-weight ratio, or alternatively all sports or touring ‘bikes. 

 
 
 



Introduce a differential levy system based on engine size 
The current ACC levy only differentiates between mopeds and motorbikes, and in the case of 

the latter, the motorcyclists ACC levy is subsidised by light passenger vehicles to the tune of 

about $1200 a year, and does not reflect the true cost of motorcycle crashes on the health 

system. A major risk group appears to be European men over the age of 40, particularly those 

on powerful machines, and so a differential ACC regime recognising such ‘bikes and/or rider 

profile would be supported, although may not act as much of a deterrent for this group who 

have no shortage of cash for their new-found hobby. But a higher ACC levy closer to the 

actual cost sends an important signal to motorcyclists about the risk they face riding. This may 

cause pause for thought for new or returning riders.  

 

However, instead of being based on engine size, a power-to-weight ratio may be a better tool 

to distinguish from older ‘bikes with large engines but relatively modest power output and 

which are not over-represented in motorcycle accidents.  

 

In support of differential ACC levies there should be advertising campaigns illustrating the risk 

and motorcyclists contribution to the road toll, who are in denial of their level of fault. 

According to the Crash Analysis System, there were 34 fatal crashes in 2008 involving a 

motorcycle at fault, and only 9 where they were innocent victims.  In 21 of the 34 at fault 

crashes it was a single vehicle crash. 

 
Licence moped riders and require WoF tests 
While the AA would support requiring moped riders to pass a basic practical and theory 

motorcycle test, we are not convinced that mandatory WoF checks for mopeds are warranted.  

 

A review of CAS shows there were 19 moped injury and fatality accidents during 2003-08 in 

which a mechanical fault was identified as a cause, or 0.08% of the 24,553 registered mopeds 

on the road (2007). This is a fraction of the 163 motorbike accidents (0.18%) with a 

mechanical cause in the same period, and although the rate of mechanical failures is even 

lower for light passenger vehicles (0.04%), the sheer volume (240 a year) may suggest a WoF 

check is warranted, whereas it may be harder to justify imposing the time and financial cost of 

6- or 12-monthly WoF checks on 25,553 moped owners to avoid 4 potential accidents a year. 

 

However, we do believe there are some unsafe mopeds on the roads, as well as motorbikes 

incorrectly registered as mopeds and thus avoiding WoF checks. Hence we support the 

revision in the Road User Rule to strengthen the definition of a moped to reduce incorrect 

registrations, and call for stricter measures to ensure mopeds and motorbikes are correctly 

registered at the time of entry to the fleet. Thus, instead of considering an in-service WoF, we 



would propose that all mopeds (including electric scooters) pass an entry certification 

(including issuance of a VIN) to verify that they do in fact meet the minimum safety standards 

for mopeds and are correctly registered as such, or registered as motorbikes if the inspection 

verifies that their kilowatt rating and maximum speed exceed that of the moped definition.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3.4 Walking and cycling 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. Change the right-hand rule 

2. Continue road-safety education at secondary school 

3. Separate modes as much as possible in high traffic areas 

4. Utilise self-explaining roads speed reducing techniques in urban areas rather than rely 

or traffic calming or speed limits in urban areas 

AA Opposed Policy Responses: 

A. Turning vehicles give-way to pedestrians 

B. Mixed-use arterials (as opposed to suburban streets) 

Discussion 

Walking and cycling are travel modes that have experienced a considerable decline in recent 

years. It is difficult to ascertain whether the risk (crashes per foot or cycle hour or kilometre of 

exposure) to pedestrians and cyclists has increased given these statistics are hard to infer. 

The only problem connected with this is if modal shift policies endeavour to encourage walking 

and cycling in an environment where risk is increasing. 

In terms of basic risk patterns there are four main groups requiring special consideration. 

These are: younger school-age pedestrians and cyclists; teenage and youth pedestrians; 

cyclists and runners; and older pedestrians (and mobility scooter users). The Ata Haere (Road 

Sense) programme has been discontinued while Police school age programmes continue. 

There are no programmes for other road users. Of these teenage and youth pedestrians have 

the highest social cost with crashes usually associated with night-time activities - in particular 

drinking alcohol. Older pedestrians are also significant as many seem to cross heedless of 

traffic. Cyclists and runners engaged in physical training or cyclists commuting are vulnerable. 

Children are always vulnerable, although most specifically near school buses rather than 

school gates. 

The AA does not endorse the notion, referred to in Safer Journeys, of “mixed-use arterial 

roads”. In the AA’s view an arterial is a road designed to carry large numbers of faster moving 

traffic. This should not be “mixed mode” at all and vulnerable modes should be directed to 

their own arterial routes, preferably removed from traffic. Mixing modes is dangerous and 

should be avoided for the safety and comfort of all road users. A better option is walking and 

cycling routes either through parks or reserves or through suburban streets. These routes 

should provide end-to-end solutions to users not be tacked on to existing projects. 



The AA believes that the right-hand give-way rule does not enhance pedestrian safety due to 

the distraction caused by ambiguity over give-way precedence in the motorised traffic. This 

distracts from non-motorised traffic. Similarly the AA rejects any suggestion that pedestrian 

safety will be enhanced with a pedestrian give-way at uncontrolled intersections. Drivers’ 

focus is on other drivers at these intersections and may not give due attention to pedestrians. 

It is not ethical to put pedestrian lives at risk in pursuit of environmental policies (i.e. mode 

change). 

The AA has been impressed by the findings of the TERNZ/TARS experiment at Point England 

which found that self-explaining roads approaches to urban speed management were cheaper 

and more effective than traditional traffic calming engineering techniques. The AA does not 

believe, however, that simply reducing speed limits provides enough sustainable protection to 

potentially vulnerable road users. 

Evidential Basis 

The AA’s view is informed by LTSA representations on the right-hand turn rule and data from 
the CAS system. 

 

 

 

 

 



3.5 Improving the safety of the light vehicle fleet 

AA Recommended Policy Responses: 

1. We support mandating the fitment of ESC on all new vehicles entering the fleet from a 
certain date. 

2. We support promoting the uptake of advanced vehicle safety systems, for both new 
and used vehicles, and introducing incentives such as lower vehicle licence fees and 
insurance. 

3. We support reducing the average age of the light vehicle fleet by promoting scrappage 
schemes, but not by arbitrary age limits for used imported vehicles.  

4. We would support a review of the WoF system to incorporate checks for advanced 
safety systems. 

 
Discussion 

Mandate ESC on all vehicles entering the fleet 
The NZAA supports mandating the fitment of ESC on all new light vehicles from approximately 

2011-2013, around the time ESC becomes mandatory in the European Union and the USA 

(subject to whether it is an existing model or new design). With the majority of new vehicles 

into NZ sourced from markets (including Australia) that also supply Europe and the USA this 

should not restrict the wide range of vehicles available, although it may prohibit certain 

marques with poorer NCAP ratings. The imposition of such a standard would however prevent 

importers of mainstream marques from specifying lower safety specifications for the NZ 

market as some continue to do. Mandatory ESC would also have limited effect on the cost of 

new vehicles, as the technology itself costs as little as €130 per unit fitted.    

 
Promote advanced vehicle safety systems 
The NZAA is a partner in the ANCAP crash testing programme and we continue to support 

programmes such as the Used Car Safety Ratings, Right Car, and Future Fleet to promote the 

benefits of safety technology to consumers. We believe there is scope for wider promotion of 

these initiatives, and consideration should also be given to mandating the display of safety 

ratings at the point of sale, not only for new but used cars, as it is for fuel economy ratings. It 

is incongruous that provision of fuel efficiency data to consumers is given regulated 

precedence over safety information.      

 

According to AA surveys, 92% of Members rate safety features of vehicles (ABS, airbags etc) 

as ‘fairly’ or ‘very’ important. In the last such survey (2007) it was second only to fuel economy 

as the most important factor they considered. Consumers clearly want more information on 

vehicle safety but it is not widely publicised. In some countries car magazines must publish 



safety data in road tests and adverts promoting performance are banned. A review of the 

appropriateness of advertising high performance should be considered here.  

 

The uptake of such technology, and public demand for it, could be supported by introducing 

lower ACC premiums and tax breaks for vehicles which exceed minimum 4- or 5-star NCAP 

ratings. We would also support introducing minimum 4-star safety standard for Government 

fleet purchases and incentivise private fleet purchasers to adopt the same standards via lower 

ACC employer levies and fringe benefit tax discounts. With approximately 80% of new light 

vehicles being sold to commercial buyers, which subsequently enter the private fleet as used 

vehicles, this is the most effective means to improve the overall safety of the entire fleet. 

 

Furthermore, it may also be worthwhile imposing minimum star ratings for all new light 

vehicles, not just Government or fleet purchases. 

 

There is ample opportunity to introduce graduated vehicle licence fees (namely ACC) based 

on a vehicles safety rating, or at the very least, age. This is not possible at present because 

safety equipment is not recorded at the time of entry to the fleet, and in order to introduce 

incentives, collecting this data is a priority. It would also assist in improving data quality of road 

accidents. Besides safety features, ACC fees could also vary according to the accident profile 

of vehicle types. For example, a 4-star SUV (without ESC) could pay a higher levy than a 4-

star hatchback, as SUVs are over-represented in single-vehicle and rollover accidents 

According to the US Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, the fitment of ESC reduces single-

vehicle crashes by 49% for SUVs, compared to 33% for cars. Certain high-performance 

models could also pay more than lower specification versions of the same car, depending on 

their crash history. Vehicle aggressivity could also be targeted, as a 5-star Smart car does not 

perform as well in a crash with a 5-star SUV and, in conjunction with emissions policies, 

smaller but safe and economic cars could be incentivised in favour of more aggressive 

vehicles to improve fleet compatibility which has benefits for other vulnerable road users too. 

 

Similar graduated fee structures could be imposed by insurance companies, based not only 

on the safety specification and accident profile of the make and model, but also the profile of 

the driver. The combination of lower insurance and licence fees, and lower fringe benefit taxes 

as appropriate, could act as an inducement to purchase safer cars, particularly when buyers 

are choosing vehicles in the same class and price range but with differing safety ratings.  

 

 
 



Reduce the average age of the light vehicle fleet 
Some consideration could be given to imposing minimum safety ratings for used imported 

vehicles. Since the adoption of the Frontal Impact Rule in 2001, which effectively prohibited 

the import of used (predominantly Japanese) vehicles built before 1996 (excluding SUVs built 

before 2003), there has been no update of those standards. But vehicle safety standards and 

equipment have developed significantly in the past decade. While the adoption of minimum 

emissions standards has, by proxy, led to the import of newer, safer cars, other than 

complying with the decade-old frontal impact standards there is no obligation for those cars to 

be fitted with other advanced safety equipment. As the used import market is price-driven, 

importers will tend to bring in the cheapest, lower-specification cars provided they meet the 

required emissions standard.  

 

Therefore the NZAA proposes that additional minimum safety standards could also be 

imposed, that is, importers source cars from the year(s) of manufacture that comply with 

emissions standards, but which must also feature safety equipment that might otherwise be 

absent on base models. This could be imposed by specifying minimum star ratings, or 

otherwise that they be equipped with ABS or side airbags etc. In time, ESC could also be 

imposed as a required feature, say 7-8 years after it became standard fitment on new cars in 

Europe and USA. As Japanese manufacturers will be equipping models with ESC in order sell 

them in those markets, all used imports could be so-specified, rather than sourcing lesser 

domestic models without it.   

 

A trade-off of such minimum standards is that they could reduce the available pool of used 

imports, and raise their purchase costs, thereby reducing the turnover of the fleet and leading 

to people retaining their existing cars for longer. This can be partly offset by the 

aforementioned inducements such as lower ACC levies and insurance, advertising 

campaigns, and scrappage schemes.  

 

The NZAA supports the introduction of a small levy on all vehicles entering the fleet to cover the 

cost of their disposal at the end of life. A bounty would encourage owners to dispose of marginal 

vehicles rather than keep them for longer, thereby helping remove the oldest vehicles with the 

lowest safety standards from the fleet (while also supporting emissions targets and reducing 

illegal dumping). There have been several short-run scrapping trials in Auckland, Wellington and 

Christchurch which have been relatively successful, and there is scope to extend these or run 

them more often. One of the key successes of the trials has in fact been to inform owners than 

their old car is worth a modest sum as scrap, when many believe it will actually cost them to 

dispose of it. This fact alone could be better promoted. 



 

While vehicles entering the fleet must meet emissions standards, there are no such in-service 

standards save for a rudimentary ‘smoke test’ at WoF. Although it has previously been 

investigated, it may be appropriate to reconsider introducing an in-service emissions test, 

although the NZAA believes this would have greater benefit if targeted at diesel rather than 

petrol-fuelled vehicles. A mandatory test for heavy commercial vehicles conducted at CoF B 

stations would address some of the concerns raised previously about the availability of testing 

facilities and cost of associated testing equipment. Nevertheless, an emissions test for light 

vehicles (particularly diesel SUVs) may encourage the disposal of older non-compliant 

vehicles, which would go some way to reducing the average age of the fleet. 

 
Revise WoF standards to ensure advanced safety systems continue to function 
The NZAA supports in principle the checking of advanced safety functions at the Warrant of 

Fitness, provided it is practical. We are concerned however that not all equipment can be 

inspected, such as airbags (except for the warning light which is checked now), and neither 

would we support checking items that greatly increase the time of the inspection and cost to 

the owner, or require removal of trim or components with attendant risk of damage.   

 

If such checks will lead to increased costs of the WoF due to time or the need for agents to 

purchase specialised equipment (e.g. brake testing machines which can check ABS and 

ESC), then we would support an evaluation of extending the WoF period, especially the 6-

month period for vehicles over 5 years, although other WoF criteria may need to be adjusted 

accordingly (e.g. tyre tread depth). New vehicles could be exempted from these specialist 

checks for the period they are under warranty.  

 

This proposal requires further analysis because as vehicles age, it will become harder and 

possibly uneconomic to source replacement safety components should they fail. While this 

may have the desired effect of turning over older vehicles, owners may be reluctant or unable 

to afford replacing them with newer ones, and instead seek older vehicles in the fleet that 

don’t feature the ‘costly’ safety equipment. 

 

Similarly, it could lead to more non-compliance of WoF and licensing regulations, however 

with greater enforcement of vehicle offences the safety of the fleet can be further improved by 

removing unsafe vehicles which are being driven illegally. Analysis of crash causation in CAS 

shows approximately 20% of vehicles involved in accidents do not have current WoFs, 

registration, are illegally modified, or are driven by people without driver licences or in breach 



of their conditions, so by targeting illegally-driven vehicles there could be a considerable 

improvement in NZ’s road accident statistics.  
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