








Section 1: Diagnosing the policy problem 

What is the context behind the policy problem and how is the status quo expected 
to develop? 

1. The WoF regime is a core component of New Zealand’s light vehicle safety system, 
providing periodic assurance that vehicles meet minimum safety standards at the time 
of inspection. WoF inspections focus on safety‑critical components, including tyres, 
brakes, steering, suspension, and visibility, and are designed to reduce the risk that 
vehicle defects contribute to fatal and serious injury crashes. The regime operates 
within the wider land transport regulatory system, whose primary objective is to improve 
road safety outcomes for all road users. 

2. Enforcement of WoF requirements currently relies on a combination of infringement 
fees, court‑ordered fines, and operational tools such as vehicle prohibition notices. 
These penalties are set out in the Land Transport Act 1998 and the Land Transport 
(Offences and Penalties) Regulations 1999, and are administered primarily by Police, 
with some enforcement roles for parking wardens. Police offer a compliance pathway 
whereby an infringement can be waived where evidence of compliance is presented. 
Councils also provided similar leniency by issuing warnings and grace periods.  

3. Planned changes will reduce the frequency of mandatory inspections for parts of the 
light vehicle fleet, increasing reliance on vehicle owners’ ongoing maintenance and on 
enforcement to maintain safety standards. Modelling undertaken for these inspection 
changes indicates that, without effective mitigation, reduced inspection frequency is 
expected to increase the risk of additional fatal, serious injury, and minor injury crashes. 
In this context, penalties may influence compliance more significantly than they have 
historically.  

4. Without changes to penalties, the counterfactual is that deterrence will continue to rely 
on relatively low infringement fees, discretionary compliance pathways, and public 
information campaigns. While NZTA plans to increase public awareness of inspection 
requirements and penalties, it is unlikely that information alone will be sufficient to 
offset the increased safety risk associated with less frequent inspections.  

5. While certificate of fitness A (CoF A) inspections are in scope of the broader review of 
light vehicle inspection settings, we did not consider options for addressing non-
compliance with these requirements. Our view is the changes should focus on WoF 
non-compliance as it is a much larger cohort and the existing $600 infringement fine for 
CoF A non-compliance is high enough to set a strong deterrent.  

6. This proposal sits within the context of the Government’s wider Land Transport rules 
reform programme, which is reviewing and updating land transport rules and regulatory 
settings to improve efficiency, reduce unnecessary compliance costs, and maintain an 
appropriate focus on safety.  

What is the policy problem or opportunity? 

7. While vehicle defects contribute to a small proportion of crashes overall,1 the safety risk 
they pose is unevenly distributed. Evidence shows that non‑compliant vehicles are 

 
1 In 2023, 3.7 percent of all fatal crashes identified a vehicle defect e.g. bald tyres.  
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over‑represented in vehicle defect‑related fatal and serious injury crashes, 2 and that 
tyre defects are particularly prevalent in these outcomes. 3 This suggests that some 
forms of WoF non‑compliance are associated with disproportionately higher safety 
risks, even if their absolute frequency is low.  

8. At any given time, approximately 11–19 percent of registered light vehicles are overdue 
for a WoF, with a majority of these vehicles being more than two months out of date. 4 
Anecdotally, factors such as cost, inconvenience, and lack of awareness have been 
identified as common reasons for non-compliance.  

9. Existing infringement fees and maximum court‑ordered fines for WoF‑related offences 
have remained largely unchanged over time, with the last update in 1998. This has 
reduced their value and may have weakened their deterrent effect, particularly for 
ongoing or repeated non‑compliance.  

10. Additionally, there is an opportunity to mitigate some of the increased risk associated 
with reduced inspection frequency by strengthening the deterrent effect of penalties. 
More effective penalties can help support compliance and offset the additional crash 
risk that modelling suggests may arise under the counterfactual of unchanged settings. 

What objectives are sought in relation to the policy problem? 

11. The objective of this project is to improve compliance with WoF requirements, 
particularly for prolonged or repeated non‑compliance that is associated with higher 
safety risk. 

What consultation has been undertaken? 

12. Public consultation on changes to light vehicle inspection was undertaken between 29 
October 2025 and 17 December 2025. Most submitters (2,729 or 52 percent) supported 
the proposals as they considered the changes would encourage people to take more 
personal responsibility and disincentivise non-compliance.  

13. Many of these submitters supported the idea of a grace period. Those that opposed 
increased penalties cited concerns with increased financial stress particularly for lower 
income vehicle owners and that education is likely to be more effective at increasing 
compliance than financial penalties.  

14. The Ministry of Transport consulted with NZTA, Police and the Ministry of Justice. The 
Ministry of Justice emphasised the relationship between demerit points, licence 
suspensions and the volume of criminal charges entering courts in the context of the 
Government priority to improve court timeliness and efficiency. This feedback is 
consistent with our decision to rule introducing demerit points out of our analysis.  

15. NZTA emphasised the need to send a strong deterrent for WoF non-compliance, 
particularly in the context of changes to inspection requirements. This feedback 
informed the proposed level of infringement fee.  

 
2 Of the 1,540 light vehicles with vehicle faults in death and serious injury crashes between 2014 and 
2024, 29 percent of vehicles either not having a WoF or having an unknown WoF status. 
3 Tyres were identified in 41.6 percent of vehicle defect, death and serious injury crashes between 2020 
and 2024. 
4 Approximately 269,751 vehicles. 
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16. Local enforcement (e.g. local councils) can issue infringements for WoF non-
compliance, but they were not specifically consulted on these proposals. Officials 
consulted councils as part of the broader review of light vehicle inspection 
requirements to identify ways to strengthen enforcement. 

 

Section 2: Assessing options to address the policy problem 

What criteria will be used to compare options to the status quo? 

17. Options will be assessed against the status quo using a set of criteria aligned with the 
objectives of improving safety outcomes, supporting compliance, and ensuring 
proportionate and feasible enforcement. 

 
18. The assessment criteria are: 

a. Improves safety outcomes - The extent to which the option is likely to reduce 
the number of unsafe vehicles on the road and mitigate the risk of vehicle 
defect‑related crashes. 

b. Proportionate to risk and severity of offending - Whether the option aligns the 
level of penalty with the safety risk posed by the offence as well as existing 
penalties for other offences. 

c. Minimises disproportionate, negative outcomes - The extent to which 
impacts fall disproportionately on particular groups and what mitigations are 
available.  

d. Feasibility and implementation - Whether the option can be implemented 
within existing legislative frameworks, enforcement systems, and operational 
practices, including the time and complexity required to do so. 

19. These criteria involve trade‑offs. For example, options that improve deterrence may 
increase distributional impacts, while options that prioritise equity may be less effective 
at improving compliance. Where trade‑offs arise, greater weight is given to safety 
outcomes and proportionality, consistent with the objectives of the land transport 
regulatory system.  

What scope will options be considered within?  

20. Options are constrained by the requirement that changes be implementable through 
secondary legislation or operational guidance, without requiring significant primary 
legislative reform. Options would also need to be able to be implemented in time to 
support the changes to light vehicle inspection requirements in late 2026. 

What options are being considered? 

21. A range of options were considered for strengthen penalties for WoF non-compliance. 
International experience has been considered at a high level to inform the range of 
feasible penalty options, noting that many comparable jurisdictions apply stronger 
financial or non‑financial penalties for vehicle inspection non‑compliance.  
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35. The proposal would be integrated into the broader monitoring and evaluation planned 
as part of the changes to light vehicle inspection requirements.  

36. Monitoring will include regularly publishing key metrics including: 

a. fatal and serious injury crashes where vehicle defects are a contributing factor 

b. cost burden for both private and commercial vehicle owners 

c. non-compliance rates 

d. infringements issued by Police and reasons provided 

e. inspection failure rates. 

37. The broader review also includes an implementation evaluation and an outcomes 
evaluation that are planned for two years and five years after implementation 
respectively.   
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