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Proposal to Modernise Vehicle Standards
Regulation in New Zealand

A recognition-governance framework for an import-dependent fleet

Executive Summary

This proposal asks the Ministry for Cities, Environment, Regions and Transport (MCERT) to use the
current regulatory reform programme to modernise New Zealand’s vehicle standards framework. The
reform sought is a shift from a fragmented, rule-centric and exemption-dependent model to a standards-
first recognition-governance framework better suited to New Zealand’s position as a small, import-
dependent vehicle market.

The problem is structural. New Zealand does not design or manufacture vehicles at scale, does not
regulate vehicle engineering at the point of production, and does not operate the full domestic type-
approval architecture used in major manufacturing jurisdictions. Vehicles entering the New Zealand fleet
are designed, tested, and originally certified overseas. New Zealand’s real regulatory task is therefore to
decide what level of performance it requires for entry into the fleet, which external standards and
evidential pathways satisfy that level, and how those pathways are governed transparently over time.

The current framework does not consistently perform that task in a clear and governable form. Technical
requirements are dispersed across multiple Rules, manuals, guidance documents, and administrative
practices. Overseas compliance evidence is often translated through domestic constructs that were not
designed as a coherent recognition system. Ordinary import questions can depend too heavily on
exemptions, ad hoc interpretation, compatibility workarounds, and repeated case-by-case handling. That
weakens predictability, transparency, accountability, and the ability to demonstrate public benefit.

The proposed reform is to establish a recognition-governance framework. Under that model, MCERT
would set the policy architecture: the regulatory domains, objectives, metrics, calculation methods, and
policy thresholds that express the level of performance New Zealand intends to require. NZTA would
then apply that framework technically by assessing external standards, standards packages, regulatory
vintages, stages, achievement levels, and evidential routes against those thresholds; publishing
recognition determinations; and maintaining the registers and review processes needed to make the
system operational.

The purpose of the reform is not deregulation. It is better regulation. The objective should be progressive
improvement in the characteristics of the national vehicle fleet over time. Standards should be treated as
instruments of fleet stewardship, not ends in themselves. The relevant question is not simply whether an
isolated technical requirement appears desirable on an individual vehicle, but whether the framework as
a whole improves fleet outcomes when source-market compatibility, supply, affordability, and fleet
turnover are taken into account.

This proposal is built around the following reform requests.

1. Reframe vehicle standards regulation around policy thresholds and recognised pathways, rather than
fragmented domestic proxies and residual overlays.



2. Make recognition the primary compliance architecture, with equivalency assessment used as a
bounded analytical tool to support recognition and direct verification retained only as an accepted
evidential route for defined requirements.

3. Recognise current standards, historical regulatory vintages, standards packages, components,
stages, and achievement levels where they satisfy the relevant New Zealand policy threshold.

4. Maintain jurisdiction-neutral assessment so that no single foreign regime becomes an unstated proxy
benchmark.

5. Preserve multiple accepted evidential routes, including recognised documentary evidence, public
records, OEM-origin evidence where accepted, and direct verification where accepted, so that public
compliance does not become dependent on a private evidential monopoly.

6. Require publication of recognition determinations, accepted evidential routes, a Recognised
Standards Register, a Compatibility Register, reconsideration outcomes, transition arrangements,
and fleet-outcome reporting.

7. Embed durable governance duties in the Rule while keeping subordinate instruments clearly within,
and not above, the Rule.

The proposal also responds to the practical problem of tertiary or non-legislative instruments. Guidance,
manuals, operational notices, practice notes, and registers may be necessary to make the framework
work, but they must be visibly anchored in lawful authority and must not become free-standing sources of
substantive obligation. Reform should therefore simplify and align Rules, guidance, and operational
material so that regulated parties can identify what the law requires, what evidence is accepted, who
decides, and how change is made.

The proposal also requires a clearer institutional division of responsibility. MCERT should define
domains, objectives, metrics, calculation methods, and the level of performance New Zealand intends to
require. NZTA should apply that framework technically through recognition determinations, maintenance
of the Recognised Standards Register and Compatibility Register, accepted evidential-route publication,
reconsideration, and technical recalibration where justified by evidence. Frontline certifiers should apply
the published framework to the vehicle presented, while continuing to verify matters such as identity,
authenticity, configuration integrity, modification status, and present condition. They should not create
new pathways or new substantive interpretations at the point of application.

Transparency and discipline are central to the proposal. Recognition determinations should be published
with structured reasons. The Recognised Standards Register and Compatibility Register should be
maintained as version-controlled public instruments. Accepted evidential routes should be expressly
published and bounded, and reconsideration should be available on defined grounds so that recognition
settings remain authoritative until formally revised, replaced, or withdrawn.

Implementation can be pragmatic. Much of the enabling capacity for recognition-based regulation
appears to exist within the current statutory and Rule structure. The reform should therefore use existing
legal capacity where it already supports the model, while expressly embedding the durable governance
obligations needed for publication, version control, effective-date discipline, reconsideration, transition,
and stewardship.

1. Purpose of this Proposal

This proposal is directed to MCERT. It asks the Ministry to treat vehicle standards reform as an
architectural regulatory reform issue, not merely as a technical updating exercise. The proposal is that
New Zealand should adopt a recognition-governance framework for vehicle entry and standards
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administration, implemented through the current Rule structure where practicable and supported by clear
subordinate instruments where necessary.

The reform is needed because the present framework has accumulated complexity through successive
Rules, amendments, manuals, guidance documents, compatibility workarounds, evidential practices, and
exemptions. Although many individual changes may have been rational when made, the cumulative
effect is a system that does not clearly state how New Zealand recognises external standards and
evidential pathways for entry into an imported fleet.

The proposal does not ask the Ministry to lower New Zealand’s expectations for safety, environmental
performance, or regulatory integrity. It asks the Ministry to express those expectations more coherently:
through policy thresholds, published recognition determinations, accepted evidential routes, version-
controlled registers, structured reconsideration, transition discipline, and reporting on fleet outcomes.

2. The Reform Problem

The present issue is not simply that some technical provisions are dated. The deeper issue is that the
framework does not consistently operate as a clear system for recognising credible external standards
and accepted evidential routes for an imported fleet. Too much of its operative content is still worked out
through fragmentation, exemptions, unpublished interpretation, and repeated case handling.

That creates several linked problems.

e It reduces predictability for importers, certifiers, and other regulated parties because recognised
pathways are not always clearly expressed or stably published.

e ltincreases the risk of inconsistent application because substantive issues can be resolved through
local interpretation or ad hoc escalation rather than through structured system-level determinations.

¢ |t weakens accountability because it is harder to explain publicly why a pathway is accepted, limited,
or rejected, and harder to connect regulatory effort to measurable fleet outcomes over time.

e ltincreases administrative burden because regulated parties must navigate the gap between Rules,
manuals, guidance, and current administrative practice.

The NZTA compliance framework material is useful corroboration on this point. It identifies design cost
embedded in legislative and regulatory settings, describes guidance drift from the Rules and regulations
that guidance purports to explain, and supports simplification of rules and guidance as a precondition for
more coherent and modern regulatory practice.

The current framework is also vulnerable to evidential opacity. Where proof of compliance is not clearly
structured through recognised documentary pathways, public records, or other accepted evidential
routes, practical compliance can become dependent on proprietary information, informal practice, or
discretionary judgment at the margins. That creates avoidable risks for administrative integrity,
competition, and long-run regulatory resilience.

3. What the Ministry Should Seek to Achieve

The rules reform project should seek to achieve five things.

e A clearer expression of the substantive outcomes New Zealand intends to require for entry into the
fleet, by domain and by defined policy threshold.

e A standards-first architecture for recognising external pathways that satisfy those thresholds, rather
than continued reliance on fragmented domestic proxies and residual overlays.

¢ Adisciplined legal boundary between Rules and subordinate administrative instruments, so that
guidance and registers make the framework operational without becoming free-standing law.
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e A more transparent and reviewable system of recognition, compatibility treatment, accepted
evidential routes, reconsideration, and change over time.

e A simpler, more navigable, and more proportionate compliance process for regulated parties and
frontline decision-makers alike.

The objective is not minimal regulation. The objective is better regulation: regulation that is easier to
understand, better aligned with legal authority, less reliant on exemptions and workarounds, and more
capable of demonstrating public benefit over time.

4. Why Recognition-Governance Fits New Zealand

New Zealand’s practical role in vehicle standards regulation is fundamentally different from that of a
major manufacturing jurisdiction. Vehicles entering the New Zealand fleet are designed, engineered,
tested, and originally certified overseas under external regulatory systems. New Zealand does not
operate a full domestic type-approval architecture at the point of manufacture.

The regulatory question is therefore not how to recreate foreign engineering control domestically, but how
to decide, govern, and explain which external standards and certification pathways are acceptable for
entry into the fleet. That is why recognition-governance is the better regulatory form for an import-
dependent state. It allows New Zealand to focus on setting policy thresholds, recognising acceptable
pathways, publishing those positions, and monitoring whether the resulting settings improve fleet
characteristics over time.

This is also why the framework must remain neutral between source jurisdictions at the level of principle.
New Zealand receives vehicles from more than one major regulatory ecosystem, including new and used
vehicles with different source-market histories and regulatory vintages. The appropriate question is
whether a pathway satisfies the New Zealand policy threshold, not whether it originates in a preferred
foreign regime.

Worked example: jurisdiction-neutral recognition

Assume, for illustration only, that New Zealand sets a policy threshold for a defined safety domain such
as frontal impact protection for light passenger vehicles. The threshold would express the level of
occupant protection New Zealand considers acceptable for entry into the fleet. Vehicles may then be
presented through several external pathways: a current UNECE-based pathway, a Japanese domestic
pathway from a particular regulatory vintage, an Australian Design Rule pathway, or another credible
source-market pathway.

The wrong approach would be to treat one of those pathways, such as the most familiar European or
Australian pathway, as the unstated benchmark and then ask whether all other pathways look sufficiently
similar to it. That would make the foreign pathway a proxy for New Zealand policy without first asking
whether the New Zealand threshold is actually met.

The recognition-governance approach would begin with the New Zealand threshold. NZTA would assess
each external pathway against that threshold and publish the resulting recognition position. One pathway
might be recognised in full for specified vehicle classes and production dates. Another might be
recognised only for a later regulatory vintage. A third might be recognised only where an additional
accepted evidential route confirms a particular configuration. A fourth might not be recognised on the
available evidence, but could be reconsidered if new evidence later became available.

The point of the example is that the result would not depend on whether the pathway comes from a
preferred jurisdiction. It would depend on whether the pathway satisfies the New Zealand policy
threshold, with any recognition, limitation, evidential requirement, or non-recognition published through
the recognition determination, the Recognised Standards Register, and any relevant Compatibility
Register entry.
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A mixed import stream cannot be governed coherently if the framework treats one external regime as
inherently normal and all others as exceptional. A system designed around proxy benchmarking will tend
to exclude lawful and credible source-market vintages for reasons that are not truly anchored in a New
Zealand policy threshold. A system designed around recognition against a threshold can assess multiple
pathways on their merits.

5. Policy Objective and Design Principles

The central policy objective should be progressive improvement in the characteristics of the New Zealand
fleet over time. In an import-dependent market, standards are not ends in themselves; they are
instruments within a broader system of fleet stewardship.

That whole-of-fleet orientation has two practical implications. First, New Zealand should define the
objective, metric, calculation method, and policy threshold in each domain, rather than relying on
inherited technical constructs whose policy status is unclear. Second, requirements should be assessed
not only for their effect on an individual vehicle characteristic, but for their likely impact on source-market
compatibility, supply, affordability, and fleet renewal.

The design principles for the reformed system should be as follows.

¢ Recognition-governance, not domestic design control.

e Standards-first, with bounded use of equivalency assessment and direct verification.

e Whole-of-fleet, outcome-focused stewardship.

¢ Neutrality between jurisdictions and accommodation of historical regulatory vintages where consistent
with the policy threshold.

e Clear separation between policy thresholds and technical calibration.

e Transparency, publication, version control, reviewability, and disciplined revision.

e Preservation of multiple accepted evidential routes so that public compliance does not depend on a
private evidential monopoly.

¢ No second substantive domestic requirement within a recognised domain unless the Rule itself
expressly provides for retained verification matters or scope limits.

6. Proposed Recognition-Governance Architecture

The proposed framework is organised around a standards-first recognition architecture. New Zealand
sets the policy threshold for a domain and then determines, in a transparent and publishable way, which
external standards, standards packages, components, regulatory vintages, stages, achievement levels,
and accepted evidential routes satisfy that threshold.

Recognition is the primary pathway. Equivalency assessment is a bounded analytical tool used to
support recognition determinations where necessary. Direct verification is a bounded accepted evidential
route for defined requirements where the framework accepts it, rather than an alternative approval
system in its own right.

At the entry-application stage, the question is whether the vehicle presented falls within a recognised
pathway and whether the retained verification matters have been established. Lawful overseas
registration in a recognised source jurisdiction and vintage may operate as prima facie evidence of
original compliance where the framework has already recognised that pathway, but New Zealand would
still verify identity, authenticity, configuration integrity, modification status, and the present condition of
the vehicle as presented.
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Worked example: administrative sequence

Assume, for illustration only, that the Rule includes a defined domain for frontal impact protection and
sets the relevant New Zealand policy threshold. NZTA then assesses a particular external pathway, such
as a specified standards package applying to light passenger vehicles from a defined source jurisdiction
and regulatory vintage, against that threshold. If NZTA concludes that the pathway satisfies the threshold
for the relevant class and vintage, it publishes a recognition determination identifying the pathway
assessed, the domain, the threshold applied, the scope of recognition, any assumptions or limitations,
and the effective date.

The recognised pathway is then entered into the Recognised Standards Register. The register entry tells
importers, certifiers, NZTA staff, and the public that vehicles within the stated class and regulatory
vintage may rely on that recognised pathway, subject to the retained verification matters. If NZTA has
identified a material divergence between the recognised external pathway and a New Zealand
requirement, it records the practical consequence in a Compatibility Register entry. That entry might say,
for example, that the pathway is recognised only for particular configurations, or that an additional
accepted evidential route is needed for a defined matter.

Accepted evidential routes are then published as part of the same architecture. A vehicle presented for
entry might establish original compliance through lawful overseas registration in the recognised source
jurisdiction and vintage, together with supporting documentation. The frontline certifier would not re-
decide whether that external pathway should be recognised. The certifier would apply the published
framework to the vehicle presented, confirm that the vehicle falls within the recognised pathway, and
verify retained matters such as identity, authenticity, configuration integrity, modification status, and
present condition.

If later evidence shows that the recognised pathway does not perform as expected, or that a material
factual or methodological error was made, the issue would be dealt with through reconsideration. The
existing recognition determination would remain operative until NZTA publishes a revised determination.
If the revised position narrows or withdraws recognition, any transitional treatment would be objective,
published, class-based, and time-limited. The result is a visible sequence from Rule to determination,
register entry, evidential route, frontline application, reconsideration, and transition.

This sequence moves technical interpretation upstream into structured, published, reviewable
instruments. That is the main way the system reduces fragmentation and exemption dependence without
abandoning legal discipline.

7. Simplifying the Compliance Process

Simplification should be treated as a substantive reform objective, not merely as a communications
exercise. The present system imposes cost not only through direct compliance effort, but also through
learning cost, re-learning cost, friction generated by defensive or duplicative process, and design cost
embedded in misaligned legal and administrative settings.

The NZTA compliance framework material is valuable on this point. It identifies administrative burden as
extending well beyond narrow compliance cost, describes friction cost where process obligations are
disconnected from actual risk, and describes design cost where legislation, Rules, guidance, and
operational practice are not aligned with one another or with subsystem risk profiles.

That analysis reinforces the case for a rules reform approach that simplifies the architecture before trying
to digitise or operationalise it further. There is little value in digitising processes that have not first been
streamlined. Simplification of Rules and guidance is a precondition for proactive, risk-based regulation
rather than reactive and administratively heavy regulation.
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In vehicle entry and standards administration, simplification would mean at least the following.

e Fewer overlapping sources of operative meaning at the point of application.

e Greater reliance on published recognised pathways rather than bespoke interpretation of ordinary
cases.

e Clear, bounded accepted evidential routes, reducing argument about what proof is sufficient.

e Better separation between substantive threshold-setting and operational application.

e Less dependence on exemptions and one-off accommodations to make the system work.

Simplification is therefore not synonymous with reduced scrutiny. Properly undertaken, it improves legal
integrity, reduces avoidable administrative burden, and makes regulatory effort more proportionate to the
actual risk being managed.

8. The Role and Limits of Tertiary Instruments

Tertiary or non-legislative material can become too important to ignore and too insufficiently disciplined to
leave unaddressed. The CRF review describes this layer as “regulatory dark matter”: guidance
documents, codes, enterprise practices, SOPs, and educational collateral that shape compliance
behaviour and regulatory outcomes despite lacking formal statutory authority.

That concept is highly relevant to the present submission. In the vehicle standards context, regulated
parties frequently experience the system not only through Acts, regulations, and Rules, but through
manuals, guidance, practice expectations, unpublished compatibility treatments, and operational habits
that may have maijor practical effect.

This submission does not argue that such instruments should disappear. On the contrary, a recognition-
governance framework depends on visible administrative instruments such as recognition
determinations, registers, accepted evidential-route publications, reconsideration outcomes, and
transition notices. The critical point is that these instruments must remain subordinate to the Rule, must
be expressly authorised by it where necessary, and must not create free-standing substantive obligations
or de facto policy thresholds outside it.

VIA is concerned about standards drift: the gradual divergence between guidance and the Rules and
regulations that the guidance purports to explain. When that happens, regulated parties must navigate
inconsistencies at their own cost. Guidance that does not align with the law ceases to be guidance and
becomes a source of confusion. It also strengthens the case for a substantial simplification project to
rewrite guidance in plain language so that expectations match what the law actually says.

That insight should be adopted directly into the rules reform work. Guidance and subordinate instruments
should explain and operationalise the framework. They should not substitute for the Rule, create
substantive thresholds, or become informal workaround devices for unresolved policy disagreement.

9. Evidential Routes, OEM Data, and Regulatory Resilience

A modernised framework must also address evidential design. The framework should preserve multiple
accepted evidential routes, including recognised documentary pathways, public records, OEM-origin
evidence where accepted, and direct verification where accepted. The question is not whether evidence
is documentary or direct in the abstract, but whether it is an accepted route for proving the requirement in
question.

This has direct implications for manufacturer-origin evidence. OEM-origin documentation or data may in
many cases be efficient and probative, but it should not become the exclusive gateway to proving
compliance with a public rule where another accepted evidential route exists.
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That is not only a competition issue. It is also a matter of regulatory integrity, resilience, and sovereignty
in an environment where compliance information may increasingly sit inside proprietary systems,
software interfaces, and digitally mediated access structures controlled by commercially interested
actors.

The broader compliance framework material supports the importance of this design question indirectly
through its emphasis on defensive regulation, confidence deficits, and the need for clearer decision-
support architecture. A system that is unclear about accepted evidence, unclear about who decides, and
dependent on scattered practice will tend to become slower, more defensive, and more burdensome than
one that publishes its evidential logic up front.

10. Governance and Institutional Responsibilities

A recognition-governance framework depends on a clear institutional division between policy-setting,
technical administration, and frontline application. MCERT should retain responsibility for deciding which
domains require standards, what public objectives apply, what performance metric is to be used, how
that metric is to be calculated, and what policy threshold expresses the level of performance New
Zealand intends to require.

NZTA'’s role is different. Within the policy thresholds, metrics, and decision rules set by the governing
framework, NZTA should determine which external pathways satisfy the relevant New Zealand threshold,
conduct or commission the technical analysis needed to support those recognition determinations,
maintain the Recognised Standards Register and Compatibility Register, publish accepted evidential
routes and reconsideration outcomes, and undertake technical recalibration where new evidence justifies
it.

Frontline certifiers should occupy a third and distinct role. Their task is to apply the published framework
to the vehicle presented for entry or certification, determine whether it falls within a recognised pathway
or other accepted evidential route, and verify the retained non-substantive matters that remain for New
Zealand to check. They should not set policy, make recognition determinations, or create new pathways
through local interpretation.

This division matters because it reduces the risk that policy drifts through technical administration or that
technical administration drifts through local improvisation. It also aligns with the compliance framework
material’s emphasis on clarifying decision rights, reducing unnecessary escalation, and building the
second-tier decision-support material needed for confident, proportionate judgement.

11. Transparency, Reviewability, and Stewardship

A recognition-governance framework is only credible if its determinations, accepted evidential routes, and
changes over time are visible and reviewable. NZTA should therefore publish recognition determinations
and equivalency determinations in a structured form that identifies what was assessed, the domain and
metric involved, the threshold or criterion applied, the principal categories of evidence relied upon, any
material assumptions or scope limits, the determination reached, and the date from which it takes effect.

The Recognised Standards Register should show what pathways are currently recognised, for what
classes and vintages, with version control and effective-date discipline. The Compatibility Register should
record known divergences between New Zealand requirements and recognised external pathways and
state their practical implications, but it should remain interpretive and operational in function and should
not be used to create a new policy threshold or a second substantive domestic requirement.

Reviewability is equally important. Reconsideration should be available on defined grounds, including
new evidence, material factual error, methodological error, or a material dispute about scope or
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application. A reconsideration request should not alter the operative status of a published determination
unless and until a revised position is published.

The framework should also include fleet-outcome reporting. Reporting should make the effects of the
system visible over time and help show whether recognition settings appear to support the intended
improvement in fleet characteristics, while not being treated as an automatic policy control mechanism in
its own right.

12. Implementation Within the Existing Rule Structure

This proposal is deliberately pragmatic. It does not depend on wholesale legislative replacement,
because much of the enabling capacity for a recognition-governance framework already appears to exist
within the current statutory and Rule structure.

Implementation should therefore proceed by using existing legal capacity where practicable while
expressly embedding in Rules those obligations that must be durable, visible, and reviewable. At
minimum, a Rule implementing the model would need to address purpose and scope, key definitions,
policy thresholds and domains, recognition authority and publication duties, registers and version control,
accepted evidential routes, the role of frontline certifiers, reconsideration and revision, transition, and the
boundary on administrative instruments.

13. External Support from the Compliance Framework Review and
Auditor-General Material

The 2026 NZTA Compliance Response Framework review is valuable for this submission in three areas:

e It provides independent support for the proposition that complexity and burden often arise from
system design rather than from frontline process alone, including where Rules, guidance, and
practice are misaligned.

e |t gives a useful vocabulary and framework for discussing tertiary instruments, guidance drift,
administrative burden, and the need for systematic simplification before digitisation or further process
layering.

e It reinforces the importance of visible decision-support architecture, role clarity, structured
engagement, and bounded discretion, all of which are consistent with moving interpretation upstream
into published recognition logic rather than leaving it dispersed and improvised.

Similarly, the Auditor-General review of vehicle inspection in 2025 supports the general direction of
reform toward clearer objectives, better public explanation, more intelligible and reviewable decision
structures, better adaptation to changing vehicle technologies, reduced dependence on exemptions and
opaque workaround practices, and stronger stewardship supported by evidence and reporting.

14. Reform Requests

The Ministry is asked to take the following reform decisions forward through the regulatory reform
programme.

1. Reframe vehicle standards regulation around policy thresholds and recognition architecture, rather
than continuing to rely on fragmented domestic proxies and residual overlays.

2. Establish a standards-first framework in which recognition is primary, equivalency assessment is
bounded and supporting, and direct verification is available only where expressly accepted.

3. Create a formal Recognised Standards Register, Compatibility Register, and structured publication of
accepted evidential routes, with version control and effective dates.
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4. Preserve multiple accepted evidential routes so that compliance with public law does not become
dependent on exclusive access to proprietary information controlled by commercially interested
actors.

5. State clearly in Rule form that subordinate administrative instruments operate within and under the
Rule and do not create free-standing substantive obligations outside it.

6. Undertake a systematic simplification and alignment project for current Rules, guidance, and related
materials, with particular attention to removing standards drift and quasi-normative tertiary material.

7. Introduce reconsideration, transition, and fleet-outcome reporting disciplines so that the framework is
visible, stable in operation, and capable of orderly revision over time.
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15. Conclusion

New Zealand’s vehicle standards framework should now be reformed around the regulatory role it
actually performs. As a small, import-dependent market, New Zealand’s task is not to recreate overseas
design-control systems domestically. Its task is to decide what outcomes it requires for entry into the
fleet, recognise credible external pathways that satisfy those outcomes, publish and govern those
decisions, and revise them in a disciplined way as evidence, technology, and source-market conditions
change.

A recognition-governance framework gives the Ministry a coherent reform pathway. It preserves
regulatory control while improving transparency, predictability, reviewability, and stewardship. It allows
policy ambition to be set at the proper level, technical recognition to be conducted through publishable
determinations, frontline certification to operate within clear boundaries, and fleet outcomes to be
monitored over time.

The proposal is therefore both practical and principled. It does not require wholesale legislative
replacement, but it does require a deliberate shift away from fragmentation, exemption dependence,
guidance drift, and opaque case handling. The Ministry should use the regulatory reform programme to
establish a standards-first recognition architecture that is outcome-focused, jurisdiction-neutral, evidence-
based, publicly visible, and aligned with New Zealand’s long-term interest in a safer, cleaner, more
resilient, and more coherent vehicle fleet.
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