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Overview 
Consumer NZ will comment only on the overview, and not in detail on the rule.
Consumer NZ is not substantially opposed to the amendments to the rule and accepts that there are benefits in productivity to be gained by enabling larger or heavier loads to be moved in a single vehicle movement. 
There may also be perceived benefits to the wider motoring public if fewer trucks are able to carry larger or heavier loads, this reducing the truck “presence” on the roading system.
Provided concerns about safety and about increased wear and tear on roads are addressed, we support the proposals in the draft rule.

Safety.
Consumer NZ  is aware of widespread public concern about truck safety, and has commented previously on the unsatisfactory conclusions drawn from  the former Land Transport NZ studies of truck safety, and in particular the braking studies.  It appears there is no particular requirement for Heavy Vehicles that will be permitted to carry the new maximum loads on specific routes to have any additional brake testing. 

Consumer NZ suggests such vehicles should be brake tested at maximum permitted load, to the requirements of the new Heavy Vehicle Brake Code.
In order to obtain a permit, Consumer NZ suggests there be a requirement for a heavy vehicle operator to demonstrate the use of best practices in respect of driver training, vehicle design and maintenance.

Costs to ratepayers and taxpayers.
Consumer is concerned that only the costs of strengthening bridges and culverts on the State Highway network  has been considered in the cost analysis. Who bears the cost for any bridges on a local road that is determined to be suitable for heavier vehicles? Who bears the costs of any damage to local roads?
Will any component of increased road user charges go back to local authorities who have to maintain and repair a designated route? Consumer asks that this be clarified.
Consumer would like to see further cost/benefit analysis done before the rule is introduced, or to see a requirement for a cost/benefit analysis for each route before it is approved.
Consumer asks why the proposal does not also take into account the alternative of moving larger heavier loads by rail on some routes. Is it sensible to spend $13,000,000 to upgrade  bridges and culverts on State Highway 1 across Canterbury, when a railway line capable of carrying such loads runs alongside from Marlborough to Otago?
Establishment of a single permit authority
Consumer NZ does not support the establishment of a single authority. 

Consumer NZ would like to see road approval at a local level to allow residents affected by a proposed route to be able to have input to a local authority decision making process.

Local authorities who will need to support maintenance of local routes should be enabled to decide whether any increased maintenance costs can be supported by them and their ratepayers during the process of approving permits.
