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Used Car Safety Ratings 2016 Update 
Summary & Highlights 

RATINGS OVERVIEW 

• The Used Car Safety Ratings measure 3 aspects of vehicle secondary safety performance for 
passenger and light commercial vehicles in Australia and New Zealand: 

o Crashworthiness:  

§ Measures how a vehicle protects its own occupants a crash.  

§ It estimates is the risk of death or serious injury (hospitalisation) to the driver 
in a crash.  

§ It is relevant to injury outcomes in about 90% of all crashes, the exception 
being those involving an unprotected road user (pedestrian, cyclist or 
motorcyclist). 

o Aggressivity:  

§ Measures how well a vehicle protects other road users in a crash including 
other vehicle occupants, pedestrians, cyclists and motorcyclists. 

§ Estimates the risk of death or serious injury (hospitalisation) to another 
vehicle driver, pedestrian, cyclist or motorcyclists in a crash.  

§ Is relevant to injury outcomes in crashes where another light vehicle or 
unprotected road user (pedestrian, cyclist or motorcyclist) is involved (this is 
relevant to about 55% of crashes). 

o Total Secondary Safety:  

§ Measures the combined crashworthiness and aggressivity performance 
reflecting the relevant importance of each attribute in determining overall 
injury outcomes in a crash.  

§ Estimates the average risk of death or serious injury (hospitalisation) to all 
vulnerable road users in a crash including vehicle drivers, pedestrians, 
cyclists and motorcyclists. 

• Each of the estimated ratings is, as far as possible, corrected for differences between vehicle 
models in non-vehicle related factors affecting injury outcomes. These include: 

o age and sex of the involved people;  

o year and jurisdiction of crash; and  

o crash configuration.  

• The resulting ratings measure only the differences in death and serious injury risk in a crash 
related to vehicle design and specification. They do not reflect differences in crash 
circumstances or the characteristics of people involved. 
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Data and Coverage 

• The total database from which the ratings are estimated covers: 

o Over 7.5 million involved vehicles and over 1.7 million injured road users involved 
in crashes from 1987-2014 reported to police in Australia and New Zealand 
involving people sustaining injuries in real world crashes.  

• Ratings cover:  

o Over 95% of registered passenger vehicles and light commercial vehicles 
manufactured from 1982 to 2014. 

o Since it takes time for real world data to accumulate, vehicles are not rated until at 
least 5 years after they were first sold. For less popular vehicles this time period can 
be much longer.  

o A vehicle will not be included in the ratings until it has been involved in at least 100 
crashes and at least 20 driver injuries have been recorded. Ratings will not be 
included in the brochure for public distribution unless they satisfy 2 criteria for 
minimum accuracy. In practice, these criteria are only satisfied once a vehicle has 
been involved in at least 300 crashes.   

• As far as possible, vehicles are classified into make and model clusters with homogeneous 
specifications with respect to factors determining safety performance such as structure, 
specification and fitting of critical safety features such as airbags.  

o In some instances, make and model groupings may contain vehicles with varying 
specifications; for example if optional safety equipment is available that cannot be 
identified from information on the vehicle register or if a minor specification upgrade 
has occurred during the vehicle model’s life.  

o In some instances, vehicle models’ series are combined for rating if the differences 
between them are purely cosmetic and unlikely to alter safety performance. This 
includes models shared by two manufacturers (e.g. Toyota 86 and Subaru BRZ). 

Presentation for Consumer Information 

• Presentation format acknowledges that consumers are primarily interested in how a vehicle 
will protect them as occupants from serious injury in a crash.  

o Consequently, the crashworthiness rating is the primary focus of the vehicle safety 
rating information presented.  

• Ratings categories are determined by comparing each vehicle rating and its statistical 
confidence limit to a standard rating on a 5-band classification according to how close the 
rating gets to a defined standard.  

o The UCSR standard is defined as the numerical rating value which 10% of the rated 
vehicles are better than for crashworthiness, and 5% better for aggressivity and total 
secondary safety. 

o The rating classification division points for crashworthiness are split at 25% 
increments above the standard while the categories for total secondary safety and 
aggressivity are split at 25% and 20% increments respectively, reflecting that the 
total secondary safety ratings vary over a narrower range than the crashworthiness 
and aggressivity ratings. 
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• Some vehicles rated in the best crashworthiness category are awarded a “Safe Pick” status if 
they: 

o are also rated in the best category for Total Secondary Safety 

o do not have an Aggressivity rating in the “poor” or “very poor” category 

o have Electronic Stability Control (ESC) available, in which case the Safe Pick only 
relates to models with ESC fitted.  

• Although the ratings cover vehicles manufactured from 1982-2014, only vehicles 
manufactured from 1996 are presented in the brochure. The remainder may be available on-
line by agencies promoting the ratings. Vehicles manufactured in the years 2006 onwards 
were chosen for the brochure because: 

o Standards for occupant protection performance in full frontal impacts apply to 
vehicles manufactured from 1996 onwards. This was the year ADR 69 Full Frontal 
Impact Occupant Protection was introduced, and which has shown to be beneficial in 
reducing the risk of injury in real world crashes. Correspondingly, frontal airbags 
became common fitment from this time. 

o 86% of rated vehicles manufactured prior to 1996 have a crashworthiness rating in 
the worst performance category; 100% have performance in the worse three 
categories; and none have performance in the best 2 categories or are awarded a best 
pick, meaning occupants of these vehicles are generally much more likely to be killed 
or seriously injured than newer vehicles in a crash.  

o It is recommended that consumers consider purchasing vehicles manufactured from 
1996 onwards. 

o Average vehicle lifetime in Australia is around 22 years, and in New Zealand is 
around 18 years meaning a 1996 cut-off for rating presentation covers the majority of 
vehicles currently in use in 2016 in both countries. 
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RATINGS CHANGES FOR 2016 
• Addition of crash data from 2014 for all jurisdictions. In addition, people sustaining 

serious injury (admission to hospital) in NSW crashes over the past 10 years can now 
be identified due to data linkage of hospital records to police crash reports by the 
NSW Centre for Road Safety.  

o This has increased the total number of vehicles rated from 297 in 2015 to 
346 in the 2016 update, a 16% increase. 

o The number of vehicles rated from 1996 onwards has increased from 217 
in 2015 to 266 in the 2016 update, a 23% increase. 

• The rating requirement for rating accuracy for it to be made public has not changed 
from the 2015 update. Although a vehicle must have at least 100 crash involvements 
for it to be included in the analysis, for the vehicle to pass the final accuracy 
requirements for public presentation it must have over 400 crash involvements. 

• The numerical ratings benchmark standard has been lowered (with a lower numerical 
rating indicating better safety) due to newer, investigation safer vehicles entering the 
fleet. 

o Because this benchmark gets lower each year the ratings for vehicles 
included in previous ratings updates may change due to the standard they 
are assessed against becoming more rigorous. Because ratings for all 
vehicles are recalculated every year, all ratings presented are current and 
comparable. 

o This means that a number of previously rated vehicles have been rated 
worse (lower star rating) this time due to their rating being further from 
the new standard. The process of lowering the ratings standard happens 
each year and reflects constantly improving safety in the vehicle fleet.  

o Consumers can expect the rating of their vehicle to get worse over time 
because the ratings reflect the safety of a vehicle in comparison to all 
others currently in the fleet, a fleet which improves constantly as newer 
vehicles enter it with on average better safety performance. Consequently, 
the ratings can be used by people to identify when they can make 
significant gains in safety by updating to a newer, safer vehicle.  
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2016 RATINGS HIGHLIGHTS 
• A total of 297 vehicle models manufactured from 1982 to 2014 are rated. The Brochure 

covers 266 of those vehicle models which are manufactured from 1996 to 2014.  

• Summary Table of Performance by Class in Brochure: 

Market Group Excellent 
(Safe Pick) 

Good Marginal Poor Very Poor # Rated 

Small SUV 2 (2) 1 2 1 4 10 
Medium SUV 11 (4) 9 10 2 1 33 
Large SUV 13 (6) 2 4 1 0 20 
Light 0 (0) 1 4 5 14 24 
Small 6 (1) 7 12 8 23 56 
Medium  15 (7) 12 5 9 7 48 
Large 6 (2) 4 10 2 8 30 
People Mover 4 (1) 3 0 1 1 9 
Commercial Utes 3 (1) 7 7 4 4 25 
Commercial Vans 7 (4) 2 1 1 0 11 
All 67 (28) 48 55 34 62 266 

• Safety differs significantly between vehicles: Although all vehicles rated in the UCSRs 
meet specified design rules for minimum safety performance, it is clear that some just exceed 
the minimum whilst others exceed it by a significant margin.  

o The UCSRs help identify those vehicles that exceed the design rules by a large 
margin and those that exceed the rules by the barest of margins.  

o All market groups have a range of performance across vehicles and the balance of 
performance differs widely between classes.  

o There is a significant difference in risk of death or serious injury for vehicle drivers 
between best and worse vehicle. A driver of the worst vehicle rated is over 7 times 
more likely to be killed or seriously injured in the same crash than the same driver in 
the best vehicle. 

o The safety improvement across generations of the same vehicle model can also be 
clearly seen in many instances. For example, each generation of the Subaru Liberty in 
one star rating better than the last. The Toyota Tarago has also moved from 1-star to 
5-star performance over 4 generations 

• Excellent and Good Performance Highlights: 67 vehicle models are in the excellent 
category and 48 are in the good category, with 28 earning the Safe Pick for having excellent 
total secondary safety, average or better aggressivity and ESC available. 

o All market groups have at least one excellent or good performer so it is possible to 
choose a vehicle that will provide above average occupant protection regardless of 
size or purpose of use. All market groups except light cars have more than 1 excellent 
performer. 

o Medium and Large SUVs and Medium cars all had a high proportion of vehicles 
scoring in the excellent category and high proportions of best picks. People movers 
also had a high proportion of models scoring in the excellent category, albeit from a 
small number of total vehicles rated. This highlights the role that vehicle mass plays 
in the UCSRs with vehicles heavier than the fleet average often exhibiting better 
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occupant protection. It is also the case that larger, more expensive vehicles more 
often have safety features fitted as standard. 

o A notable feature of the 2016 rating update is the high proportion of commercial vans 
scoring excellent ratings. This is due to a number of newer commercial van models 
entering the ratings with excellent performance, 4 scoring best picks. These vans 
were European designs and show a major leap in safety for this market group which, 
up until these new models, had performed badly.  

o A very high proportion of medium cars, large SUVs and commercial vans scoring an 
excellent rating also score best pick status, showing these vehicle groups can achieve 
excellent occupant protection performance without being aggressive to other road 
users. The Large SUVs scoring best picks were built with monocoque construction 
and not separate ladder chassis. Monocoque constructions are inherently much less 
aggressive due to lower stiffness and more progressive energy absorbing properties.  

o A number of commercial utilities also reached the excellent rating category; however 
only 1 of these was awarded best pick. This is because these vehicle types are often 
inherently aggressive due to structural issues (many being built on ladder chassis) or 
unfavourable geometry such as high frontal structures which cause compatibility 
problems with other vehicles and unprotected road users.  

o The vast majority of “Safe Pick” cars were manufactured from 2001 onwards 
showing the benefits of newer vehicles in terms of safety equipment available, design 
integrity and compliance with the newer safety regulation requirements in ADR 72 
(Dynamic Side Impact Occupant Protection) and ADR 73 (Offset Frontal Impact 
Protection) both introduced around this time. 

o A large number of the best pick vehicles are available second hand for under $15,000 
and many for under $10,000, which is particularly important for young drivers 
purchasing a first vehicle. It shows safe choices are available in all price ranges. 

o Some vehicles such as the 2009-14 Ford Fiesta, which scored excellent in previous 
ratings, no longer achieves this result. This is because vehicles are rated relative to all 
others in the fleet. As the average safety of the fleet improves year on year with the 
introduction of new, safer vehicles, the rating for a particular vehicle will decline 
over time relative to the rest of the fleet. 

• Poor Performance Highlights: 34 models are in the poor category, and a further 62 in the 
very poor category: 

o Small SUVs, light and small vehicle classes had the highest proportion of poor and 
very poor performing vehicles. This again reflects the role vehicle mass plays in 
determining UCSRs with lighter vehicles performing worse on average. Only one 
light vehicle scored better than marginal with 80% scoring poor or very poor.  Over 
half of small vehicles scored poor or very poor. Achieving good crashworthiness in a 
vehicle which is much lighter than the fleet average, particularly those more than 
400kg lighter than fleet average, is very difficult to achieve. The poor performance of 
smaller vehicles is also partly a reflection of the poorer safety specification of small 
and light vehicles with many safety features being optional or not available due to 
targeted vehicle costings. It also might reflect to some degree further polarisation of 
the vehicle fleet to light and small cars and SUVs and 4WD Utes. Polarisation of the 
fleet puts the smaller vehicles at proportionately higher injury risk in a crash. 
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o Many of the very poor performing vehicles are often driven by novice drivers. 
Novice female drivers have high exposure to very poor performing small cars and the 
worst performing large cars are popular with novice male drivers despite the fact that 
novice drivers are the most likely driver group to be involved in a crash and hence 
require their vehicle to provide the very best protection from death or serious injury 
in a crash. The UCSRs are a vital resource for selecting a safe car for a novice driver. 

• Vehicle safety has improved greatly over the period covered in the brochure.  

o The average risk of death or serious injury to the driver in a crash in a 2014 car is 
nearly 50% less than in a 1996 car.  

o The average risk of death or serious injury to the driver in a crash in a post 2010 car 
is over 70% less than in a car manufactured prior to 1970. 

o Newer designs and safety features have improved safety on average. In addition, 
newer vehicle have to comply with a wider range of standards (e.g. ADR 69, 72 & 
73).  
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2016 Used Car Safety Ratings Fact Sheet 
 
How were the 2016 Used Car Safety Ratings calculated? 
 
Records from more than 7.5 million vehicles in police-reported road crashes and more 
than 1.7 million injured road users in New Zealand and Australia between 1987 and 
2014 were analysed by the Monash University Accident Research Centre. 
 
Ratings on protection to drivers (crashworthiness), harm to other road users 
(aggressivity) and combined crashworthiness and aggressivity (total secondary safety) 
were calculated using internationally reviewed methods. The ratings shown in the 
brochure are the crashworthiness ratings. Vehicles identified as a “Safe Pick” in the 
brochure are those that score in the best category for both crashworthiness and total 
crash safety, do not have a worse than average aggressivity and also have Electronic 
Stability Control (ESC) available at lest on some models. It is recommended that 
vehicles with ESC are purchased where possible. The ratings are influenced by the 
vehicle mass, the structural design of the vehicle body and the safety features such as 
airbags and types of seatbelts in the vehicle. 
 
The ratings’ brochure includes only those results for 1996 vehicles onwards although 
ratings for vehicles manufactured from 1982 are available on-line. This reflects 
mandated compliance of post 1996 vehicles to a minimum standard for occupant 
protection in frontal impacts (ADR69). The vast majority of pre 1996 vehicles provide 
relatively poor occupant protection in a crash. No pre 1996 vehicle was rated in the best 
category for crashworthiness performance or awarded a “Safe Pick”. 
 
There are 266 vehicle models with ratings for protection to drivers. These cover most of 
the popular vehicles in the Australian and New Zealand vehicle fleets. 
 
The “Safe Pick” vehicles have been identified from the Total Safety Rating for 
each model that combines driver protection as well as harm to other road users in 
a crash as well as only recommending vehicles available with ESC. Why? 
 
The total safety rating identifies how well individual vehicle models protect ALL road 
users from injury in the event of a crash, including cyclists, pedestrians, motorcyclists 
and drivers of other vehicles. This is a better guide to the TOTAL COMMUNITY IMPACT 
of vehicle safety.  
 
The crashworthiness of a light vehicle is relevant to injury outcome in around 90% of 
crashes in Australasia whilst vehicle aggressivity is relevant to injury outcome in around 
55% of crashes. Consequently the total crash safety rating is weighted more highly 
towards the crashworthiness performance than aggressivity performance of each 
vehicle. This also means that the estimated total safety rating correlates more closely 
with the crashworthiness estimates of the vehicle rather than the aggressivity estimates. 
 
If we are serious about reducing road trauma, we need to consider how any vehicle we 
purchase protects ALL road users, not just its own occupants. Vehicles identified as a 
“Safe Pick” provide best possible injury protection to all road users including their own 
occupants. 
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ESC is a crash avoidance technology that has been proven to be effective in a number 
of studies internationally. Vehicles are only recommended as a “Safe Pick” if Electronic 
Stability Control is available on that model. For some vehicle models Electronic Stability 
Control will be only available on certain variants or as an option. The “Safe Pick” only 
applies to vehicles fitted with Electronic Stability Control.  
 
Why have the Used Car Safety Ratings been produced? 
 
These ratings are produced to help people in the market for a used car to identify the 
safest models. Armed with this information, consumers can also place pressure on 
importers and dealers to encourage them to sell and promote safer vehicles. People are 
encouraged to use this guide to help them choose the safest possible car for the money 
they have available. 
 
If all vehicle designs were equivalent to the safest model, the number of fatal and 
disabling crash injuries could be significantly reduced. Safety designs that may 
significantly reduce risk of death or injury include: crumple zones, collapsible steering 
columns, reinforced door frames, front, side and curtain airbags and seat belts designed 
to work with airbags to minimise crash forces on occupants. The overall safety of a 
vehicle will depend on how many of these features are present and how well they are 
designed and work in combination to protect people from injury in a crash. These ratings 
give objective assessment of the safety performance of the models rated when involved 
in a crash.  
 
What types of vehicles are included in the ratings? 
 
These ratings cover the majority of popular passenger vehicles and light commercial 
vehicles. The rated vehicles have been classified into 10 categories, comprising 4 
categories of regular passenger car, 3 categories of Sport Utility Vehicle (SUV), 2 
categories of light commercial vehicle, and 1 category of people movers. 
 
How accurate are the ratings in predicting how safe a vehicle will be in a crash? 
 
These ratings are calculated from the outcomes of actual crashes using statistical 
methods. The more often a particular vehicle model is involved in a crash, the more 
accurate will be the rating for that vehicle.  
 
This means that, in general, the ratings for more common and/or older vehicles may be 
more accurate than ratings for newer and/or less common models. Only vehicles with a 
specified minimum number of crash involvements and where the rating meets minimum 
accuracy criteria are included in the brochure. The rating category given to a vehicle 
reflects the estimated average risk of death or serious injury in a crash as well as the 
level of statistical confidence in the estimate.  
 
Vehicles with limited real world crash experience and hence limited statistical confidence 
in the rating estimate tend to be late vehicle models that have only been on sale for a 
short time before the end of the data period on which the ratings are based. Ratings for 
these vehicles will possibly change in future updates as more crash data become 
available. Vehicles with a high degree of uncertainty in the ratings have been excluded 
from the publication. 
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Any vehicle safety rating system can only provide an indication of how much protection a 
vehicle is likely to offer a driver in the event of a crash, or how much harm it is likely to 
cause other road users. Whether or not death or serious injury results also depends on 
how the vehicle is driven and the particular circumstances of the crash. 
 
What’s the difference between these ratings and the New Car Safety Ratings? 
 
New car safety ratings (eg ANCAP) should not be compared directly to the ratings in this 
brochure due to fundamental differences between the two systems. These differences 
include: 
 
 New Car Safety Ratings Used Car Safety Ratings 
1 Determined by crash testing vehicles in a 

controlled laboratory setting 
Calculated using data from police 
reports on actual crashes 

2 Consider only certain crash configurations 
– offset frontal, side impact, pole crashes 
and pedestrian impacts 

Consider all crash types 

3 Consider both the ability of the vehicle to 
protect occupants and pedestrians from 
injury in a crash as well as the presence of 
certain safety features such as seatbelt 
reminder systems, ESC and other Safety 
Assist Technologies (SATs) in the rating 

Rate only the ability of a vehicle to 
protect people involved in the crash 
from injury. The presence of vehicle 
crash avoidance features is not 
considered in the ratings apart from the 
Best Picks being restricted to those 
vehicles available with Electronic 
Stability Control  

4 Considers injury protection of the vehicle’s 
own occupants in the rating and 
pedestrian protection 

Considers the injury protection of road 
users inside the vehicle and all 
potential collision partners including 
other vehicle occupant, pedestrians, 
motorcyclists and bicyclists 

5 Do not reflect the role of vehicle mass in 
determining injury outcomes in a crash 
hence ratings cannot be directly compared 
across vehicles of different mass.  

Do reflect the role of vehicle mass in 
determining injury outcomes in a crash 
hence ratings can be directly compared 
across all vehicles. 

 
These differences in the assessments can lead to differences in the ratings of some 
vehicles. 
 
Any vehicle safety rating system can only provide an indication of the relative levels of 
protection between vehicles you can expect in the event of a crash. Whether or not you 
die or are seriously injured in a crash also depends on how safely you drive your vehicle. 
 
How do the Australian and New Zealand vehicle fleets rate for safety compared 
with fleets from other countries? 
 
These ratings compare vehicles with the rest of the vehicle fleet, not against a fixed 
standard. That means that there will always be vehicles that rate good or bad. Therefore, 
it is not possible to objectively assess, from these ratings, the overall safety standard of 
the New Zealand or Australian vehicle fleets. They have not been compared with vehicle 
fleets from other countries for the same reason. 
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But aren't some vehicles likely to rate poorly because of the types of people that 
drive them or where they are driven? 
 
This was considered when the data was analysed. The ratings measure how well the 
vehicle protected people involved in the crash. They factor out, as much as possible, 
effects not related to the vehicle such as the age and gender of people involved in the 
crash or where and when the crash occurred. This means the ratings are about how the 
vehicle itself contributes to injury outcome in a crash and not who was driving the vehicle 
and where. 
 
What should people do if the vehicle they currently drive is rated poorly? 
 
Crashes in even the best-rated vehicles can still result in serious injury or death to the 
driver. The best protection against injury is to drive safely and encourage other road 
users to drive safely. When people are ready to buy another vehicle, they should take 
these ratings into account and consider choosing one of the best-rated models. 
 
Why aren’t vehicles that are rated poorly taken off the road? 
 
These ratings rate vehicles against each other, not against any fixed standard. This 
means that there will always be vehicles that are rated average, above average and 
below average. So, although some vehicle models offer better protection to drivers in a 
crash than others, this does not mean that the less safe models are dangerous to the 
extent they should be taken off the roads. All vehicles must meet local design standards 
for safety before they can be made available for sale. 
 
The Monash University Accident Research Centre 
 
The Monash University Accident Research Centre (MUARC) has been conducting 
research into issues relating to vehicle safety for more than 25 years. 
 
It began developing consumer advice on vehicle safety based on mass crash data in 
1990. The same year, the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) and National Roads 
and Motorists' Association (NRMA) independently set out on a joint project to develop a 
car safety rating system based on police records of crashes. By 1991 they had produced 
a relative ranking of vehicles. 
 
In mid 1991, the two groups began to work together and combine their data into one 
vehicle safety rating system. The Used Car Safety Ratings brochure, which has been 
produced annually for most years from 1992, resulted from that work.  
 
What is the VSRG 
 
The UCSRs are the main output from the Vehicle Safety Research Group (VSRG) 
research program and there have been a number of highlights over the 24 years of 
publication in refining and extending the ratings. The focus of the VSRG program has 
become much broader than just the ratings. Key areas of vehicle safety explored by the 
program include assessment of vehicle safety technologies, modelling and projection of 
vehicle fleet composition and its effects on safety, estimating crash risk, consideration of 



12 
 

the safety implications of vehicle choice on high risk road user groups and examining the 
relationship between ANCAP and real world crash outcomes. 
 
Some specific activities of the Group are: 
 

• Investigation of the effectiveness of vehicle safety technologies including ABS 
braking systems, frontal and side airbag systems and electronic stability control. 

• Analysis of the influence of vehicle colour on crash risk. 

• Estimation of trends in light vehicle road trauma related to crashes involving 
heavy vehicles and predicting the likely impact of forecast rapid growth in heavy 
vehicle travel. 

• Estimation of crash risks by vehicle type including motorcycles and analysis of 
the effects of vehicle choice on overall crash risk. 

• Extensive analysis of the crash risks and injury outcomes associated with 4WD 
vehicles compared to other regular passenger cars. 

• Analysis of vehicle choices made by young drivers and their influence on 
secondary safety outcomes relative to the key crash types in which they are 
involved and including assessment of the potential benefits of safer vehicle 
choices for young drivers. 

• Assessment of the effectiveness of novice driver vehicle restrictions and the 
potential for improving the restrictions to further reduce novice driver road 
trauma. 

• Investigation of the potential for improving the consistency between Used Car 
Safety Ratings and ANCAP new car safety ratings. 

Members of the VSRG are: 

• Royal Automobile Club Victoria (RACV) 
• Monash University Accident Research Centre (MUARC) 
• New Zealand Automobile Association (NZAA) 
• Accident Compensation Corporation (ACC) 
• National Roads and Motoring Association, Motoring & Services (NRMA) 
• Royal Automobile Club Queensland (RACQ) 
• Royal Automobile Association South Australia (RAA SA) 
• Royal Automobile Club Western Australia (RACWA) 
• Australian Commonwealth Department of Infrastructure and Regional 

Development (DIRD)  
• New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) 
• Transport for New South Wales (TfNSW) 
• VicRoads 
• Transport Accident Commission (TAC) 
• Road Safety Commission (RSC) of WA  
• Transport and Main Roads (TMR) Queensland 
• Department for Planning, Transport and Infrastructure South Australia (DPTI) 
• State Insurance Regulatory Authority (SIRA) New South Wales 

 


