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Key findings 
 

   

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Future work proposals 
ACC also consulted on the following proposals to inform our future work programme, undertaking a full review of 
submissions to identify insights and opportunities to feed into business planning over the next two years ahead of the 
2021-23 levy proposals. We received 1,322 submissions on these proposals, and will share findings from this work 
in the 2020 levy consultation. 
Injury 
Prevention 
Initiative 
Funding for 
Business 
 

• Most submitters (65%) support the introduction of subsidies and grants for injury prevention. 
However, many also request a review of the proposed eligibility criteria, recommending that the 
minimum number of employees be reduced to include smaller businesses. 

• Submitters opposed to the proposal (35%) often question whether ACC should provide subsidies 
and grants for injury prevention practices, with some stating that businesses should be financially 
accountable instead. Others are concerned that grants may be misused by businesses, or that 
funding for the grants and subsides may mean an increase in other levies.  

Review of 
ACC No-
Claims 
Discount 
programme 

• We received mixed views on retaining the No-Claims Discount programme for businesses, with 
just over half of submitters (59%) recommending the programme be continued.   

• Business owners generally tell us that the programme does not recognise the time and effort that 
they put into injury prevention, and that it is frustrating to engage in safety initiatives but miss out 
on the No-Claims Discount because of a single accident.  

• Submitters suggest a number of alternative incentives that could replace the programme, 
including rewards for businesses that engage in health and safety practices, or a programme that 
bases discounts on a business’s long-term claim history, rather than no-claims.  

Investigating 
a shift to 
distance -
based levying 
for motor 
vehicles 
 

• Just over half of submitters (59%) support moving to a distance-based levying system, telling us 
the proposal is fairer – especially for multiple car owners and those who drive infrequently.  

• People who spend more time on the road for work purposes, travel, or leisure – are worried about 
how the proposal could impact on them, particularly those who are commercial vehicle owners. 
Many of these submitters feel their considerable driving experience makes them safer drivers 
than those who spend less time on the road.  

• Some submitters are concerned that low-income families who live rurally will be disproportionately 
disadvantaged by a distance-based system.  

Investigating 
rego 
discounts for 
owners of 
multiple 
vehicles 

• Most submitters (88%) are in favour of a rego discount, with many telling us that current rego 
costs for multiple vehicles makes ownership too expensive. A common sentiment is that it is 
unfair to charge levies for multiple vehicles when individuals can only drive one vehicle at a time. 

• The proposal received strong support from motorcyclists and hobby vehicle owners, with many 
telling us they own multiple vehicles but only use them sporadically.  

• A small proportion of submitters oppose the discount, with some concerned that people will “cheat 
the system” (e.g. families registering multiple vehicles under a shared name). Others worry about 
the environmental impacts that could occur by financially incentivising the ownership of more than 
one car, or have concerns that the discount will increase levy costs for single vehicle owners. 

Future work 
on levying 
electric 
vehicles 
(EVs) and 
plug-in 
hybrid 
vehicles 
(PHEVs) 
 

• We received mixed feedback on this proposal, with just over half of submitters (51%) agreeing tha  
EVs and PHEVs should remain classed as petrol vehicles. A notable portion of submitters support 
subsidising EVs and PHEVs through the levy system due to their environmental benefits..  

• It appears our consultation question was not clear for this proposal, with many submitters who 
agree with the proposal also telling us the current subsidy EVs and PHEVs receive due to their 
vehicle classification is unfair. General feedback is that EVs and PHEVs use the same roads as 
other vehicles and present the same accident risks.  

• A significant number of submitters are indicating that risk-rating for EVs and PHEVs should be the 
main factor for determining how their levy fees are set.  

• Distance-based levying is often proposed as an alternative approach, with many submitters 
recommending that the way diesel vehicles are levied could apply to EVs and PHEVs.  

Review of 
ACC Fleet 
Saver 
programme 

• All submitters agree to the proposed review of Fleet Saver.   
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Minister for ACC proposals 
ACC included four proposals in this year’s levy consultation on the Minister’s behalf, receiving a total of 263 
submissions on these proposals. ACC has provided the Ministry for Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) 
with submissions related to these issues, and will provide comment on MBIE’s advice to the Minister on these 
proposals. 
Review of 
Vehicle Risk 
Rating (VRR)  

• Two-thirds of submitters (68%) are in favour of VRR and feel it encourages the use of safer 
vehicles, reducing the number of injuries on the road and the subsequent flow-on costs to ACC. 
VRR is generally viewed as a fairer way to spread the costs of ACC by requiring those with 
unsafe vehicles to pay more. 

• Many submitters feel that VRR positively impacts consumers’ car-buying behaviour, with several 
noting that VRR had personally caused them to consider safety when purchasing a car, and that it 
was unfair to be charged the same as vehicle owners who did not.   

• Some motorcyclists think that VRR is applied to their motorcycles and this unfairly classifies 
motorcycles as higher-risk vehicles, increasing their vehicle levies. This may have impacted on 
the overall number of submissions opposing the proposal.  

• Submitters opposed to VRR suggest it is a flawed approach to estimating risk, questioning both 
its rationale and evidence base and noting that newer cars may not necessarily be safer than 
older models. Others felt VRR disproportionately impacts those on low-incomes, who are more 
likely to have older cars and/or are unable to purchase newer cars with lower risk ratings. 

• A popular sentiment among those who object to VRR was to replace it with a “Driver Risk Rating”, 
with many suggesting it was the driver, not the vehicle, that determined a vehicle’s level of risk.  

New 
approach to 
levying self-
employed 
people 

• Most submitters (85%) think the proposal is a fairer system, preferring to pay based on their 
actual earnings rather than basing levies off their income from the previous year.  

• Self-employed people told us that the current way levies are calculated is confusing and stressful, 
particularly for new businesses and those trying to meet forecasted earnings. 

• A pre-payment option is generally not wanted. Self-employed submitters often note how their 
fluctuating income makes it difficult to predict payment or pay in advance, instead they suggest a 
post-pay system based on actual earnings.  

• The small proportion of people who support a pre-payment option see it as a convenient way to 
plan for levy payments, and encourage making the option available.  

Classifying 
online-only 
retail 
businesses 

• Most submitters disagree with ACC’s current approach of a shared classification unit (CU) for all 
online-only retail businesses (88%). These submitters tell us that online-only retail businesses 
should instead be independently classified based on the level of risk presented by their operating 
model, or the product or service they sell. 

• Views varied as to the best approach to determine the CU for these businesses in the future. 
Some submitters felt that online-only retail businesses should have the same CU as brick and 
mortar business that sells the same product(s). Other submitters felt that online-only businesses 
should be treated differently to those with physical stores, even if they sell the same product, 
because their operating model represents a lower risk of injury to employees.  

• A further suggestion was for the CU to distinguish between the different operating models that 
online-only businesses can have and their associated level of risk. Some submitters felt that the 
CU should differentiate between online-only businesses that handle goods and/or employ 
warehouse staff, and those that do not (e.g. drop-shipping models), because they present 
different levels of risk to employees. This approach would align with the current approach to CUs 
for wholesale businesses. 

Review of 
ACC Fleet 
Saver 
Programme 

• Most submitters (75%) recommend Fleet Saver discount levels remain the same. 
• A few submitters questioned if the Fleet Saver programme has been reviewed, which ties into 

support for the proposed review of Fleet Saver that we consulted on as part of our future work 
proposals.  
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Purpose  
This report details the submission analysis for ACC’s 2018 Levy Consultation.  

Analysis of public and stakeholder submissions is provided, describing aggregated themes and feedback 
from submitters, as well as ACC’s response and recommendations. 

This report also provides you with an overview of the engagement approach and methodology that guides 
our analysis of public and stakeholder submissions.  

An analysis of the general feedback we received from the Shape Your ACC (SYA) website is detailed in our 
Appendix, alongside an analysis of social media comments from the ACC Facebook and Twitter pages.  

The 2018 Levy Consultation  
The 2018 Levy Consultation took place between 27 September and 25 October 2018.  

We asked the public to provide submissions on 18 different proposals, covering the Work Account, Earners’ 
Account and the Motor Vehicle Account. This year we split our proposals across three areas of consultation:  

1. Have your say on your ACC levies: changes to levy rates and levy settings, which the ACC Board 
is legally required to consult on 

2. Have your say on our future work: other items to inform our future work programme, which the 
ACC Board is not legally required to consult on, but which are included in this consultation to 
socialise with our customers 

3. Minister for ACC’s proposals: changes to levy policies, which are the Minister’s proposals. 
We received a total of 6,334 submissions over the consultation period, 127 percent of our 2018 Levy 
Consultation target of 5,000 total submissions, and around six times more than the 2016 Levy Consultation. 

Submissions were received via the Shape Your ACC website and email. No submissions were received via 
post.   

Our engagement approach  
The 2018 consultation used a proactive, integrated and multi-channel communications and engagement 
approach, with the aim to increase understanding of levy consultation, increase the number of submissions, 
as well as grow support for what ACC does. This new approach used levy consultation as an opportunity to 
reach New Zealanders who had not provided feedback previously. A strong creative campaign was 
developed and implemented using a range of communication tactics and channels. These included social 
media, the refreshed Shape Your ACC website, email, and the new Ask the Nation Station.  

Our methodology 
This year we updated our methodology from the last levy consultation (2016) to reflect the large volumes of 
submissions we received. Below is an overview of the four-step process we used to collate, analyse, review 
and report on the 2018 levy submissions and related information.  

Data collection  
We gathered submissions daily from two sources: the Shape Your ACC website and email. 
Comments from social media were also collected for separate analysis from the formal submissions.  

Analysis 
Submissions were sorted and grouped by question and proposal. We analysed submissions both qualitatively 
and quantitatively.  
We applied two methods of analysis to all content received through the consultation: thematic analysis and 
statistical analysis: 
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• Thematic analysis is a common form of qualitative research which involves finding and recording 
patterns (or "themes") within data. Themes help us describe what people are saying, and find 
commonalities, outliers and salient points which relate to each levy proposal. For thematic analysis, we 
read through all submissions, assigned a set of variables (codes) and recorded patterns coming 
through.  

• Our statistical analysis consisted of analysing submission analytics, such as the number of submitters 
who responded ‘agree’ or ‘disagree’ to a key question. We tracked our daily submission count and 
used this to gather an accurate number of submissions per proposal and relevant graphical 
representations. This information was analysed in conjunction with our thematic analysis to form 
insights. 

Social media comments and analytics were not treated as submissions for reporting purposes. Because 
they were not received through one of ACC’s formal submission channels, we were unable to verify whether 
this feedback was intended as a submission. Thus, we collated and analysed this data separately. For 
social media analysis, we analysed all comments made over the consultation period and identified key 
themes. We also gathered website and social media analytics (such as visitor count and unique users). A 
full analysis of social media comments is available for consideration in Appendix One. 

Submissions from representative groups 

We define these as submissions that were provided by an individual or body on behalf of an industry or 
association.   

Peer-review  
Throughout the analysis, we implemented a peer-reviewing process for our coding, analysis and reporting. 
An overview of our peer-reviewing process is outlined below: 

• A sample of our coding was independently reviewed to ensure consistency across our codes. Sample 
codes of around 10% of the total number of submissions were reviewed by checking the code definition 
against the matched submissions.  

• Draft thematic analysis was reviewed weekly to ensure our interpretation matched the submissions 
received. This involved an internal reviewer re-reading all submissions per proposal and checking if 
codes matched what the analysis was saying.  

• Draft thematic analysis was also internally reviewed by a subject matter expert to check that the 
analysis was accurately representing the technical aspects of submissions received. 

• Two-step verification was applied to all statistics used in this report. An independent review of our 
numbers was undertaken during the analysis process.  

• The final report has been reviewed by applying ACC’s internal peer-review process.  

Reporting 
Our full findings are reflected in this report, including aggregated submission analysis from the complete 
consultation period (27 September – 25 October).  
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Appendix two: General Feedback 
While most of the feedback we received from the 2018 levy consultation related to our specific proposals, 
we also received general feedback which provided us with insights about the levying system and ACC 
services. The complete analysis of our general feedback is outlined below. 

General feedback from the Shape Your ACC (SYA) website 
In addition to specific consultation proposals, the Shape Your ACC website also gives visitors the option to 
provide general feedback about their recent experiences with ACC, or anything else ACC-related.  
Out of the 198 comments we’ve received, almost half (77 comments) have been complaints against ACC, 
such as personal disputes or issues about ACC services. However, a few commenters have praised ACC 
services (3 comments) and support the levy consultation (6 comments).  

Several general feedback comments also mention specific levy proposals. Work and Earners’ account 
proposals have been mentioned in a total of 23 comments, while Motor Vehicle account proposals have 
received 25 comments. This feedback generally aligns with the submissions we’ve received across 
the consultation.  
The rego discount for multiple vehicle owners has received the most feedback in general comments 
(11 comments). The discount has continued to receive overwhelming support, with most commenters 
saying that motor vehicle levy rates should be based on the risk of the driver.  

While not specifically mentioning a levy proposal, some commenters have taken the opportunity to 
discuss more general issues they have with the levying system. These comments tend to align with the 
general feedback we’ve received across the consultation: 

• A common view is that low-income earners will be hurt by levy increases (6 comments). With rising 
fuel prices and increased cost of living, people are saying many can’t afford the proposed levy increases. 

“You are being socially irresponsible with your proposed increases most folk are struggling to make ends 
meet with low wages & increased costs.” 

• Some comments have expressed that it is discriminatory that people who are receiving 
superannuation aren’t eligible for full ACC cover (4 comments). A few commenters who are over 65 find 
it unreasonable that they aren’t eligible for full ACC compensation due to the pension they receive, with one 
questioning why they should pay ACC levies at all.  

“I paid my levy to protect my greatest asset. I needed ACC when it mattered most. ACC decided it didn't 
need me. We recognise your claim they said, but we are giving you nothing as you are receiving 
government super. You cannot receive two benefits.” 

• A popular sentiment is that tourists should be charged ACC levies, or stop receiving ACC cover 
(21 comments). Most often, people feel that it’s unfair that ACC cover applies to tourists when they don’t 
contribute to the overall cost of cover. 

“I feel that ACC should not cover tourists or people that do not pay into it. Tourists should have to pay a fee 
upon arrival if they want this.” 

• Some customers feel their Classification Unit (CU) doesn’t match their perceived workplace risk. 
18 customers believe that their CU rating isn’t right, or they’re requesting a re-assessment of some 
Classification Units. 

“As a self-employed water industry consultant, nearly all of my work is done on my laptop for clients around 
the country.  As such my ACC levy seems high for the risks involved.” 

• We received a fair amount of comments about cyclists paying levies. 6 commenters think cyclists 
do not pay levies or should pay more. Cyclists are quoted as being road users who “pay nothing towards 
any levies yet have a higher chance of critical injury”. 
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General feedback from representative groups  
Submissions from representative groups also provided us with general feedback about ACC and the 
consultation process. Their insights are summarised below.  

Tourism Industry Aotearoa (TIA) suggest that ACC should improve its stakeholder management 
process. TIA feel that there is a lack of engagement from ACC with the tourism industry around the 
proposed levy fee increases.  

“For some years now TIA has requested improvements in ACC consultation and stakeholder 
management. However, there appear to be few gains made.” 

“In its 2016 submission, TIA welcomed the reduction in proposed levies for most ACC levy risk 
groups involved in tourism. We believe the reduction acknowledges the significant work the tourism 
industry has done to better manage workplace safety. At the time, we also noted our 
disappointment that there was a lack of industry consultation and engagement with the tourism 
industry in regards to proposed fee increases, despite its own commitment to do so. Unfortunately, 
this situation has not improved in this recent round of consultation.” 

New Zealand Thoroughbred Racing, mentions that they feel that there has been a recent lack of 
communication from ACC, noting that their past experiences with ACC have been positive.  

We understand that ACC staff members the industry previously engaged with have now both left 
the organisation. The communication and support we received from both were valuable and would 
appear that this void has not been filled with contact with persons looking after similar areas, 
whether through oversight on our industry’s or ACC’s part. 

Employers and Manufacturers Association Northern (EMA) found that ACC’s levy consultation 
document lacked detail. 

“It seems every time this topic [levy rates] emerges the public are given less and less detail re the 
actual financial account numbers and more and more of generalisations. That said then it becomes 
difficult to comment on the discussion document as there is little substance to discuss, this does 
somewhat defeat the purpose of a consultation process.” 

On the other hand, Manage Company state that ACC’s levy consultation document is too detailed and 
difficult to digest for employers.  

“The current submission documents cover over 200 pages. This is not something we would 
consider clear and concise. Employers especially do not have the time to digest, understand, think 
about, and then make recommendations of any value and substance with such a vast array of 
information.” 

EMA question why Worksafe NZ and SafePlus has not been mentioned in the consultation, naming 
Worksafe as a “major contributor to injury prevention in New Zealand”. 

“The role SafePlus as a product has also not been mentioned. One may have thought that with 
such a big investment and roll out some more tangible benefits may have been forthcoming. As it 
stands now to be audited by an independent auditor is a cost to business with no financial rewards 
what so ever. If the SafePlus theory is correct ACC and the employer should be experiencing less 
accidents and better RTW outcomes.”  
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