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21 February 2018 

 

Attention: Advisory Board Co-Chairs 

Dr John Crozier and Dr Jeremy Woolley 
Lodged via email: road safetystrategy@infrastructure.gov.au 

 

Dear Dr Crozier and Dr Woolley, 

Re: Inquiry into progress under the National Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020 

This is a joint submission by the Amy Gillett Foundation, Cycling Australia, Bicycle New South Wales, 

Pedal Power (ACT) and WestCycle to the Inquiry into progress under the National Road Safety 

Strategy 2011-2020. The submission was compiled by the Amy Gillett Foundation, the national 

cycling safety organisation and incorporates perspectives from road safety experts and cycling 

groups. Collectively we reviewed the progress of the Strategy with one question in mind: 

How well is the strategy working to maintain and improve safety when we ride our bicycles? 

In preparing for this submission we were both encouraged and dismayed at the  review of the 

national road safety strategy by Prof Mary Lydon, Co-Chair Dr Jeremy Woolley and colleagues in 

2015. Encouraged that the authors recognised the failings of the NRSS to maximise the safety of 

vulnerable road users and dismayed for the same reason.  

The concerns raised by Lydon et al were all identified by this collective in our 2011 submission – 

Joint Reponses to the Draft National Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020 (Appendix A). The submission 

made then by leading cycling organisations, preeminent road safety experts and industry 

representatives clearly identified that greater action was needed to prevent continued death and 

serious injury of vulnerable road users. 

Once again in this submission we clearly state our collective concerns in response to the Terms of 

Reference and provide practical recommendations to reduce vulnerable road user death and 

trauma. We would welcome the opportunity to engage in this Inquiry either in person or in writing 

to further discuss safety from the perspective of vulnerable road users, particularly cyclists, and 

discuss how the recommendations can be implemented to maximise vulnerable road user safety for 

the remainder of the current period and beyond.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me directly if you have any questions or require any additional 

information.  

Yours sincerely,  

 

Phoebe Dunn  

Chief Executive Officer, Amy Gillett Foundation 

On behalf of the Joint Contributors 
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Joint contributors  

This submission incorporates the views and concerns from the following organisations  and 

individuals.  

 

Amy Gillett Foundation 

Cycling Australia 

Bicycle New South Wales 

Pedal Power ACT 

WestCycle 

 

 

Dr Marilyn Johnson, Amy Gillett Foundation and Monash University 

Phoebe Dunn, Amy Gillett Foundation 

Dr Rod Katz, Amy Gillett Foundation (Board) 

Steve Drake, Cycling Australia 

John McDonough, Cycling Australia 

Karen Phelan, Cycling Australia 

Ray Rice, Bicycle New South Wales 

Matt Fulton, WestCycle 

Ian Ross, Pedal Power ACT 
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Introduction  

We welcome the opportunity to contribute to the National Road Safety Strategy (NRSS), to highlight 

the specific safety issues of vulnerable road users, particularly cyclists. In preparing this submission, 

we reviewed our previous submission to the then draft NRSS in 2011, only to find that many of the 

actions identified then are still needed today. We have reproduced the key actions we 

recommended in that submission here and we have included the full submission in Appendix A for 

your reference. These key actions, in addition to the further actions and issues identified in this 

submission, require concerted attention if we are to move towards a safer road environment for all 

road users. 

 
Summary page from Joint Submission to the draft 2011 NRSS  

The safe use of the Australian road network and the reduction in trauma for the transport of people and goods 

requires a cultural shift away from competition for space and shared use. Designing for shared use requires the 
prioritisation of vulnerable road users. This will improve the safety for all road users.  

 

The Australian Transport Council (ATC) needs to adopt bold strategies to support the ambitious targets or we 

will continue to lag behind in the management of safe road networks.  

 

In revisiting the Draft NRSS the ATC would be well advised to incorporate actions to:  

 

 Acknowledge the increased value of shared modality and increased priority of vulnerable road users 

e.g. bicyclists and pedestrians, in infrastructure design 
 

 Introduce research protocols to identify participation and exposure rates, and crash typologies for 

vulnerable road users including on road, shared paths and off-road paths 

 
 Introduce criteria such that all road infrastructure funding incorporates inclusion of bicycle 

infrastructure at the time of design and of new and upgraded infrastructure 
 

 Work towards removal of FBT tax incentives for new cars and generally seek to reduce demand for 

private motorised transport, especially in urban areas 
 

 Adopt three yearly roadworthiness checks for all registered vehicles  

 
 Adopt a nationally agreed Benefit Cost Ratio for the development of bicycling Infrastructure 

 

 Work in partnership with community groups to deliver behaviours change programs and other 

campaigns to educate drivers on sharing the road with all road users - the success of “a Metre 
Matters” exemplifies the type of cross sector collaboration that is possible 
 

 Modify learner driver education and testing to promote a culture of shared road usage rather than 

identifying bicycle riders and pedestrians as hazards - the RoadRight program is such an example 

 
 Increase financial and institutional support of Austcycle (nationally accredited bicycle education and 

safety program) to increase reach to all Australian school-aged children and a significant proportion of 
the adult population.  
 

 Review road rules and legislation to place greater emphasis on the safety of vulnerable road users. 

Such opportunities may include zoned speed limits, legislating the passing distance by motorists 
around bicyclists, legislating that left turning motorists give way to bicyclists also turning left 
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Terms of Reference  

1. Identify the key factors involved in the road crash death and serious injury trends 

including recent increases in 2015 and 2016. 

 

Cycling is an emerging mode of transport in Australia. Despite the ambitious targets of the most 

recent national cycling strategy to double the number of people cycling, we are yet to see a 

substantial increase in participation. In direct relation to cyclist crashes, the key missing element is 

exposure data. We know very little about cycling in Australia in term of the number of people who 

ride, where they ride and the number of hours they are on the road and exposed to risk. Without a 

meaningful denominator it is virtually impossible to calculate rates that can be tracked over time. As 

part of developing useful metrics to track cyclist crashes, federal government investment in relevant 

data collection is required. 

In the period of this Term of Reference, 2015 and 2016, there were 31 and 29 cyclist deaths 

respectively. This increased to 38 deaths in 2017 and as at the end of January 2018, there have been 

2 cyclist fatalities in Australia (BITRE, 2018). There has not been a significant change in the number 

of cyclist fatality crashes in the last decade, averaging 36 people killed while riding their bicycle each 

year. However, without exposure data, it is impossible to determine whether this repre sents an 

increase or decrease in safety for cyclists. 

As a proportion of all road trauma crashes, cyclists are 3 percent of all fatalities, yet 15 percent of all 

hospitalisations. Injury crashes are increasingly the majority of reported crashes involving a motor 
vehicle (85%) (BITRE, 2015). 

We direct the Committee to three reports that have reviewed cyclist crash data to provide insights 

into the key factors involved in cyclist crashes. These reports are also included in this submission as 

Appendices B, C and D. 

 

 Australian cycling safety: casualties, crash types and participation levels ( link) 

 Road crashes involving bike riders in Victoria, 2002-2012 (link) 

 Bicycling crash characteristics: an in-depth crash investigation study (link) 

 

However, we caution the Committee with regard to the data on crashes. Factors that are anecdotally 

critical in crash events are underreported, or not reported at all. For example, driver distraction is a 

known road safety issue, yet it is not routinely reported (e.g. drivers’ use of mobile phones to talk or 

text, or distraction within the vehicle due to passengers etc.). In addition, the social determinants 

are largely absent from the data, so we do not know the impact of situational distress (e.g. driver is 

upset or angry) or life factors (e.g. recent job loss, family issues) on driver behaviour.  

Increasing road safety is an intractable, difficult problem and it is artificial to reduce the actions 

needed to a bullet point list. Such a list implies that there are simple solutions. However, that is not 

the case. For meaningful change in road user safety, and a reduction in the death and trauma of 

vulnerable road users, the broader, conceptual issues that underlie the current road safety approach 

in Australia need to be considered and a shift is needed. Specifically, vulnerable road users must be 

included in the demonstrable actions, performance indicators, and metrics of the next action plan 

and the post-2020 NRSS.  

https://bitre.gov.au/publications/2015/files/is_071_fp.pdf
http://www.amygillett.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/Road-crashes-AGF-Report-FINAL-Sept-2015.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001457516302950
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Importantly, we encourage the Committee to consider the entire NRSS and action plan from the 

perspective of the most vulnerable road users. In the main we are referring to cyclists, but this also 

extends to include pedestrians, motorcyclists, children, older adults and people with physical or 

intellectual disabilities.  

 

The remainder of this submission addresses the Terms of Reference from the perspective of 

vulnerable road users with a focus on the conceptual framework of the Safe System approach and 

how it has been applied in the current NRSS and the changes needed for the next strategy.  
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Terms of Reference  

2. Review the effectiveness of the National Road Safety Strategy (NRSS) 2011-2020 and 

supporting 2015-17 Action Plan, with particular reference to the increase in deaths and 

serious injuries from road crashes over the last two years. 

 

 

The National Road Safety Strategy (NRSS) 2011-2020 and the supporting 2015-17 Action Plan, from 

their commencement, including the last two years, are failing to improve safety for vulnerable 

road users. 

 
Historically, road safety in Australia has focused on our safety when we are inside a motor vehicle. 
This motor vehicle-centric priority is evidenced by the absence of reference to cyclists in the 
National Road Safety Strategy and as a consequence, the lack of priority for cyclist safety in the 
action plan and improvements required to create a safe cycling environment in Australia.  

Our 2011 submission to the draft NRSS (attached) raised these issues and our concerns were 
repeated in 2015 in the Austroads review of the NRSS. 

 

Despite this lack of priority and action to maximise our safety when we ride our bicycles, the 
government has a concurrent goal to double cycling participation as part of the National Cycling 
Strategy, 2011-2016 (2010) (yet to be updated). 

However, doubling participation is unlikely as the underlying Safe System principle of ‘shared 
responsibility’ is not true for cyclists. The responsibility for cyclist safety has been mainly borne by 
individual cyclists. There is a lack of responsibility by government and even less accountability, 
particularly in relation to road design, that increases cyclists’ crash risk (e.g. bike lanes alongside 
parallel parking bays) and vehicle design, manufacture and registration. 

 

“…the NRSS (2011) provides little more than passing references to 
cyclists 

… while the NRSS sees the Safe System approach as underpinning the 
entire NRSS, it is essentially applied to motorists rather than 
vulnerable road users 

… [major documents relevant to cyclists] focus on the cyclist and  
offer few suggestions as to how to apply Safe System principles to 
promote cycling safety in the broader context of the transport 
system” 

(Lydon et al, 2015, p5) 

Safe System – shared responsibility…the ‘system managers’—have a 
primary responsibility to provide a safe operating environment for 
road users. They include the government and industry organisations 
that design, build, maintain and regulate roads and vehicles…that 
caters for all groups on the road. 

(The Safe System approach, NRSS) 
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The current Safe System framework is misleading. It is incorrect to state that ‘Human tolerance to 
crash impact’ is at the centre of the approach. The current Safe System approach has motor vehicle 
occupants at the centre. Tolerances to crash impact are calculated for speeds, road design and 
vehicle safety based primarily on our safety when we are inside a motor vehicle.  

Vulnerable road users are largely excluded from the Safe System approach. When vulnerable road 
users are referred to in terms of safety, the focus is on their behaviour. That is, the individual is 
responsible for their own safety – not the system.  

Figure 1. Safe System – current approach excludes vulnerable road users 

 

In terms of the effectiveness of the NRSS and the current action plan, the main concern is the poor 

representation of non-motorised vulnerable road users in the Performance Indicators. There are 

over 60 agreed performance indicators that monitor the progress of the NRSS identified in the 

Review of the National Road Safety Strategy. Yet of the 60, only 2 identify outcomes for non-

motorised Vulnerable Road Users: Number of bicyclist deaths; Number of pedestrian deaths. This is 
highly problematic for numerous reasons, including: 

 Measurement informs action, no measurement = no action  

These Performance Indicators are the agreed measurements of the progress, or the 

success, of the NRSS. Lack of focus on cyclists and pedestrians demotes the importance 

of their safety and makes it less likely that action to improve cyclist and pedestrian 

safety will be taken, as it is clearly not a high priority – as indicated by the lack of 

Performance Indicators. 

 

 Failure to meet the central Safe System principle: Human Tolerance of Crash Impacts 

Central to the Safe System approach is Human Tolerance of Crash Impacts. Again these 

Performance Indicators focus on the outcome of people involved in motor vehicle 

crashes (being the occupants of the vehicles) who are protected by the body of the 

motor vehicle as well as the protective technology (i.e. airbags, ESC, ABS etc.).  

In simple terms, roads that are safe for humans who are inside motor vehicles are not 

safe for the same human when they are not inside a motor vehicle. By creating a road 
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network that is safe for us only when we are inside a motor vehicle, the NRSS is not 

protecting our safety when we cycle or walk. 

 

 Positioning of Vulnerable only under Safe People 

In addition to the absence of cyclists and pedestrians in the High Level Outcome 

Measures, the inclusion of cyclists and pedestrians under Safe People creates the 

impression that the safety of vulnerable road users is a behavioural issue; ergo 

vulnerable road users are responsible for their own safety. This approach fails to 

recognise that the entire system is responsible for the safety of vulnerable road users. 

Safe Roads, Safe Speeds and Safe Vehicles all have a role to play to improve our safety 
when we are physically unprotected as we travel each day.  
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Terms of Reference  

3. Identify issues and priorities for consideration in development of a post-2020 national 

road safety strategy and 2018-2020 action plan, focusing on how Australia can recognise 

and move towards a safe road transport system which minimises harm to all users. 

 

For specific action in 2018-2020, we return the Committee’s attention to the underlying, guiding 

principles of the Safe System approach. We ask that the Committee considers how these principles 

can be applied for vulnerable road users. While some of the Committee may or may not ride a 

bicycle, everyone is a pedestrian. We invite the Committee to consider a vie w of road safety that 

protects us when we are outside our motor vehicles. 

Safe System Principle 1 People make mistakes. Humans will continue to make mistakes, 

and the transport system must accommodate these. The transport 

system should not result in death or serious injury as a 

consequence of errors on the roads. 

Mistakes in the road network by vulnerable road users rarely result in serious injury or death to 

others. While there are examples where the actions of the vulnerable road users led to trauma, in 

the vast majority of cases, when a mistake is made on the road, the vulnerable road users is more 

likely to be killed or injured. This is particularly the case in terms of children and older adults whose 
physical fragility means they are less resilient to the violent impact of a crash. 

Explicit inclusion of all road users in both the broad strategy and with specific targets in the action 

plan are required for real safety outcomes for vulnerable road users. This will require a real shift in 

the application of the Safe System approach from a motor vehicle-centric approach which largely 
ignores vulnerable road users, to a true safety philosophy that is inclusive of all road users.  

 

Figure 2. Safe System – approach from 2018 onwards needs to include vulnerable road users 
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Safe roads and roadsides 

Extensive documentation is available from Austroads, and supplemented in most jurisdictions, that 

details how cycling infrastructure should be constructed. While these guidelines are technically 

comprehensive, the approach to creating spaces for cycling on the road is not best practice and 
often fails in the implementation.  

A recent study comparing the Australian and Dutch approaches to cycling infrastructure reported 

that the Australian approach does not accord with the Safe System principles (Docker and Johnson, 

2017). The Dutch approach is grounded in five main requirements: safety, cohesion, directness, 

comfort and attractiveness. When represented in a Maslow style hierarchy, each stage must be 
fulfilled to achieve the requirements of Dutch cycling amenity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Dutch requirements for cycling amenity 

Adapted from: Scheltema, N (2012) 

 

Comparatively, in Australia, cyclist safety was found to be overly reliant on ‘Safe People’ through 

education programs. The study included an assessment of cycling infrastructure, including routes 

considered ‘strategic cycling corridors’ by the Victorian government. Half the routes assessed were 

found to be non-compliant with the Austroads guidelines (Figure 4). 

 

 Conditions can be met only if the 
ones below are achieved 

 Pre-conditions for all  
requirements above 

 Fundamental pre-conditions for 
all  others 

Attractive

Comfort

Directness

Cohesion

Safety

Satisfied 
 

Dissatisfied 
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Figure 4.  Assessment of cycling infrastructure by Austroads guidelines in Victoria (Docker and 
Johnson, 2017) 

 

One component of the Dutch approach that is missing in the Australian context is the linking of 

people to their local trip destinations from their homes. In Australia, the emphasis has been on 

linking long ‘strategic corridors’, or providing scenic routes for leisure rides. The Dutch approach 

focuses on short trips, from home to the local shops, train station, schools, and ensuring the 

neighbourhood environment is conducive to people choosing their bicycle for these local trips. One 

example of how this can be implemented in Australia is to review and upgrade active transport 

routes within a 5km radius of primary and secondary schools. Concerns about safety is the key 

barrier cited by parents and carers about why they will not allow their children to walk and cycle to 

school. Provision of safe access to schools will help increase active transport and achieve all the 

associated social benefits (e.g. reduce childhood obesity, traffic congestion around schools etc.).  

In Australia, engineers, road authorities and the people involved in the implementation of the 

cycling infrastructure are heavily reliant on government approved guidelines. However, when these 

guidelines are not best practice, action to improve the standards is required. In terms of cycling 

infrastructure design, the Dutch are 40 years ahead of Australia. The Dutch approach has 

contributed to the Netherlands leading the world in cycling participation. There is an obvious need 

for a close association between the Dutch and the Australians to enable us to leapfrog their mistakes 

and achieve a safe cycling environment nationally.  

This requires leadership from the national government in strategies, including the NRSS, to ensure 
action and investment in Australia meets known international best practice. 
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Performance Indicators for Vulnerable Road Users 

Targeted, measurable metric are fundamental to change to improve the safety of vulnerable road 

users. Specifically, the post-2020 NRSS must include Performance Indicators for Vulnerable Road 

Users. This is essential to create the much needed paradigm shift within the government agencies 

charged with road safety. In terms of organisational culture, Australian government agencies 

prioritise the efficient flow of motorised vehicles as the primary purpose of the roads, neglecting 

walking and cycling safety. Performance Indicators for Vulnerable Road Users will help to ensure our 

safety when we are walking and cycling. 

 

Safe speeds 

 

Lower speed and corresponding lower speed limits are vital for meaningful action on vulnerable 

road user safety. 

Safe System Principle 2 Human physical frailty. There are known physical limits to the 

amount of force our bodies can take before we are injured. 

Safe System Principle 3 A ‘forgiving’ road transport system. A Safe System ensures that the 

forces in collisions do not exceed the limits of human tolerance. 

Speeds must be managed so that humans are not exposed to 

impact forces beyond their physical tolerance. System designers 

and operators need to take into account the limits of the human 

body in designing and maintaining roads, vehicles and speeds. 

 

The Safe System has human tolerance to crash forces at its centre. For this to be true for vulnerable 

road users, then the second principle of human physical frailty is a matter of simple physics. Higher 

speeds will result in greater injury and potentially death. The correlation between speed and 

survivability is already known in terms of the national strategy and was explicitly included in the 

NRSS 2011 (Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5.  Survivable impact speeds for different 
crash scenarios (NRSS, 2011) 
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The corollary is also simple. Lower posted speeds will lead to lower impact speed and when we 

inevitably make a mistake, there is a lower likelihood of death or injury. The science is irrefutable. 

Lower impact speeds will result in a reduction in death and injury for pedestrians and cyclists. This is 

widely recognised at the jurisdictional level, for example Figure 6 is taken from the Transport 

Accident Commission in Victoria and recognises that impact speeds above 30km/h will cause a 

vulnerable road user harm. 

 

 

At a strategic, theoretical level, the relationship between vulnerable road users and speed is clearly 

recognised – vulnerable road users are more likely to survive crashes that occur at lower speeds. Yet 

this is not the reality on our roads – specifically in local, neighbourhood streets where the default 
urban speed limit is 50km/h.  

Figure 7 is from a recent Swedish study of data from 8,166 pedestrian crashes and shows the 

relationship between speed and injury outcome (Kröyer, 2015). The data clearly shows the risk to 

pedestrians for injury increases from as low as 20km/h with the likelihood of death increasing 

exponentially at speeds above 40km/h. However, the current default urban speed limit in Australia, 

the speed that we can legally drive on our local neighbourhood streets is 50km/h. At 50km/h, there 

is an 80% or greater risk of injury or death. The risk curves are even steeper for young children, 
seniors and older seniors, who are more likely to be seriously injured or killed at lower speeds. 

 

 

 

 

 

Impact forces of 30km/h or more 

cause our fragile bodies to break. This 

fragil ity makes us vulnerable in a 

crash where these forces are often 

much greater. Vehicles give some 

protection from the full  brunt of a 

crash thanks to safety features l ike 

airbags. But there are sti l l  some of us 

who are more vulnerable than others. 

 

Figure 6.  Speed information from the 

Transport Accident Commission (TAC, 

Victoria) 
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Figure 7. Mean speed by injury severity (pedestrian-motor vehicle crashes) (Kröyer, 2015) 

 

The national urban default speed limit of 50 km/h is too high to be considered safe under the Safe 

System principles. Lowering the default speed limit in residential areas i s an important next step. 

Lower speed limits in inner city and local streets will lead to lower travel speed and importantly, 

lower impact speeds when a crash does occur. Lower severity of injury outcomes and increased 
amenity of our streets will assist with making it more likely that people will walk and cycle. 

We already have lower speed zones in Australia. Around schools and in urban shopping strips, the 

speed limit has been reduced to 40km/h. Speed reduction needs to be considered across all our 

neighbourhood streets to increase the level of safe, active movement in and around our homes.  

Internationally, neighbourhood-scale speeds are being introduced with 30km/h or 20 mph (32km/h). 

In Europe, 30km/h are an important component to ‘liveable’ streets where  the safety priority is on 

the vulnerable road users, pedestrians and cyclists, as well as children and seniors. Cities and 

municipalities in 15 European countries have implemented 30km/h zones including: Austria, 

Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, 

Sweden, Switzerland and United Kingdom. Click on each country for additional details on action on 

implementation of 30 km/h. In the United State of America, 11 states have implemented lower 

speed zones (20mph), with extensive action in New York City to improve safety and amenity for 
people when they walk and cycle. 

  

Current urban default 

speed limit (Australia) 

Lower speed zones should be implemented 

in areas with high cyclist and pedestrian 

activ ities, particularly in residential areas. 

http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/at-austria-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/be-belgium-trendsetter-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/fi-finland-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/fr-france-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/de-germany-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/ie-ireland-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/it-italy-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/lu-luxemburg-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/nl-netherlands-trendsetter-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/pl-poland-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/sv-slovenia-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/es-spain-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/se-sweden-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/ch-switzerland-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
http://en.30kmh.eu/why-30kmh-20-mph/trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh-20mph/uk-united-kingdom-trendsetter-cities-for-30-kmh/
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Mixed messaging  

As part of this submission, we conducted a brief review of the major government agency websites in 

relation to the messaging about speed. Among some parts of the community, the prevailing attitude 

is speed enforcement is revenue raising, with a tolerance of low level speeding. Behaviour change is 

required to change societal attitudes towards speeding, along the lines of what has been achieved in 
relation to drink driving. 

We visited the website for each jurisdiction (search: jurisdiction name and road safety) and entered 

the term ‘speed’ into the search engine (Appendix E). Table 1 provides details on the information 

returned for each state and territory for speed for the top three responses and the current speed 
related communication campaign.  

Speed cameras was a dominant search response. Of the 21 search returns, 40 percent directly 

related to speed cameras. In one jurisdiction, 8 of the first 10 responses to the search term ‘speed’ 

related directly to speed cameras. Overemphasis on enforcement and the justification of speed 

cameras including detailed information on the calibration, certification, operation and effectiveness 

of speed cameras reinforces speed as an enforcement issue. The emphasis is on the importance of 

the punitive measures, rather than the broader social context and the attitudes that driving at slow 
speeds is safer for everyone.  

Across the video clips for current speed, jurisdictions are taking different approaches, including 

science (Victoria), emotion (Queensland) and humour (South Australia, Western Australia). The 

other jurisdictions do not have a current speed campaign. 

We have not conducted a detailed analysis of the video clips, but we did note the ambiguity of the 

Rethink Speed campaign produced by the TAC (Figure 8). The clip has a great tagline, ‘You decide the 

speed, speed decides the outcome’. It succinctly incorporates the responsibility of the driver and the 

danger of higher speeds. However, the locations 

of the crash suggest placement around an 

analogue speedometer, indicating the higher the 

speed the more severe the outcome. Yet 

without any reference to the actual speeds, it 

could be interpreted that there is a low injury 

risk to cyclists at high speed (i.e. the 12 o’clock 

typically indicating 100kph, and the crash at that 

location not injuring the cyclist).  

Figure 8. Rethink Speed (TAC, Victoria) 

 

Safe Speeds are critical for a safe system and supporting activity that nudges the public conversation 

and attitudes needs to be elevated to a national priority. The focus on this issue cannot be reliant on 
the message cycle or budget of individual jurisdictions. 
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Table 1. Findings from the review of state and territory government websites about ‘speed’  

Jurisdiction Agency Top 3 search returns Current speed messaging Link 

Australian 
Capital 

Territory 

Justice and Community 
Safety Directorate  

 Speeding, ACT Policing 

 Fix my street 

 Operation Safe Speeds 

No current speed campaign   

New South 
Wales 

Centre for Road Safety  Speed cameras, how do they work? 

 Speed cameras, calibration and certification 

 Speed cameras, current locations  

No current speed campaign  
Link to New Zealand campaign. 
‘Other people make mistakes‘ 

 

Northern 

Territory 

Department of 

Infrastructure, Planning 
and Logistics 

 Default speed limits 

 Speed cameras 

 Speed limits 

No current speed campaign   

Queensland Department of 
Transport and Main 

Roads 

 Speed camera locations 

 Living on speed 

 Speed compliance and average speed results  

 Dedicated campaign 

 ‘Control your speed’. 

 

South 
Austral ia 

Motor Accident 
Commission 

No response from search for ‘speed’ 
 
Speed – campaign on home page 

 Dedicated campaign  

 ‘Slow down before things get 

hairy’. 

 

Tasmania Department of State 

Growth 

 Novice: new changes L2 & P1 car drivers  

 Variable speed limit system – Tasman Highway – Transport 

 Appendix V Inspection of Tyre Load and Speed Rating 

No current speed campaign   

Victoria Transport Accident 
Commission (TAC)  

 Speed 

 Safer speeds 

 Speed statistics 

 Dedicated campaign 

 Impacts of crashes at 

increasing speeds. 

 

Western 
Australia 

Road Safety Commission  Speed quiz 

 Average speed safety camera zone 

 Average speed safety cameras 

 Dedicated campaign  

 Low level speeding  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oPQmnNNvOT8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZgIjLgKNqMc
https://youtu.be/3noalme3jXM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JkjgZonCcLk
https://www.mac.sa.gov.au/
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Road rules to protect vulnerable road users 

There are gaps in the legislation in Australia that leave vulnerable road user exposed to risk.  

The need for regulatory reform in relation to vulnerable road users has been explored by Margaret 
Grant (2015) and identifies some of the gaps and possibilities in relation to the NRSS: 

Although the NRSS is a comprehensive strategy, it does not translate into a 
comprehensive national regulatory framework. As highlighted by the civil court case 
provided earlier, the NRSS has limited regulatory impact because there is a disconnect 
between the policy framework and the legal system. In that case, although the judge 
identified infrastructure issues that contributed to the accident — the parked cars near 
the driveway, and the design and structure of the shared pedestrian/bicycle path — he 
was not able to recommend infrastructure improvements to reduce the risk of injury or 
death of another cyclist in a similar incident. The approach to work health and safety 
reform supports the proposition that a reform of the road safety regulatory framework 
might assist in making space for cycling…It is possible that reforming the regulatory 
framework could contribute to establishing a Safe System, in particular by integrating 
regulation of the interactions considered by the Safe System. 

…If a framework that reflected some of the principles of work health and safety 
regulation applied in the context of road safety, local governments might then have a 
statutory responsibility based on reasonableness in any given situation.  

In addition to more clearly identifying obligations and rights, the regulatory framework 
may establish a system of penalties. The work health and safety laws offer a model for 
offences and penalties that apply to anyone who fails to comply with a health and safety 
duty. Importantly, the penalties are proportional to the risk of injury or death and to the 
level of control a person has for work health and safety. The legislation provides for on-
the-spot fines, and details action to be taken if a fine is not paid. The work health and 
safety laws also offer a model that reduces the time, cost and stress of personal injury 
claims. 

The road safety regulatory framework needs to be responsive, as well as effective. Many 
of the regulatory frameworks in Australia are underpinned by regulatory philosophies 
that draw upon the basic principles of ‘responsive regulation’ (Wood, Ivec, Job, & 
Braithwaite, 2010). Existing policy frameworks such as the NRSS and its associated action 
plan align with the principles of responsive regulation. It is acknowledged that the 
current regulation of activities such as driving cars and cycling has some of the hallmarks 
of responsive regulation, insofar as it encourages individuals to behave in a way that 
minimises the risk of harm and reserves punitive measures for serious offences such as 
the criminal case outlined earlier in this chapter. Many of the underlying principles of 
responsive regulation discussed by Braithwaite (2011) are relevant to implementing a 
regulatory framework to support establishment of a Safe System for vulnerable road 
users. 

...Imagine a regulatory framework for road safety based on learnings from frameworks 
such as those outlined above. Such a framework could only operate if it was part of a 
strategy that covered the entire scope of stakeholders with obligations and rights related 
to road safety. Given the complexity and enormity of that scope across eight states and 
territories, the development of such a framework may prove to be too challenging. A 
staged approach may reduce the complexity and enormity sufficiently to at least start a 
conversation about drawing on the principles. It may be that the co-ordinated 
commitment of key stakeholders, including all levels of government, to implement 
initiatives such as the National Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020 (Australian Transport 
Council, 2011), the National Road Safety Action Plan 2015-2017 (Transport and 
Infrastructure Council, 2014) and the National Cycling Strategy 2011-2016 (Austroads, 
2010) provides a useful opportunity for dialogue about the potential to develop a more 
effective and responsive regulatory framework. 



 

Inquiry into NRSS – Joint Submission   18 

…Law has a part to play in making space for cycling by providing a regulatory framework 
with shared responsibilities across a range of people including cyclists, drivers and 
infrastructure agencies. The framework must provide for regulation of a range of factors 
including, but not limited to, cycling behaviour, driver behaviour, infrastructure laws and 
planning laws. A sound regulatory framework requires the law and policy makers in 
these areas to interact with each other. 

Regulatory reform, together with sustained effort on behaviour change measures, is needed to 

ensure that vulnerable road users are protected in the event of crash. As Grant discussed above, 
there is a potential to achieve this reform through leveraging the NRSS. 

It is important that there is leadership from the NRSS in relation to regulatory reform. With the 

federated jurisdictions, the task of improving the protection of vulnerable road users is a 

complicated and lengthy process that requires sustained effort and investment. One example is the 
efforts to amend road rules to include minimum distances when drivers pass cyclists. 

For decades the national guideline has required drivers to leave a minimum lateral distance when 

passing cyclists. The Amy Gillett Foundation started an education campaign to raise awareness about 

this guideline in November 2009. Then in 2012, when a Brisbane court found not guilty the driver of 

a heavy vehicle that hit and killed cyclist Richard Pollett, the AGF moved for minimum di stances to 

be specified in the road rules. 

At the time of writing, six jurisdictions in Australia have amended or are trialling the amendment of 

road rules related to minimum passing distances for cyclists. From the beginning of the 

parliamentary process, providing minimum passing distances for cyclists in the road rules has been 

considered and recommended by four Parliamentary committees and other policy fora, and road 

rules have been amended permanently in three jurisdictions and/or trialled for a total of eight 

years across four jurisdictions. The timeline of action from the first parliamentary committee is 

included in Table 2. 

All four parliamentary committees recommended that the law be amended and this amendment has 

been made in all jurisdictions with the exception of Victoria where the Andrews Government has 

implemented an education campaign. This action in Victoria is despite the trial in Queensland and 

the positive evaluation presented by Prof Narelle Haworth, a leading Australian road safety expert 

and Fellow of the Australasian College of Road Safety, the recommendation of a Senate Inquiry, road 

rule amendments in South Australia, Queensland and Tasmania, the current trials in the ACT, New 

South Wales and Western Australia and the recommendation of the bipartisan parliamentary 

committee in Victoria. 

The example of the sustained effort required to achieve legislative change to include minimum 

passing distance amendments in all Australian jurisdictions is included to provide a concrete 
example of how difficult it is to achieve uniform legislative protection for vulnerable road users. 

The main arguments raised against specified minimum passing distances focused on the perceived 

impact on drivers, including slower travel times (caused by slowing down), the efficiencies for drivers 

in built up environments (e.g. ‘narrow’ streets) and increased risk of head-on collisions with another 

vehicle. The argument relating to collisions is framed as though passing a cyclist is the same as 

passing a motor vehicle and ignores the relatively small envelope of the cyclist, and that it takes less 

time to pass a person on a bicycle than a motor vehicle, as well as ignoring the alternative option, 
which is to slow down and wait until it is safe to pass. 

More importantly, these argument highlight that the convenience of the driver is more important 

than the safety of the person on the bicycle. After five years of sustained action by the Amy Gillett 
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Foundation, partners, supporters and collaborators, the road rules have been changed in six 

jurisdictions. While this is a successful progress for cyclists, it has been achieved through sustained 

effort and investment. We are strongly of the view that the broader reforms needed to protect 
vulnerable road users require action and leadership from government. 

Under the Safe System principle 3, governments are responsible for the safety of all road users, 

including vulnerable road users. We encourage the Committee in developing the next action plan 

and NRSS to consider the role that legislation can have in road safety and in particular, to improve 

the safety for vulnerable road users. This intersection between road safety and legislation needs 
national leadership as part of governments’ action to take responsibility for road safety.  
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Table 2.  National timeline of action for minimum passing distance 

 

 
 

  Political Action 

  Trial of amended road rules  

  Selected road rules amended 

  Road rules amended 

 

 

Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

Federal

Final 

report 

tabled

Govt response 

due, 26 Jan 

2018

SA
Citizens 

Jury

QLD

TAS

ACT

WA

NSW

NT

VIC

November - Regulation Changed

Parliamentary Inquiry April  - Two Year Trial Commences Amended Road Rules continue beyond trial

Parliamentary Inquiry

AMM being considered in 

development of new Road 

Safety Action Plan

Roundtable 

Meetings
March - Two Year Trial Commences

Parliamentary Inquiry
Nov - One Year Education Campaign 

Commences

Steering Committee February - Selected Road Rules Amended Road Rules amended to specify  minimum passing distances

November - Two Year Trial Commences Amended Road Rules continue beyond trial

2016

Senate Steering 

Committee 

Recommends 

2013 2014 2015

Road Rules amended to specify  minimum passing distances

2017 2018
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Safe vehicles – current ANCAP ratings hide dangers to Vulnerable Road Users 

Safe motor vehicles are fundamental to a safe road network. The extensive testing undertaken as 

part of the ANCAP tests provides an important tool for consumers with the easy to follow ‘5-star 

rating’ system through the howsafeisyourcar.com.au website.   

However, the current ANCAP system does not require excellence in vulnerable road user safety for 

a motor vehicle to earn a 5-star rating. In total, there are eight test stages, of which seven relate to 
the safety of the occupant.  

 

Figure 9. ANCAP tests 

 

Mandatory tests and scores for a motor vehicle to earn a 5-star rating include: 

• Frontal offset test, 12.5/16 

• Side impact test, 12.5/16 
• Pole test 1/2 

Mandatory equipment for a 5-star rating include:  

• Electronic Stability Control 

• 3-point seat belts for all forward facing seats 

• Head protecting technology (side airbags) front seat 

• Seat belt reminders, front seats 

• Electronic brakeforce distribution (EBD) 

• Plus 3 additional Safety Assist Technology e.g. Autonomous Emergency Braking  (AEB), 

Adaptive Cruise Control (ACC), Blind Spot Monitoring (BSM) 
• ‘Intelligent seat belt reminders can earn up to 3 bonus points to help improve star rating’ 

The pedestrian test, the only active crash test for vulnerable road users to test the potential for 

harm to others, is not a mandatory test for 5-star rated motor vehicles in Australia. Further, the 
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actual ANCAP rating system is problematic. The Amy Gillett Foundation undertook a review of the 

publicly available ANCAP tests for 48 motor vehicles rated 5-star from 2015 to 2017. There is not one 

consistent measurement of the crash test result. Some tests are reported as a percentage, while 

others are presented with a label, however we were not able to find a public definition of these 

labels (Marginal, Acceptable, Good). Revision of the reporting of the ANCAP pedestrian protection 

test is needed for greater transparency. Figure 10 illustrates the concerns about how ANCAP tests 

can hide dangers to Vulnerable Road Users.  

 

 
Figure 10. Pedestrian protection scores of ANCAP 5-star rated motor vehicles1 
Analysis included vehicles from the following: Manufacturers: Audi, BMW, Fiat, Ford, Haval, Holden, Hyundai, Infiniti, 

Jaguar, Jeep, Kia, Lexus, Mazda, Mercedes-Benz, MG, Mitsubishi, Skoda, Subaru, Suzuki, Toyota, VW. Vehicle types: Small 

Car, Sports Car, Medium Car, Large Car, Compact SUV, Medium SUV, Large SUV, People Mover, Utility/Van 

 

Further, this cannot be disregarded as a relic that is being addressed by newer model motor 

vehicles. The new Holden Commodore was introduced in Australia this year and the press release of 

1 February 2018 headline reads ‘First imported Holden Commodore to land in Australia with 5 stars’. 

Yet for the pedestrian protection test, this car was rated 32.8 out of 42, or 78%, which cannot be 
considered 5 stars for vulnerable road users. Link to detailed results. 

The pedestrian test itself is conducted at an impact speed of 40km/h as these crashes represent “as 

high as 30% [of fatal crashes] in some urban areas” (Figure 11). This returns us to speed and the 
need for urban default speed limits to be reduced to 30km/h.  

 
Figure 11. ANCAP pedestrian test details2 

                                                                 
1 Source: howsafeisyourcar.com.au Accessed April  2017, http://www.howsafeisyourcar.com.au/Find-My-Car   
2 Source: howsafeisyourcar.com.au website. Accessed 15 January 2018 at 
http://www.howsafeisyourcar.com.au/Rating-Process/What-is-ANCAP/  

Marginal

<50%

Acceptable

50-70%

Good

71-90% >91%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Result - Label

Result - Percentage

https://www.ancap.com.au/safety-ratings/holden/commodore/21bc54
http://www.howsafeisyourcar.com.au/Find-My-Car
http://www.howsafeisyourcar.com.au/Rating-Process/What-is-ANCAP/
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In the Safe Vehicle space, we urge caution against complacency, particularly in reliance that 

technology will solve the road safety problem.  Key considerations to keep in mind in relation to 

motor vehicle technology ‘solutions’: 

 

1. That the motor vehicle fleet has a fairly long turnover 

2. That the developers of technology are focusing on the purchasers of the technology rather 

than the system safety 

3. That technology such as Autonomous Emergency Braking and Lane Keep Assist has the 

potential to be beneficial to safety of VRUs but needs to be tested with them to ensure they 

do not lead to risk compensation or unintended consequences 

4. That vehicle manufacturers should be encouraged to develop Driver Vulnerable Road User 

Assist (DVA) packages that detect VRUs, warn the driver, take appropriate action where 

necessary including braking, door locking, steering to ensure safe passing distances. 

5. That ADRs be updated to reflect safety expectations with respect to technology 
 

There are additional Safe Vehicle issues that relate to vulnerable road users. We have addressed 

these issues in the recent Amy Gillett Foundation submission to the New South Wales Inquiry into 

heavy vehicle safety and use of technology to improve road safety. We have included this 

submission as Appendix F as many of the issues raised in that submission in relation to vulnerable 

road user safety and heavy vehicles is applicable across the entire motor vehicle fleet. 
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Terms of Reference  

4. Advise on arrangements for the management of road safety and the NRSS, looking at best 

coordination and use of the capacity and contributions of all partners. 

 

 

 
A true Safe System 

The Safe System approach in Australia has been successful in shifting the focus of crash events away 

from the individual road users involved to recognise the need for broader, system wide 

responsibility and action. However, this application of the Safe System approach is largely 

mechanistic and does not explicitly include the broader social context and the conversations and 

attitudes about road safety. It’s not just about what happens on the road, road design or 

enforcement – it’s about the Australian attitude to road safety.  

The current version of the Safe System does not provide adequate guidance to address the broader 

social factors. Two theoretical models that clearly address these broader factors need to be 
considered for integration into the Australian approach.  

 

The first comes from the Netherlands and is an approach developed as part of the Bike Friendly 

Cities initiative.  

 

 
Figure 12. THINK: how to make cycling possible - theoretical model that incorporates broader social factors 

 

 

The model was developed to identify the levels of action needed across three key elements:  

 

Hardware Hardware is the easiest component to identify, it relates to the physical 

environment including the roads and roadsides. While this is simple to identify, 

action for cycling infrastructure in Australia is not best practice. Action is needed to 

improve the safety of the infrastructure being implemented for cyclists to ensure it 

is safe for cyclists of all ages and abilities. 
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Orgware Orgware relates to a less tangible, but equally important element, the culture of the 

organisations involved in cycling. This includes the policy documents (e.g. NRSS) but 

also the attitudes and actions of the individuals who work at the lead agencies 

tasked with road safety (e.g. road authorities, road safety agencies). This also 

includes legislation to ensure legal protection of cyclists and budget so infrastructure 

and cycling related programs are adequately funded. 

 

Software Software relates to what we might consider communications and marketing but 

extends to a broader inclusion of culture and ‘Imagineering’. Imagineering 

encourages innovation in the cycling space, including Living Labs and support to 

redesign public spaces. 

 

While this model was primarily developed to provide a structure to increase cycling participation, it 

identifies important broader factors than those currently focused on in the NRSS. This model 

provides a clear framework that could be used to inform the next NRSS to ensure the broad social 

and cultural factors, including organisational culture, are included. 

 

The second theoretical model is Haddon’s Matrix. Haddon’s Matrix is fundamental in injury 

prevention and presents a simple yet comprehensive approach to understanding the range of risk 

and protective factors in a crash event. Importantly, like the Dutch model above, Haddon’s Matrix 

also includes the broader social environment and the role it plays in incidents. 

 
    

Person Vehicle 
Environment 

    Physical Social 

Time  ↓ 

  

Pre-crash: prevention         

Crash: minimise injury          

Post-crash: minimise affect         

Figure 13. Haddon’s Matrix 
 

In addition, Haddon’s Matrix provides the element of time. This ensures that action is not simply 

focused on minimising injury but also on pre-crash prevention and post-crash care. Explicit pre- and 

post-crash inclusion in Haddon’s Matrix ensures that all elements of a crash are considered. This 

clear model for considering the elements of a crash across risk factors and time would be a valuable 

addition to the structure and approach in the next NRSS. 
 

National priority  

Road safety needs to be elevated to the national conversation and given the same high profile as 

other major priority areas. Leadership in the public conversation about critical road safety messaging 

is an urgent action. This includes the next NRSS and associated plans. Highlighting this as an action in 

the NRSS is in response to the lack of consideration for the role of social and cultural factors in the  
current NRSS. 

For action to be effective, a change in approach, including the messaging of road safety and the 

mechanics of broadcasting (mass communication) and investment in experiential based behaviour 

change which requires greater investment and time but has been shown to have greater impact on 
ongoing behaviour change than mass communication alone.  
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Road safety is an issue of national significance and this needs to be negotiated with broadcasters to 

maximise coverage including a reduced or subsidised rate for broadcasting on traditional and online 

media platforms. Governments need to be more collaborative with broadcasts to find ways to 
include exemplar road safety messages to help to shift the culture around road safety.  

In our media and content saturated world with constant distraction and competition for attention, it 

is understandable that government agencies have engaged creative agencies to develop campaigns 

that have the greatest potential to cut through, or ‘go viral’. However, the push for return on 

investment in dissemination, increasingly measured in social media metrics (e.g. shares, likes) must 

be balanced with critically reviewed content. The fragmented approach to the communication of 

critical road safety messaging highlights the underlying delegation of the implementation of road 
safety action to the states/territories. 

Campaigns that raise awareness of road safety issues are an important component of improving 
road safety. Two recommendations are made to further improve the outcome of thi s investment: 

 Federal government support to ensure national dissemination of excellent road safety 

campaigns 

 Critical review of content in the development stage by road safety experts external to the 
government agencies and free to critique without fear or favour 

Our review of road safety as part of this submission has been brief. However, we bring to the 

Committee’s attention a selection of excellent road safety campaigns, both national and 

international content, as examples of the type of messaging that needs to be supported by the 

federal government to disseminate nationally.  

Table 3. Examples of excellent road safety campaigns 

  Targeted road user Road user safety Topic Link to clip 

Tasmania Drivers Cyclists Safe passing 
distance 

 
New 

Zealand 

Drivers Drivers, passengers Speed 

 
United 
Kingdom 

Drivers, passengers Drivers, passengers Seat belts 

 
Victoria Parents/ drivers Drivers, passengers Modelling to 

children 

 
Victoria Drivers All  road users Challenging 

acceptance of road 
deaths (‘toll’) 

 
 

 

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P-9dP6ViNNY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KdOnF2v0mXM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h-8PBx7isoM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yHhiUv9hX-o
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The importance of language  

Throughout the NRSS, the Action Plan and the government campaigns and websites we have 

reviewed in preparing this submission, we have noted that use of language in the main still 

promotes a driver-centric narrative. For example, the ANCAP safety rating provides a valuable 

resource for consumers but there does need to be a shift in the terminology to help to reframe road 

safety as a social responsibility. Currently the ANCAP safety website focuses on the actions needed 

to keep an individual safe. 

Make safety a priority when choosing your next car. Look for a vehicle which has 
a maximum 5 star ANCAP safety rating… it could save your life. 

ANCAP website 
(emphasis added) 

 

In the example above, replacing ‘save your life’ to ‘save a life’ is a subtle nudge that shifts the 

emphasis of road safety from the individual purchasing the motor vehicle, to everyone on the road. 

As we have recommended in this submission, inclusion of  vulnerable road user experts to provide 
critical review and advice is required in relation to the ANCAP rating scheme and communications. 

This example is one of many observed in preparing this document and we do not include it here to 

single out ANCAP. Instead, this is one of many examples of wording that is driver-focused and with 

minor revisions could be more inclusive. 

Our review was brief and not intended to be comprehensive. What it did highlight was the need for 

a broader review of the language used in public documentation in relation to road safety. We 

support this type of review for the next version of the NRSS and Action Plan and road safety 

messaging more broadly. 

 

Recent research  

Finally, we draw the Committee’s attention to recent research that has been undertaken related to 

how drivers are taught to share the road with cyclists. With support from the NRMA-ACT Road 

Safety Trust, Bonham and Johnson undertook a review of the driver licensing documentation, 

compulsory pre-learner Road Ready program including in-class observations, learner driver lessons 

and an online survey of fully licensed drivers. They reported that throughout the driver training 
process to licensure, that the representation of cyclists was either absent or problematic.  

Findings from that study were used to inform a new driver training competency designed to increase 

awareness of vulnerable road users. This study also highlighted that fully licensed drivers would 

welcome training about sharing the road with cyclists before supervising a learner driver. The paper 
from that study was published in 2018 and the abstract is included as Appendix G. 

This study formed the basis for a national study Cycle Aware, which is currently underway with 

support from the federal government through the Australian Research Council Linkage scheme. 

 
  

https://www.ancap.com.au/crash-testing-explained
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Cycle Aware 

 

Cycle Aware is a collaborative research project that is critically examining how drivers learn to 

interact with cyclists. The project is being led by Dr Jennifer Bonham (University of Adelaide) with 

chief investigators Dr Marilyn Johnson (Monash University and AGF) and Professor Narelle Haworth 

(Queensland University of Technology, CARRS-Q). Partner organisations include the Motor Accident 

Commission (SA), Amy Gillett Foundation, Royal Automobile Association (RAA, SA), Adelaide City 

Council, Government of South Australia (Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure) and 

the Northern Territory Government.  

 

From the study website (link): 

 

As it currently stands, existing driver education and training research in Australia 

does not focus on including cyclists in driver training curriculums. Within the broader 

driver education and training field globally, researchers make a strong case for 

developing curricula to include ‘anticipatory’ education – that is, inexperienced 

drivers being taught to interpret and prepare for different road environments and 

road user behaviours. This research implies that learner drivers will benefit from 

better understanding the behaviours of the full range of road users, not simply other 

motorists. Cycle Aware focuses on all Australian states and territories to determine 

whether, how and to what effect drivers learn to interact with cyclists.  

 

This major project will led to increased inclusion of cyclists in the driver training, education and 

licensing process, beginning with trials with project partners in South Australia and the Northern 

Territory. This project is an important step in an inclusive approach to road safety that takes a 

broader, system view to consider how we construct the narrative around different road user groups.  

 

This project is an example of the type of critical review needed across the next NRSS to ensure that 

vulnerable road users are included and that their representation is equitable with motorised road 

users. Examples of practical advice are explanations of why cyclists sometimes ride two abreast, why 

sometimes cyclists will move out of the bike lane (e.g. to avoid debris, pothole) and why sometimes 

cyclists might be wobbly and need a bit more space (e.g. starting off from an intersection or in 

crosswinds). 

  

http://cycleaware.org/
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Concluding remarks 

 

Road safety is a shared responsibility and efforts to improve the safety of Australia roads should 

focus on all road users.  To date the focus has largely been on the occupants of vehicles, with little 

attention to vulnerable road users external to vehicles.  The review of the National Road Safety 

Strategy provides an opportunity to recalibrate that focus, and provide a critical path to achieving a 

shared goal of safer roads for all road users, through regulation, infrastructure, education and 
awareness. 

In this submission we have focused on action required across the following critical areas:  

 Recognising vulnerable road users at the centre of the Safe System approach  

 Ensuring that vulnerable road users are included in the NRSS with specific targets and 

measurable outcomes 

 Implementing best practice guidelines for infrastructure design for vulnerable road users  

 Implementing lower speed zones in areas with high cyclist and pedestrian activities, particularly 

in residential areas  

 Recognising vulnerable road users in the development and testing of vehicles  

 Ensuring road safety is given national priority 

 Support for road safety education in schools, including cycling safety skills training (Austcyle) 

 Regulation change required to support cycling safety through the inclusion of cycle awareness 

modules in the driver training, education and licensing process 

 National support for ongoing vulnerable road user awareness campaigns such as the Amy Gillett 

Foundation’s a metre matters campaign 

 Supporting measures to shift the conversation and language around road safety to include 
vulnerable road users, reflecting a shared environment 

We would welcome the opportunity to engage in this Inquiry further to discuss the perspective of 
cyclists and cycling safety.   
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Appendix A – 2011 Joint Response to the Draft NRSS 
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Appendix B – Bureau of Infrastructure and Regional Development (BITRE) Cyclists at a Glance 
Report 
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Appendix D – Road Crashes involving bike riders in Victoria, 2002-2012: an AGF Report  
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Appendix E  

 

State and territory government websites visited to review messaging about speed 

 

Australian Capital Territory http://www.justice.act.gov.au/ 
New South Wales http://roadsafety.transport.nsw.gov.au/index.html 

 

Northern Territory https://nt.gov.au/ 
Queensland https://www.tmr.qld.gov.au/ 

South Australia https://www.mac.sa.gov.au/ 

Tasmania http://www.transport.tas.gov.au/ 
Victoria http://www.tac.vic.gov.au/home 

 

Western Australia https://www.rsc.wa.gov.au/ 
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Appendix F – AGF Submission to NSW Inquiry into heavy vehicle safety and the use of technology 
to improve road safety 
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Link to article 

 

 

 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0001457517304463

	Structure Bookmarks

	Impact forces of 30kmh or more cause our fragile bodies to break This fragility makes us vulnerable in a crash where these forces are often much greater Vehicles give some protection from the full brunt of a crash thanks to safety features like airbags But there are still some of us who are more vulnerable than others: 
	Agency: 
	Top 3 search returns: 
	Justice and Community Safety Directorate: 
	fill_12: 
	LinkNo current speed campaign: 
	New South Wales: 
	Centre for Road Safety: 
	fill_2: 
	Northern Territory: 
	fill_16: 
	LinkNo current speed campaign_2: 
	Queensland: 
	Department of Transport and Main Roads: 
	fill_19: 
	fill_4: 
	South Australia: 
	Motor Accident Commission: 
	fill_22: 
	fill_5: 
	Tasmania: 
	Department of State Growth: 
	LinkNo current speed campaign_3: 
	Victoria: 
	Transport Accident Commission TAC: 
	fill_27: 
	fill_7: 
	Western Australia: 
	Road Safety Commission: 
	fill_30: 
	fill_8: 
	Q1: 
	Q1_2: 
	Q4: 
	Q1_3: 
	Q2: 
	Q3: 
	Q4_2: 
	Federal: 
	Q3Federal: 
	Q4Federal: 
	Q1Federal: 
	Q2Row1: 
	Q1Row1: 
	Q3Row1: 
	Q1SA: 
	Q2SA: 
	Q3SA: 
	Q4SA: 
	Q2SA_2: 
	Q3SA_2: 
	Q4SA_2: 
	Q1SA_2: 
	Q2SA_3: 
	QLD: 
	TAS: 
	ACT: 
	Steering Committee: 
	WA: 
	Parliamentary Inquiry: 
	November  Two Year Trial Commences: 
	NSW: 
	undefined: 
	NT: 
	undefined_2: 
	undefined_3: 
	VIC: 
	undefined_4: 
	1 Source howsafeisyourcarcomau Accessed April 2017 httpwwwhowsafeisyourcarcomauFindMyCar: 
	Time: 
	PersonPrecrash prevention: 
	VehiclePrecrash prevention: 
	PhysicalPrecrash prevention: 
	SocialPrecrash prevention: 
	PersonCrash minimise injury: 
	VehicleCrash minimise injury: 
	PhysicalCrash minimise injury: 
	SocialCrash minimise injury: 
	PersonPostcrash minimise affect: 
	VehiclePostcrash minimise affect: 
	PhysicalPostcrash minimise affect: 
	SocialPostcrash minimise affect: 
	Topic: 
	Tasmania_2: 
	Drivers: 
	Cyclists: 
	Link to clipSafe passing distance: 
	New Zealand: 
	Drivers_2: 
	Drivers passengers: 
	Link to clipSpeed: 
	United Kingdom: 
	Drivers passengers_2: 
	Drivers passengers_3: 
	Link to clipSeat belts: 
	Victoria_2: 
	Parents drivers: 
	Drivers passengers_4: 
	Link to clipModelling to children: 
	Victoria_3: 
	Drivers_3: 
	All road users: 
	fill_5_2: 
	Cyclists as  of all: 
	undefined_5: 
	undefined_6: 
	undefined_7: 
	undefined_8: 
	undefined_9: 
	40000: 
	Male: 
	Japan: 
	undefined_10: 
	1: 
	2: 
	15: 
	undefined_11: 
	undefined_12: 
	undefined_13: 
	Netherlands: 
	Germany: 
	Cyclist casualty crashes j: 
	All casualty crashes: 
	crashes: 
	crashes_2: 
	j: 
	T: 
	undefined_14: 
	undefined_15: 
	undefined_16: 
	undefined_17: 
	1 Major city refers to a category in the Australian Bureau of Statistics Remoteness Structure ABS 2011: 
	Fatal crashes: 
	Injury crashes: 
	Fatal crashes_2: 
	Colliding with another vehicle: 
	SubgroupAdjacent Directions Intersection only: 
	Same Direction: 
	undefined_18: 
	 Opposing directions Ri2ht thru: 
	 Opposing directions Ri2ht thruManoeuvring: 
	undefined_19: 
	On Path: 
	g On path Vehicle door: 
	Noncollision Straight  Out of Control: 
	Singlevehicle one cyclist only: 
	Crash type subgroups: 
	Light vehicle: 
	Heavy truck: 
	Bus: 
	Main crash type: 
	Age 016: 
	Age 2560: 
	Rode in last 7 days: 
	Rode in last month: 
	Road in last year: 
	Table 16: 
	undefined_20: 
	12: 
	qlts Bay Rd Banks Reserve: 
	undefined_21: 
	qlts Bay Rd: 
	5000 3000 I I I I I I I I I i L L J L  L i I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 4000 2000: 
	Accident Analysis and Prevention 96 2016 219227: 
	University UK: 
	ARTICLE INFO: 
	Available online 18 August 2016: 
	ABSTRACT: 
	2016 Elsevier Ltd All rights reserved: 
	an Amy Gillett Foundation report: 
	Report status Final Corrected version September 2015: 
	Location: 
	Study classification: 
	Total: 
	Police: 
	4000: 
	18: 
	16: 
	undefined_22: 
	10: 
	4: 
	2_2: 
	0: 
	undefined_23: 
	undefined_24: 
	v: 
	undefined_25: 
	r: 
	Row1: 
	undefined_26: 
	undefined_27: 
	undefined_28: 
	undefined_29: 
	undefined_30: 
	undefined_31: 
	20 15 10 5 0: 
	undefined_32: 
	undefined_33: 
	40: 
	35: 
	30: 
	25: 
	20: 
	15_2: 
	10_2: 
	5: 
	Serious injury: 
	15_3: 
	15_4: 
	Figure 17 All serious injury bike: 
	Figure 18 All other injury bike: 
	193: 
	undefined_34: 
	Row1_2: 
	undefined_35: 
	undefined_36: 
	Row2: 
	undefined_37: 
	Figure 25 All serious injury bike: 
	1 65 12: 
	1 73: 
	1 78: 
	Serious injury_2: 
	undefined_38: 
	fill_1: 
	undefined_39: 
	undefined_40: 
	20_2: 
	Fatal 15: 
	Other injuryRow1: 
	Figure 37 All serious injury bike: 
	Figure 38 All other injury bike: 
	82: 
	58: 
	Vehicle type: 
	Study classification_2: 
	100 80 60 40 20 0: 
	100 80 60 40 20 0 Serious mJury: 
	undefined_41: 
	r1: 
	Row1_3: 
	Row2_2: 
	Row3: 
	undefined_42: 
	1_2: 
	fill_11: 
	From tootway DCA148: 
	Fatal: 
	Serious injury_3: 
	Other injury: 
	Rear end DCA 130: 
	Off footpath DCA 148: 
	Vehicle door DCA 163: 
	Lane side swipe vehicles in parallel lanes DCA 133: 
	Emerging from driveway lane DCA 147: 
	undefined_43: 
	undefined_44: 
	100: 
	Row1_4: 
	Row1_5: 
	undefined_45: 
	fill_5_3: 
	300: 
	undefined_46: 
	0_2: 
	Boroondara: 
	Melbourne: 
	Yarra: 
	Port Phillip: 
	Also red reflector visible for at: 
	llEAll END 130: 
	undefined_47: 
	undefined_48: 
	  ON MEDWWOOTPATff 1 OI LEFT NEAR 111: 
	1_3: 
	2 n MJlMolonahould delaila the ol  lnodin lho iniliol h malgn: 
	undefined_49: 
	undefined_50: 
	undefined_51: 
	ANIMAL notrlelcMn: 
	httpwwwjusticeactgovau: 
	New South Wales_2: 
	httproadsafetytransportnswgovauindexhtml: 
	Northern Territory_2: 
	httpsntgovau: 
	Queensland_2: 
	httpswwwtmrqldgovau: 
	South Australia_2: 
	httpswwwmacsagovau: 
	Tasmania_3: 
	httpwwwtransporttasgovau: 
	Victoria_4: 
	httpwwwtacvicgovauhome: 
	Western Australia_2: 
	httpswwwrscwagovau: 
	Infrastructure: 
	encourage the Committee to recommend to the Government that V2P technology be included: 
	Austroads 2017 Safety benefits of cooperative ITS and automated driving in Australia and New: 
	c Amy Gillett Foundation St Kilda Road Melbowne Vic 3182 Australia: 
	ARTICLE INFO_2: 
	ABSTRACT_2: 
	cyclists in the driver licensing system: 
	November  Two Year Trial Commences_2: 
	Cyclists as  of all_2: 
	undefined_52: 
	undefined_53: 
	undefined_54: 
	undefined_55: 
	undefined_56: 
	40000_2: 
	Male_2: 
	Japan_2: 
	undefined_57: 
	1_4: 
	2_3: 
	15_5: 
	undefined_58: 
	undefined_59: 
	undefined_60: 
	Netherlands_2: 
	Germany_2: 
	Cyclist casualty crashes j_2: 
	All casualty crashes_2: 
	crashes_3: 
	crashes_4: 
	j_2: 
	T_2: 
	undefined_61: 
	undefined_62: 
	undefined_63: 
	undefined_64: 
	1 Major city refers to a category in the Australian Bureau of Statistics Remoteness Structure ABS 2011_2: 
	Fatal crashes_3: 
	Injury crashes_2: 
	Fatal crashes_4: 
	Colliding with another vehicle_2: 
	SubgroupAdjacent Directions Intersection only_2: 
	Same Direction_2: 
	undefined_65: 
	 Opposing directions Ri2ht thru_2: 
	 Opposing directions Ri2ht thruManoeuvring_2: 
	undefined_66: 
	On Path_2: 
	g On path Vehicle door_2: 
	Noncollision Straight  Out of Control_2: 
	Singlevehicle one cyclist only_2: 
	Crash type subgroups_2: 
	Light vehicle_2: 
	Heavy truck_2: 
	Bus_2: 
	Main crash type_2: 
	Age 016_2: 
	Age 2560_2: 
	Rode in last 7 days_2: 
	Rode in last month_2: 
	Road in last year_2: 
	Table 16_2: 
	undefined_67: 
	12_2: 
	qlts Bay Rd Banks Reserve_2: 
	undefined_68: 
	qlts Bay Rd_2: 
	5000 3000 I I I I I I I I I i L L J L  L i I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 4000 2000_2: 
	Accident Analysis and Prevention 96 2016 219227_2: 
	University UK_2: 
	ARTICLE INFO_3: 
	Available online 18 August 2016_2: 
	ABSTRACT_3: 
	2016 Elsevier Ltd All rights reserved_2: 
	an Amy Gillett Foundation report_2: 
	Report status Final Corrected version September 2015_2: 
	Location_2: 
	Study classification_3: 
	Total_2: 
	Police_2: 
	4000_2: 
	18_2: 
	16_2: 
	undefined_69: 
	10_3: 
	4_2: 
	2_4: 
	0_3: 
	undefined_70: 
	undefined_71: 
	v_2: 
	undefined_72: 
	r_2: 
	Row1_6: 
	undefined_73: 
	undefined_74: 
	undefined_75: 
	undefined_76: 
	undefined_77: 
	undefined_78: 
	20 15 10 5 0_2: 
	undefined_79: 
	undefined_80: 
	40_2: 
	35_2: 
	30_2: 
	25_2: 
	20_3: 
	15_6: 
	10_4: 
	5_2: 
	Serious injury_4: 
	15_7: 
	15_8: 
	193_2: 
	undefined_81: 
	Row1_7: 
	undefined_82: 
	undefined_83: 
	Row2_3: 
	undefined_84: 
	Figure 25 All serious injury bike_2: 
	1 65 12_2: 
	1 73_2: 
	1 78_2: 
	Serious injury_5: 
	undefined_85: 
	fill_1_2: 
	undefined_86: 
	undefined_87: 
	20_4: 
	Fatal 15_2: 
	Other injuryRow1_2: 
	Figure 37 All serious injury bike_2: 
	Figure 38 All other injury bike_2: 
	82_2: 
	58_2: 
	Vehicle type_2: 
	Study classification_4: 
	100 80 60 40 20 0_2: 
	100 80 60 40 20 0 Serious mJury_2: 
	undefined_88: 
	r1_2: 
	Row1_8: 
	Row2_4: 
	Row3_2: 
	undefined_89: 
	1_5: 
	fill_11_2: 
	From tootway DCA148_2: 
	Fatal_2: 
	Serious injury_6: 
	Other injury_2: 
	Rear end DCA 130_2: 
	Off footpath DCA 148_2: 
	Vehicle door DCA 163_2: 
	Lane side swipe vehicles in parallel lanes DCA 133_2: 
	Emerging from driveway lane DCA 147_2: 
	undefined_90: 
	undefined_91: 
	100_2: 
	Row1_9: 
	Row1_10: 
	undefined_92: 
	fill_5_4: 
	300_2: 
	undefined_93: 
	0_4: 
	Boroondara_2: 
	Melbourne_2: 
	Yarra_2: 
	Port Phillip_2: 
	Also red reflector visible for at_2: 
	llEAll END 130_2: 
	undefined_94: 
	undefined_95: 
	  ON MEDWWOOTPATff 1 OI LEFT NEAR 111_2: 
	1_6: 
	2 n MJlMolonahould delaila the ol  lnodin lho iniliol h malgn_2: 
	undefined_96: 
	undefined_97: 
	undefined_98: 
	ANIMAL notrlelcMn_2: 
	Infrastructure_2: 
	encourage the Committee to recommend to the Government that V2P technology be included_2: 
	Austroads 2017 Safety benefits of cooperative ITS and automated driving in Australia and New_2: 
	c Amy Gillett Foundation St Kilda Road Melbowne Vic 3182 Australia_2: 
	ARTICLE INFO_4: 
	ABSTRACT_4: 
	cyclists in the driver licensing system_2: 


