LC EIC Inquiry into the
Increase in Victoria’s Road Toll
submission 64

I would like to request that my name is withheld from this submission. I work in a position
where conflicts of interest may arise with some aspects of my submission with resultant
compromising of my employer’s neutrality and potential negative effect on my employment
if my name is attached, regardless of the benefits of parliamentary privilege. This is
particularly with respect to the second part of my submission. If this cannot be done this
submission should be made confidential.
To the Victorian Economy and Infrastructure Committee;
I would like address some concerns with respect to road safety and in particular motorcycle
safety in Victoria.
My first concern is with the transparency of motorcycle safety policy and public
communication. The prior advisory panels have all been confidential, which hinders the
ability of the panel members to communicate with the motorcycling community. With
abolition of the previous panel and the establishment of the new Motorcycle Community
Engagement Panel it should be made that all minutes are publicly available except where
commercial prejudice exists, as goes for council meetings. This will ensure that the
community and government can engage more effectively and will prevent the panel
becoming a rubber stamp for unpopular policies.
My second is with respect to the state of road safety research. The supposed safety benefit of
speed limit reduction and speed enforcement programs is always large in the literature and is
even asserted to carry across the road network. Despite the decade past having by far the
strongest enforcement and the most ‘academically inspired’ policies next to no progress has
been made, the same going for other countries such as most of the European Union. It should
be recognised that the researchers are professional activists producing research to support
their cause and not neutral observers. Increased scepticism is needed and they should be held
to account for why the predicted safety improvements from their studies have not held up. It
should be recognised that wowser-istic policies such as the ‘hoon’ laws have not had the
impact predicted (there is also no need for them to apply to private land, which is an affront
to normal land rights).
Another concern is with respect to the effects of speed limit reductions on popular
motorcycle roads. These have had no effect on state-wide fatalities despite large reductions in
the ridership of the effected roads, and may be responsible for the increase in off road
fatalities recently as riders seek more isolated locations that are more dangerous and harder to
access. It is time that the recreational value of such roads is recognised and measures that
have a similar impact to speed limit reductions are prioritised entirely, such as barrier
treatments, shoulder sealing, wide centrelines and vegetation removal. Although more
expensive they preserve the amenity of the road. If spending on things such a cable barriers
(which account for one-quarter of motorcyclist deaths in Sweden) has been spent on
widening vulnerable rural roads more lives might have been saved.
Most road safety academics have little understanding of motorcycling as they would never
even get on one. Only a few academic publications, such as the works of Stephen Murphy
have accurately described the experience of motorcycling. Max Cameron, MUARC
researcher, one stated that “the simplest solution would be for there to be no motorcycling”
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(The Age, 2016). It is hard to imagine that people holding views like these are going to be
thinking of riders’ preferred perspective. Indeed, Claes Tingvall, the progenitor of ‘Vision
Zero’, specifically stated that motorcycles were incompatible with it. It is time to move to a
‘golden rule’ approach to motorcycle safety on popular recreational routes – treat
motorcyclists how they want to be treated, not how academics think they should be.
Lastly a wholesale overhaul of driver training is needed, starting from academia. Roads are
more than fifty years behind aviation and industry, where training in watertight procedures
and use of fail-safes has brought vast improvements, whereas the ‘Vision Zero’ approach
works from the top down and diminishes personal responsibility. It seems unbelievable that
there is no kind of training that actually works for the roads. Of course, there may be. Ivers et
al. (2016) investigated a hazard perception training for motorcyclists and claimed no
difference in crashes between the intervention and control groups. This does not stand up to
scrutiny when it is found that the intervention group rode significantly more. In fact, the
training improved the number of accidents by distance covered by as much as one-third.
Unfortunately ‘Vision Zero’ sees riders riding more as a bad thing and wants fewer
motorcyclists riding less, so will ignore the good message from the study. Which brings me
to my final point: ‘exposure reduction’ needs to be completely repudiated as a motorcycle
safety method.
I have a much longer treatment of these issues in the second part of my submission.
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Submission to the Victorian Parliamentary Economy and Infrastructure Committee inquiry into the
increase in Victoria’s Road Toll in the year 2019
I strongly request that my name be withheld from this submission if published, and indeed I
request that it is not published or published confidentially unless this can be done so. The
position of my employment means a potential conflict of interest in certain areas. Having my
name on this may affect the neutrality of my employer’s position and have potential deleterious
effects my future career and personal life. This is regardless of the disclaimer in the header.
In this submission I will seek to address the terms of reference as presented to the Committee by the
Legislative Council. I will also seek to expand on these through both a ‘big picture’ assessment of
road safety policy, research, and beliefs and will also seek to address aspects especially affecting a
road user group of which I am a member, that is motorcyclists. I will also make some
recommendations.
Term 1: Victoria’s Towards Zero Road Safety strategy, 2016-2010, and progress towards its aims:
A ‘Chesterton’ problem.
It is incontrovertible that Victoria has missed by a significant distance the goal of a 20% reduction
in road toll, or decrease to under 200 deaths, that was targeted in the 2016-2020 and prior strategies.
Two particular years, 2016 and 2019, saw a significant increase in road deaths. Less clear, however,
is the solution to this, particularly the increase in 2019. Indeed; while it was found that factors such
as unlicensed driving were a strong contributor in 2016, no such single factor exists for 2019, and
all the measures that were taken out after 2016 appear to have had no long-term effect.
For finding a solution to the issue, it is useful to consider the philosophy of Chesterton’s Fence.
English philosopher Gilbert Keith Chesterton wrote in 1929 that upon finding a fence or gate across
a road, one should understand why it was erected before dismantling it. The analogy is clear – one
should seek to understand why the state of affairs came into being before seeking a solution. The
changes in Victoria’s road toll can be considered a ‘Chesterton’ problem: it must be understood
before true, long lasting solutions can be implemented. To do otherwise would risk implementing
policies that have a ‘band-aid’ effect but no influence on the underlying problem, or cause
extraneous damage.
Context: is Victoria really unique?
The short answer to this is no. As a matter of fact, in the charts displayed below it can be seen that
everywhere from Australia to the United Kingdom to the ‘world leader’ Sweden the same pattern
can be seen – after rapid decreases in prior to 1990 and generally steady decreases to 2010 progress
has slowed, stopped or even reversed, and this applies whether measured in absolute or relative (per
head of population / vehicle) terms. There are also cases of increase, this is especially the case with
Sweden, whose 30% increase in 2018 outstrips any seen in Victoria.
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Australia (from ABC)

Great Britain (from BBC)

European Union (from Eurostat)

Sweden (from Statista)

Overall to 2009 – a clear exponential decay trend
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This applies despite significant differences in road safety philosophies between countries, For
example, Sweden, the originator of the ‘Vision Zero’ ‘Safe System’ ideology adopted very low
speed limits and strict enforcement saw changes similar to both magnitude and timing to those in
the United Kingdom, which often retains a generous 10% threshold on speeding offences, has less
strict fines and licence penalties for low to moderately high levels of speeding and until the
beginning of the adoption of ‘Vision Zero’ ideology in the mid 2010’s after intense activist
lobbying maintained as a matter of course the 60 mph (96 km/h) speed limit on a large number of
major rural roads (the standard rural speed limit is 50 mph / 80 km/h, most such roads would have
been considered an 80 km/h standard in Australia prior to the mid-00’s as well) including roads that
would not meet Australian or Swedish guidelines for such a speed limit (such as those in the
Austroads guide by Jurewicz) as well as having lower proportional funding for such roads than
Sweden. With the differences in overall population structure and road conditions between the two
countries the UK’s achievement is more impressive than Sweden’s.
Indeed, this similarity in change despite different strategies brings into question the causes of the
change. Furthermore, parallels can be made with countries which have not seen such a large
reduction as those recorded in Europe. The United States has seen a smaller improvement in road
safety, however the pattern of the overall trends remains much the same despite some obvious antisafety policies, such as the repeal of compulsory motorcycle helmet laws that lead to large increases
in motorcycle fatalities, as well as a greater number and proportion of older, less safe vehicles on
the road.
As a matter of fact, a keen eye may note the trends – they are asymptotic (with some variation), an
approximately exponential decay towards saturation. It may that further road safety policies are
overall having no effect no matter where you look. Despite the increasing use of ‘scientific’
academic-based policy that is widely reported in individual studies to be effective (such as the oftreported circa 30-35% reduction from speed enforcement sites) the ‘academic era’ or road safety
has seen by far the least improvement in any measure – absolute or proportional – than any prior. It
is likely that increasingly large – and potentially economically and socially damaging – changes
may be needed to see further sustained improvement.
A note should also be had on the potential causes of the increases in 2016 and 2019, and equally
very low-death years surrounding. While it I fashionable to attribute specific causes, usually with an
eye to bringing in more enforcement policies, one cause has been overlooked: that of random
variation. Indeed, this very inspiration for this inquiry may be somewhat of a knee-jerk and
fatalities may fall the next year without any change in policy.
Term 2: Adequacy and scope of the current drug and alcohol regime
I have little to comment on about this. I am a near-abstainer, rarely drinking a small amount, as I
believe that alcohol and motorcycle riding are not compatible. I drive and ride in a conservative
manner and have a work schedule that is earlier than normal. As a result, I have never been breath
or drug tested in Victoria (though I have come close). Perhaps this indicates that the regime is
inadequate. Certainly, the recent scandal with falsified test should give some cause for concern.
Term 3: Adequacy of current speed enforcement measures and speed management policies
This is one area where the measures can hardly be considered inadequate. Judging from obtained
revenue as well as the announced programs speed enforcement is very much the number one road
safety measure at the moment. Widespread speed reductions have been implemented on popular
motorcycle roads with absolutely no impact on overall fatalities and are extending through larger
parts of the rural network rapidly. The issues with misattributing safety improvements to speed
enforcement are covered partially in the term 1 extension. Suffice to say, it should be clear at this
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point that speed enforcement and limits are not nearly as effective as academic activists claim they
are.
Issue box: data and research quality and transparency
One of the issues raised at the Victorian Parliamentary Inquiry into Motorcycle Safety was
the quality and transparency of crash data collection. Unfortunately, the recommendation to
create an independent office for road safety data has not been carried out and the data are
still processed by the Police and TAC. There are also perceived problems the data, especially
with a ‘speed bias’, where 40-50% of fatal or serious injury crashes are attributed to
‘excessive/inappropriate speed’, often with no differentiation between exceeding the speed
limit and the more subjective too fast for conditions. In comparison the UK usually reports
20-25% and in 2018 reported just 17% for motorcyclists, who are particularly targeted.
In the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry into Motorcycle Safety (déjà vu!) data quality issues were
also raised. The Motorcycle Council of NSW specifically noted – uncontested – that onequarter of all motorcycle accidents were changed to ‘speed related’ to fit the data series
requirements, and furthermore the interpretive criteria were open to abuse. Indeed, it
appears to be a common assumption for loss of control crashes, and may lead to the true
causes of a crash (such as a rider being blinded on a bend by an oncoming vehicle in one
example, or a manoeuvre to avoid a kangaroo) being completely lost. Most police (and road
safety engineers for that matter) have little familiarity with the dynamics and requirements
of motorcycles.
A further transparency problem comes from academic publications into the field. A large
number of road safety studies are funded from government grants and the results published
in closed-access journals. Furthermore, guidelines such as those published by AustRoads
were only available for a hefty fee until recently, despite being entirely taxpayer funded. It is
in the taxpayer’s interest that they can read what they are paying for. Even where funding is
private it is still in the public interest for any research that is influencing public policy to be
available to all. Although they may not be experts, people with scientific training, people
with expertise in related fields, people with statistical training and so on may be able to find
issues that made it through peer review.
Recommendation: The Victorian Government fully implement the data recommendations
from the 2011 Motorcycle Safety Inquiry, including the establishment of a completely
independent office for road safety data.
Recommendation: Crash assessment criteria be revised so that ‘excessive speed’ and
‘inappropriate speed for conditions’ are clearly separate and are only recorded where
definite evidence exists. There should be no fear of ‘unknowns’, where the cause is
recorded as unknown it serves as a lesson to improve data collection.
Recommendation: All research used in road safety policy is made freely and easily
accessible to the general public
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Term 4: Adequacy of current response to smart phone use, including the use of technology to
reduce the impact of smart phone use on driver distraction.
These measures are clearly inadequate with a high percentage of drivers self-reporting phone use
while driving. While technology may help, for example with the recent introduction of phone
detection cameras in NSW, a more concerted effort with, for example, motorcycle police, would
also produce results.
Term 5: measures to improve the affordability of newer vehicles incorporating driver assist
technologies.
While measures such as reducing stamp duty would help, this is mainly a Federal government area,
requiring the removal of tariffs intended to protect a now-departed car industry and the luxury car
tax. Furthermore, the effectiveness of such technologies and their effect on other road users remains
to be established.
Term 6: Adequacy of current road standards and the road asset maintenance regime.
Current road standards are not adequate for their preferred uses.
The maintenance is clearly inadequate on rural roads, with too much being spent in Melbourne
compared to the safety issues that exist. Furthermore, it is perhaps misdirected. While wire-rope
barriers may help in some places, the large-scale upgrading of more vulnerable roads through
measures such as shoulder sealing should have taken priority.
Term 7: adequacy of driver training programs and related funding structures such as the L2P
program
Training is Victoria and indeed Australia is markedly inadequate compared to the standards set by
Europe. Only motorcyclists receive significant compulsory training (and are forced to bear the full
cost, unlike in NSW where courses are subsidised) and drivers simply have to meet the time
requirements and pass a test, and do not have to put in anywhere near the expense and effort they
would in, say, Germany or Sweden. Australia, and road safety in general, is decades behind industry
and aviation when it comes to training.
Term 8: Adequacy and accuracy of road collision data collection
Is explained more in the ‘issue box – data and research quality and transparency’. Put simply, very
little has been done since the Motorcycle Safety Inquiry in 2011 and there is much room for
improvement.
Focus: Motorcycle Safety
Motorcycle safety in Victoria is a vexatious issue and one that affects me personally.
A specific issue for motorcyclists is the safety levy funding and the issue of the various
representative panels. This Author has observed a widely held perception through reading and
participation in various Australian motorcycle related websites that the various panel iterations have
been ineffective at serving riders’ interest, and that the influence of the panel has been weakened although this is better than other states which do not have one at all. The original iteration,
Victorian Motorcycle Advisory Council, reported directly to the minister, the two succeeding
iterations, the Motorcycle Advisory Group and the Motorcycle Advisory Expert Panel, do not. The
latest iteration, the Motorcycling Community Engagement Panel, to meet for the first time in 2020,
does not even have a requirement of expertise in motorcycle related matters. The proffering of nonexpert opinions is not necessarily a bad thing. Indeed, despite my extensive reading in road safety
related matters, covering well over a thousand journal publications, technical standards, policy

7 of 16

5

LC EIC Inquiry into the
Increase in Victoria’s Road Toll
submission 64

guidelines and so on, I have no formal qualifications in road safety or motorcycle related matters
(other than a licence) so can hardly be considered an expert despite my continual efforts to stay with
the literature.
However, it is also perceived that this loss of requirement of expertise, and indeed the changes
overall since the establishment of the VMAC, are an attempt to reduce influence from experienced
riders who disagree with the agenda of road safety academics, advisors and policy makers and to
gain ‘yes men’ who will accept measures deeply unpopular with the motorcycle community, such
as speed limit reductions, further high-visibility requirements or further mandatory safety
equipment. A comment from Marcus Wigan, former VMAC member, left upon an article upon
about the collapse of the Motorcycle Rider’s Association of Queensland is instructive in expressing
this attitude:
I wonder if it is part of the general hopelessness and disempowerment that most of the community is
feeling over the total self interest and lack any response to community expression in areas by
politicians elected to represent us who then go off and ignore even 100,000 people quietly
demonstrating in the streets? Our political processes have become so corrupted by self-interested
and non-transparent politicians that it is understandable that people get demotivated and feel there
is no point in trying to get their interests taken seriously. In Victoria, for example, a long multistage
process is under way to replace the ever less influential succession of advisory committees on
motorcycling (once genuinely Ministerial Advisory Council) by a stakeholder engagement group
where one of the key requirements is ‘what experience have you had in motorcycle lobbying?’ It’s
clear that genuine independent expertise is not wanted … and we all know stakeholder engagement
means zero consultation, it’s just to sell a predetermined decision. I’ve disengaged from several of
these recently, so it’s no surprise that members of the MRAQ been disheartened. Even though
MRAq has had real successes, it’s getting fresh blood in with hope and energy that is so hard when
the political climate is so antipathetic to community real involvement. Getting volunteers to do
these hard yards is getting harder in a range of areas, not just motorcycling. It’s the times, I am
afraid.
-Marcus Wigan, https://motorbikewriter.com/rider-representation-group-closes/#comment-508022
This comment expresses the clear idea that the rider community that the panels and public
consultation are merely used to rubber stamp decisions made by other interested parties.
For example, a consultation group document to the proposed changes to the Graduated Licensing
System made around 2010-11 clearly indicated that the idea of extending the period of LAMS
restrictions was strongly opposed, yet it extended to three years in the implemented system.
Furthermore, a later Austroads guide on Motorcycle Graduated Licensing Systems (Christie 2014)
found that period should be 12-24 months at the most. Indeed, the risk of a novice rider was found
to return to equivalent to experienced riders in their age cohort at a maximum of 24 months after
commencing riding (this would include the learner period). There is no evidence to support such a
long period and the perception exists that it is to deter riding.
One further problem is the secrecy of the proceedings of the various motorcycle panels. How can it
be possible to engage the community over issues when there is no message coming back from the
government?
Recommendation: All proceedings from meeting of the Motorcycle Community Engagement
Panel should be made public except where commercial prejudice exists. This is the standard
used in council meetings and is appropriate here.
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Recommendation: Public consultation must be given real weight. If the public rejects a
measure then it should not be implemented.
The Golden Rule
By far the most vexatious issue is the reduction of speed limits on popular riders’ roads, an issue
that extends country-wide. These have a huge, deleterious impact on rider numbers, with the
Reefton Spur in Victoria recording a reduction of nearly two-thirds with some recovery later on and
the Oxley Highway in NSW about 55%. Rider numbers appear to never return to those prior and
riders are completely absent during enforcement operations or in double demerits periods. These
speed limit reductions are a likely cause of the recent increases in off-road casualties, as riders seek
to escape the increasingly constricting road system. This in turn leads to calls for greater off-road
enforcement. Even more insultingly, several of these speed limit reductions including Reefton Spur
have been paid for out of the safety levy, something no motorcyclist would vote for and something
the advisory panels would likely have not improved if they had the power and transparency. It is
rather an affront to Victoria’s motorcyclists to make them pay for the diminishment of their
experience.
This is a philosophical battle, between those for whom the perceived risk is unacceptable (‘experts’)
and those who think it is (riders), and needless to say the experts have been having it their own way.
While it has been asserted that the two perspectives are reconcilable (Bellaby and Lawrenson,
Approaches to the risk of riding motorcycles) it is clear that neither party wants to take the other’s
ground. From my observation the divide is not equal. Riders usually understand the expert’s reasons
even if they disagree with them and rationalise parts away, while experts literally do not understand
why one would ride a motorcycle other than for thrills. Indeed, MUARC’s Max Cameron once
stated in The Age that “the grim reality is we don't know how to prevent motorcycle injuries and we
don't know how to prevent motorcycle crashes. The simplest solution would be for there to be no
motorcycling”. This is clearly not the perspective of someone who understands (as opposed to
knows about in a statistical sense) motorcycling and judges that the risk is worth it. Indeed Claes
Tingvall, the progenitor of ‘Vison Zero’ stated that there was no place for motorcycles in it.
It could be argued that the injury cost is too great, but that is partly an influence of our separated
road accident injury schemes in this country. In America, where all costs are payed out of private
health insurance, riding a motorcycle barely effects one’s premium as the proportional cost
compared to other health issues is small.
There are some academic works seeking to gain understanding of motorcycling (such as Haigh and
Crowther Interpreting Motorcycling Through its Embodiment in Life Story Narratives and Jederu
Motorcycles, body and risk) the most remarkable of which are Stephen Murphy’s Motorcycling
edgework (2011), Learning How (2018) and in particular his PhD thesis Life at the Edge (2016),
which focusses upon high-speed motorcycling. These works are the only ones I have read that come
close to being able to explain motorcycling at speed, and unsurprisingly Murphy is an experienced
motorcyclist. The importance and intensity of sensation and experience in motorcycling is
paramount. Riders, particularly of sports machines, are seeking a sensation of ‘oneness’ where they
feel as if they and the machine are a single unit, and a sense of ‘flow’ or rhythm when riding where
decisions are made in a systematic, almost instinctual manner. This is where road safety experts
come unstuck, as they mainly rely on attitudinal questionnaires that do not capture the importance
such experiences. Thus, they do not realise that the impact of reducing speed limits is much greater
than the time lost (often assertions are made that ‘it’s only a couple of minutes’ and so on). Experts
can’t let go of the idea that roads are only for going from A to B when for riders it is the road itself
that is the recreational element. Reducing the speed limit, particularly when there are sufficient
sections to allow significant acceleration, literally ruins the experience as a natural rhythm cannot
be attained and attention must be diverted to speed maintenance. Insufficient attention is also given
to providing adequate overtaking zones. It has a far greater impact than the numbers show and is

9 of 16

7

LC EIC Inquiry into the
Increase in Victoria’s Road Toll
submission 64

why riders vote with their wheels to go elsewhere. Murphy shows that riding, and sometimes
pushing limits, often becomes a core part of the life of riders, which is why speed limit changes are
so vociferously opposed. Indeed, many studies don’t capture the effects at all, as they only go off
the number of casualty crashes without considering the number of riders. A road may have actually
become less safe per rider, but as long as the total number is reduced that’s considered progress.
It is time for a wholesale change in the safety strategy for recreational riding on rural roads.
Although more expensive, infrastructure improvements such a barrier protection, sealing of
shoulders, wide centrelines and clearance of vegetation on sightlines all have similar or larger safety
impacts to speed limit reductions and do not affect the experience of the road. Objections may be
raised on cost, although if a proportion of the very large budget for ‘flexible’ barriers had been
spent on putting one-metre shoulders on high-risk rural roads a better outcome might have been
obtained. Vegetation clearance also has the bonus effect of opening up larger clear zones, and clear
zones are by far the best safety measure for run-off-the-road accident. If your body won’t impact a
tree it is much harder to die. Yet despite their effectiveness clear zones are opposed on
environmental grounds. ‘Vision Zero’ claims that lives take precedence above all, yet this principle
is obviously subordinate to another ideology. Speed limit reductions should only be used where no
other measures can be implemented and should be used on as minimal a length as possible, and
where upgrades are done the original (100 km/h) limit should be restored.
So, what is the ‘golden rule’? Motorcyclists are a minority who are easily affected by an
unsympathetic academia and general public. It was recognised form the outset that motorcycling is
incompatible with the ‘Safe System’, and the value of motorcycle recreation to riders is often
ignored. The ‘golden rule’ is the same as always – treat motorcyclists how they want to be treated.
Using the Golden Rule as a strategy on popular recreational roads would hopefully still lead to
significant safety improvement while not impacting the recreational value.
In order to expedite this there are a few requirements. The safety levy, oft opposed, actually needs
to be expanded. Cars are at fault in the majority of multi-vehicle accident with motorcycles, and
further road infrastructure is based around cars and ignores the needs of motorcycles. A $10 or even
$5 levy on each car registration would free up a large amount of money for motorcycle
infrastructure without significantly raising the cost of car registration. With 192,000 motorcycles
registered in Victoria in 2018 the approximately $70 safety levy gave a revenue of about $13
million. Extending a $10 levy to the 4.5 million registered cars would give another $45 million –
triple the amount. Even a $5 charge would give more than double, and registration fees for cars
would barely have to change.
Recommendation: All motorcycle safety research should have the following requirements for
acceptance: at least one-half of the co-authors (and preferably the lead author) should be able
to demonstrate extensive (e.g. over five years) practical motorcycling experience. This will
ensure that research is performed by people with rider’s best interests at heart and is not done by
people who have knowledge but no understanding.
Recommendation: The ‘Golden Rule’ is used as the priority safety strategy on popular
motorcycle roads to improve safety while preserving their recreational amenity at the same
time
Recommendation: The recreational value of roads is specifically recognised and accounted for
when assessments are carried out
Recommendation: The safety levy is expanded with a small (<$10) levy on car registrations to
expand revenue without unduly impacting registration costs
Recommendation: Safety levy money is prohibited from being used to reduce speed limits or
for enforcement purposes. The latter is in line with the original rules when the levy was instituted
as was raised in the 2011 Inquiry.
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Term 1 Extension: further explanation of changes and literature
What has changed?
The decades since 1970 have seen a massive change in road safety related methods and policy. The
most well-known and celebrated are massive increases in speed enforcement as well as widespread
reductions in speed limit, and indeed it is fashionable to attribute the vast majority of the
improvement to those here and in Europe, despite such campaigns continuing at redoubled intensity
and seeing little effect. Indeed, the post-2010 period has seen a much more widespread reduction of
on rural roads, increasingly draconian penalties such as the so called ‘hoon laws’ being tightened
and more widely enforced (including extension to private land, a clear violation of natural rights),
and a large increase in fixed and especially mobile speed enforcement. Also, worth mentioning are
increased penalties against drunk driving and the introduction of penalties against drug driving.
Although far less credited than the legalistic policies there have also been great improvements in
vehicle safety technology. This specific safety devices such as airbags, now used not only for the
driver but also the passengers, and anti-lock brakes, but also changes to design principles from one
of maximum strength to one of maximum energy absorbance through innovations such as crumple
zones and changes in chassis design. Indeed, this Author has observed a common assertion on the
internet that cars these days won’t stand up in an accident to one built thirty years ago. Little do
they realise this means less energy transferred to them! It should be noted that Sweden’s period of
greatest improvement coincided with updates of vehicle standards and rules that brought their car
fleet from being one of the oldest in Europe to the youngest.
There have also been improvements in road design and construction, particularly on major,
formerly high-risk routes such as the Hume Highway, though to a much lesser extent on rural roads.
Lastly, there are factors that are rarely discussed at all. These include the massive increase in mobile
phone coverage and use and the establishment of dedicated trauma centres such as that at Royal
Prince Alfred. It is now possible for the victim of an accident on a country road to be airlifted far
sooner and receive more effective, expert treatment than it was two or three decades ago, yet the
effect of this has gone remarkably unconsidered.
Also, worth considering are factors that may lead to a flattening or rise in fatalities. The first to
consider is population increase. If the effect of road safety policy is asymptotic and is now
relatively little then increases in the driving population may be enough to hide the effect on an
absolute rather than per head-of-population level, and this inquiry has been called due to changes on
an absolute level. Indeed, using an absolute target alone for fatality reduction makes no theoretical
sense, as large increase in population will mask any effects.
The second is driver ability and training. Unfortunately, there are no empirical measurements or
even surveys available on this but there is a widely held perception that Australian driving quality
has declined and is far below that of Europe when it comes to things as diverse as lane discipline,
handling adverse conditions, handling country roads, and procedures such as indicating. Australia’s
driver training is far less comprehensive than Europe’s. It is considered acceptable to learn off your
parents, and adopt the bad habits they may have, so long as it is for the required length of time. In
comparison mandatory training in Europe is at least equivalent to what would be considered a
‘defensive driving course’ here and is more strictly assessed. New drivers are required to show
control in adverse conditions, and are also required to pass a full first aid course. In short, driving in
Europe is treated as a serious matter that not everyone can do. The efficacy of driver training is
often contested in literature although the differences in safety between overall jurisdictions are
usually ignored – in contrast to literature on, say, speed limits and penalties – despite similar issues
with respect to causation discernment existing.
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The ‘Vision Zero’ ethos that ‘mistakes cannot be prevented, but should be made so that they do not
harm’ is in strong contrast to that of say, aviation, where mistakes are unacceptable and must be
reduced as a first priority. Indeed, there the emphasis is less on hard limits akin to speed limits and
much more on ensuring the safe execution of procedures at all times through comprehensive
training. The results speak for themselves, most aviation is far safer than road transport. A similar
emphasis on training and procedures exists in industry. It rather baffles this Author that roads are
somehow the only field where training doesn’t work! Of course, many insurance companies offer a
discount, albeit small, to motorcycle riders who have taken certain advanced courses. So, it appears
in the cutthroat capitalist world of the insurance industry training is perceived to have some value
on the company’s bottom line. Even the authors of such studies are beneficiaries of training, I don’t
think they could go and write their papers without having first being introduced to basic concepts or
being taught research methods. Of course, some training is more effective than others, it is no
surprise to this author that common ‘defensive driving’ work is not particularly effective. There is
often no room to correct a skid on a road, unlike a skidpan. Training needs to focus on safe
procedures and hazard identification. A ton of prevention is worth a pound of cure, which is worth
an ounce of mitigation. Of course, the ‘Safe System’ approaches from the mitigation side first with
its ‘Safe Speeds’ philosophy, perhaps explaining its lack of success in post-2010 Europe. While
James Reason’s ‘Swiss Cheese Model’ of accidents is conceptually sound, one of the holes is
usually much larger than the others. Road safety is more than fifty years behind aviation and
industry when it comes to training and procedures. It is time to catch up and find methods that are
effective. Many people merely think obeying the speed limit is enough, this is not the case. ‘Vision
Zero’ diminishes personal responsibility at a time when more is needed.
A third factor is roads and population, and attitudes. The emphasis of Victoria’s roads funding is on
Melbourne, where a rising population in turn leads to increased demand. As a result, country roads
funding has been neglected and the road network is now in a worse state than it was thirty years
ago. The increasing population in Melbourne has another effect, which that a rising amount of
country traffic consists of drivers with little familiarity on country roads. Hence a less educated
driver population is on a worsening road network. Simple rules are needed when driving on country
– or any – roads, such as leaving a certain amount of time (say, 5 seconds) to react to hazards,
which necessitates slowing down in curves. Instead unfamiliar drivers will drive inconsistently, too
fast in some section and slow in others, often slowing down exaggeratedly for slight bends but
going too fast in straights or tight bends, consistent with a scared, confused driver. Teaching
consistent driving to leave sufficient response time is simple. Of course, it may lead some drivers to
actually go faster around slight bends, increasing the overall speed. With speed limits often set by
average speeds, training to produce consistent drivers may produce faster, more consistent speeds,
so it is perhaps considered expedient that drivers are ignorant and scared. Regardless of the truth of
any theory presented here, it is clear that some form of education to drive country roads is required.
A fourth factor is the rise in the dramatic rise of Sports Utility Vehicles (SUVs). These
unnecessarily large vehicles have enjoyed great popularity in recent years, not least due to
marketing, and are now by far the largest segment of Australian light vehicle sales. Their large, and
particularly high, profile is far more dangerous to all the main groups of vulnerable road users –
motorcyclists, cyclists and pedestrians. An accident victim is much more likely to be either run over
receive a square impact than with the sedan profile formerly popular. This is particularly important
with side impacts. With a sedan the low profile of the bonnet and boot means that a motorcyclist or
cyclist impacting from the side may be thrown over the vehicle. While still an extremely nasty and
sometimes fatal occurrence there was a lesser chance of the large impacts to the torso that are the
main mechanism of fatality to motorcyclists in Australia in multi-vehicle collisions. With an SUV
the entire profile of the vehicle is at least chest high, so there are no ‘safer’ places in a side impact.
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Unfortunately, this has been greatly neglected in research, which tends conveniently to focus on
measures on which enforcement can be deployed and also in design, with programs such as
ANCAP and Euro-NCAP focussing almost entirely on occupant protection. SUVs also tend to have
more obscured sightlines, although this is a problem for all modern cars due to increases in pillar
width. Modern cars also have much more effective sound insulation than prior, reducing the driver’s
awareness and increasing the sense of invulnerability. Combine this with the confidence-inducing
large size and high seating position of SUVs and it is not surprising that the modern driver is less
aware and takes less care. SUVs also obscure vulnerable road users from other vehicles.
A special tax on SUVs, paid by non-rural residents at either sale or preferably registration would go
a help reduce their popularity and improve outcomes for vulnerable road users.
A fifth factor is the increase in distraction. This has been particularly driven by mobile phones, and
also arguably by in-car features which are increasingly touchscreen based. Another factor is
lowered speed tolerances encouraging ‘speedo gazing’. It often asserted how much less reaction
time for a given distance going faster has, but the same effect can indeed be produced distraction
including having to look down to adjust one’s speed, with perhaps two or three seconds required to
complete the change. The effect of using one’s phone is even worse, potentially producing blind
periods extending for long periods of time. Not only does this mean that distance is used up driving
blind, but one must re-orient themselves when each period of distraction ends. This further reduces
the possibility of spotting hazards or vulnerable road users. Driving distracted is very comparable to
driving very drunk, and has been one of the biggest problem areas lately.

This submission would not be complete without addressing the problems with road safety academia.
American social psychologist Lee Jussim has noted that when a field has a strong political force
behind it, and most of the members of that field are of one opinion orientation then dissenting
research will tend to be suppressed. Research going against the grain is harder in all respects, from
obtaining funding to finding co-authors to passing peer review, with any respect as to the merit of
the research itself. Even if dissenting research is published it is often ignored, even supressed,
causing citation bias. Jussim himself has explored this is very sensitive fields such as gender bias,
but it has even been noted in less politically charged fields such as antidepressant research.
This leads to strong reporting bias. Falls in fatalities after speed limit reductions (including in
France in 2018 and Spain in 2019 on rural roads) are widely hailed as successful, even though on
such roads they may easily be explained through a decrease in recreational traffic, particularly
motorcycles, not a change in safety per user, while decreases after speed limits were raised on
highways in British Columbia and recently on certain sections of motorway in Austria go
completely unnoticed. The same goes with a well attested but rarely mentioned event in Montana,
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where highway deaths spiked dramatically after ‘open’ ‘speed limits’ were abolished. Other
research is also not followed up. A relatively small but strong study Bowden et al 2017 Lowering
thresholds for speed limit enforcement impairs peripheral object detection and increases driver
subjective workload showed a large deterioration in driving performance under a low speed-limit
tolerance threshold like that used in Victoria in the most vulnerable group, young males. However,
this conclusion is inconvenient so no larger scale study appears to have been forthcoming. Instead
the low tolerance is used to force people under the speed limit, with justification coming from
Kloeden at al. 1997 and others, despite the fact that flaws in that paper and subsequent studies with
the same methodology were shown almost immediately, without even accounting for its tacit intent
to disprove the ‘Solomon curve’. Convenient research never really dies.
There is a strong fashion for attributing the entirety or almost the entirety of accident reductions
after speed limits were lowered to the changes without accounting for changes in traffic,
particularly evident on recreation-heavy rural roads, to time dependent factors, and even road
upgrades that were carried out at the same time. Random variation and regression to the mean are
also ignored. This leads to some absurd conclusions, like a recently released national study by
prominent Australia authors from well-respected institutions such as MUARC and CARRS-Q,
where it was claimed that a 0.3 km/h decrease in traffic speeds in Perth was responsible for a 21%
decrease in casualty crashes. I’ve never seen a large speed study where the standard deviation (let
alone the two required for statistical significance) was as low as 0.3 km/h, and I’ve read about sixty!
Clearly a decrease of 3 km/h would eliminate all casualty crashes if considered arithmetically (0.3
km 21% to 1.4 km/h 100%) or 91% if considered geometrically (100*0.79^10). Since such
reduction have never been observed anywhere, we must dismiss the idea that the reduction in
crashes is largely attributable to the reduction in speed.
There seems to be an extreme reluctance to admit that road safety measures have failed, especially
if they belong to the preferred speed/enforcement regime. Hence claims on statistically insignificant
changes such as this (of course it is hard to even find error ranges in some papers. No idea how they
get published). This also goes for informal claims, for example that installation of wire-rope barriers
on the Hume Freeway saved lives because fatalities decreased from one to zero the years across the
installation of the barriers. Indeed, if barriers save lives, why is this inquiry being held?
One remarkable instance of conclusion drawing is Ivers et al. 2016 Does an on road motorcycle
training program reduce crashes in novice riders? In this study, the title as presented was claimed
as a negative, with the group who has received the (hazard perception based) training showing a
small reduction in crashes in crashes at three months and none at one year. But buried in this study
is a little secret. The intervention group rode significantly more than the control group. Assuming
that hazards encountered are a function of distance travelled (a reasonable assumption) the study
actually shows that the trained riders were around one-third safer per unit of distance travelled than
the control group – a huge improvement. However, this butts up against the ‘Safe System’ ideology
with which motorcycles are incompatible. This riding more is an increase in ‘exposure’, and one of
the main ‘Safe System’ methods is ‘exposure reduction’ i.e. less riders riding less often. If exposure
reduction is a legitimate method then the reduction ad absurdum of simply banning all road traffic
applies.
Even blank assertion makes it in. It is often asserted that speeds limits should be set to the average
speed of the traffic, and that using the formerly popular ‘85th percentile’ method will lead to ‘speed
inflation’ as road users ‘target the speed limit’. The only natural (i.e. beginning in absence of
effective enforcement) study I could find was Salusjärvi 1981 The speed limit experiment on public
roads in Finland. It was found that setting speed limts at the 85th %ile saw no change in speed,
setting them below caused a decrease and above an increase. There was no ‘speed inflation’, it is
simply a common, almost always uncited, assertion to justify setting lower limits.
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The same goes for the assertion that even experienced drivers can’t judge a safe speed and will
drive too fast. This is only because most drivers will drive above the limits prescribed by the ‘Safe
System’. Indeed, it is funny that experience is denigrated here while it is justified for bringing un
needlessly power restrictions for motorcyclists, A bit of consistency would be nice.
Indeed, even the term ‘credibility’ seems to have a different meaning between academia and the lay
public. It is often mentioned that speed limits need to be ‘credible’. The lay public thinks that this
means a road should be able to be driven at a comfortable pace, without feeling too slow or too fast.
In academia it appears that speed limits are to ‘made credible’ with heavy enforcement and
propaganda until the public accepts that they were crazy for thinking the previous, higher speed
situation was fine. More or less, a form of gaslighting (in the true sense, not that often used on
Twitter). Indeed, there seems to be a movement to effectively pathologise the desire to go fast and
present those who do so as somehow mentally ‘off’, when it arguably part of the human instinct that
encouraged us to take risks, and indeed build this civilisation.
It is clear that a large number of western countries including Australia are wedded to the ‘Vision
Zero’ (at all costs) approach, no matter the damage it does to their increasingly moribund
economies and to lives. Indeed, a full cost benefit of speed limits in Norway, done prior to their
adoption of ‘Vision Zero’ when their speed limits were similar to Australia’s showed that, even
including a generous value of a life. speed limits would need to rise to get the maximum benefit.
This study, by the way, was done by Rune Elvik, one of the biggest advocates of very low speed
limits. This is not non-trivial, as per-capita economic growth and life expectancy are highly
correlated, excluding things such as, for example, the influence of health care quality (hence
Australia doing better than America). The costs include a local transport business shutting down as
lower speeds make delivery schedules uneconomic, rural vendors stuggling as motorcycles no
longer frequent their town after speed limit reductions, trucking companies with long schedules
laying off workers, people losing their jobs and committing suicide after getting their license
suspended for having ‘a little fun’. Indeed, it may be that the only thing keeping a young man going
in life was the pleasure of riding his motorcycle fast, and that it being confiscated under ‘hoon’ laws
which have little moral difference under a natural rights perspective as severing a thieves’ hand
(‘removing the instrument of the crime’) was the thing that sent him over the edge. The effects may
extend far beyond the reported road toll.
None of this is to claim that the ‘Vision Zero’ goal is not commendable because it is. But it should
be recognised that with the popularity of higher speed limits and the unpopularity of speed cameras,
as well as the continual stream of people caught by them, that regardless of the attitudes presented
in carefully worded surveys people vote daily with their feet (literally for car drivers) against the
‘Safe System’. Unfortunately, this is often used as a shame trap, ‘do you want people to die? What
if it was you? No-one wants that, but people also need live.
Hence the crux of the matter. If attitudes to road safety follow a bell curve then road safety
academics occupy the absolutely most risk-averse position on the left. How many road safety
academics own a motorcycle and are passionate about riding fast? Not the co-authors of the studies
I have read. How can they understand someone who is, and why is only their view considered
correct? How can they understand someone whose livelihood depends on their delivery schedule?
Many of these academics don’t even value private, motorised transport. It is time recognise that
although their research may be honest, and they are morally good people, they are not neutral
observers but are all too often professional activists creating their whole research under one
philosophical perspective. This may explain the lack of explanation for current trends and the
hysterical responses when the paradigm is challenged. They simply can’t be wrong. It was nearly
twenty years ago that Alan Buckingham pointed out that road safety researchers could not explain
the fact that the formerly steep rate of improvement had begum shallowing out as speed became the
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main focus and cameras were widely deployed. Max Cameron replied producing his own studies
showing dramatic improvements in safety due to speed cameras. Indeed, he and many others have
contended that the reductions are large, especially with covert enforcement reduced speeds extend
across the whole road network and made measurements showing so. Two decades have passed and
we see that with by far the largest focus being on speed the improvement that began in the seventies
has halted completely. Indeed, it seems Buckingham was right and Cameron, despite his studies,
was indeed wrong. We would do well to listen to the warning of US President Dwight Eisenhower,
who warned us not to become the captive of a scientific-technological elite.
Recommendations: All road safety researchers to compile an easy-to-access blurb stating
their own personal views and interests, such as their car use patterns. This will help expose
conflicts of interest and show where practical experience is lacking. Research should only
accepted from authors who can prove they understand the affected road users from a
personal standpoint.
Issue Box: the safety camera commission and commissioner
The appointment of Stephen Leane as safety camera commissioner and the compostion of
the committee gives some concern. Despite the premier’s assertion as to Mr Leane’s
suitability it is clear that there may be a moral conflict. This is not to impugn Leane’s
character, he is allowed his principles. But it is clear that as a long-standing senior police
officer and long-time advocate of speed enforcement he is in no position to critically
examine the program. The lack of any remotely definitely sceptical voice on the committee
– even though fatalities have remained steady despite a large increase in enforcement –
does nothing to disprove the idea that the commission is simply a rubber stamp.
Recommendation: All potential commissioners and committee members must publicly
state their opinions on the subject prior to selection. Persons who can give a neutralcritical oversight should be preferred.
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