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Introduction
It helps to set our minds up for success. Let’s start here:

https://usa.streetsblog.org/2020/01/03/vision-zero-norwegian-capital-completely-quashes-road-deaths/

This is helpful for us, because it shows that success is possible. By taking the right actions, traffic deaths can
be eliminated.

Perhaps most remarkably, no children under 15 died in roadway crashes anywhere in the
country of Norway during 2019, which has a population of about 5.3 million.
https://www.curbed.com/2020/1/3/21048066/oslo-vision-zero-pedestrian-cyclist-deaths

If only we could claim the same for Victoria. The other important factor we must recognize is:
Cars kill.
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It’s stark. It’s uncomfortable for many people, but it’s important to bear in mind. As we seek marginal
improvements and nominal gains, hundreds of people will die every year. It’s only by a radical rethink of our
transport system and making fundamental changes, can we achieve the laudable goals of “towards zero”.
We like to highlight that drunk driving is dangerous and that distracted driving is dangerous. While that is
true, it often deflects from the fact that driving is dangerous. The mass, velocity and design of motorised
vehicles is what kills us when things go wrong.
Why have Norway and Finland succeeded where Australia and the United States have gotten worse?
Because we have not taken the same actions or addressed the same things. If we are to seriously reduce
road deaths and injuries, we need to ensure we assess effectiveness against the hierarchy of risk controls, or
safe systems principles.

I would like to call out the terms of reference as being inadequate to meaningfully reduce fatalities caused
by a car-centric transport paradigm. Most of the terms of reference (and Australian “road safety” generally)
tend to only deal with the bottom two principles – those that are least effective. “Danger reduction” – that
is, dealing with the top two principles – is what will bring about a lasting and step-wise reduction in traffic
violence and deaths.
Even if we eliminate all drunk driving, what then? What of the deaths not caused by drunk driving? Our carcentric environment has fatal consequences, and that is what needs to change.
So I implore you to think well beyond the limits of the terms of reference, and make sure you keep this
triangle in mind as you assess the effectiveness, or lack thereof, of the road safety initiatives that resulted in
a significant increase in traffic violence in Victoria in 2019.

ToR (1) current Victorian Towards Zero Road Safety Strategy 2016-2020 and progress
towards its aim of a 20 per cent reduction in fatalities with 200 or less lives lost annually by
2020;
Become a ‘transit city’
Grasping for tweaks and minor changes have not worked. We are plagued by an increase in deaths and
injuries. No more than “safer bullets” will fix the U.S. gun fatalities, incremental changes won’t fix our road
fatalities.
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Become a bicycle city
The rule of thumb is that people will walk about 400m to a bus or a bit further to a train, that is, 5 or so
minutes. The same applies to a bike ride. However, people ride roughly five times quicker than they can
walk. This means, a public transit node can service 25x the area by providing a meaningful bicycle access.
This is often attributed to the success of Dutch transit – “bikes and trains”. This has a multiplicative benefit –
not only do we reap the safety benefits of becoming a “transit city” mentioned above, but doubly benefit by
bicycle use (which poses no risk to others).
In terms of regional travel, Victoria’s investment in rail trails has been a great success and should be
continued. It works synergistically with rail by improving links, and supporting bikes on regional trains.
Recent changes limiting bicycle access on V-Line trains has negatively impacted this. The government can
look to other countries that have actively adopted and promoted bike/train transit possibilities regionally.
The safe systems model talks about “safe vehicles”. Bicycles are inherently a safe vehicle as they are by and
large incapable of imparting enough kinetic energy to serious injure another. They also travel within the
confines of “safe speed” for environments with people (20-30km/h). Perhaps they are the perfect safe
vehicle.
Australian academic Dr Stephen Fleming is a world renowned architect for the ‘Velotopia’ concept which
provides a blue-print for creating a bicycle-oriented city. It provides a more a more efficient city, but
naturally a safer one. The concepts are a touch-stone and can be applied to the redevelopment of existing
city spaces. Someone worth speaking to the committee.

Concepts to out-do suburban houses with garages with bicycle oriented dwellings. (Source cycle-space)
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Recent developments around Melbourne to accommodate bikes are moving in the right direction, but this
needs to go a lot further, and requires the funding and support of the government. The government can
remove institutional barriers to cycling (scooters etc included), including barrier laws. Our laws do not
recognize that bicycles are inherently benign vehicles with “fine equivalence”. Our laws also fail to recognize
what actually creates safety for people by inversely applying the hierarchy of controls (e.g. significant fines
attached to bicycle helmet laws) which dissuades people from using bikes for short, local trips.
This is often recognized as “who kills whom”. Bicycles, scooters and pedestrians do not carry the mass or
speed of trucks and cars cannot impart anywhere near the same level of harm. Instead of limiting the
freedoms of the perpetrator, the freedoms of the victims have been limited instead. The creates an inverse
power relationship where the rights of the offender are protected over the rights of the victim. For instance,
an unhelmeted bicyclist posing no threat attracts a fine, but a driver with unnecessary roo-bars that poses a
significant threat does not. No one has been killed by a ‘distracted pedestrian’ but distracted driving is
having a fatal result on our roads. It’s counter to our values, but more importantly it does not address the
actual danger, it keeps people driving, and maintains a dangerous status quo with traffic violence that
perpetuates death and injury and a culture of fear thereof.

Example
New York City (a highly car-centric city like ours) showed us this is possible through redesigning the urban
realm.

From 2001 to 2019, traffic deaths along all of New York City’s 6,000 miles of roadway
dropped by over 44 percent—from 394 to just 219—even as the number of pedestrians on
the city’s streets increased and bike ridership tripled. The city saw a 37 percent drop in
pedestrian deaths and similar reductions for those injured in a car.

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2020-02-10/mean-streets

They worked across the stack of risk controls, but with a high proportion of mitigating factors in the top
three tiers they reduced injuries across all modes of transport. Impressive stuff.

ToR (3) adequacy of current speed enforcement measures and speed management policies;
Vehicle Speeds and Power
The current response to electric bikes (ebikes) and scooters highlights a double standard. Ebikes are limited
with a maximum speed of 25km/h and maximum power of 250W. City councils are wringing their hands for
a “memorandum of understanding” for scooters. What if “cars” all of a sudden came along? What would be
in the MOU? What would be their maximum speed? Maximum power?
As mentioned, bikes and scooters represent a negligible risk of death or serious injury to other users of
public space, and yet even “family friendly” motor vehicles have speedometers going beyond 200km/h.
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female) to taller. Windows are now darker and harder to see through. A vehicle which you could once see a
human on the other side now blocks out any view of that person.
In North America, SUVs have been fingered as a culprit in similar rises in road death.
https://www.fastcompany.com/90420280/should-we-ban-suvs
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/amp/opinion/article-suvs-are-killing-the-planet-and-pedestrians-whydo-canadians/

And when an SUV hits a pedestrian, that person is more than twice as likely to die than if
they had been hit with a smaller car. An investigation last year found that SUVs are a
leading reason why pedestrian deaths in the U.S. increased 46% between 2009 and 2018.
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Perhaps it is time for the following infographic.

Infographic for safer vehicle choices

Ban Roo-bars
A great deal of engineering work goes into making vehicles crash as safely as possible. A big part of this is
the front crumple zone, not only to protect occupants, but to offer some protection to external victims
(pedestrians, cyclists, children walking to school.)
Roo bars completely circumvent this safety feature. Roo bars very literally protect the crumple zone from
doing it’s job by imparting maximal damage on the external victim. Worryingly, just as SUVs have become
fashionable, so have roobars become a fashion accessory to inner-urban vehicles.

“Aggressive look” for vanity reasons – irvinbullbars.com.au

The RACV calls out this phenomenon with their page Bull bars - Is fitting them a bad idea?
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…more of the energy of the impact must therefore be taken by the animal’s body which
will injure it more. Exactly the same physics applies to pedestrians too.

https://www.racv.com.au/membership/member-benefits/royalauto/archive/bull-bars-is-fitting-them-a-bad-idea.html

The RACV mentions explicitly not fitting them to their vehicles. The Australian Design Rules referenced in
the article mention that such fittings are only for ‘essential’ use of the vehicle. However, the ubiquity of
roobars in inner city Melbourne tells us otherwise. Even VicRoads have had to call this out on their site.

When a bullbar is fitted to a vehicle it can be dangerous to pedestrians and can adversely
affect the safety of the vehicle too.

Market research conducted on behalf of VicRoads suggests that many people fit bullbars
to vehicles to either:


improve the safety of their vehicle in a crash



enhance the look of their vehicle.

VicRoads does not believe these are valid reasons for fitting a bullbar and strongly
recommends not fitting one in these circumstances.
https://www.vicroads.vic.gov.au/safety-and-road-rules/vehicle-safety/bullbars

The default vehicle sold to plumbers, electricians and office-based engineers now seems to be an oversized
Hilux or Wildtrak with roobars. It’s extremely threatening generally (and intentionally so) but it’s horrifying
watching these vehicles around kids, as they blast through crosswalks and past schools. As if the hulking size
weren’t bad enough, even at low speeds, these vehicles are likely to cause significant head injuries to any
child in collision; the point of impact is going to be a unyielding metal roobar or winch.
The only alternative to eliminating this hazard is to have an entirely different engineering solution – roo bars
that deform on impact (such as an energy absorbent foam). They should be as or more yielding than the
crumple zone of the vehicle to which they are fitted.
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This will become increasingly important question as technology replaces the functions of a human operator.
In a fully autonomous scenario, when an autonomous vehicle (essentially a robot) kills a human, who is
responsible? The manufacturer is.

ToR (6) adequacy of current road standards and the road asset maintenance regime
Many drivers complain of a complex and confusing road environment, with vast array of different speeds
and times. Perhaps there is merit to that argument. The Dutch famously implemented their ‘sustainable
safety’ system. A key component of that is a simple and clear road system that clearly communicates a
singular purpose to the user.
Arterial roads are used to move volumes of traffic. Residential streets allow access to houses. That is, ratrunning is not possible because the design does not permit it. The result of this is streets that are not only
safe, but enjoyable to live on. They are so safe that children can freely use them.

Rat-running impossible

Victoria should move to employ a similar system, the primary goal of having all residential streets at 30km/h
without any through-route access for motor vehicles. A very significant benefit of this is getting “bike
infrastructure” and pedestrian facilities almost for free as residential streets become safe routes for cycling
and kids walking to school.
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Excluding rat-running. Source Wikipedia

The public realm used to be free and accessible to anyone, kids included. Most people reading this will
remember a childhood with freedom to roam independently. The main issue is that we relinquished that
space to almost exclusive motor vehicle use almost without noticing it. The result is that now much of
Melbourne has literally no streets safe enough to use in any other way. Cycling and walking are unpleasant
and feel unsafe, and kids are trapped without safe routes to school or any other activities or friends houses
as all of the local streets are plagued with rat-running. Link-place planning must be applied to separate
transport links from our places for living, working and playing.
We actually have some great examples already, such as Napier St and Canning St through Fitzroy that
provide a safe environment both for transport (people cycling) but people using the public realm (picnic in
the street).
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Filtered permeability in Abbotsford and Fitzroy, City of Yarra

However, like much of our bicycle infrastructure, they don’t tend to be strategic, or create a network of safe,
quiet streets. This should be the de-facto to provide safe streets that protect kids and our families by
removing high-volume through traffic (rat-running) from residential areas. By and large this is top-level
engineering control (“elimination”) and possibly why the Netherlands has such an impressive safety record
nationwide with their network of fietsstraats.

ToR (7) adequacy of driver training programs and related funding structures such as the L2P
program
Most people these days would undergo some kind of continuous training. Either to improve on skills or
reinforce current knowledge. I must in the financial industry (training on money laundering, policies and
regulations, cybersecurity… ad infinitum!)
Driving is a skill requiring a license to operate a dangerous vehicle, and is bizarrely not considered something
that needs renewing or updating. The latter will become increasingly important as technology starts to
change cars. Licensing requirements should be an ongoing commitment.
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The graduate licensing system is a good system that we have. The “probationary prohibited vehicle” seems
to address “hoon” issues (e.g. prohibiting modified vehicles), and it should be extended to include other
large and dangerous vehicles (e.g. SUVs, 4WDs with roo bars). Inexperienced drivers should not be
operating larger, more dangerous vehicles.
Alternatively, require advanced driver before granting a license for driving large utility vehicles.
If the burden of licensing for lay people increases, it helps move the culture to using professional drivers (e.g.
taxi drivers) or shared mobility solutions whereby driving is not necessarily the default choice.

ToR (8) adequacy and accuracy of road collision data collection
I’m not familiar with the current data collection standard, but in light of above, ensure data collected allows
for the determination of vehicle mass, size and type in crashes, and whether or not it bore external
attachments (e.g. roobars).
The above should also allow for determining the ANCAP pedestrian safety rating of the vehicle.

Recommendation Summary:












ToR 1:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Change planning laws away from car-centric travel (such as “20 minute city” concept)
Investment in PT improvements
Investment in rail freight
Investment in cycling
Remove “fine equivalence” for cycling infringements, recognizing bicycles and scooters are
incapable of inflicting the same harm as motor vehicles.
6. Remove burdensome bicycle and scooter laws to get more people out of cars.
ToR 3:
1. Speed limit motor vehicles
2. Power limit motor vehicles
3. Exclusion zones around schools, instead of speed limits
4. Eliminate oversized vehicles (SUVs and trucks) or place significant disincentives in place.
5. Eliminate roobars, at least in urban areas.
6. Address other dangers such as tinting.
7. Lower bumpers (‘bumper-to-bumper’) such that crashes between vehicles are compatible,
and crashes with people don’t become ‘run over’.
ToR 5:
1. Consider fines or penalties for manufacturers for knowingly less safe vehicles, particularly as
AV technology emerges.
ToR 6:
1. Employ single purpose streets (e.g. residential or arterial)
2. Filtered permeability easily and cheaply eliminates dangerous motor traffic while also
creating safe spaces for walking and cycling.
ToR 7:
1. Periodic retesting for motor vehicle license, both theoretical and practical.
2. Extended probationary prohibited vehicle to include 4WDs, SUVs, and any vehicle with
external non-crumple add-ons (roo-bars, lights, etc).
3. Additional training requirements for utility vehicles and SUVs.
ToR 8:
1. Possible to determine vehicle mass, size and type (SUV etc) to allow correlation.
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2. Possible to determine ANCAP pedestrian rating for vehicle.
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