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BACKGROUND TO THE 
DISCUSSION PAPER
Almost 4,000 young people aged between 16 and 24 have 
been killed or seriously injured in road crashes in South 
Australia over the past decade.  Many of those seriously 
injured sustain life-long head, neck or back injuries.  In light 
of this, serious considera  on must be given to ways we can 
reduce the road toll for young people.

The South Australia’s Graduated Licensing Scheme — 
Ini  a  ves to Protect Young Drivers Discussion Paper was 
released for public consulta  on on 14 October 2011.  The 
Discussion Paper outlined fi ve possible ways for reducing 
young driver trauma.  These refl ect world’s best prac  ce, are 
evidence-based and already in place in other parts of the 
country.  The public consulta  on period lasted eight weeks, 
concluding on 9 December 2011. The fi ve ini  a  ves 
canvassed are possible enhancements to the State’s 
Graduated Licensing Scheme (GLS), which aims to improve 
the safety of our young drivers:
 
1. A passenger restric  on for P1 drivers allowing no more 

than one passenger under 21 for the dura  on of P1 
(with exemp  ons for family members or for 
employment, or if a qualifi ed supervising driver (QSD1) is 
present). 

2. A restric  on on driving between midnight and 5am for 
P1 drivers for the dura  on of P1 (with exemp  ons for 
work-related driving or if a QSD is present).

3. Raising the minimum age for a provisional licence from 
17 to 18 years. 

4. Extending the total minimum provisional licence period 
from two to three years.

5. Removing regression to a previous licence stage.

The proposed ini  a  ves are not about making life tougher 
for young drivers.  They are about protec  ng them and 
would likely result in fewer deaths and injuries among young 
drivers, their passengers and other road users in South 
Australia.

The Discussion Paper was based on na  onal and 
interna  onal research.  It was prepared with input on young 
driver safety and eff ec  ve GLSs interstate and overseas from 
the Centre for Automo  ve Safety Research (CASR) at The 
University of Adelaide.  In par  cular, the Discussion Paper 
canvassed views on the minimum age for a provisional 
licence as such discussion was advocated by Adelaide Thinker 
in Residence, Professor Fred Wegman, from the Dutch 
Ins  tute for Road Safety, during his public lectures in 2010. 

A variety of communica  ons were used to promote public 
par  cipa  on in the Discussion Paper consulta  on process:  

 > The Discussion Paper and a concise two-page Fact Sheet, 
together with a list of Frequently Asked Ques  ons, were
available by the website sa.gov.au/towardszerotogether, 
or by phoning the Department of Planning, Transport 
and Infrastructure (DPTI).

 > The Hon Tom Kenyon MP held a media call and issued a 
media release on 14 October 2011 to launch the 
Discussion Paper consulta  on period.  Minister Kenyon, 
the current Road Safety Minister, Hon Jennifer Rankine 
MP, and Mr Mar  n Small, Director Road Safety and 
Environment (DPTI) were available to the media for 
interviews throughout the consulta  on period. 

 > Print adver  sing was placed in major metropolitan, 
regional and youth oriented newspapers to raise general 
public awareness of the opportunity to provide 
comment.

 > Digital adver  sing was placed on selected websites 
including NineMSN, Adelaide Now and Rip it Up to 
promote the opportunity to provide comment online.

 > Adver  sing banners were placed on Government 
websites to further raise awareness of the availability 
of the Discussion Paper and encourage members of the 
public to ‘have their say’.

 > Government social media sites including the DPTI 
Facebook, Towards Zero Together Facebook, My Licence 
Facebook, Offi  ce for Youth Facebook, Police News 
Facebook and SA Strategic Plan Have Your Say Facebook 
were used to further raise awareness of the availability 
of the Discussion Paper and opportunity to comment.

 > Le  ers were sent directly to key stakeholder 
organisa  ons and groups, including Members of 
Parliament, Mayors, Community Road Safety Groups and 
those represen  ng youth and road safety interests, to 
advise of the release of the Discussion Paper and 
opportunity to comment.

 > Key stakeholders were also invited to a forum on 14 
November 2011 at DPTI to hear a presenta  on on the 
GLS ini  a  ves by Mr Mar  n Small, Director Road Safety 
and Environment, DPTI, and to ask ques  ons.  Separate 
briefi ngs with key stakeholders were also available upon 
request.

1  Qualifi ed Supervising Driver (QSD) – a person who has held a full driver’s 
licence for at least two years con  nuously without disqualifi ca  on
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The public consulta  on process was essen  ally an online 
feedback facility, allowing the public to enter and submit 
responses to the fi ve GLS ini  a  ves.

In total, 1079 responses including detailed submissions were 
received, predominantly through the online feedback form, 
but also via emails and formal hardcopy wri  en submissions: 

Submissions from Road Safety Stakeholders and other 
organisa  ons (18) 

 > Australian Medical Associa  on (AMA) (SA) Road Safety 
Commi  ee

 > AMA (SA) Inc.
 > Australian Driver Trainers Associa  on (SA) Inc. (ADTA) 
 > Australasian College of Road Safety (ACRS) – SA 

Chapter
 > Business SA
 > Centre for Accident Research and Road Safety –

Queensland (CARRS-Q)
 > Centre for Automo  ve Safety Research (CASR)
 > Monash University Accident Research Centre (MUARC)
 > Motor Trade Associa  on of SA Inc. (MTA)
 > Professional Driver Trainers Associa  on (SA) Inc. (PDTA)
 > Royal Automobile Associa  on of SA Inc. (RAA)
 > Royal Australasian College of Surgeons (RACS)
 > SA Ambulance Service (SAAS)
 > SA Farmers Federa  on (SAFF)
 > Service to Youth Council (SYC)
 > Transport Training Solu  ons incorpora  ng Allan Miller 

Driving School (TTS)
 > University of New South Wales - Transport and Road 

Safety Research (UNSWTRSR) (previously NSW Injury 
Risk Management Research Centre)

 > Youth Aff airs Council of South Australia (YACSA)

Local Government Submissions (15)

 > Adelaide Hills Council Youth Advisory Commi  ee
 > Alexandrina Council – Southern Fleurieu Youth Network
 > City of Norwood Payneham and St Peters Youth 

Advisory Commi  ee
 > City of Marion
 > City of Port Adelaide Enfi eld
 > City of Salisbury
 > District Council of Cleve
 > District Council of Grant
 > Kingston District Council
 > South East Local Government Associa  on (SELGA)
 > Ta  ara District Council – Elected Member
 > The District Council of Yorke Peninsula
 > The Rural City of Murray Bridge 
 > Wa  le Range Council
 > Wudinna District Council

Community Road Safety Groups (3)
 
> Adelaide Hills Community Road Safety Group
> Barunga West Community Road Safety Group
> Roxby Roadsafe (Roxby Downs Community Road Safety 

Commi  ee)

Members of Parliament (6) 

> The Hon John Hill MP (Minister for Health and Ageing)
> The Hon Ian Hunter MLC (Minister for Youth) 
> Mr Steven Griffi  ths MP JP (Member for Goyder)
> Mr Alan Sibbons MP (Member for Mitchell)
> The Hon Dr Bob Such MP (Member for Fisher)
> The Hon Russell Wortley MLC (Minister for Industrial 

Rela  ons)

Wri  en responses/submissions (50)

Includes Ministerial correspondence (26), hard copies of 
feedback forms received (21) and emails sent directly to 
DPTI’s road safety mailbox (3).

Online responses/submissions (987)

In total, across the responses, 9541 comments were received 
and each was summarised under one of the GLS ini  a  ves.

In addi  on, a number of submissions were received during 
January 2012.  While they are included in the above 
lis  ng, they were not suffi  ciently  mely to be included in the 
response data analyses. 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCESS
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DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE
OF RESPONDENTS
While not compulsory, respondents were asked to provide 
some basic demographic data, collec  vely summarised as 
follows.

Loca  on

Most respondents provided their postcode and the majority 
of these reside in the Adelaide metropolitan area, although, 
compared with the State’s popula  on2, those residing in rural 
and regional loca  ons had a propor  onally higher 
representa  on among the submissions received.  A very 
small number of submissions came from outside South 
Australia.

Postcode 
range

General Loca  on Response 
Percent

Response 
Count

5000-5199 Metropolitan Adelaide 
& surrounds

48.7% 526

5200-5299 South East (Mt Barker 
to Mt Gambier)

10.1% 109

5300-5399 Riverland, Mallee, 
Barossa

9.3% 100

5400-5499 Mid North 4.1% 44
5500-5599 Mid North & Yorke 

Peninsula
6.1% 66

5600-5699 Eyre Peninsula 5.6% 60
5700-5749 Far North 0.6% 7
Unspecifi ed or outside of SA 15.5% 167
Total 100% 1079

Age

While the Discussion Paper a  racted responses from a wide 
range of age groups, most responses (34.3%) came from 
those aged 41+ years followed by those aged 16-19 years 
(19.8%).  Just over 50% of respondents were aged 26 or 
older.

Age Response Percent Response Count
15 or under 8.6% 93
16-19 years 19.8% 214
20-25 years 11.0% 119
26-40 years 16.0% 172
41+ years 34.3% 370
Unspecifi ed 10.3% 111
Total 100% 1079

Gender

Most respondents (52.8%) were female.

Gender Response Percent Response Count
Male 35.5% 383
Female 52.8% 570
Unspecifi ed 11.7% 126
Total 100% 1079

Licence Type

The majority of respondents (55.2%) possess a full driver’s 
licence.

Licence type Response Percent Response Count
None 10.0% 108
Learner’s Permit 10.9% 118
P1 Licence 11.3% 122
P2 Licence 2.6% 28
Full Licence 55.2% 596
Other 0.1% 1
Unspecifi ed 9.9% 106
Total 100% 1079

Parentage

Almost one third (32.9%) of respondents indicated they are a 
parent.

Are you a parent/
carer/guardian of 
a novice driver?

Response Percent Response Count

Yes 32.9% 355
No 51.2% 552
Unspecifi ed 15.9% 172
Total 100% 1079

2  Based on Australian Bureau of Statistics – Estimated Resident 
Population by Statistical Division, South Australia, Regional Population 
Growth, Australia, 2010 (cat. No. 3218.0)



DETAILED FEEDBACK OUTCOMES
1. Passenger restric  ons

Carrying passengers can distract a driver and make it harder 
for the driver to concentrate.  Having more than one peer 
age passenger can also encourage a young driver to take 
greater risks.  Research indicates young drivers’ crash risk 
increases when carrying peer passengers and that the risk 
increases with each addi  onal passenger.  Carrying two to 
three peer passengers (under the age of 21 who are not 
family members) increases the risk of a young driver fatal 
crash by four to fi ve  mes compared to driving alone.  
Passengers aged over 21 who have a full licence do not seem 
to have a nega  ve eff ect on provisional drivers’ behaviours.

Peer passenger restric  ons exist in GLS programs in 42 US 
states, Canada and New Zealand.  In these jurisdic  ons, 
where passenger restric  ons are predominantly employed 
full  me (i.e. day and night), reported reduc  ons in young 
driver crashes have ranged from 5 to 38%.  In Australia, 
Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland all have peer 
passenger restric  ons in some form (with an exemp  on 
system) during the P1 licensing phase.  

Passenger restric  ons apply at all  mes of the day in Victoria 
while in the other states they apply at night from 11pm to 
5am.  Currently, South Australia only applies a passenger 
restric  on at night from midnight to 5am for provisional 
drivers returning from a disqualifi ca  on due to commi   ng a 
serious disqualifi ca  on off ence.  If South Australia were to 
extend its passenger restric  on to cover all drivers during 
the P1 licensing phase, this would bring greater road safety 
benefi ts and interstate consistency.

If peer passenger restric  ons were introduced in South 
Australia as proposed, CASR es  mates a 10 to 14% 
reduc  on in serious and fatal crashes involving young drivers 
aged 16-17.  This equates to a reduc  on of 7 to 10 fatal and 
serious injury crashes per year, or 12 to 17 fatal and serious 
injuries per year.

There were 903 respondents who collec  vely made 2147 
comments about passenger restric  ons.  Figure 1 shows that 
38.5% of the 903 respondents were deemed to be suppor  ve 
of passenger restric  ons, 45% were deemed to be 
non-suppor  ve and in 16.5% of cases it was not clear if the 
respondent favoured one way or another. 

Figure 1

Respondents making suppor  ve comments on passenger 
restric  ons tended to simply say they supported the ini  a  ve 
or stated it is “a good idea”, with li  le if any further 
comment.  Suppor  ve comments included: 

> “Should have been introduced long ago” 
> “Seems reasonable/feasible” 
> “A signifi cant development” 
> “Reduces peer pressure/showing off ” 
> “Restric  ng passengers will mean fewer distrac  ons 

for drivers”
> “Research shows the restric  ons reduce crashes”
> “Helps parents enforce rules already in place” 
> “Reduces injuries and deaths of others”.

Those making non-suppor  ve comments tended to make 
mul  ple comments of a non-suppor  ng nature.  One 
frequently expressed concern is the perceived impact 
passenger restric  ons could have on car-pooling and 
designated driver programs where one person in a group 
of friends agrees to not drink alcohol.  Another common 
concern is the possible eff ect on regional people who rely on 
others when travelling to work, school, sport or other social 
func  ons.  

A restric  on on carrying more than one passenger under the age of 21 would apply at all  mes for all P1 drivers for the dura  on 
of their P1 licence (the minimum  me on a P1 licence is 12 months). The restric  on would not apply where passengers are 
immediate family members or if a qualifi ed supervising driver is present or the P1 driver is aged 25 or over. 
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Other non-suppor  ve responses included:

> “The State cannot protect all people from themselves or 
the poor choices they make, they will con  nue to break 
rules and laws” 

> “Not environmentally sound/ethical” 
> “Unrealis  c/unfair/imprac  cal” 
> “Diffi  cult to police/enforce” 
> “Restricts/reduces the independence of young people” 
> “May cause risky/illegal behaviours/dangerous 

situa  ons as a side eff ect” 
> “Penalises safe drivers”. 

Many respondents made comments that were relevant to 
passenger restric  ons, but in which it was not clear whether 
the respondent supported the restric  ons or not.  Many 
of these responses contained ques  ons rela  ng to specifi c 
situa  ons, such as about qualifying for exemp  ons from the 
restric  ons.  Other such responses (including those not 
specifi cally relevant to passenger restric  ons) were:

> “Might leave people stranded if unable to give friends 
a li  ” 

> “Public transport is insuffi  cient or requires 
improvement”

> “Allow a limited number (e.g. 2-3) of passengers” 
> “More educa  on is preferable” 
> “More trust in younger drivers is needed”
> “Restrict passenger numbers at night only” 
> “Distrac  ons are inevitable”
> “Novice drivers need experience driving with 

distrac  ons” 
> “Focus should be on enforcing current laws” 
> “Some  mes family members can be distrac  ng too ─ 

should there be exemp  ons for family members?” 
> “A licence is too easy to obtain in the fi rst place” 
> “Could be imposed on off enders only” 
> “May encourage riskier methods of carrying passengers 

(e.g. hidden in boot or back of car)” 
> “Should apply to Learners also“
> “No evidence that it will reduce road toll” 
> “More focus needed on drink driving”. 

Respondents from rural areas tended to be less suppor  ve of 
this ini  a  ve than their metropolitan counterparts, usually 
due to perceived nega  ve eff ects on young people, families 
and communi  es as men  oned above.  Among 
respondents from rural areas, 34% indicated support, 50% 
made non-suppor  ve comments and 16% made comments 
that were neither one way nor the other.  Metropolitan 
Adelaide respondents had similar propor  ons of suppor  ng 
comments (42%) as non-suppor  ng (41%).

The results based on gender were mixed.  Slightly more 
females (39%) than males (36%) indicated support for 
passenger restric  ons.  However, slightly more males (46%) 
than females (43%) made non-suppor  ve comments.  
Females were more likely to express concerns rela  ng to the 
availability of public transport, the eff ect on designated 
driving and on regional/rural communi  es and the impact 
upon families. 

As might be expected, younger respondents’ comments were 
more likely to be non-suppor  ve of passenger restric  ons 
than those who are older (Figure 2).  Non-suppor  ve 
comments were made by 68% of those aged 15 or under, 
67% of those aged 16-19 and 51% of those aged 20-25.  By 
contrast, 52% of those aged 26-40 and 53% of those aged 
41+ made suppor  ve comments.  

Figure 2

Par  cular concerns stated by 16-19 year olds included the 
perceived eff ect on car-pooling and designated driver 
ac  vi  es, young people’s independence, imposi  on on 
families and inconvenience.  

Older respondents were more than twice as likely as younger 
respondents to make suppor  ve comments.  In par  cular, 
older respondents tend to believe it would reduce peer 
pressure and distrac  ons.  Of respondents aged 26-40 and 
41+, 52% and 53% respec  vely made suppor  ve comments.  
Of respondents aged 15 and under and those aged 16-19, 
22% and 17% respec  vely made suppor  ve comments.  

Respondents with full driver’s licences tended to show 
greater support for passenger restric  ons (49% of full licence 
holders compared to 25% with a learner’s permit, 10% of 
those with provisional P1 and 30% of those with P2).
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> “It is puni  ve towards those with safe driving records 
and good inten  ons (i.e. these people should be 
completely exempted)”

> “It is a parent’s responsibility to impose both 
restric  ons and exemp  ons”.

Other comments included:

> “People should be allowed a few more ”passengers””
> “Two passengers more reasonable”
> “Maybe only those under 18 or, maybe 18 or 19 years of 

age, 21 years too old”
> “Only a  er 10pm”
> “Only for the fi rst 6 months of a  aining P1”
> “Remove presence of a QSD as an exemp  on”
> “Ensure that the process of applying for exemp  ons is 

simple, fast and does not place a strain on Government 
resources”

> “Increase restric  on to both P1 and P2”
> “Enable on-the-spot exemp  ons for P1 drivers rescuing 

others in vulnerable situa  ons”
> “Exempt those picking up and dropping off  friends’ 

family members from/to school”
> “Exempt those without access to public transport”
> “Exempt long distance travel”
> “Exempt carpooling/designated drivers”
> “Exempt study/educa  on commitments”
> “Exempt newly-arrived Australians”
> “Introduce the restric  on but make an exemp  on for 

school hours so as senior students can have younger 
passengers”.

There were marked diff erences between responses from 
those who are parents/guardians/carers of novice drivers 
and those who are not.  Parents were more likely to be 
suppor  ve of passenger restric  ons.  Among parent 
respondents, 47% made suppor  ve comments whereas 33% 
who were not parents made suppor  ve comments.  
Conversely, fewer parents (35%) than non-parents (50%) 
made non-suppor  ve comments.  

Passenger restric  on exemp  ons

There were wide ranging views in rela  on to passenger 
restric  on exemp  ons.  There were respondents who 
considered passenger restric  ons should be implemented 
without any exemp  ons at all, even extending the 
restric  ons to all novice drivers, regardless of age or any 
exemp  on considera  ons.  Their comments included:

> “I do not agree with excep  ons [sic]”
> “What about when siblings cruise together?”
> “Too diffi  cult to police; it would have to be a blanket 

ban, with no exemp  ons”
> “A waste of Police resources”.

There were also generally suppor  ve opinions proposing 
specifi c exemp  on circumstances (e.g. employment, study, 
designated driving, voluntary work).  There were also 
comments that gave the impression the respondent had not 
completely understood the proposed ini  a  ve and/or the 
exemp  ons under considera  on.

Finally, there were respondents who, rather than necessarily 
indica  ng whether they support exemp  ons or not, 
considered that greater defi ni  on and explana  on was 
needed, par  cularly in rela  on to specifi c circumstances:

> “Further defi ni  on of “family member” needed (i.e. 
grandparents, aunts etc.)”

> “Specify the age of the passengers (e.g. restrict youth 
and young adult passengers but allow mul  ple small 
children or seniors”)

> “There should be some fl exibility required for when 
there is a legi  mate reason as to why more passengers 
need to be carried”

> “Diffi  cult for young parents”
> “It is diffi  cult to understand why siblings are 

immediately deemed to be less distrac  ng than 
non-rela  ves”

> “In the event of an unforeseen injury/illness and the P 
driver is the only person available to transport people”

> “In the event of an unforeseen excess of alcohol 
consump  on and the P driver is the only sober person”
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2. Night driving restric  ons

All drivers have an increased risk of crashing when driving 
late at night but the risk is greater for inexperienced drivers.  
In South Australia, young provisional drivers experience late 
night crash rates that are up to seven  mes their day  me 
rates.  This is not just because it is harder to see hazards at 
night but also because young drivers tend to spend more 
 me driving at night compared to other drivers. 

Currently, 48 states in the USA have night  me restric  ons for 
young drivers. Such restric  ons are also applied in New 
Zealand, Canada and Western Australia.  Research from 
overseas jurisdic  ons that have night driving restric  ons 
report reduc  ons in young driver crashes of up to 50% 
during the restricted night hours. GLS systems with strict 
night restric  ons have been found to be some of the most 
eff ec  ve programs.

As with passenger restric  ons, restric  ng provisional drivers 
from late night driving could reduce their mobility and cause 
some inconvenience, par  cularly for those living in rural 
areas.  However, experience from the US suggests young 
drivers with night restric  ons adapt by arranging li  s or 
arriving at des  na  ons earlier.  Most jurisdic  ons with night 
restric  ons typically allow exemp  ons for ‘purposeful’ driving 
such as for work, educa  on and/or emergencies. 

If night-  me driving restric  ons were introduced into South 
Australia as proposed, CASR es  mates a 9 to 13% reduc  on 
in serious and fatal crashes involving young drivers aged 
16-17 years.  This equates to a reduc  on of 6 to 8 fatal and 
serious injury crashes per year or 8 to 12 fatal and serious 
injuries per year. 

In total, 884 respondents collec  vely made 1957 comments 
about night driving restric  ons.  Figure 3 shows that 39% of 
respondents were deemed to be suppor  ve of night driving 
restric  ons, 39.6% were deemed to be non-suppor  ve, and 
in 21.4% of cases it was not clear if the respondent favoured 
one way or another. 

Figure 3

As with passenger restric  ons, respondents making 
suppor  ve comments on night driving restric  ons tended to 
simply say they supported the ini  a  ve or stated it is “a good 
idea”, with li  le if any further comment.  Other suppor  ve 
comments included: 

> “Research supports it” 
> “May prevent driver fa  gue” 
> “May prevent drink driving” 
> “Would reduce/eliminate unsafe driving or hooning at 

night” 
> “Reduces tempta  on to race” 
> “Reduces peer pressure/showing off ” 
> “A signifi cant development”.

Those making non-suppor  ve comments tended to make 
mul  ple comments of a non-suppor  ng nature.  Common 
concerns related to eff ects on car pooling, designated driver 
programs and how the exemp  on system would operate.  

A restric  on on driving between the hours of midnight and 5am would apply for all P1 drivers for the dura  on of their P1 licence 
(i.e. a minimum of one year). The restric  on would not apply if a qualifi ed supervising driver is present or if the P1 driver is aged 
25 or over. 

A driver would be able to apply for an exemp  on from the restric  on for employment purposes, however a person’s driving 
history may be considered and any exemp  on granted would be made specifi c to those circumstances. A driver would s  ll need 
to adhere to the restric  on in their remaining night driving.
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Other non-suppor  ve responses were:

> “May create other risky behaviours or dangerous 
situa  ons as a side-eff ect” 

> “Could have a nega  ve eff ect on rural youth/families/ 
communi  es” 

> “Restricts youth development (e.g. sports, socialisa  on)” 
> “Restricts youth employment/educa  on opportuni  es” 
> “Reduces the independence of young people“
> “Imprac  cal” 
> “Diffi  cult to police/enforce”
> “Doesn’t address actual issue at hand/will not solve 

problem” 
> “Increased imposi  on/impact upon parents/families” 
> “Punishes the majority for the mistakes of a few” 
> “Disallows ge   ng experience in night driving” 
> “The State cannot protect all people from themselves or 

the poor choices they make, they will con  nue to break 
rules and laws” 

> “Cannot pick up parents/family at night” 
> “Research does not show a posi  ve impact” 
> “Too radical”.

Responses that were not clear whether they were suppor  ve 
or non-suppor  ve included:

> “Needs more provisos (e.g. emergencies/long distance 
trips etc)”  

> “Public transport requires improvement/is insuffi  cient” 
> “Proposed 12-5am hours are too restric  ve (e.g. 

midnight is too early make it later; 5am is too late/make 
it earlier)”

> “Increased educa  on is preferable” 
> “Age criteria need more considera  on” 
> “Process of obtaining exemp  ons must be simple” 
> “Could be imposed on off enders only”
> “More trust is needed in younger drivers” 
> “Individual choice should prevail “
> “Current laws are adequate” 
> “Crashes are inevitable, regardless of rules” 
> “Won’t apply to me/other people since not out and 

about between 12pm-5am” 
> “Passenger restric  ons are be  er than this” 
> “Should introduce capped speed limit instead” 
> “Unnecessary, if passenger restric  ons are 

implemented”. 

Generally, there were small diff erences in the views on night 
driving restric  ons between those who live in the Adelaide 
metropolitan area and those residing in the rest of the State.  
Approximately 37% of the rural submissions and 42% of the 
metropolitan-based respondents were deemed to be making 

suppor  ve comments.  Those living in rural areas tended 
to make more comments about possible adverse eff ects on 
rural people as well as queries rela  ng to exemp  ons and 
concerns around youth employment.

There were also small diff erences in rela  on to 
respondent gender.  Approximately 41% of female and 35% 
of male respondents made suppor  ve comments.

As with passenger restric  ons, younger respondents and 
par  cularly those aged 20-25 years tended to be 
non-suppor  ve of night driving restric  ons and older 
respondents tended to be suppor  ve (Figure 4). 

Younger respondents tended to consider that midnight is 
too early to begin the restric  on and tended to not perceive 
any benefi ts from such a restric  on.  They also tended to 
comment on eff ects on car-pooling and designated driver 
programs, and that it would be unfair and restric  ve on their 
development, independence and employment.

Figure 4

Respondents with full licences (49%) tended to be more 
suppor  ve of this ini  a  ve than those with other types of 
licences (27% learner’s permit, 16% provisional P1 licence, 
23% P2 licence). 

Respondents who are parents/carers of novice drivers (46%) 
tended to be more suppor  ve of night driving restric  ons 
than those who are not parents (35%).
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Night driving restric  ons exemp  ons

While there were fewer comments concerning exemp  ons 
for a night driving restric  on (than were received for 
passenger restric  ons), there were s  ll wide ranging 
opinions.  Some respondents considered exemp  ons should 
be more numerous and simple-to-obtain, while others 
considered they should be more restric  ve or not awarded 
at all.

Some respondents who were deemed non-suppor  ve of 
night driving restric  ons s  ll provided sugges  ons such as:

> “This is again an inappropriate solu  on. At the very 
most, this should be between 2am-5am”

> “Disagree. 1am – 5am would at least be a li  le more 
fl exible”

> “Maybe just six months, instead of all of P1?”
> “This may work be  er if implemented on Friday, 

Saturday and Sunday nights”.

Many comments from other respondents suggested specifi c 
grounds for exemp  ons:

> “Drivers aged over 21 or, aged over 24 or 25”
> “Drivers who are carers for people who may require 

access to late night medical assistance (or who fi nd 
themselves in a situa  on requiring emergency 
transport)”

> “Designated drivers, being sober people transpor  ng 
people to and from social events”

> “Drivers with unblemished driving record”
> “Rural/regional area drivers, or those living in areas 

where late night public transport does not exist”
> “Weekday travel, with the curfew ac  ve at weekends”.



The minimum age a person could apply for a provisional licence in South Australia would be increased from 17 to 18 years of age, 
meaning drivers cannot drive solo un  l they are at least 18 years of age. This ini  a  ve would not change the minimum entry age 
of 16 years for a learner’s permit. 
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Research indicates that increasing the licensing age reduces 
young driver crashes and improves road safety for young 
drivers.  Delaying the age for provisional licensing provides a 
new driver with greater  me to gain experience while being 
supervised by a more experienced driver. A learner driver 
would then be be  er prepared when they eventually gain a 
provisional licence. 

Raising the licensing age can be expected to reduce this risk 
on a provisional licence substan  ally because learner 
drivers are likely to gain many more supervised hours in a 
two year period than the current requirement for 75 hours.  
The European Union’s driver licensing guidelines recommend 
that licensing for unsupervised driving should commence at 
18 years.  This is based on research from European countries 
showing the risk of crash involvement during the fi rst year of 
independent driving (i.e. on a provisional licence) decreases 
as the age when a driver begins independent driving 
increases.  Victoria has had a provisional licensing age of 18 
for many decades.

If South Australia raised the minimum provisional licensing 
age to 18 as proposed, CASR es  mates a 5 to 6% reduc  on in 
all serious and fatal crashes in South Australia (i.e. a 5 to 6% 
reduc  on in the South Australian road toll), as crashes 
involving young drivers aged 16-17 years would be largely 
eliminated.  This ini  a  ve would bring the greatest crash 
reduc  ons for South Australia and equates to a reduc  on 
of 60 to 70 fatal and serious injury crashes per year.  This is 
equivalent to a 20% reduc  on in serious and fatal crashes for 
drivers aged 16 to 24 years.  While new P1 drivers aged 18 
would have a higher crash rate in their fi rst year compared 
with a  erwards, their fi rst year crash rate would not be 
expected to be as high as that for 16 or 17 year olds on their 
fi rst year on a provisional licence.

In total, 1000 respondents collec  vely made 3043 comments 
about raising the minimum driving age.  Figure 5 shows that 
20% of respondents were deemed to be suppor  ve of raising 
the minimum age, 66.7% were deemed to be non-suppor  ve, 
and in 13.3% of cases it was not clear if the respondent 
favoured one way or another. 

Figure 5

3. Raising the minimum driving age

Respondents making suppor  ve comments on raising the 
minimum provisional licence age tended to simply say they 
supported the ini  a  ve or stated it is “a good idea”, with 
li  le if any further comment.  Other suppor  ve comments 
included: 

> “Research supports it” 
> “Good/reasonable idea“
> “An absolute must/should defi nitely implement” 
> “Greater level of maturity at 18 (or older)”
> “Age 17 and younger is too young/immature/ 

irresponsible”
> “OK, but review current demerit point system”. 

Those making non-suppor  ve comments tended to make 
mul  ple comments of a non-suppor  ve nature and in many 
instances were itera  ons of comments made about 
passenger and night  me driving restric  ons, including:

> “Diffi  cult/impossible for young workers/job seekers/ 
volunteers” 

> “Poor/harsh/nega  ve eff ect on regional/rural youth/ 
families/communi  es”

> “Restricts youth development (e.g. sport, socialisa  on, 
educa  on)” 

> “Restricts the independence of young people” 
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> “Doesn’t address actual issue at hand/will not solve 
problem” 

> “Will make no diff erence”
> “Delays crash sta  s  cs to higher age bracket” 
> “Punishes the majority for the mistakes of a few” 
> “Reduces opportuni  es to gain experience” 
> “The State cannot protect people from making poor 

choices; they will con  nue to break rules and laws“
> “Will nega  vely impact on driving instructors” 
> “Public transport requires improvement/increased 

access/is insuffi  cient”
> “Revert to 16 years” 
> “May induce overconfi dence” 
> “Unintended problems might occur as 18 years is same 

age as legal alcohol consump  on”
> “May have nega  ve eff ect on SA’s regional/community 

economic growth/performance”. 

Responses that were not clear whether they were suppor  ve 
or non-suppor  ve included:

> “Focus should be upon driver training/a   tudes to 
driving” 

> “Needs more considera  on/requires further 
informa  on” (e.g. exemp  ons, research etc.) 

> “Enforce current laws” 
> “Introduce/provide driver educa  on in schools” 
> “Make it harder for people to gain their licences/ 

tougher tests/keep “idiots” from gaining licences” 
> “Some young drivers are more able to drive at younger 

age than others” 
> “More trust needed/have more faith in younger 

drivers” 
> “OK, if exemp  ons exist” 
> “Should be older licence age (e.g. 21 years)” 
> “Keep Learner’s at 16 years” 
> “Could be imposed as a punishment for off enders only” 
> “16/17 was OK for me/my genera  on of drivers”
> “Limit speeds/types of cars instead” 
> “Diffi  cult to police/enforce.”

Those living in rural areas of the State were generally far less 
suppor  ve of this ini  a  ve than those living in metropolitan 
areas.  Of the rural respondents, 80% made non-suppor  ve 
comments compared to 56% of metropolitan respondents.  
Conversely, among rural respondents, 8% made suppor  ve 
comments compared to 28% in metropolitan areas. 

The majority of rural concerns centred on increased costs of 
transport, diffi  cul  es of gaining/retaining youth employment, 
increased imposi  on upon parents and families, generally 

nega  ve eff ects upon regional/rural people and restric  ons 
on the independence and development of young people.

Responses by gender were mixed, although females were 
more suppor  ve of this ini  a  ve than males (21% and 18% 
respec  vely). 

Based on age groups, as with other ini  a  ves, support for 
raising the minimum age tended to increase with increasing 
age, with the excep  on of those aged 41+ years (Figure 6).  
However, across the age groups the propor  on of those 
making non-suppor  ve comments varied between 48% for 
those aged 26-40, to 84% for those aged 15 or under.

Figure 6

Respondents with a provisional P1 licence and a full driver’s 
licence tended to be more suppor  ve of this ini  a  ve (23% 
and 22% respec  vely) than those with other types of licences 
(15% learner’s permit and 8% P2 licence) or no licence at all 
(14%).

Those who are not parents, carers or guardians of novice 
drivers tended to show greater support of this ini  a  ve than 
those who are parents (23% of non-parents are in support 
compared to 16% of parents).

Those who are not parents tended to say that 18 year olds 
possess a greater level of maturity to drive than at age 17.  
Many parents queried this proposal and o  en felt it would be 
be  er to enforce the current laws and improve driver 
training.  Their queries and concerns centred on increased 
costs of transport, diffi  cul  es associated with youth 
employment, inability to access public transport, nega  ve 
eff ects on rural people and youth development.  Parents also 
tended to say this ini  a  ve would punish the majority for the 
mistakes of the few compared with non-parents as well as 
being an increased imposi  on on parents and families. 
 



While suppor  ve and non-suppor  ve respondents were 
similar in propor  on, for almost a third of all respondents 
it was not clear whether or not they supported one or the 
other.  

Suppor  ve comments included:

> “Will increase young drivers’ experience on the road”
> “A worthwhile improvement” 
> “Encourages P-platers to drive more cau  ously” 
> “Is consistent with other states” 
> “Would mean a longer period on zero BAC levels” (blood 

alcohol concentra  on)
> “The research supports it” 
> “Be  er than other ini  a  ves”
> “OK, if exemp  ons exist”.

Many non-suppor  ve respondents made mul  ple comments 
many of which repeated responses to other ini  a  ves:

> “Will not solve problem” 
> “An extra year is too long” 
> “Nanny state proposal” 
> “Harsh/nega  ve eff ect on rural youth/families/ 

communi  es” 

All novice drivers under 25 years of age would be required to spend a minimum of three years on a provisional licence. This 
means they would be at a minimum age of 20 upon becoming eligible to apply for a full licence. It should be noted this 
ini  a  ve does not take into account the minimum age for a full licence holder if other ini  a  ves proposed in this paper are 
also introduced.
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In South Australia, the current total minimum period 
required on a provisional licence is at least two years.  At 
least one year must be spent on P1 and at least six months 
on P2.  In prac  ce, for many young drivers, the total  me on 
a  provisional licence is greater than two years.  

Extending the provisional licence period would extend the 
protec  ve condi  ons such as a zero blood alcohol limit, 
speed restric  ons, mobile phone restric  ons, high powered 
car restric  ons and a lower demerit point allowance (4 or 
more demerit points results in a licence disqualifi ca  on) that 
help keep young drivers out of high risk situa  ons.  A longer 
provisional period would allow more  me for a provisional 
driver to safely make the adjustment from supervised driving 
in the learner’s permit phase to unsupervised driving upon 
gradua  ng to a full licence.
 
Importantly, allowing young drivers a longer period to gain 
unsupervised driving experience, while under some 
restric  ons, is likely to result in greater young driver 
competence and fewer crashes.

Research from Victoria suggests a longer period on a 
provisional licence can be more eff ec  ve in reducing 
alcohol-related crashes by deterring provisional drivers from 
drinking prior to driving and by encouraging the 
establishment of safe behaviours that separate drinking from 
driving at least while the holder of a provisional licence.

This ini  a  ve would not alter the requirement for a minimum 
of one year on a P1 licence so many young drivers would not 
have to display P plates during the addi  onal year if they 
hold a P2 licence.

Extending the provisional licence period to three years would 
bring South Australia in line with NSW, Queensland, 
Tasmania and the ACT. Victoria has a minimum provisional 
licence period of four years. 

In total, 819 respondents collec  vely made 1515 comments 
about extending the minimum provisional licence period.  
Figure 7 shows that 35% of respondents were deemed to be 
suppor  ve of extending the minimum provisional period, 
35.8% were deemed to be non-suppor  ve, and in 29.2% of 
cases it was not clear if the respondent favoured one way or 
another.

Figure 7

4. Extending the minimum provisional 
licence period
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> “Would be diffi  cult for young workers/job seekers/ 
volunteers” 

> “Not necessary if the provisional licence age is raised to 
18” 

> “Restricts the independence of young people” 
> “An annoyance/inconvenient”
> “Expensive” 
> “Time (itself) won’t improve quality of drivers” 
> “Punishes good drivers” 
> “Will induce overconfi dence in drivers” 
> “The state cannot protect people from the poor choices 

they make”
> “Punishes the majority for the mistakes of a few” 
> “May create/cause more risky/illegal behaviours/

dangerous situa  ons as a side eff ect” 
> “Diffi  cult to police” 
> “Apply this rule to all or none”
> “Unnecessary, does not make us any more skilled by 

increasing years”
> “Disagree. Another ridiculous idea. At some stage 

Provisional drivers need to learn responsibility. This 
should be taught through the exis  ng 2 year period”.

There were respondents who considered that the proposed 
exemp  on for drivers aged over 25 years should be removed, 
for example:

> “A 25+ newly-minted P-plater is just as inexperienced as 
the 17 year old P-plater”.

Responses that were not clear whether they were suppor  ve 
or non-suppor  ve included:

> “OK, but review current demerit points system” 
> “Two years is adequate” 
> “Should encourage/provide driver training as well/

instead” 
> “Should be na  onwide” 
> “Introduce restric  ons for engine power” 
> “Legal to do other responsible ac  vi  es aged 18 (e.g. 

leave home, work, be a parent, armed forces etc.)” 
> “Revenue raising proposal” 
> “Impose this OR other ini  a  ves - not all together/drop 

others if this is eff ected” 
> “Should depend on age of driver” 
> “Give current/recent licensing legisla  on a chance to 

perform/be evaluated” 
> “Scrap the P-plate system” 
> “More trust is needed in younger drivers” 
> “Could be applied to off enders only” 
> “Make Learner and P-plate tests more onerous or 

introduce more tests”

> “Make it 5 years and make it 2 years of holding a 
Learner’s before being eligible to apply for a P licence so, 
in eff ect, it will be 7 years in all, before a driver is able to 
be unsupervised on our roads”. 

Slightly more respondents living in the metropolitan area 
(36%) were suppor  ve of this ini  a  ve than those living in 
regional or rural areas (29%).   Rural respondents (40%) were 
more likely than metropolitan respondents (32%) to make 
non-suppor  ve comments.  Rural respondents were 
predominantly concerned about the eff ects a three year 
provisional period may have on rural people.

There were very few diff erences between the opinions of 
males and females, although slightly more female 
respondents (34%) were suppor  ve of the ini  a  ve than 
males (31%).  Males tended to believe an extra year would 
not resolve road safety issues and were more suppor  ve of 
driver training and tes  ng ini  a  ves.

The numbers of respondents who were suppor  ve of an 
extra year tended to increase with age (see Figure 8), with 
the highest level of support among those aged 26-40 (44%).  
The highest level of non-support came from those who were 
aged 15 or under.  Interes  ngly, among 16-19 year olds, a 
younger age group likely to currently drive, the level of 
non-support (38%) for an extra year was not substan  ally 
higher than that for the older age groups.

Figure 8

As with other ini  a  ves, those with full licences tended to be 
more suppor  ve of this ini  a  ve than those with other types 
of licences or no licence.

Generally, there were few diff erences in the feedback on this 
ini  a  ve between those who are parents/guardians/carers of 
novice drivers and those who are not.  Many parental 
comments tended to favour improving driver training 
instead.
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Currently learner’s permit and provisional licence holders 
who receive a disqualifi ca  on are required, a  er serving the 
disqualifi ca  on, to regress to their previous licence stage and 
re-pass any associated tests.  

Research supports the no  on that extra  me driving under 
GLS condi  ons brings overall safety benefi ts to novice 
drivers, par  cularly in the learner stage.  However, the 
addi  onal requirements to re-pass a test that has already 
been passed or to revert to a previous licence stage without 
undertaking further training at that stage have faced cri  cism 
from novice drivers, their parents and the broader 
community.  There is also no evidence to suggest these 
re-tes  ng requirements lead to novice drivers becoming any 
safer on the road. 

The latest suite of GLS changes, introduced on 4 September 
2010, included a provision for disqualifi ed provisional drivers 
to be off ered a Safer Driver Agreement which allows such 
drivers to con  nue driving under strict condi  ons in lieu of 
serving the disqualifi ca  on.  South Australia’s Safer Driver 
Agreement follows similar ini  a  ves interstate and is not 
available where disqualifi ca  ons arise from a serious 
disqualifi ca  on off ence.  Already it has proved a popular take 
up op  on.  It off ers a rehabilita  ve opportunity to novice 
drivers disqualifi ed through lower level off ences by s  ll 
allowing them to drive but without incurring the hardship of 
a disqualifi ca  on or the consequences of regression.  
However, if drivers breach the agreement they are 
disqualifi ed for twice the period they would originally have 
had to serve and the regression provisions apply at the end 
of the disqualifi ca  on period.

The regression provision is not a common one in Australia. 
Apart from South Australia, Tasmania is the only other 
jurisdic  on to apply regression to disqualifi ed drivers in 
certain circumstances. 
 
Removing the requirement for disqualifi ed novice drivers to 
regress to a previous licence stage and pass any tests 
associated with that stage would assist in reducing confusion 
amongst novice drivers and their parents, simplify the 
pathways involved in the GLS, have posi  ve fi nancial 
outcomes for disqualifi ed novice drivers and bring South 
Australia into line with most other Australian jurisdic  ons.  

In total, 532 respondents collec  vely made 879 comments 
about removing regression penal  es.  Figure 9 shows that 
42.1% of respondents were deemed to be suppor  ve of 

removing regression penal  es, 32.8% were deemed to be 
non-suppor  ve and in 22.8% of cases it was not clear if the 
respondent favoured one way or another.

Figure 9

5. Removing regression penal  es
Novice drivers who become disqualifi ed would no longer be required to regress to their previous licence stage or pass any tests 
associated with that previous stage. However, they would s  ll be subject to the current requirements that extend the total  me 
disqualifi ed drivers must serve on a learner’s permit or provisional licence. 

Suppor  ve comments included:

> “Condi  onal acceptance of ini  a  ve”  
> “Is more consistent with other states’ systems” 
> “Will have minimal eff ect on employment opportuni  es” 
> “OK, if other ini  a  ve(s) is/are introduced” 
> “Current legisla  on is ineff ec  ve” 
> “Encourages a focus on educa  on rather than 

punishment” 
> “Current legisla  on too costly” 
> “Research supports it”
> “It is unfair/of no use to make drivers re-take tests”.

Many respondents who did not support removal of 
regression said they consider disqualifi ed drivers deserve 
harsher penal  es.  Other non-suppor  ve comments 
included:

> “Current laws should remain” 
> “Is not suffi  ciently severe to deter poor driving” 
> “Counterproduc  ve” 



Figure 10

Respondents with learner’s permits (35%) and P1 licences 
(36%) tended to be less suppor  ve of removing regression 
than those with P2 licences (50%) and full licences (42%).  
Learner’s permit and P1 respondents tended to consider that 
the exis  ng regression provisions should remain.

There were very few diff erences in the opinions between 
those who are parents or guardians/carers of novice drivers 
and those who are not.  Non-parents tended to consider that 
the current legisla  on is too harsh and costly but also that 
regression could be useful at  mes. 
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> “The State cannot protect people from themselves” 
> “Increase regression measures and increase fi nes” 
> “We need puni  ve measures as a deterrent”. 

Responses that were not clear whether they were suppor  ve 
or non-suppor  ve included:

> “OK, if exemp  ons exist“
> “If applied only for minor off ences” 
> “Instead, remove their licence altogether” 
> “Focus on reward, not punishment” 
> “Introduce addi  onal driver training“
> “Depends on severity of off ence” 
> “Regression may be useful at  mes”. 

Some respondents thought regression could be retained to 
provide some form of puni  ve measure or deterrent, for 
example:

> “Young people generally value their licenses greatly and 
stage-regression is a strong threat. In my opinion 
un-policed ‘Agreements’ would not carry the same 
weight as stage-regression”

> ”People should be punished for viola  ng road rules, but 
only those disqualifi ed, not the people who drive well”

> “This is the only big s  ck that the government has”.

There were equal propor  ons of support between the 
metropolitan and rural respondents (41%).  However rural 
respondents tended to consider the current legisla  on is too 
harsh and metropolitan respondents consider it is too costly.

There were similar propor  ons of support between female 
(41%) and male (41%) respondents.  The male respondents 
tended to consider regression is too harsh and ineff ec  ve 
whereas females tended to consider regression may be 
useful.

Levels of support for this ini  a  ve ranged from 32% for those 
aged 16-19 and up to 52% for those aged 26-40 (Figure 10).  
Interes  ngly, 16-19 year olds showed the highest level of 
non-support (43%) and tended to consider regression as a 
useful deterrent to poor driving.



DETAILED FEEDBACK OUTCOMES  
STAKEHOLDERS
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The format and length of comments from stakeholders, 
including Members of Parliament and Local Government 
varied considerably; from a simple le  er collec  vely 
addressing all the GLS ini  a  ves, through to compara  vely 
lengthy literature and research reviews, including on 
individual ini  a  ves.  Each of the stakeholder submissions 
received is summarised below.

Road Safety Stakeholders and other organisa  ons

AMA (SA) Road Safety Commi  ee wrote, “By fi rstly 
acknowledging that the development of legisla  on in the 
area of road safety is based upon evidence on the topic of 
brain matura  on (of the young), this organisa  on supports 
the proposed GLS ini  a  ves”:

“We welcome the approach of acknowledging this 
evidence which impacts directly upon the ability of the 
young to assess, manage and avoid risk. The subsequent 
dra  ing of legisla  on suppor  ng graded licensing, thereby 
enabling experience to be gained over  me commensurate 
with risk situa  ons (e.g. night driving, limited passengers 
etc.) is both sensible and defendable upon the medical 
evidence.”

Australian Medical Associa  on (South Australia) Inc.  This 
submission, emana  ng from another area of the AMA (SA), 
also provides unqualifi ed support for all fi ve of the proposed 
ini  a  ves, no  ng in par  cular that extending the provisional 
licence period to 3 years [along with raising the licence age 
to 18] will ensure that drivers must have a zero blood alcohol 
level un  l they reach age 21.

Australian Driver Trainers Associa  on (SA) Inc. The ADTA 
(SA)’s submission indicated that the organisa  on “advocates 
a Safe System Approach, which strives to achieve safer 
drivers in safer cars on safer roads” and then made the 
following comments: 

Passenger restric  ons: Supports, with appropriate 
exemp  ons (i.e. immediate family members, employment, 
Qualifi ed Supervising Driver present, hardship & family 
circumstances, issues associated with country regions).

Night driving restric  ons: Supports, with appropriate 
exemp  ons (i.e. issues associated with country regions).

Raising the minimum driving age: Does not support this 
ini  a  ve, saying that “it is very diffi  cult if not impossible to 
compare how learners gain driving experience in other 

jurisdic  ons when compared to South Australia.” ADTA is 
highly suppor  ve of the Competency Based Training & 
Assessment scheme but would nevertheless support a 
review of that scheme.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: 
Supports.

Removal of regression penal  es: Supports.

Australasian College of Road Safety – SA Chapter  The 
College wrote that it supports the proposed changes on the 
strong evidence base.  It is par  cularly suppor  ve of raising 
the licence age to 18 and congratulates the Government for 
trying to advance the young driver safety issue.  The College 
also recommends the monitoring of the impacts of the 
proposed changes (pre- and post-implementa  on).  In 
addi  on,

“The adop  on of the proposed measures would result in 
signifi cant cultural change for young drivers and their 
families but will result in reduced death and injury and 
would bring South Australia further in line with 
interna  onal best prac  ce in GLS.” 

Business SA While sta  ng that it generally supports ini  a  ves 
to improve road safety for all drivers, Business SA’s 
submission expressed concerns rela  ng to:

Raising the minimum driving age: Supported, providing the 
restric  ons do not prevent young people from being
employed or nega  vely impact upon business opera  ons. 
Business SA supports an exemp  on system, including for 
travel to and from work and while undertaking work-related 
tasks. It is recommended that young, exempted drivers have 
their status clearly iden  fi ed on the licences so as to avoid 
problems if pulled over by the police. 

Related recommenda  ons were:

> considera  on should be given to providing driver 
training through schools

> young drivers should be taught defensive driving skills 
(prac  cal) to equip them to handle diffi  cult situa  ons.

Centre for Accident Research & Road Safety – Queensland 
(CARRS-Q) This submission provided a great deal of 
informa  on on exis  ng research and experiences rela  ng to 
the proposed ini  a  ves, including an extensive list of 
references, jus  fying CARRS-Q’s overall posi  on of support:
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“It would appear that four of the fi ve ini  a  ves suggested 
in South Australia’s Graduated Licensing Scheme 
Discussion Paper of October 2011 are grounded in best 
prac  ce for GDL programs opera  ng not only in Australia 
but also in other jurisdic  ons around the world.  As such, 
CARRS-Q supports these changes.”

In addi  on, CARRS-Q posed the following points for further 
considera  on: 

> Recommended before and a  er implementa  on 
evalua  ons are conducted for each ini  a  ve, if and 
when any is adopted.

> Alterna  ve op  ons for passenger restric  ons may 
include part of the day/night (e.g. 11pm – 5am).

> If the night driving restric  ons ini  a  ve were to be 
introduced, it should be accompanied by a 
soundly-constructed communica  ons campaign to 
ensure community acceptance, parental endorsement 
and acceptance of the condi  ons etc.

> Addi  onal educa  on, prac  ce and enforcement 
ac  vi  es are recommended to enhance the skills and 
safety of novice drivers (regardless of their age).

> A reminder to the Policy Development and 
Communica  ons Teams that there are a number of 
target audiences, beyond the novice drivers, which will 
need to be included in the implementa  on of any or all 
of these ini  a  ves. These include (but are not limited 
to) the following:
> Police
> Parents and families of young drivers
> Other drivers.

Centre for Automo  ve Safety Research The Centre’s 
submission supports all ini  a  ves:

Passenger restric  ons: Supported due to the evidence 
suppor  ng the link between carrying passengers and crash 
risks.  There is no evidence (from states where passenger 
restric  ons apply) to jus  fy claims that restric  ons lead to 
greater numbers of cars on roads.

Night driving restric  ons: Supported due to the evidence 
suppor  ng the link between novice night driving crash 
risks.  Also supported is the need for exemp  ons and the 
provision of night driving experience for novice drivers.

Raising the minimum driving age: Strongly supported.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: 
Supported. Through increased driving experience under 

GLS restric  ons, young drivers will be at reduced crash risk 
when a  aining a full licence.

Removal of regression penal  es: Supported, “as there is 
no evidence of benefi ts from the regression requirement 
and a possibility that it may produce unintended nega  ve 
consequences”.

Monash University Accident Research Centre (MUARC): 
Injury Research Ins  tute  This submission noted research 
evidence from other jurisdic  ons having the GLS ini  a  ves 
in place that shows posi  ve eff ects on youth road safety.  As 
well, this research indicates a greater level of support than 
before the ini  a  ves were implemented:

“Enforcement appears not to be an onerous task since, for 
example, many parents play a role in policing the 
restric  ons.  Addi  onally, reduc  ons in road trauma 
a  ributable to the ini  a  ves have led to poli  cians 
responsible for implemen  ng comprehensive licensing 
systems enjoying addi  onal support rather than 
retribu  on.  Finally, and of most signifi cance, feedback 
from young rural drivers (in the United States) following 
the introduc  on of the restric  ons shows 
overwhelming support for the restric  ons; young rural 
drivers either strongly agreed (10%) or agreed (53%) with 
the restric  ons.”

“It is  me for jurisdic  ons such as yours, to take more 
comprehensive ac  on to reduce the growing burden of 
young driver road trauma.  There is strong evidence to 
support the implementa  on of the proposed ini  a  ves.  
Un  l such  me as these ini  a  ves are incorporated into 
the exis  ng Graduated Licensing System, it is unlikely that 
the over-representa  on of young drivers in the South 
Australian road fatality and injury sta  s  cs will change.”

Motor Trade Associa  on of South Australia Inc. (MTA)  
While recognising that the ini  a  ves “have at their heart a 
desire to protect the lives of young drivers”, the MTA 
indicated support but also concerns, in par  cular, the 
Discussion Paper’s lack of sta  s  cal data suppor  ng that 
these ini  a  ves have already been successful across other 
Australian states and territories.

Passenger restric  ons: This, MTA supported with the 
proviso that it is subject to the same exemp  ons as are in 
place in Queensland, Victoria and NSW, to enable 
appren  ces to be accompanied by a senior mechanic as a 
passenger when test driving and addi  onal allowances for 
emergency situa  ons.  
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Night driving restric  ons:  The MTA is not opposed to 
night driving restric  ons, provided the exemp  on grounds 
include educa  on, training and employment.

Raising the minimum driving age: The MTA expressed 
concern at the impact on the mobility of young 
appren  ces, curtailing their ability to a  end employment 
and educa  on sites, par  cularly those in the automo  ve 
industry and those in regional/rural loca  ons.  The MTA 
added these sectors suff er from an exis  ng skills shortage 
and o  en require young people to use vehicles as an 
integral part of their job (e.g. test driving vehicles, picking 
up spare parts, driving between worksites and townships 
etc.)  The MTA noted that exemp  ons to this restric  on 
would need to take the above concerns into account.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: The 
MTA is concerned that this may create further barriers to 
older youth wan  ng to enter the motor industry. 

Professional Driver Trainers Associa  on (SA) Inc. The 
associa  on considers the proposed changes would create 
signifi cant stress on the State’s driver training industry, the 
“400 small businesses who are struggling hard at the 
moment” and create hardship and fi nancial pressure upon 
the public.  The submission requests that further thought 
and discussion occurs prior to legisla  ng any of the proposed 
changes.

Royal Automobile Associa  on of SA Inc. (RAA)  The RAA 
commented:

Passenger restric  ons: The RAA supports with appropriate 
exemp  ons, including for employment, family 
circumstances or hardship.

Night driving restric  ons: The RAA supports with 
appropriate exemp  ons.

Raising the minimum driving age: The RAA will only 
support this if it is accompanied by an increase in the 
minimum required supervised driving hours to at least 120 
hours. An increase in Provisional Licence age would also 
need to be accompanied by:

> the development of an exemp  on system for those 
who suff er genuine hardship and require a provisional 
licence to access educa  on and/or work

> a commitment to review and report on the impacts of 
this ini  a  ve a  er 3 years

> recommenda  on of a review to be undertaken to 
ensure that driving hours are not falsely recorded.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: 
Supported.

Removal of regression penal  es: Supported.

Two related recommenda  ons were included by the RAA:

> in the event that the Provisional Licence age remains at 
17, the RAA strongly urges the Government to increase 
the minimum supervised driving hours to at least 120

> that considera  on should be given to introducing 
mandatory rehabilita  on/counselling programs for 
repeat off enders.

Royal Australasian College of Surgeons (RACS)  In its 
submission, RACS congratulated the Government for the 
considera  on of “signifi cant changes” and supports all of the 
proposed ini  a  ves, which are “synergis  c” with the 
posi  on statements developed by the na  onal RACS Road 
Safety Advisory Commi  ee.

SA Ambulance Service (SAAS)  The SAAS submission, 
forwarded through Minister John Hill, commented:

“… the GLS creates a risk to SAAS’s ability to deploy degree 
graduate recruits due to licence restric  ons on younger 
drivers.

Of more than 32 new paramedic recruits each year, the 
predominant age is 18-21… SAAS also draws a signifi cant 
number of its rural volunteer ambulance staff  from the 
community’s younger popula  on.”

“This means SAAS would not be able to recruit for at least 
two years with immediate eff ect, needing instead to recruit 
degree graduates who are qualifi ed but unemployed for at 
least two years. Degree graduates would also not be able 
to complete the internship phase in the fourth year of their 
degree which would prevent their qualifi ca  on.”

In addi  on, SAAS commented:

Passenger restric  ons: Requires a guarantee of exemp  on for 
SAAS paid staff  and volunteers; both for driving while on duty 
and travelling to and from the work site:

> it’s common for two ambulance offi  cers to be aged 
under 21 years

> it’s common for one of these to be driving and the other 
to be trea  ng a pa  ent and unable to undertake QSD 
supervisory ac  vi  es

> SAAS cannot guarantee that other passengers are 
eligible as QSDs.



 Outcomes from the Public Consulta  on on the Graduated Licensing Scheme Discussion Paper | 21

Night driving restric  ons: Requires a guarantee of 
exemp  on for SAAS paid staff  and volunteers; both for 
driving while on duty and travelling to and from the work 
site (for the same reasons as stated above).

Raising the minimum driving age and Extension of the 
minimum provisional licence period: Currently, SAAS 
recruits from candidates aged 18 years and above but the 
proposed ini  a  ves would delay this process owing to the 
need to ensure that all staff  and volunteers possess an 
unrestricted driving licence.
 
Removal of regression penal  es: Supported as will not 
impact on the opera  ons of SAAS.

South Australian Farmers Federa  on (SAFF)  SAFF 
commented:

“The restric  ons that are being proposed par  cularly on 
the number of passengers and travelling at night, plus 
raising the minimum age are all going to have an adverse 
impact and will be a huge burden on rural families and 
farm businesses, which will extend across all rural areas of 
South Australia”. 

“These proposals are only going to further encourage the 
dri   of young people from the country to the city”. 

Specifi c concerns were:

Passenger restric  ons: considera  on needs to be given to 
allowing exemp  ons on the basis of employment, family 
circumstances and hardship.

Night driving restric  ons: may restrict educa  onal, 
community, sport and social ac  vi  es and extending the 
reasons for an exemp  on will need to be considered.

Raising the minimum driving age: This is of most concern 
because it will limit the ac  vi  es and opportuni  es of 
many rural youth. In addi  on, it will place further pressure 
on family members and neighbours over the age of 21, as 
these are already “stretched and o  en at breaking point”.  
Considera  on should be given to providing exemp  ons for 
17 year olds to “drive solo” in certain circumstances (e.g. a 
farming family).

Related recommenda  ons were:

> If these proposals are introduced, there need to be 
exemp  ons for those living in rural areas, and for a range 
of reasons including employment, family 
circumstances, community responsibili  es and 
hardship.

> There would need to be no costs charged when 
providing these exemp  ons.

> It is recommended that the Government place more 
emphasis upon exis  ng road safety ac  vi  es, such as:
> driver educa  on and safety, commencing at school 

level
> crea  ng a   tudinal changes to reinforce the need to 

abide by road rules
> improved policing of road rules.

Service to Youth Inc. (SYC)  SYC commented:

“This reform will have a huge impact on the life of a 
disengaged young person in rela  on to their ability to 
access employment opportuni  es, connect back with 
educa  on, fi nd suitable long term housing opportuni  es, 
or connect back with their community. SYC is strongly in 
favour of educa  onal reform rather than pu   ng in place 
restric  ve measures”. 

Passenger restric  ons: SYC supports this ini  a  ve, 
provided that the proposed exemp  ons are also 
implemented. 

Night driving restric  ons: SYC is opposed due to:
 

> Restric  ve of access and employment opportuni  es
> Absence of public transport during the late night hours
> Should focus on educa  ng for safe night driving
> Highly disrup  ve for those living in suburbs and 

regional areas without alterna  ve forms of transport 
and/or who have long distances to travel

> Will place many in vulnerable situa  ons as they opt to 
sleep in cars or stay out past 5am to avoid the 
restric  on.

Raising the minimum driving age: SYC is opposed to this 
ini  a  ve due to the eff ects on educa  on and employment 
opportuni  es as well as families.  Other comments were: 

“It will do more damage than good, leaving many young 
people stranded for op  ons between the age of 17 and 18, 
which is a very important stage in a young person’s life in 
rela  on to educa  on and employment pathways”.

“Whilst delaying the age of a young person accessing a 
provisional licence to 18 will signifi cantly reduce the 
number of serious or fatal accidents for 17 year olds in SA, 
this ini  a  ve will only result in a signifi cant spike in the 
number of 18 year olds involved in serious or fatal 
accidents.”
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Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: SYC is 
opposed because the proposed process (5 years) is 
considered to be excessive – unless this is also 
accompanied by a “series of ongoing educa  on and 
training programs for young drivers” (e.g. consequences of 
drink driving).

Removal of regression penal  es: supports this ini  a  ve 
without reserva  on.

Related recommenda  ons were forwarded by the SYC:

> “To focus on teaching young drivers how to successfully 
manage peer rela  onships when opera  ng a vehicle.”

> “To provide ongoing educa  on and training through the 
licensing process, covering a   tudinal learning as well as 
prac  cal driving skills.”

Transport Training Solu  ons (TTS)  TTS commented:

Passenger restric  ons: Removing the poten  al to distract 
the driver from their core task is a “posi  ve step”.

Night driving restric  ons: TTS does not support as it would 
place undue restric  on on the mobility and liberty of 
young drivers.

Raising the minimum driving age: Not supported.  It would 
be diffi  cult to administer and not likely to have equitable 
outcomes across the target popula  on, e.g. those in, or 
seeking, employment, a  ending educa  on, and those in 
rural and regional communi  es. Others aff ected by this 
proposed ini  a  ve include:

> Trades experiencing skills and recruitment shortages
> Families relying upon older siblings to transport those 

younger
> Families (working) who cannot, or fi nd it diffi  cult, to 

provide transport for youth.

“This measure is in confl ict with South Australia’s Youth 
Strategy 2010-2014, Educa  on, Employment and Skill 
Development, ac  on 34 to ‘Inves  gate and develop a range 
of ini  a  ves that support young people to gain and retain 
their driver’s licence, par  cularly for employment  
purposes’.”

“Newly licensed drivers are a higher crash risk because of 
their lack of experience rather than just because of their 
age.  These drivers are just as likely to have a crash in their 
fi rst months of driving whether aged 17 or 18.”

“…there are many disadvantaged youth that are driving 
unlicensed in despera  on to secure employment, 
crea  ng a vicious circle as they commit a more serious 
off ence when caught that causes them to lose their 
employment.”

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: TTS 
agrees that “a longer period alcohol-free and knowing you 
need to be on your ‘best behaviour’ to avoid losing your 
licence via demerit points is likely to result in be  er safety 
outcomes”.

Removal of regression penal  es: “We agree that re-passing 
a test that has already been passed does not improve the 
safety of a disqualifi ed young driver”. 

Related recommenda  ons and observa  ons of TTS were:

> TTS supports the asser  on that the framework for 
educa  on, supervised driving prac  ce and training needs 
to be improved so that learner drivers are 
be  er prepared prior to taking the wheel 
independently.  Educa  on should be comprehensive and 
address underpinning knowledge and a   tudes as well as 
prac  cal driving skills.

> Raise the minimum number of prac  ce driving hours 
(rather than calendar months elapsed).

TTS supports any measures which enforce the requirement 
to truthfully report supervised driving entries:

> Other states have a provision to allow for  me spent 
with an accredited Motor Driving Instructor to count 
for more hours in the supervised prac  ce log book than 
 me with a parent/caregiver. TTS recommends that this 

be adopted in SA. 
> TTS suggests replacing the Hazard Percep  on Test as the 

requirement to progress to a P2 licence, with 
further in-vehicle training and assessment with an 
accredited Motor Driving Instructor.

> TTS also suggests the employment of psychological 
screening for new drivers to iden  fy those “at risk” (and 
therefore in need of addi  onal support).

University of New South Wales (UNSW)  UNSW cited 
research from other jurisdic  ons and countries suppor  ng 
the ini  a  ves and commends the South Australian 
Government on the proposals:

“If successful, South Australia would be the leading 
jurisdic  on in Australia to introduce world’s “best prac  ce” 
in graduated driver licensing in terms of including both a 
passenger restric  on and night driving restric  on.”
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UNSW also recommends that, should the ini  a  ves proceed 
(in part or wholly), competent monitoring and evalua  on of 
results of each ini  a  ve should be conducted to ensure best 
prac  ce and to educate and inform other jurisdic  ons.  For 
night driving restric  ons, UNSW recommends South Australia 
research young driver crash rates for between 10pm and 
midnight to determine if night restric  ons should commence 
earlier than midnight.

Youth Aff airs Council of SA (YACSA)  YACSA’s submission was 
very detailed and was supported by extensive references.  
YACSA’s comments included:

“Despite the over-representa  on of young people in crash 
sta  s  cs, the vast majority progress from their learner’s 
permit through to their full licence without incident, 
meaning that addi  onal restric  ons placed on young 
drivers have an adverse eff ect dispropor  onate to any 
possible eff ect on road safety.”

YACSA indicated it does not support any of the ini  a  ves 
owing to the view that they will result in too many 
restric  ons (deemed unnecessary) upon the majority of 
young drivers, who comply with road rules and licensing 
requirements.  YACSA added:

“Research suggests that the most eff ec  ve way to reach 
this group, and modify their behaviour, is through targeted 
interven  ons involving alterna  ve forms of media, training 
and early interven  on – a marked contrast to the 
Government’s proposed ini  a  ves.”

“Targe  ng young drivers with the restric  ons… in the 
absence of a more holis  c approach, will only detract from 
the Government’s eff orts to protect young drivers.”

Specifi c concerns on the ini  a  ves included:

Passenger restric  ons: 

> YACSA disputes that passengers are necessarily the 
cause of crashes and can, in fact, be employed to act 
as supporters for a novice driver through the sharing of 
driving tasks and posi  ve peer pressure.

> The restric  ons would remove the ability to appoint a 
designated driver among a group and therefore may 
increase risky behaviour and the removal of a degree 
of acceptance of those who choose to not drink 
alcohol or take drugs.

> The restric  ons present a range of problems (e.g. 
employment, educa  on, social etc.) for those living 
in regional, rural or other areas isolated from public/
alternate transport.

> They will increase the cost of travelling (i.e. shared car/
shared cost).

> They present a range of problems for those 
inhabi  ng Culturally and Linguis  cally Diverse (CALD) 
groups (e.g. employment, educa  on, social etc.).

> They present a range of problems for Indigenous 
communi  es (e.g. employment, educa  on, social etc.).

> They present problems for people ac  ng as a 
short-term carer for an ill or disabled person.

> They present safety issues for young people 
(par  cularly women) if le   without transport.

> They may be inconvenient and o  en unworkable for 
the parents and extended family of youth, on whom 
the transport burden may fall.

Night driving restric  ons:
 
> YACSA considers that these should be applied to all 

drivers rather than just to young drivers.
> YACSA advises that research sugges  ng young people 

are not psychologically developed enough to make 
competent decisions about their own lives (such as in 
rela  on to night driving) is rela  vely new with as yet 
no conclusive fi ndings, but also fails to take into 
considera  on the context in which young people make 
decisions. 

> The restric  ons are too diffi  cult for police.
> Too few young drivers are on the roads during the 

proposed curfew  mes.
> The restric  ons would represent an unacceptable 

limita  on on the freedom of young people, 
par  cularly those in rural/regional areas.

Raising the minimum driving age: 

> This will prevent training and employment 
opportuni  es,”...the vast majority of employers simply 
will not employ a young person who is unable to 
provide their own transport when required.”

> “For those young people who have le   school to 
pursue a trade-based career, this represents an 
addi  onal year in which they may have to rely on 
Centrelink benefi ts or family funds to meet their costs 
of living.”

> The Government’s considera  on of exemp  ons with a 
provisional licence age of 18 means the Government 
recognises that a signifi cant number of young people 
require a driver’s licence to par  cipate in employment 
and educa  on, but then proposes a licence 
restric  on that impacts on their ability to do so, and 
then adds a way for young people to ensure they are 
exempt from the restric  on, thus rendering the whole 
proposal meaningless.
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Extension of the minimum provisional licence period:

> This ini  a  ve’s exemp  on for drivers aged 25 or older 
amounts to age discrimina  on.

> It is an “ineffi  cient way of encouraging behaviour 
which already occurs” — this in rela  on to a tendency 
for many young people to hold their provisional licence 
for longer than the currently required two years.

> A be  er approach would be to “actually teaching 
young people how to drive”.

Removal of regression penal  es:

> YACSA disagrees with this on the basis that, if 
implemented, it will mean that the other four 
ini  a  ves have come into eff ect.

YACSA suggested a number of alterna  ve strategies and 
tac  cs to be implemented to achieve be  er youth road 
safety outcomes:

> Examina  on of the Norwegian “Speak Out!” program, 
which encourages people to confront their peers about 
risky driving.

> Educate parents and extended families about the 
support they should provide and limits they should place 
on novice drivers to enable them to ease their way into 
gaining experience and confi dence on the roads.

> Educate parents on early role modelling of acceptable 
driving behaviour.

> Educate parents on how to become eff ec  ve driving 
supervisors.

> Provide evidence that past ini  a  ves (e.g. increase from 
50-75 hours of supervised driving) have been successful 
before progressing to new, untested implementa  on.

> Provide subsidies for young drivers to receive accredited 
driving instruc  on.

> Remove age discrimina  on from this discussion paper 
and refer to all as “novice drivers” and ensure that all 
rules are based upon experience rather than age.

> Examine and implement workshops, based on the 
“A   tudinal Driving” series delivered by the Queensland 
Police Service, prior to applica  ons for Learner’s Permits.

> Inves  gate a “Whole of Community approach” to road 
safety and the educa  on of novice drivers.

Local Government Submissions

Adelaide Hills Council Youth Advisory Commi  ee advised 
the Commi  ee’s view that the GLS ini  a  ves “unfairly 
disadvantage young drivers in rural areas as they diminish 
young drivers’ chances of transi  oning smoothly into 
adulthood”, and added: 

Passenger restric  ons will result in “more cars on rural 
roads at night  me on Friday and Saturday nights, in 
disregard of the curfew” and unwanted side-eff ects (e.g. 
travelling in the boot of a car).

Exemp  ons for family members: members of a family can 
be just as distrac  ng and a source of (nega  ve) peer 
pressure.

Raising the minimum driving age: is not supported because 
it will result in “shi  ing the casual  es up the age range” 
and “the unfortunate pairing up of independent driving age 
and drinking age”. This will also have “drama  c 
consequences” on the independence and development 
of young people in rural and regional areas owing to the 
resul  ng limita  ons of access to educa  on, employment, 
training, entertainment and social ac  vi  es.  It will also 
increase dependence upon parents and “foster risk taking 
behaviour, such as drink driving, unlicensed driving and 
ge   ng too many people in one car”. 

Raising the minimum driving age and extension of the 
minimum provisional licence period: will result in “shi  ing 
the casual  es up the age range”.

Youth discrimina  on: the proposals are considered 
discriminatory against young drivers compared with 
propor  ons of people aged under 16, older drivers and 
drink drivers involved in crashes.

The proposals do not address the many of the causes of 
crashes: road safety is an issue which encompasses a range 
of ages and issues.  The proposals were described as being 
“a quick bang for a rela  vely low investment and a cheap 
poli  cal move”.  “This approach lacks considera  on of 
many other factors infl uencing road safety”.

The Youth Advisory Commi  ee requested that the 
following sugges  ons are taken into account:

> Retain current age limits but prolong the P1 period
> Introduce incen  ves to “do the right thing”
> Address the issues of drunk driving and seatbelt 

wearing
> Address the need for, and provide resources to 

improve driver educa  on and risk awareness.

Alexandrina Council – Southern Fleurieu Youth Network 
made the following comments:

Passenger restric  ons:
> Poten  al to increase on-road racing
> Will increase numbers of cars on roads, due to 

inability to car pool
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> Will increase illegal behaviour, especially in country 
areas, and at night, where detec  on is easier to avoid

> Will increase risky behaviours as a way of avoiding 
detec  on for carrying excessive passengers

> Will generate revenue through increased numbers of 
vehicle registra  ons

> Increased risk of teen drunk driving (i.e. inability to car 
pool).

Raising the minimum driving age: 
> Will increase pressure on families (i.e. 

transpor  ng children), par  cularly in rural areas and in 
larger families

> Impact on those working, a  ending educa  on (e.g. 
TAFE)

> Will nega  vely aff ect youth par  cipa  on and 
engagement within the region.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period:
> Will increase pressure on families (i.e. 

transpor  ng children), par  cularly in rural areas and in 
larger families

> May cost Government more, due to increase in illegal 
behaviour

> Some drivers make mistakes or do unwise things, no 
ma  er their age (therefore will make no diff erence to 
safety).

Other comments were:
> More driver educa  on/safety courses as a mandatory 

requirement
> Incorporate driver training into secondary educa  on
> A need for evidence suppor  ng these proposals to be 

available
> Improve public transport in the region
> Improve access to educa  on in the region. 

District Council of Cleve expressed concerns on the basis that 
“once again, the rural community will be disadvantaged”, 
no  ng that: 

> Young drivers will not be able to “drive solo” un  l they 
are at least 18 years old

> The ini  a  ves remove independence from young 
drivers and their families

> Rural communi  es “don’t have the luxury of the greater 
Adelaide public transport system”

> Youth will now fi nd it harder to be produc  ve in the 
workforce and communi  es will suff er, owing to the 
shortage of skilled workers.

District Council of Grant submi  ed the following comments:

Passenger restric  ons: Council considers these will create 
diffi  cul  es in rural and regional areas. Further exemp  ons 
are suggested (i.e. to include older youth driving younger 
siblings to school and work).

Night driving restric  ons: Recommended that further 
consulta  on and development occurs to ensure broader 
and clearer exemp  ons.

Raising the minimum driving age: Council does not agree 
with this ini  a  ve because of the “eff ect on communi  es in 
rural and regional areas”, par  cularly with respect to lack 
of public transport.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: 
Council agrees to the extension to three years as this 
would create greater interstate consistency.

Removal of regression penal  es: Council agrees with this 
ini  a  ve.

Two related recommenda  ons were forwarded by the 
Council:

> To include resourcing for the provision of defensive 
driving courses for youth.

> To ensure that there is clear communica  on 
surrounding the changes to the GLS, i.e. “what 
exemp  ons will be applicable, how readily they will be 
able to be obtained and at what cost” so as to ensure 
that the GLS ini  a  ves are both prac  cal and useful.

Kingston District Council expressed concerns rela  ng to the 
proposed ini  a  ves, describing them as “ill-conceived and do 
not take account of rural and regional South Australians; who 
in the vast majority do not have access to alterna  ve and 
aff ordable transporta  on, such as public transport”.  

Council objects “to proposed changes to learner’s and permit 
driving licence systems for youths, as the policy is 
unworkable especially for those in rural and regional areas 
where no or limited access is available to cost-eff ec  ve public 
transport systems, further disadvantaging the ability of rural 
and regional South Australia to access services, jobs and 
educa  on opportuni  es.”

City of Marion supports the fi ve ini  a  ves but also provided 
sugges  ons for their enhancement:

Passenger restric  ons: supported
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Night driving restric  ons: supported with the sugges  on 
for an addi  onal exemp  on covering “emergency 
situa  ons”

Raising the minimum driving age: supported
Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: with 
the sugges  on that passenger restric  ons also apply

Removal of regression penal  es: supported with the 
sugges  on for an addi  onal restric  on for provisional 
drivers from driving together in groups of vehicles (i.e. to 
reduce distrac  on and inappropriate compe   ve 
behaviours).

The Rural City of Murray Bridge provided feedback on behalf 
of the Murraylands Youth Ac  on Commi  ee.  This 
submission concluded that the GLS ini  a  ves would have 
nega  ve and isola  ng impacts on young people in the rural 
area of the Murraylands.  It was thought that, while 
acknowledging the exemp  ons under considera  on, the 
proposed ini  a  ves would curtail opportuni  es for young 
people to par  cipate in educa  on, employment, social and 
recrea  onal ac  vi  es:

Raising the minimum driving age: would have li  le eff ect 
on the risks associated with novice driving as 18 year old 
novice drivers lack experience to the same degree as 17 
year old novices.  Raising the age would also not allow 
people to get necessary experience in driving with other 
people in the car, and would also coincide with legal age 
for drinking alcohol. 

Passenger restric  ons: exemp  ons should include 
provisions for carpooling for the purposes of a  ending 
training, employment and spor  ng ac  vi  es, as well as 
transpor  ng younger siblings. “Nega  ve eff ects on 
parents” transpor  ng the under 18s to educa  onal 
loca  ons were also men  oned.

Night driving restric  ons: may increase the incidence of 
“drunk walking” and have “undesirable consequences” for 
parents of young people. The submission also men  oned 
that this defeats the purpose of designa  ng a sober driver 
for transport to and from social occasions.

The Youth Ac  on Commi  ee also recommended inclusion of 
defensive driving courses included as part of the 
requirements to gain a P1 licence.

City of Norwood Payneham and St Peters Youth Advisory 
Commi  ee expressed a number of concerns and noted that 
educa  on, training and stronger driving programs are 
preferred.

“The YAC do not understand why such harsh laws are being 
imposed when really it is only a small percentage of the 
popula  on who are doing the wrong thing …These laws are 
going to put barriers in the lives of young people and may 
force them to break the law so that they can go about their 
(usual) lives”.

Passenger restric  ons: one passenger only may frustrate 
young people and be a barrier to designated driver 
arrangements.
 
Night driving restric  ons: concerns include: restric  ve to 
young people who work, study, socialise, no public 
transport, therefore no means of travelling late at night.

Raising the minimum driving age: concerns include: 
restric  ve to young people who work, are in traineeships, 
living away from parents or in rural areas.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: this, 
combined with other proposed ini  a  ves is “hugely 
restric  ve for young adults”.

City of Port Adelaide Enfi eld, Mr Gary Johanson, Mayor, 
wrote in a personal capacity, complimen  ng the Minister 
and State Government for “trying to protect our road going 
youth”.  

City of Salisbury comments were:

Passenger restric  ons: need to ensure that exemp  ons 
are clear, low-cost and allow for workplace fl exibility (i.e. 
changing  mes, voluntary work, student placements, job 
interviews etc.), as well as family/personal emergencies/
hardship.

Night driving restric  ons: concerns about the impact on 
youth unemployment (ability to gain employment if a 
restricted driver), as well as on youth whose work occurs 
at night.

Raising the minimum driving age: concerns that 17 year 
olds will be denied employment opportuni  es, 
exacerba  ng an exis  ng district employment problem, 
along with limited access to public transport.

South East Local Government Associa  on, while suppor  ng 
the overall aims of the Towards Zero Together Road Safety 
2020 strategy, stated that the GLS ini  a  ves do not take the 
needs of rural and regional South Australians into account 
owing to the nega  ve consequences that they will have on 
youth employment, educa  on, training and social ac  vi  es. 
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The eff ect of these proposed ini  a  ves would 
“dispropor  onately disadvantage young people for very li  le 
gain”. 

Ta  ara District Council acknowledged that its comments do 
not specifi cally address the GLS ini  a  ves, but raised for 
considera  on the introduc  on of penal  es for passengers 
who knowingly travel in vehicles driven by persons who 
contravene safe driving regula  ons and legisla  on (e.g. 
exceeding prescribed alcohol levels, aff ected by drugs, 
speeding).  Council considered that this sugges  on would 
encourage be  er behaviour and/or be  er outcomes due to 
posi  ve peer pressure and improved decision making by 
passengers.

Wa  le Range Council wrote that, while it commends the 
State Government for “ongoing eff orts in a  emp  ng to 
reducing our road toll”, it is the Council’s view that the 
majority of the proposed ini  a  ves will present problems as 
follows:

Passenger restric  ons: would undermine the “designated/
sober driver” message, would “severely disadvantage” 
young people in Wa  le Range, owing to the lack of 
public transport and may increase the number of vehicles 
on country roads which are driven by people aged 
under 21.

Night driving restric  ons: would  “severely disadvantage” 
young people in Wa  le Range, owing to the lack of 
public transport and may increase the number of vehicles 
on country roads which are driven by people aged 
under 21.

Raising the minimum driving age: would “severely 
disadvantage” young people, especially in terms of 
employment (i.e. inability to travel to work, lack of public 
transport).

Wudinna District Council submi  ed it does not support the 
proposals compared to viable alterna  ves, including 
educa  on combined with be  er police visibility and 
enforcement. Specifi c concerns were:

> restricted access to work, educa  on and recrea  on
> the “unreasonable and imprac  cal proposi  on” of a 

curfew
> the imposi  on of “unfair restric  ons on the majority, 

who are in the main, responsible and capable 
individuals”.

District Council of Yorke Peninsula commented:

Passenger restric  ons: Will compound problems 
experienced by families in regional areas, making it more 
diffi  cult to transport younger siblings, unable to a  end 
educa  on & work, cause social isola  on. Supports be  er 
driver educa  on instead.

Night driving restric  ons: Described as “unrealis  c” and 
poten  ally socially isola  ng.

Raising the minimum driving age: Will compound problems 
for transport as currently experienced by families in 
regional areas, making it more diffi  cult to: transport 
younger siblings, inability to a  end educa  on and work, 
and cause social isola  on.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: Agree

In addi  on, Council called for more and be  er young driver 
educa  on.

Community Road Safety Group Submissions 

Adelaide Hills Community Road Safety Group wrote that it 
strongly believes the proposed changes will unfairly 
disadvantage young drivers in rural communi  es and will 
lead to increases in risky behaviour and other “signifi cant 
nega  ve consequences”.  The group added that the ini  a  ves 
will curtail youth mobility and restrict (or deny) their access 
to educa  on, employment, services and entertainment, 
owing to a widespread lack of alterna  ve (to personal 
vehicles) transport op  ons.

Passenger restric  ons: “will undo much of the good work 
already carried out with respect to nomina  ng a 
designated driver among young peer groups and actually 
lead to increased drink driving” and “will result in more 
cars on rural roads at night  me on Friday and Saturday 
nights increasing crash risk through exposure”.

Barunga West Community Road Safety Group commented:

Passenger restric  ons: Supported

Night driving restric  ons: Supported

Raising the minimum driving age: Not supported – will 
disadvantage young people in regional areas needing a 
licence for work, educa  on or transport from isolated 
areas.
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Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: 
Supported

Removal of regression penal  es: Supported.

In addi  on, the following recommenda  ons were made:

> Improve road safety educa  on and increase driving 
skills across a range of road surfaces. This to commence 
earlier, in schools.

> Implement a range of harsher penal  es for “hoon” 
driving. 

Roxby Roadsafe (Roxby Downs Community Road Safety 
Commi  ee) commented:

Passenger restric  ons: Supported, ci  ng “too many 
accidents involving cars with mul  ple passengers”

Night driving restric  ons: Supported, ci  ng  red, not alert 
drivers and risks from other road users

Raising the minimum driving age: Supported – an extra 
year brings greater maturity and experience

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: 
Supported

Removal of regression penal  es: Supported, brings SA in 
step with other states.

In addi  on, changes to the display of L and P plates were 
suggested (i.e. to affi  x near registra  on plates).

Members of Parliament Submissions

Hon John Hill MP, Minister for Health and Ageing, advised 
that he supports all ini  a  ves, based on research on the risky 
behaviours of young drivers.   In par  cular, he noted, “There 
is a defi nite element of risk-taking behaviour due to 
immature age, implying that any eff ort to postpone the age 
of fi rst licensing will pay dividends in reducing the road toll.”

Hon Ian Hunter MLC, Minister for Youth, introduced the 
Offi  ce for Youth’s submission.  The Offi  ce for Youth perceives 
a clear alignment between the proposed GLS ini  a  ves and 
the South Australia’s Youth Strategy 2010-2014 youthconnect 
priority of Health and Wellbeing.  

In par  cular, extension of the minimum provisional licence 
period was supported as it was considered to provide young 

people with the opportunity to improve their driving skills.  
The Offi  ce for Youth also supported removal of regression 
penal  es, provided the current Safer Driver Agreement 
op  on for disqualifi ed drivers remains in place.

The Offi  ce for Youth’s concerns related to the impact of 
reduced abili  es of youth in gaining driver’s licences and 
fl ow-on impacts aff ec  ng youth prosperity and wellbeing, as 
follows:

Passenger restric  ons would have a nega  ve impact upon 
some young people, par  cularly in rural areas and the 
Offi  ce supports exemp  ons similar to those in NSW and 
Victoria.  In addi  on, the Offi  ce considers further 
defi ni  on and clarifi ca  on should be provided to any 
exemp  on system with respect to driver eligibility and 
availability of alterna  ve transport op  ons rural areas.

Night driving restric  ons would have a nega  ve impact 
upon some young people, par  cularly in rural areas and 
the Offi  ce suggests that a 1am start is more appropriate 
provided that exemp  ons are also developed and 
clarifi ed as the Offi  ce discussed under passenger 
restric  ons.  Alterna  ve transport op  ons in rural areas 
should also be explored.

Raising the minimum driving age would have a nega  ve 
impact upon some young people, par  cularly in rural 
areas.  The Offi  ce holds concerns that youth becoming 
eligible for both a driver’s licence and consuming alcohol at 
age 18 may present addi  onal tempta  ons to those which 
already exist.  The Offi  ce recommends broad 
communica  ons about the GLS changes, but par  cularly 
for young males, and to highlight the zero blood alcohol 
limit for new drivers as well as exploring alterna  ve 
transport op  ons in rural areas.

Mr Steven Griffi  ths MP JP, Member for Goyder, wrote on 
behalf of a 14 year old cons  tuent who is concerned that 
the ini  a  ves are unfair to “country kids” because they do 
not have access to public transport and cannot travel from 
“farm to farm”.  In addi  on, Mr Griffi  ths noted that people in 
regional areas will be severely disadvantaged by the 
ini  a  ves because they will reduce independence and the 
ability to par  cipate in educa  on, work and social 
engagement.

Mr Alan Sibbons MP, Member for Mitchell, expressed 
support for passenger restric  ons, night driving restric  ons 
and extension of the provisional licence period providing the 
applicable demerit point allowance is also raised.  
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Mr Sibbons supports removal of regression penal  es.  He was 
not suppor  ve of raising the minimum driving age due to his 
concerns about social and economic impacts such as 
restric  ng access to work and educa  on. 

Hon Dr Bob Such MP, Member for Fisher, made a submission 
in which: 

Passenger restric  ons were supported in principle but 
drew a  en  on to those who rely on designated drivers to 
transport them a  er alcohol consump  on.  Dr Such also 
men  oned concerns for rural residents who are unable to 
access public transport or use parental transport.

Night driving restric  ons were supported in principle but 
reiterated the above concerns. Dr Such also requested a 
signifi cant improvement in night-  me public transport.

Raising the minimum driving age was not supported due to 
concerns that it would:
> “Penalise youth
> Penalise rural residents owing to the lack of public 

transport, reduc  on of employment opportuni  es
> Cause youth unemployment”.

In gaining a provisional licence at 18, Dr Such would prefer a 
gap in the  me between gaining one’s licence and the legal 
drinking age.

Extension of the minimum provisional licence period: not 
supported due to:
> “Unnecessarily restric  ve, heavy-handed
> Emphasis should be redirected towards driver 

training, including the use of driving simulators to 
improve driver responses to diffi  cult situa  ons”.

Removal of regression penal  es: Dr Such supported, but 
while describing these penal  es as being unnecessarily 
harsh, also proposed that harsh penal  es be imposed for 
serious off ences such as hoon driving, dangerous driving 
and excessive speeding.

Hon Russell Wortley MLC, Minister for Industrial Rela  ons, 
commends and supports the ini  a  ves and encourages 
considera  on of exemp  ons to reduce hardship to young 
workers, for li  le or no fee to the applicant.
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The purpose of the Discussion Paper was to provide an 
opportunity for key road safety stakeholders and members of 
the public to comment on the proposed Graduated Licensing 
Scheme (GLS) ini  a  ves through the paper’s “Have Your Say” 
feedback facility.  Respondents were asked to express their 
thoughts on each ini  a  ve in order to inform Government 
decision making.  

Responses ranged from single brief comments to very 
detailed and lengthy responses, and many respondents made 
mul  ple comments when giving opinions on any one 
ini  a  ve.  In total across the responses, 9541 comments 
were received and each was summarised under one of the 
GLS ini  a  ves.  

Under each GLS ini  a  ve, responses included clearly 
suppor  ve or other posi  ve comments, comments that 
were suppor  ve depending on certain condi  ons, and other 
comments including non suppor  ve comments and ma  ers 
respondents considered relevant but not addressed in the 
Discussion Paper.  

As a guide to the propor  on of respondents who were 
deemed to be suppor  ve or non-suppor  ve of each 
ini  a  ve, relevant percentages were provided.  These 
percentages should not be taken as indica  ve of overall 
levels of support due to the propor  ons of respondents 
making other comments where level of support was not 
clearly evident.  As well, the comments received represent 
those who chose to respond to the feedback opportunity and 
are not necessarily representa  ve of views in the wider 
community.  A scien  fi cally-based random sampling of the 
South Australian popula  on, for example, might produce 
diff erent propor  ons of support and non-support.

While not seeking to address every single comment, the 
analyses presented in this report aff ords insight into the 
range of themes evident in the collated responses, giving 
fuller a  en  on to common types of responses submi  ed by 
individual members of the public, as well as the various 
stakeholders.  These themes, other key issues iden  fi ed in 
the feedback and further issues surrounding some of the 
ini  a  ves are explored in the following discussion.

Impact on Safety

In addi  on to many members of the public, a number of road 
safety stakeholders including medical bodies and research 
ins  tutes categorically supported various if not all 
ini  a  ves on road safety grounds.  For example, the AMA 
(SA) Road Safety Commi  ee wrote that the ini  a  ves are 
“both sensible and defendable upon the medical evidence” 

in reference to the research on human brain development.  
CARRS-Q wrote that the ini  a  ves are “grounded in best 
prac  ce” for GLS na  onally and interna  onally.

The eff ec  veness of interstate GLS compared to South 
Australia is illustrated in the following table, which shows 
that South Australia has the second highest fatality rate for 
road users aged 16-19 of all Australian States and Territories.  
South Australia’s fatality rate in this age group is more than 
twice that of NSW and Victoria and nearly twice 
Queensland’s rate and the na  onal average.

State/
Territory

Average 
number of 
fatali  es 
aged 16-19 
years 
(2008-10)

Popula  on
(16-19 years)

Fatality rate
(16-19 years)

NSW 39 386,203 10
VIC 29 295,103 10
QLD 31 251,963 12
SA 18 86,922 21
WA 20 126,244 16
TAS 5 27,925 19
NT 5 13,512 35
ACT 1 19,811 5
Australia 148 1207683 12

While strong responses against the ini  a  ves o  en came 
from rural areas, young drivers aged 16-19 in rural South 
Australia are 2½  mes more likely to die or be injured in a 
crash than their peers in metropolitan Adelaide.   

Based on sta  s  cal modelling studies conducted by CASR, 
it is es  mated that implemen  ng passenger restric  ons in 
South Australia would result in a reduc  on of 12 to 17 fatal 
and serious injuries per year, for night driving restric  ons 8 to 
12 fatal and serious injuries per year, for raising the 
provisional age at least 60 to 70 fatal and serious injury 
crashes per year.  

Impact on Mobility

The most common theme among respondents deemed to be 
non-suppor  ve of the ini  a  ves was the perceived impact on 
the mobility and independence of young people in accessing 
study, employment and recrea  onal opportuni  es, but also 
on rural families and communi  es more generally.  The South 
Australian Farmers Federa  on, Service to Youth Council and 

KEY ISSUES
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Youth Aff airs Council of South Australia, in par  cular, 
provided detailed comment in this light, especially in 
rela  on to passenger restric  ons, night driving 
restric  ons and raising the provisional licence age to 18.  
Specifi c concerns expressed related to eff ects on designated 
driver programs and car-pooling (discussed later).

The Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure 
(DPTI) has inves  gated the numbers of appren  ces, trainees 
and voca  onal educa  on students in South Australia who 
might be aff ected by an increase in the minimum provisional 
licence age to 18.  For example, appren  ces/trainees aged 
17 years make up 10% of 17 year olds in South Australia.  The 
impact would be confi ned to those who have obtained a 
learner’s permit at age 16 and intend to apply for a 
provisional licence soon a  er their 17th birthday, presumably 
for the purpose of driving to and from work or in the course 
of their employment.

Appren  ces/trainees who are currently only 16 years of 
age, and must hold a learner’s permit for a minimum of 12 
months, are currently having to a  end their workplace by 
some means other than by driving themselves to work — 
whether this be through family members, public transport, 
car pooling or similar.  While there would undoubtedly be an 
impact resul  ng from a blanket change to the provisional 
licensing age from 17 to 18, it is also possible that this 
method of transport could con  nue for these drivers un  l 
they turn 18, should the provisional licensing age be raised in 
South Australia.

Also, the majority (57%) of appren  ces/trainees aged 16 to 
19 years work in key regional urban centres or metropolitan 
Adelaide where public transport is more easily accessible.  

Within the broader workforce, between 50 and 80% of 17 
year olds are engaged in work in some capacity, depending 
on whether or not the person is also par  cipa  ng in an 
educa  on program.  Workforce par  cipa  on rates include 
full-  me, part-  me and casual work.

Generally in rela  on to the overall impact on mobility, it 
should be noted that other Australian jurisdic  ons already 
have in place forms of the GLS ini  a  ves the South 
Australian Discussion Paper canvasses.  These include 
passenger restric  ons at night in NSW and Queensland and 
applying at all  mes in Victoria, a night driving 
restric  on in Western Australia, a three-year provisional 
period in NSW, QLD, Tasmania and the ACT, and a four-year 
period in Victoria.  In addi  on, Victoria historically has had a 

minimum provisional licence age of 18.  These jurisdic  ons 
also have lower young driver fatality rates compared to South 
Australia.  

While saving young people’s lives must take precedence over 
mobility concerns, the interstate experience and an 
evalua  on of California’s GLS show that even in locali  es 
with large rural areas, young people and their families learn 
to adapt to GLS restric  ons3.  

Exemp  on Systems

The comments received on exemp  ons were wide ranging 
and most were made in rela  on to passenger restric  ons.  
Generally, respondents made sugges  ons for what they 
considered to be legi  mate grounds for gran  ng exemp  ons, 
and these respondents included those who were deemed 
suppor  ve of a par  cular GLS ini  a  ve but who felt more 
considera  on should be given to the grounds for exemp  on.

It is recognised that young people have a range of legi  mate 
reasons to drive with similar age passengers and/or late at 
night, which is why it is proposed that these ini  a  ves should 
be accompanied by an exemp  on system.  Most interna  onal 
and Australian jurisdic  ons with passenger and night-  me 
driving restric  ons allow exemp  ons for purposeful driving 
such as for work, educa  on or emergencies.

There are subtle diff erences in the way in which 
exemp  ons models operate in other jurisdic  ons and the 
grounds for exemp  on vary slightly.  In some jurisdic  ons, a 
general exemp  on from the driving restric  on is 
available on specifi c grounds.  For example, family members 
(i.e. siblings and spouses) are automa  cally exempt from 
peer passenger restric  ons in both Victoria and Queensland.  
An automa  c exemp  on is also available for police offi  cers 
and those required to drive an emergency vehicle while on 
duty in all three of the eastern mainland states.  Under this 
model, the onus is on the driver to prove that they are 
driving within the exemp  on grounds.  In the case of an 
automa  c exemp  on for family members, the driver 
would need to prove that he/she is in fact related to the 
passenger/s in the vehicle if a police offi  cer reasonably 
believes a family rela  onship does not exist.  In Western 
Australia, an automa  c exemp  on from the night-  me 
driving restric  on is available when driving for employment 
or educa  on/training purposes and drivers need to 
demonstrate they meet this criterion by carrying a le  er 
from their employer or educa  onal ins  tu  on.

3  Bates, L, Watson, B & King, M, 2011, Mobility and safety are confl ic  ng 
goals for transport policy makers when making decisions about graduated 
licensing, Interna  onal Journal of Health Promo  on and Educa  on 48 (2) pp 
46-51
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Other jurisdic  ons off er exemp  ons from the driving 
restric  on on wri  en applica  on to the relevant road traffi  c 
authority.  For example, New South Wales and Victoria off er 
exemp  ons from the peer passenger restric  ons upon 
applica  on on the basis of employment, family circumstances 
and hardship.  Where an exemp  on is approved, a cer  fi cate 
of exemp  on is o  en issued to the driver by the road traffi  c 
authority and is required to be carried at all  mes and shown 
to police on request. 

Jurisdic  ons that off er an exemp  on from the driving 
restric  on on wri  en applica  on report rela  vely low 
numbers of applica  ons received each year. This suggests 
that young drivers are able to adapt to the driving restric  ons 
(e.g. by arranging li  s or arriving at des  na  ons earlier) once 
they have been introduced. 

Victoria does not allow any exemp  ons from its minimum 
provisional licence age 18 requirement.  

Designated Driver Programs

A number of mobility concerns related specifi cally to 
designated driver programs where one person in a group 
elects to be alcohol free, in order to drive others who have 
drunk alcohol home from a social loca  on such as a hotel or 
club.  

While designated driver programs can be eff ec  ve for adults, 
a young driver does not have enough experience to manage 
addi  onal peer passengers, especially when those 
passengers may be under the infl uence of alcohol or other 
drugs.  Unfortunately, research4 has shown that young 
people tend to make inaccurate judgments when trying to 
calculate their number of drinks over  me, to determine if 
they have sobered up enough to drive.  Some  mes, the 
designated driver is actually the person least drunk, rather 
than a completely sober driver.  Therefore, young people are 
encouraged to fi nd alterna  ve strategies such as a reliable 
adult driver or public transport where it is available.

Car-Pooling

Another mobility-related specifi c concern was the perceived 
eff ect on car-pooling ini  a  ves.  It is recognised that 
passenger restric  ons in par  cular would aff ect young 
people’s ability to transport others.  However, as noted above 
young drivers generally do not have enough driving 
experience to safely manage more than one passenger.  

Some success has been found with educa  onal programs 
that teach posi  ve roles to young people when they are 
passengers, such as in the Norwegian “Speak-Out!” program 
men  oned by YACSA.  Yet, such posi  ve eff ects are 
outweighed by the repeated demonstrated eff ec  veness 
of GLS containing passenger restric  ons4 in reducing road 
trauma among young drivers and their passengers.

Perceived Unfairness

In rela  on to an increased provisional licence age and 
provisional period, as well as passenger and night driving 
restric  ons, many non-suppor  ve respondents commented 
that such measures would be unfair to young people or that 
the measures would ‘punish’ all young people for the
mistakes of a few.  The ini  a  ves are not aimed at making 
life tougher for young drivers and their families but are about 
protec  ng young drivers and saving lives. Most young 
drivers, indeed drivers of all age groups make mistakes.  CASR 
research shows that in South Australia, over half of all fatal 
crashes and 90% of injury crashes are the result of mistakes, 
ina  en  on or common lapses in judgement.  

The reason all young drivers need to be subject to GLS 
requirements is that they are all beginning drivers.  They all 
need  me to develop driving skills in the low-risk driving 
environments that GLS requirements allow.  Also, while we 
know some characteris  cs of young drivers who are more 
likely to get into crashes, it is not possible to iden  fy them 
adequately and intervene before they crash.  Most fatally 
injured drivers do not have prior traffi  c off ences or crashes 
on their driving records.

Perceived Need for More Driver Training / 
More Driving Experience 

Another common theme across the responses was a 
perceived need for young drivers to receive more training 
and/or gain more driving experience, including increasing the 
number of required hours of supervised driving, defensive 
driver training and school driver training.  These views were 
expressed irrespec  ve of whether specifi c GLS ini  a  ves 
were supported or not.

The proposed ini  a  ves are based on major interna  onal 
research5  into GLS opera  ng in the USA, Canada, New 
Zealand and Australia.  While this research recognised the 
place of driver training and experience in a young driver’s 
development, its overall conclusion is that it is a 
combina  on of GLS ini  a  ves, and par  cularly those 

4 www.youngdriverfactbase.com
5 Young Drivers The Road to Road Safety, 2006, OECD, Paris



 Outcomes from the Public Consulta  on on the Graduated Licensing Scheme Discussion Paper | 33

canvassed in the Discussion Paper, that will have the overall 
strongest eff ect in reducing young driver deaths and injuries.

Many learner drivers in South Australia follow the 
Competency-Based Training approach to obtain their licence.  
This exis  ng approach is based on defensive driving 
principles, which involve scanning the road ahead for 
hazardous situa  ons and taking appropriate ac  ons before 
the situa  ons are encountered.

Research  does not support advanced driver training 
involving vehicle control skills (such as handling skid pans and 
emergency braking techniques) because training in these 
types of ac  vi  es has been shown to create overconfi dence 
and increased risks of crashing among the drivers involved.

Na  onally, school road safety educa  on programs are based 
on a number of best prac  ce principles, including that these 
programs should not encourage young people to pursue 
learning to drive sooner than they need to.  Evalua  on 
studies6 have shown that the net eff ect of encouraging school 
students to obtain driver’s licences sooner than they need to 
is that the overall young driver road toll rises, thereby 
nega  ng any intended benefi ts of the programs.  While some 
South Australian high schools off er prac  cal driver training 
programs, these are generally on an out of hours elec  ve 
basis.

A priority ac  on in the Towards Zero Together Road Safety 
Ac  on Plan 2011 & 2012 is to assess all school-based road 
safety educa  on programs against best prac  ce principles, 
with the Department for Educa  on and Child Development 
as the lead agency.

Shi  ing the Crash Problem from Age 17 to 
Age 18

A number of respondents commented that increasing the 
provisional licence age from 17 to 18 would simply shi   the 
early crash problem experienced by all new provisional 
drivers from age 17 to 18.

Figure 6 in the Discussion Paper (reproduced here) shows 
that, irrespec  ve of the age a provisional licence is obtained, 
the highest crash risk occurs in the fi rst year on that 
provisional licence.

In addi  on, studies4 show that age 16 drivers have higher 
crash rates than 17 year old drivers, who in turn have higher 
crash rates than 18 and 19 year old drivers, even when 
licence status and total distances travelled are taken into 
account.  

Consequently, when these two trends are merged, drivers 
who obtain a provisional licence at age 18 will experience 
their highest crash risk in their fi rst year on that provisional 
licence.  However, that crash risk will be lower than if they 
had obtained their provisional licence at age 17.

Age 18 is also the Legal Drinking Age

A number of comments in rela  on to increasing the 
provisional licence age pointed out that as age 18 is also the 
age of legal en  tlement to drink alcohol, it might create 
problems for newly licensed provisional drivers being 
aff ected by alcohol.  It should be noted that the holder of a 
learner’s permit or provisional licence is not allowed to have 
any alcohol or drugs in their body while driving.  These are 
licence condi  ons under the GLS and there are tough 
penal  es for any learner or provisional driver caught drink 
driving.  These include licence disqualifi ca  on, fi nes, demerit 
points, even a prison term in some cases, and the  me to be 
spent on a learner’s permit or provisional licence is extended 
once the permit or licence is regained.

6  Chris  e, R, 2007, The Eff ec  veness of Driver Training as a Road Safety 
Measure, Royal Automobile Club of Victoria, Melbourne
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Perceived Increased Cars on the Road

Par  cularly in rela  on to passenger restric  ons, many 
non-suppor  ve respondents considered that this would 
result in more cars being driven by young people on their 
own, resul  ng in more crashes and environmental 
disbenefi ts.  Research reviewed by CASR shows that, even 
when accoun  ng for greater numbers of young drivers on 
the road, restric  ng drivers aged 16 to 17 years from carrying 
peer passengers could lead to 31 to 42% fewer young driver 
deaths, based on 90% compliance with the restric  on.  
Consequently, a rela  vely small increase in addi  onal cars on 
the road and their carbon emissions could be off set by the 
savings from reduced ac  vity by police, emergency and 
medical sectors, and family members as a consequence of 
achieving fewer crashes involving young people.

Such research also shows that peer passenger restric  ons 
have not resulted in an overall increase in injuries because 
young people have used alterna  ve transport op  ons such as 
cycling or walking.  There has been no increase in crashes for 
these drivers once they are slightly older and driving 
unrestricted.

Communica  on of the GLS Ini  a  ves

A number of stakeholder respondents in their comments 
recommended that the Government should take par  cular 
care to ensure that any ini  a  ves progressed to 
implementa  on are explained in detail and occur well in 
advance, including coverage of any exemp  on systems and 
implementa  on processes for the ini  a  ves.  As well, the 
communica  ons should be directed to a wide and diverse 
audience comprising young drivers, drivers to be, other 
drivers, parents, businesses and the police in communica  on 
formats best suited to those groups.  The communica  ons 
ought to also a  empt to counter views about the GLS 
ini  a  ves that are not consistent with the research evidence, 
as in some of the above examples.

Evalua  on of Implementa  on

A fi nal main theme in the comments, notably made by 
Australasian College of Road Safety, RAA, CARRS-Q and the 
University of NSW, was to ensure that for any ini  a  ves 
implemented, their eff ect on road safety should be 
monitored and evaluated. This should involve pre and post 
measurement of road safety indicators such as traffi  c 
off ences and crashes.
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