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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report documents the findings from the Australian Government Department of Infrastructure and
Transport 2011 survey of community attitudes to road safety. This is the twenty-second in the long
running Community Attitudes Survey program. The main purpose of the research is to monitor
attitudes to a variety of road safety issues, evaluate specific road safety countermeasures, suggest new
areas for intervention and identify significant differences between jurisdictions.

The in-scope population for the survey is persons aged 15 years and over. Interviews were conducted
in May and June 2011 using Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CAT]I) technology and a
Random Digit Dialling (RDD) sampling frame. A total of 1,555 interviews were conducted with an
average interview length of 17 minutes. A disproportionate stratified sampling methodology was
utilised to ensure adequate coverage of the population by age, sex, state/territory and capital city/other
locations. The response rate (completed interviews divided by all contacts, excluding those “away for
survey period’) was 64%.

A summary of the main findings from the 2011 survey, along with a description of emerging trends
and patterns, is provided below. More detailed results are provided in the main body of this report.

Main findings

Factors perceived to contribute to road crashes

The Australian community continues to identify speed as the factor which most often leads to road
crashes. When asked to nominate the factor that most often leads to road crashes, 33% mention speed,
17% inattention/lack of concentration, 14% drink driving, 7% driver fatigue and 5% driver
distraction/driving while on a mobile.

When asked to nominate up to three factors that lead to road crashes, total mentions of speed was 54%
(compared with 55% in 2009 and 60% in 2008), total mentions of drink driving was 47% (compared
with 51% in 2009 and 48% in 2008), total mentions of inattention/lack of concentration! was 36%
(also 36% in 2009 and 27% in 2008) and driver fatigue was 21% (compared with 18% in 2009 and
20% in 2008).

Alcohol and drink driving

Random breath testing (RBT)

Community support for RBT continues to be nearly universal, with 98% in agreement with the
random breath testing of drivers (and 85% in strong agreement).

Forty per cent of the community feel the level of RBT has increased in the last two years. This
outcome is consistent with results achieved over the past few years.

More than three-quarters of the in-scope population (80%) had seen police conducting random breath
tests in the last six months (higher than the 2008 and 2009 result of 75%). In addition, 37% of the
community report having been breath tested in the previous six months, which is a marked increase on
results in previous years.

1 Includes driver distraction/driving while on a mobile
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Self-reported drink driving behaviour

The self-reported drink driving behaviour of motorists is similar to 2009, with 38% of ‘active
drivers’2 saying they restrict what they drink when driving, 43% saying they don’t drink at all when
driving and 19% saying that they don’t drink at any time.

Most (81%) “active drivers’ modify their drinking behaviour when driving, either by abstaining from
alcohol (43% of all active drivers) or restricting what they drink (38%). The practice of restricting
alcohol intake when driving (as distinct from abstaining) is more common among males (43%) than
females (32%), a finding consistent with previous years. This approach to drink driving is also more
common among those aged 25 to 59 years than either younger or older drivers. Three-quarters (73%)
of provisional car licence holders and 65% of 15 to 24 year olds indicate that they abstain from
alcohol while driving.

Four per cent of active drivers said it was either very likely or fairly likely that they had driven when
over the blood alcohol limit in the last 12 months (unchanged from 2009).

Awareness of standard drinks and alcohol consumption guidelines

Community knowledge regarding the number of standard drinks in everyday volumes of alcohol is
varied with two-thirds of all respondents interviewed accurately identifying the number of standard
drinks in a stubby/can of full strength beer while only just over a quarter correctly identify the number
of standard drinks in a 750ml bottle of wine.

The proportion of beer drinkers able to accurately identify the number of standard drinks in a
stubby/can of full strength beer? continues to increase at 66% (compared with 59% in 2009 and 54%
in 2008), while the proportion that underestimate the volume of alcohol in a stubby/can of full
strength beer, thereby being at greater risk of over-consumption, is 11% (compared with 14% in 2009
and 15% in 2008).

The proportion of wine drinkers able to correctly nominate the number of standard drinks in a 750ml
bottle of wine* is on par with previous results (27% in 2011, compared with 26% in 2009 and 27% in
2008). Also remaining in line with 2009 results, is the proportion of wine drinkers who
underestimated the alcohol content of a bottle of wine (60% in 2008, 59% in 2009 and 61% for the
current period).

Sixty-six per cent of males made a safe assumption regarding the number of standard drinks they can
have in the first hour while remaining under the 0.05 blood alcohol concentration (BAC) limit, with
51% correctly identifying two standard drinks and a further 15% of the view that they can have one
standard drink or less in the first hour. By comparison, only 47% of females have accurate knowledge
of the number of standard drinks they can have in the first hour and remain under the legal blood
alcohol limit.

The published guidelines stipulate that to remain under 0.05 BAC, men should limit their
consumption of alcohol to two standard drinks in the first hour and one standard drink in each hour
after that, while women should consume no more than one standard drink in each hour they are
drinking. Sixty-three per cent of males (compared with 60% in 2009 and 53% in 2008) and 40% of
females (compared with 31% in 2009 and 28% in 2008) made a safe assumption about both parts of
these guidelines.

2 Current licence holders who drive a vehicle.
3 1.4 or 1.5 standard drinks

4 Between 7 and 8 standard drinks
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Approval towards reducing the blood alcohol limit

Respondents were asked how they feel about suggestions that the general blood alcohol
concentration (BAC) limit should be lowered from 0.05 to 0.02. Overall, 43% of people said
they would approve of such a change, while 38% would disapprove. The level of disapproval
was relatively high among motorcycle licence holders (58%) and heavy vehicle licence
holders (57%). Males also recorded a significant rate of disapproval as did those from the
Northern Territory (both 48%).

Speed

Selected attitudes to speed and speed regulation

Attitudes to speed and speeding have changed considerably over the years. The areas of greatest
change are as follows:

e Having remained steady at between 25% and 28% over the last few years, the proportion of
the community in 2011 who consider “it is okay to exceed the speed limit if you are driving
safely”” (28%) is 9% lower than it was in 1995.

e There has been a marked increase over the past decade in community awareness of the link
between speeding and road accidents. In 2011, 70% agreed that “If you increase your driving
speed by 10 kilometres per hour you are significantly more likely to be involved in an
accident”. This compares with 55% in 1995.

e The level of agreement with the statement that ““an accident at 70 km/h will be a lot more
severe than an accident at 60 km/h”* increased from 80% in 1995 to 96% in 2004 and has
since stabilised between 92% and 94%.

Attitudes to speed regulation have tended to be more stable:

e Sixty-two per cent of the community agree with the view that speeding fines are mainly
intended to raise revenue, a result generally in line with the medium term average back to
1999.

e Eighty-one per cent feel that speed limits are generally set at reasonable levels. This result has
remained fairly steady in recent times.

In response to a new question about the use of low speed limits, the majority of respondents (87%)
supported limits of 40 km/h or lower on streets with high pedestrian activity, such as shopping areas.

Respondents were also asked this year about the promotion of speed in television commercials for
new cars. Just under half (49%) felt that there is too much emphasis on speed in car advertisements,
with 30% strongly agreeing with this view.

Perceived acceptable and actual speed tolerances

A large proportion of the community (51%) support quite strict speed enforcement (60-64 km/h). The
most common view (held by 34% of the in-scope population) is that 65 km/h is an acceptable speed
for someone to drive in a 60 km/h zone in an urban area without being booked, while 14% think
speeds above 65 km/h should be tolerated.

When looking at perceptions as to what speed is actually permitted, 15% of the community think that
zero tolerance is applied in urban 60 km/h zones. Some 17% of people (compared with 19% in 2009)
believe that speeds greater than 65 km/h will be tolerated without a speeding fine being issued, with
5% of those nominating speeds of 70 km/h or higher.
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In relation to rural 100 km/h zones, 24% of the population are of the view that no speed in excess of
100 km/h is acceptable. A further 31% supported speeds of 101-105 km/h and 4% supported speeds of
106-109 km/h. The most common view (held by 33% of the in-scope population) is that 110 km/h is
an acceptable speed for someone to drive in a 100 km/h zone in a rural area without being booked,
while 7% think speeds above 110 km/h should be tolerated.

When asked what speeds are actually permitted in rural 100 km/h zones, 13% believe that the limit is
strictly enforced (compared with 19% in 2009) while 21% think speeds up to 10km/h over the speed
limit are tolerated.

Perceived changes in speed enforcement

Sixty-four per cent of respondents are of the view that the level of speed limit enforcement has
increased in the last two years, 27% feel it has stayed the same and just 4% feel the amount of speed
limit enforcement has decreased. One in twenty (5%) don’t know.

The incidence of drivers booked for speeding in the last two years (16%) and the last six months (5%)
shows significant decreases on findings in 2009 (23% and 9% respectively) and is down to levels not
recorded since the mid-1990s. Full motorcycle licence holders recorded a higher incidence of being
booked for speeding than any other licence holder type, both within the last two years (29%) and
within the last six months (9%).

Attitudes to speed enforcement and speeding penalties

Overall, 35% (compared with 46% in 2008 and 2009) of the in-scope population support an increased
amount of speed limit enforcement, 12% support a decrease (down from 6% in 2009 and 10% in
2008) and 50% want no change (up from 46% in 2009 and 42% in 2008).

Almost a quarter of respondents are in favour of making the penalties for exceeding the speed limit
more severe. The current year result (24% in favour of harsher penalties) is lower than the 2009 result
of 27%. A further 9% believe speeding penalties should be made less severe and 63% opt for no
change to the current penalties.

Almost two-thirds (65%) approved of the use of point-to-point speed enforcement cameras on main
roads, with almost one third (32%) showing strong support.

Self-reported speeding behaviour

The proportion of recent drivers who report ‘always’, ‘nearly always’ or ‘mostly” driving at 10 km/h
over the speed limit (3% in 2011) has halved since 2009 and dropped dramatically from the mid
1990s peak of 17% in 1995.

Driver fatigue

The incidence of drivers reporting having ever fallen asleep while driving is 13%. This result is in line
with the time series data back to 2001 (with the exception of the 2004 result which showed an
incidence of just 10%).

As was the case in previous years, the current survey suggests a degree of recidivism, in that of those
who have ever fallen asleep while driving®, 44% have done so more than once and 24% on three or

5 Please note this analysis is based on a relatively small sample size of 188.
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more occasions. For 11% of those who have fallen asleep while driving, the most recent episode
resulted in a road accident.

Other issues

Seatbelt wearing

Over 1 in 6 respondents (16%) are of the view that the level of enforcement of compulsory seatbelt
wearing has increased over the last two years, 57% think it is unchanged, 5% feel as though there has
been a decrease and 22% don’t know. The proportion of the view that there has been an increase in
the enforcement of seatbelt wearing has decreased significantly (21% in 2009 and 22% in 2008).

The proportion of people aged 15 years and over that always wear a seatbelt when travelling in the
front seat of a car (96% in 2011) has remained steady at between 95% and 97% since 1993. The gap
between seatbelt wearing in the front and rear seats has closed appreciably in the last few years, from
12 percentage points in 1993 to 4 percentage points for the current period (in 2011, 92% said they
always wear a seatbelt in the rear set).

Mobile phone usage
CAS 22 is the fifth survey in the series that asks about the use of mobile phones when driving.

Nine in ten active drivers (93%) now have a mobile phone and 59% report that they use a mobile
phone while driving (61% in 2008 and 2009).

With the exception of reading text messages (result virtually unchanged), other mobile phone usage
measures have decreased since these questions were last asked in 2009:

o 54% answered calls while driving (58% in 2009 and 56% in 2008)
e 27% made calls (34% in 2009 and 32% in 2008)

o 31% read text messages (30% in 2009 and 28% in 2008), and

o 14% sent text messages (16% in 2009 and 14% in 2008).

The last four surveys have included a question measuring attitudes in relation to the hypothetical
introduction of a new law banning the use of hands-free mobile phones while driving. This
hypothetical law attracted 39% community support (unchanged from 2009). There was a significantly
higher proportion of respondents opposed to such a law (46%) than there was in favour of it.

The last two surveys have included a question to measure whether people thought that their chances
of having an accident would increase if they were using a mobile phone while driving. Results show
that the majority (86% of respondents) believed this to be the case.
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State/Territory and regional comparisons

Factors perceived to contribute to road crashes

There is a degree of variability across the states and territories and across capital city/non-capital city
locations when it comes to views about the leading causes of road crashes. While at the national level
total mentions of speed as a contributing factor in road crashes remains high at 54%, this result ranges
from 44% in Queensland to 62% in Tasmania. In terms of year-on-year change at the state/territory
level, Queensland is the only state that saw a significant change in perceptions of speed as a
contributing factor in road crashes (decreasing from 55% in 2009 to 44% for the current period).

The perception of drink driving as a contributing factor in road crashes (47% nationally) ranges from
a low of 42% in Queensland to 53% in Victoria and 79% in the Northern Territory, where drink
driving tends to be the dominant perceived cause of road crashes. The results for New South Wales
showed a significant decrease from 48% in 2009 to 40% for the current year.

The increase in the nomination of ‘inattention/lack of concentration’ as a contributing factor in road
crashes (down from 35% to 26%) seems mainly attributable to decreases in Victoria (down from 37%
to 25%), ACT (down from 37% to 24%) and Northern Territory (down from 27% to 16%).

The proportion of the community mentioning “driver fatigue’ as a contributing factor in road crashes
shows an increase on the last survey (up from 18% to 21%). Year-on-year comparisons show this
increase is more evident in Queensland (17% to 26%) and outside of the capital cities (up from 24%
to 29%).

Alcohol and drink driving

Support for RBT remains extremely high (98% nationally) and no lower than 96% in any state or
territory. There were no significant differences across the states or territories with regard to support
for RBT.

The perceived level of RBT activity does, however, show some state/territory variations. Only 24% of
Tasmanian respondents are of the view that RBT activity has increased over the last two years
compared with 40% nationally. Almost one in four (23%) of residents of Tasmania are of the view
that the level of RBT activity has decreased over the last two years. At the other end of the scale only
8% of Northern Territory and Victorians residents share this view.

In terms of RBT visibility, Western Australians were the least likely to report having seen RBT in
operation in the last six months (59% compared with 80% nationally) and NSW residents the most
likely (88%). Tasmanians were the least likely to report having been personally tested in the last six
months (20% compared with 37% nationally) and New South Wales residents the most likely (45%).

Fifty one per cent of the in-scope population made a safe assumption about the number of standard
drinks they could have in both the first hour and subsequent hours. Statistically significant differences
across the states/territories were evident with 39% of Tasmanians displaying accurate knowledge of
the guidelines compared with 62% of those in Queensland and Western Australia.

There were no substantial differences across the states or territories with regard to drink driving
strategies adopted by drivers.

When asked how likely it was that they had driven over the BAC limit in the last 12 months , 6% of
probationary drivers said it was ‘very’ or “fairly’ likely, compared with 4% nationally.
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Speed

There is some variation in perceptions across the states and territories regarding changes in speed
limit enforcement activity. The perception that there has been an increase in speed limit enforcement
in the last two years (64% nationally, a significant increase on the last survey) is most common in
Queensland (70%) and least common in Tasmania (51%).

In terms of state and territory comparisons, Western Australians (26%) and Victorians (22%) are
significantly more likely to report having been booked for speeding in the last two years (compared
with 16% nationally); while ACT residents (9%) and Victorians (8%) are more likely to have been
booked within the last six months (compared with 5% nationally).

In terms of attitudes to speeding and speed limit enforcement, the following state/territory differences
were noted:

Residents of the Northern Territory are less likely (49%, compared with 62% overall) to be
of the view that “fines for speeding are mainly intended to raise revenue’. There is also
greater acceptance in the Northern Territory of the link between speeding and road crashes
irrespective of whether you are driving safely (16% compared with 28% nationally).

There is also a significant difference in the view that ‘speed limits are generally reasonable’
between metropolitan (79%) and non-metropolitan (85%) areas compare with 81%
nationally.

Residents of South Australia are more likely to agree that “if you increase your driving
speed by 10km/h you are significantly more likely to be involved in an accident’ (78%
compared with 70% overall), Victorians also shared similar views (77%).

To the extent that these attitudes may be reflected in driving behaviour, it is interesting to
note that 7% of those who reside in the Northern Territory report ‘always, nearly always or
mostly’ driving at 10 km/h over the speed limit. This is significantly higher than the
national result of 3% and a significant contrast to South Australia where only 1% report
regularly driving 10km/h over the speed limit.
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Demographic comparisons

Factors perceived to contribute to road crashes

There is some variation across the population as to the relative importance of different factors in
contributing to road crashes. For example, while 54% of the community as a whole nominate speed as
the factor that most often causes road crashes, 15 to 24 year olds are more likely to nominate drink
driving (69%) than speed (43%).

Alcohol and drink driving

Consistent with the results of recent years, a significantly higher proportion of males (43%) than
females (31%) report having had a random breath test in the last six months. This result is likely to be
associated with the different driving patterns of males and females, and is supported by the fact that
frequent distance drivers and commuters (both predominantly male groups) also report being more
likely to have seen RBT in operation and to have been personally tested.

When exposure to RBT activity is considered by age group, it appears that those aged 60 years or
over, (who tend to spend less time driving), are less likely to have seen RBT activity (71% versus
80% overall) and are also less likely to have had their breath tested (24% versus 37% overall).

With respect to drink driving behaviour, females (49%) are more likely than males (38%) to say they
abstain from drinking when driving. Males are more likely to claim that, when driving, they restrict
how much they drink (43% compared with 32% of females). Similarly, 65% of 15 to 24 year olds say
they don’t drink when driving, compared with 43% nationally.

Sixty three per cent of males and 30% of females made a safe assumption about the number of
standard drinks they can have in both the first hour and subsequent hours. A likely reason for this
difference is the higher proportion of females who don’t drink at all when they drive and therefore do
not need to draw on an accurate knowledge of the BAC guidelines to modify their drinking behaviour
when driving.

Females are also much more likely to say they definitely have not driven over the blood alcohol limit
in the last 12 months than males (83% and 69% respectively) compared with 76% overall.

Speed

There are significant gender differences in relation to speeding. Males are more likely than females to
have been booked for speeding in the last two years (19% for males compared with 13% for females)
and in the last 6 months (6% for males compared with 3% for females). Males are also less likely to
support a zero tolerance approach to speed limit enforcement in 100 km/h zones in rural areas (19%
for males compared with 29% for females) and less likely to support an increase in the level of speed
limit enforcement (30% compared with 40%) or an increase in the severity of penalties (20% for
males compared with 27% for females). By extension males are less likely to see the nexus between
increased speed and involvement in an accident, more likely to think speeding is okay if driving
safely, and less likely to think the speed limits are generally reasonably set.

The driving behaviour of older respondents (that is, those aged 60 years and over) is quite different to
other age groups. Less than 0.5% of those aged 60 years and over (compared with 3% overall) report
routinely driving at 10 km/h or more over the speed limit. There is also a difference in their attitudes
to speeding: they are much more likely to support zero tolerance speed limit enforcement and more
likely to support an increase in penalties for speeding.
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The following sections of this report describe the research that was carried out for the 2011 survey of
community attitudes to road safety and provide a more detailed analysis of the survey findings. Where
appropriate, findings are compared with previous surveys in this series. A table of comparisons of
findings over time is attached as Appendix 2.

Further information can be obtained through the Australian Government Department of Infrastructure
and Transport.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

This report documents the findings from the Australian Government Department of Infrastructure
and Transport 2011 survey of community attitudes to road safety. This survey is the twenty-second
in the survey program, the main purpose of which is to monitor community attitudes to a variety of
road safety issues, evaluate specific road safety countermeasures, suggest new areas for
intervention and identify significant differences between states and territories.

These surveys, previously commissioned by the Federal Office of Road Safety and the Australian
Transport Safety Bureau, provide a unique time series of community attitudes to road safety and are
a valuable research and policy tool for the Australian Government and other users.

1.2  Survey background

The twenty-second Community Attitudes Survey (CAS) was conducted in May and June 2011
using Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). A Random Digit Dialing (RRD)
sampling methodology (see Appendix 3 for further information) was used to randomly select
private dwellings across Australia to include in the sample for the survey. The in-scope population
for the survey was persons aged 15 years and over. In total, 1,555 interviews were conducted, with
an average interview length of 17 minutes. A disproportionate stratified sampling methodology was
used to ensure adequate coverage of the population by age, sex, state/territory and by capital
city/other locations.

The broad topics covered in the survey include:
» the perceived causes of road crashes
* attitudes and behaviours in relation to drink driving and speeding

» the prevalence of falling asleep while driving and awareness of driver fatigue
preventative measures

» the use of mobile phones while driving, and

» avariety of other issues including seatbelt wearing, involvement in road crashes and the
compulsory carriage of licences.

Full details concerning the conduct of the survey are provided in the Technical Notes found in
Appendix 3. The questionnaire used for the 2011 survey is provided as Appendix 4.




1.3 About this report

1.3.1 Comments on analysis, weighting and statistical testing

This report provides descriptive analysis of the main findings from the 2011 survey, with a
particular emphasis on identifying differences in road safety attitudes and behaviours over time and
by selected geographic and demographic characteristics.

The results provided in this report are based on data weighted to be representative of the population
aged 15 years and over by age, sex, state/territory and capital city/other location. This weighting
corrects for any under- or over-representation of specific age, sex and location sub-groups that
would otherwise have occurred as a result of the disproportionate stratified sampling methodology
used for the survey.

The weighting procedure adopted from 2003 onwards differs from previous waves of this survey in
that, in addition to weighting the survey results to the appropriate age, sex and location population
estimates, a weighting factor has also been applied to adjust for the disproportionate respondent
selection method used in households where there was more than one in-scope person (see
Appendix 3 - Technical Notes for further details).

Throughout this report, where sub-group results differ statistically significantly from the result for
the overall population these results have been flagged in the tables with a hash (#) symbol.
Significance was tested at the 95% confidence interval.

1.3.2 Definitions

A ‘“driver status’ variable was created in 2005 to assist in the interpretation of results from survey
findings. A brief explanation of this construct as well as some current-year profiling information is
provided below.

Frequent Distance Drivers: Those with a current licence or permit who drive or ride to a
destination 50 kilometres or more from home at least three times a week.

More than two-thirds (67%) of ‘frequent distance drivers’ are male and the average age of this
group is 43 years. Thirty one per cent have a heavy vehicle licence (compared with 13% of all
licensed drivers) and 83% are in paid work, with a relatively high proportion employed as
tradespeople (24%) compared with the population overall (14%). Around one in five (21%) have a
full motorcycle licence. The frequent distance driver category comprises 15% of the population
aged 15 years and over.

Commuters: Employed persons working more than 20 hours a week who drive a motor vehicle or
ride a motorcycle on the roads at least 4 days a week®, and are not frequent distance drivers.

Sixty-three per cent of ‘commuters’ are male and the average age of this group is 42 years. A
significantly higher proportion of commuters have a Bachelor Degree or higher level of education
(36%) compared with 28% of the survey population overall. Correspondingly, a relatively high
proportion of commuters are employed in professional occupations (25%) compared with frequent
distance drivers (15%). Commuters comprise 35% of the survey population.

6 The ‘commuter’ label is based on the assumption that many of this group will drive a motor vehicle or ride a
motorcycle to work. This definition is not based on actual ‘journey to work’ data, as this level of detail is not
currently collected in the survey questionnaire.
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Other Frequent Drivers: Persons either not employed or working 20 hours or less per week, who
drive a motor vehicle or ride a motorcycle on the roads at least 4 days a week.

Sixty five per cent of the “other frequent driver’ group are female and the average age of this group
is 50 years, with 18% aged 70 years or over, compared with 12% of the survey population. Retirees
and persons whose main activities are ‘home duties’ are over-represented in this driver category,
with 38% of this group being retired (compared with 21% overall) and 14% describing their main
activity as home duties (compared with 7% overall). ‘Other frequent drivers’ comprise 31% of the
survey population.

Less Frequent Drivers: Persons who drive a motor vehicle or ride a motorcycle on the roads less
than 4 days a week.

The average age of less frequent drivers is 46 years, with females comprising 60% of this group. A
quarter of this group (25% compared with 12% overall) are aged 70 years and over while 27% are
learner drivers or provisional licence holders compared with 10% overall. Less frequent drivers
account for 16% of the survey population.

Non-drivers: People who do not drive or ride a motorcycle on the roads at all.

Non-drivers are a diverse group accounting for 10% of the survey population. Just over half (53%)
are aged 15 to 24 years, with 49% still attending school. Sixty-seven per cent are female and 24%
have previously held a driver’s or motorcycle licence.
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2 COMMUNITY PERCEPTIONS OF FACTORS
CONTRIBUTING TO ROAD CRASHES

Figure 2.1a (see next page) shows general community perceptions of the factors thought to most
often lead to road crashes. Respondents were asked:

‘What factor do you think most often leads to road crashes?’...and then,
‘What other factors lead to road crashes?’ (maximum 2 responses)

The factors most commonly identified by respondents either initially or subsequently are speed
(54%), drink driving (47%), inattention/lack of concentration (26%), driver fatigue (21%), and
driver distraction/driving while on a mobile (14%).

The perceived main causes of road crashes as nominated by respondents have been categorised into
four broad groups, pertaining mainly to driver behaviour, driver attitudes, knowledge and skills,
road conditions and vehicle condition. On this basis, 91% of the general community made some
mention of ‘driver behaviour’ as a contributing factor to road crashes, 42% cited aspects of driver
attitudes, knowledge or skills as factors contributing to road crashes, 20% cited road conditions and
1% made mention of vehicle condition.
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Figure 2.1a: Factors perceived to contribute to road crashes:

total mentions.

First mention and

Speed

Drink Driving

Inattention / Lack of
Concentration

Driver distraction / driving
while on mobile

Driver Fatigue

Drugs

Driving Too Close to Other
Cars

Driver Inexperience /
Young Drivers

Careless Drivers

Driver Attitudes

Lack of Driver Training

Disregard of Road Rules

Ignorance of Road Rules

Incompetent Drivers

Older Drivers

Louts/Showing Off

Road Conditions

Poor Road Design

Weather Conditions

Vehicle Design

Lack of Vehicle
Maintenance

54

Driver
Behaviour
NETT:
Any
mention —
91%
Driver Attitudes /
knowledge, skills
NETT: Any mention —
A2%
O First Mention
B Any Mention
12 Road Conditions
NETT: Any mention —
20%
Vehicle Condition
NETT: Any mention —
1%
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 %

Base: Total s