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MANDATORY CYCLE HELMETS 
Motion 

HON LAURIE GRAHAM (Agricultural) [11.38 am] — without notice: I move — 
That the Legislative Council notes that mandatory bike helmets save lives and wearing bike helmets 
should not be discretionary. 

I have two main reasons for moving this motion today. I hope that in doing so I am not cutting across the role of 
the Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety that is also involved in a similar inquiry on these 
issues. I have six grandchildren from the ages of five to 15. I have watched them riding their bikes. They are 
generally very competent but they have no idea of the impact should they fall off their bikes. The second reason 
is because of what happened recently when I visited a friend. I pulled up at this friend’s place, whom I regularly 
visit, and I opened the gate. The sign on the gate says “Keep the gate shut. Dog inside.” However, I am well known 
to the dog and the dog has been great with me and has not been a problem to date. I opened the gate and started to 
drive in. As I drove in, the dog took off and grabbed the back wheel of a bike that happened to be passing by in 
a cycling event. I watched the unfortunate rider sail through the air. On this occasion it was fortunate that the rider 
did not land on his head, but more on the side of his body. Being an event, it was not long before the support 
vehicles arrived and after half an hour or so, they had the rider patched up and coherent. Fortunately, the dog was 
okay, as was the rider. I felt that that incident, together with the debate held during talkback on ABC radio last 
week, was a very good reason to bring this motion forward. The discussion during talkback was about bike helmets, 
but I will get to that later in my presentation. 
I appreciate that in some circumstances we overregulate, but I am sure that we have got it right with the current 
helmet laws. Although some claim that it should be someone’s choice whether or not to wear a bike helmet, this 
right needs to be tempered by the subsequent impact on first responders, loved ones and vehicle drivers when 
accidents occur, especially those accidents involving head injuries. I had a briefing with the police on this matter 
and they were very insistent that the impact on, particularly, young people being injured in bike accidents was 
fairly traumatic for police officers, especially when the injuries were catastrophic. Most people who object to these 
bike laws do not have an issue with bike helmets, but more with the fact that bike helmets are regulated. They 
would be happy for people to wear helmets but would rather they be unregulated. Unfortunately, there are no 
statistics that demonstrate the benefit of wearing bike helmets. One factor that does demonstrate that bike helmets 
prevent injuries and save lives is that despite the large population increase and the increase in the number of 
vehicles and bikes on the road, between 1998 and 2017, the number of very serious accidents has remained almost 
the same, with 145 accidents in 1998, and 144 in 2017. These are road accidents that involve a car and a bike, not 
a serious accident involving just a person on a bike. Despite the huge increase in population, the number of 
accidents has remained virtually the same—144 and 145. There has also been a huge increase in the number of 
people riding bikes and the number of vehicles on the road. One could even say that the effect of modern 
technology, with people being distracted by their mobile phones while driving, is much greater today and that it is 
far more dangerous to be out on the road. It is hard to find an estimate of how many of those accidents were serious 
accidents, but the best guess is that it is in the order of 16 per cent. In other words, another 84 per cent of serious 
accidents happen on our roads or cycleways in which people end up with fatal or — 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: Severe. 
Hon LAURIE GRAHAM: — severe injuries while riding a bike. 
I am sure that my parliamentary colleague, Hon Alanna Clohesy, has much better statistics from the Department 
of Health, because the numbers I am reading out clearly underestimate the number of people who are hurt. 
Last week, Bicycle Network, an eastern states group that claims to be the largest group of its kind in Australia, 
advocated for people over 17 years of age to be able to choose whether they wear a helmet when riding on off-road 
bikeways and footpaths. As I said earlier, the debate was taken up on ABC radio last week. I listened to that debate 
and the range of callers who took part in it were both for and against the wearing of helmets. At the end of the 
segment, it was quite clear to me that the majority of people who rang in were very supportive of wearing bike 
helmets. That is most probably to be expected. The talkback show was held in the morning at a time when, perhaps, 
more mothers are at home who, being people with young children, can be very defensive. 
This is how problems with bike helmets and safety arise. Recently, in Chapman Valley in the Geraldton area, 
a group of cyclists took up the cause of why they should be able to ride freely on roads used by heavy vehicles 
travelling at 80 to 100 kilometres an hour, often fully loaded with grains or minerals. They wanted the right to ride 
on these roads and believed that these heavy vehicles should slow down and show them some courtesy. It was 
quite a debate that went backwards and forwards for some time. I believe that the parties met and came to some 
understanding about how difficult it is from the truck drivers’ point of view to give them the clearance that they 
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would like to have and for cyclists to not impact on truck drivers. I would not like to be riding a bicycle on those 
roads. It is bad enough driving a car past some of those trucks and feeling the suction that pulls the car in. I would 
not like to be riding a bicycle and to be passed by a heavy truck travelling at the speed limit, which is around 
100 kilometres an hour on a major haulage road. 
I will turn to an interim report put out in May 2016 by the Senate Economics References Committee titled, 
“Personal choice and community impacts.” This report did not necessarily make a finding that supports the case 
I am putting. Its finding was more along the lines that it does not know what the information is. I will refer to some 
sections of that report because it contains some important information. This committee’s role in the federal 
government is to look into all sorts of freedom of choice or personal issues. Mr Acting President, you would know 
better than me what the committee’s role is. In this report, the committee has looked at the sale of tobacco, the sale 
and use of marijuana and the sale and service of alcohol et cetera. The report also considered a Queensland review 
of bike helmet laws. The report outlines that in 2013, the Queensland Parliament’s Transport, Housing and 
Local Government Committee tabled its inquiry into cycling laws. The committee recommended to — 

• introduce a 24 month trial which exempts cyclists aged 16 years and over from the mandatory helmet 
road rule … 

It went on to state — 
The Queensland Government did not support the recommendation, noting that the ‘weight of evidence 
confirms the importance of wearing a … helmet while riding’. 

Evidence was also given in the report supporting the repeal of bike helmet legislation. It outlines that the view that 
the state should not intervene in a matter of personal choice was reflected in the evidence submitted by a number 
of individuals. That is obviously something that can and will continue to occur because people obviously want 
choice. The report also addressed the efficacy of bike helmets. The great debate in that area is about whether 
helmets are designed to achieve their outcome or to look sexy and be something that bike riders are willing to 
wear.  The perception of risk was also dealt with. Some evidence to the committee suggested that the fact a person 
was wearing a bike helmet actually increased the opportunity for them to be injured, because they would then 
believe they had protection and ride in an erratic manner or a manner in which they would not ride if they did not 
have a bike helmet. 
Mandatory helmet laws and cycling participation rates were obviously canvassed heavily in the report. One finding 
was that there was a 36 per cent decline in the number of people cycling in Melbourne following the introduction 
of Victoria’s helmet laws. People were obviously concerned at that time about looks—what they looked like with 
a helmet on—and a lot dropped out from riding. These statistics have obviously changed over the years. Those 
statistics were from back in the late 1980s and early 2000s. They are saying now that the number of bike riders is 
coming up to the previous number or similar numbers. Noting the time, I had better move away from that because 
it is starting to chew up a bit too much of the available time. 
I will move back to my notes. As I said, I received a briefing from the police and road safety people the other day. 
They have a strong view that helmets reduce the risk of serious injuries by 60 per cent and death by 74 per cent. 
That is an overwhelming statistic. It would be pretty hard for people who simply want personal choice to argue 
against that. Helmet-wearing cyclists admitted to Perth hospitals represent a national health burden, but that is half 
the cost of the non-helmet-wearing users. In other words, the 30 per cent of people who today choose to not wear 
helmets—these are the statistics that come from the serious accident reports, so they assume it is an average of 
bike riders—cost more than the other 70 per cent who are wearing bike helmets and who are also admitted to 
hospital with serious injuries. The idea of having a bad hair day as a result of wearing helmets is now long gone. 
People did have a view in the past. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon LAURIE GRAHAM: I do not think it is any longer a debate, but it is interesting that the idea is still there. 
In New South Wales, researchers found that helmets reduced the rate of serious head injuries by 70 per cent. They 
are all similar statistical numbers—there is obviously a small differential among them all. In desperation, that 
government is now appealing to the hip pocket in New South Wales. Fines have increased from $70 to $360 to try 
to hit the hip pocket. In closing, there is funding of $129 million for the bike paths and cycleways, which is 
fantastic. I reiterate that mandatory bike helmet laws save lives and reduce injuries and should be supported. 
HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [11.53 am]: Like most members in this chamber, I attend 
many citizenship ceremonies throughout the year. They are probably one of the most enjoyable events that I go to 
and I listen to them quite intently. One thing that comes up at every citizenship event is the letter from the minister. 
Part of the letter from the minister tells people that they have chosen to take on the rights and responsibilities of 
Australian citizenship. What I want to focus on in this debate is the responsibilities. Since I have come into 
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Parliament, it seems that everybody wants to stand up and say, “What are my rights? I want to fight for my rights.” 
There seems to be less focus on a person’s responsibilities in a society. In my contribution I want to focus more 
on the responsibilities of people in our society. 
I thank Hon Laurie Graham for raising this issue through this motion today. It has really come about because of 
the changing stance on the compulsory wearing of helmets of a large representative body of cyclists, called 
Bicycle Network. I will just look at its recommendations. For reference, I am using an article by Patrick Williams 
from 2 November 2018, which quoted the new recommendations. The recommendations state — 

Mandatory helmet laws should be relaxed with a 5-year trial permitting people older than 17 to decide 
whether they wear a helmet when riding on footpaths and cycle paths 

I will read the second recommendation, but it is more about Victoria and New South Wales — 
Riding a bicycle on the footpath should be made legal for all people in Victoria and NSW so the 5-year 
trial can be successful. This would bring Victoria and NSW in line with all other states and territories 

The third recommendation is that — 
More must be done to protect people who ride a bike on the road by reducing and eliminating a key 
hazard: motor vehicles 

That is a fairly broad recommendation—that we eliminate or at least reduce the use of motor vehicles. In Australia, 
that would be a fairly new concept. The article quotes the CEO of Bicycle Network, a gentleman by the name of 
Mr Richards. One of the quotes is — 

“Our recommendation is to give people the freedom to choose if they wear a helmet in low-risk 
circumstances, because that’s what bike riding is ultimately all about—freedom.” 

There was nothing about their responsibilities—it was all about their freedom. The article also states — 
Mr Richards said they did not believe Australia’s road networks had, “developed to a stage where they 
can confidently recommend a full repeal of mandatory helmet laws.” 

These helmet laws were introduced in the 1990s and seem to run parallel with the introduction of seatbelt laws in 
the 1980s. There are a lot of parallels, in my view—it is all about safety, all about obligation and all about bringing 
in laws to clarify people’s responsibilities. I was actually around in the 1970s, as I think a number of my colleagues 
would have been. I expect those members would remember the resistance to the introduction of the mandatory 
wearing of seatbelts. Seatbelts were not cool. Young guys in particular did not want to have to put on their seatbelt: 
“Why would you impose that sort of restriction on my freedoms?” I think most people would agree that the 
imposition of mandatory seatbelt use has been a great success in reducing the death toll on our roads. I think most 
members would agree with that. 
I have only a short amount of time, so I will try to skip through my contribution. I understand that Bicycle Network 
wants to encourage more people to ride bikes. That is a good objective; I encourage more people to walk and cycle. 
As we grow older, keeping our mobility is an important thing. However, I take great exception to the fact that 
Bicycle Network thinks that wearing helmets is okay for our kids, but not okay once a person reaches the age of 
17. I can see a real resistance from children, who will say, “Why should I have to wear a helmet? That is what 
young kids do; it’s not what grown-ups do.” If I am 16 years of age and I am going to be forced to wear a helmet, 
why can I then choose when I am 17? I think grown-ups need to take this responsibility of setting a good example 
to our kids as a most important part of their contribution to society.  
I agree that we need to encourage bike riding and walking. The Bicycle Network suggests that the problem will be 
fixed if bikes move onto paths, but I suggest that at the moment there is not a high enough uptake of bike riding 
and not enough uptake of walking as we would like. If we managed to increase that uptake to any great extent, 
there would be exactly the same problem on paths as there is currently on the road—that is, the differential between 
the speed of the two vehicles, or, indeed, walking and bikes in the case of paths. We will not achieve that until the 
infrastructure in suburbs is improved to allow for the speed differential between bikes, walking and cars. That is 
what we should be heading towards, and it is all about planning. The suggestion of the Bicycle Network is 
a backward step and very irresponsible. I understand its job is to advocate for bicycle riders and that 60 per cent 
of its members would like to have the air flowing through their hair when they ride a bike, but it is very 
irresponsible and, ultimately, if it is successful, it will result in more people dying in dramatic ways. 
The real answer is to look at planning. I suggest that the low uptake of cycling is probably not so much to do with 
a resistance to wearing helmets but more to do with the distances that people have to ride. There are two main 
problems for cyclists. The first is Perth has quarter-acre blocks and a big suburban sprawl. It would be better if 
there was more medium-density housing, as there is in Melbourne, for instance, where many suburbs are made up 
of small communities and people live in small blocks of units, with higher density housing, communal living and 
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more interaction. I do not believe in high density or that people should live in 20-storey apartment blocks, but 
Perth needs more medium-density housing so that things can be brought close together. That would encourage the 
use of pushbikes. Another factor in Western Australia, of course, is the distances people have to travel to work. 
One problem with our freeways is that a lot of people in the northern suburbs travel to the southern suburbs or to 
Perth for work. I believe that makes us more resistant to using bikes regularly. If we could concentrate on those 
things, particularly around planning, it would have a much more positive impact on this suggestion. The suggestion 
of the Bicycle Network is very irresponsible. I think that we should set the laws and agenda and resist making any 
change to the law by setting a good example. 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [12.03 pm]: I thank Hon Laurie Graham for the motion he has moved 
today. I note that this is a divisive issue and that there are people for and against it. Members have put forward a lot 
of suggestions to back up their arguments, but I would like to draw members’ attention to some of the background 
of the current laws in WA and where we might be headed in the future. Australia was the first state in the world to 
introduce uniform, national, all-age mandatory bicycle helmets legislation in 1990. Hon Martin Pritchard, who 
spoke before me, mentioned that. WA commenced police enforcement of that law on 1 July 1992. Regulation 222 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000 requires a protective helmet to be worn by any person or passenger riding a bicycle 
on a road or path unless the person is wearing religious or cultural headdress that makes wearing a helmet 
impractical or the person has been exempted by the CEO for medical reasons. Australia and New Zealand are the 
only countries that require and enforce the universal use of helmets by cyclists, so in a sense we are pretty isolated 
in the world in relation to our current laws. In other countries there are no mandatory helmet laws, while some 
have laws, for example, that apply to only children or to certain parts of a city, which might have the infrastructure 
in place to make it safer for cyclists. Some other countries and cities have also introduced mandatory helmet laws 
and subsequently replaced them, including Malta and Bosnia. 

There have been reports and inquiries and, as the previous member stated, a recommendation to reverse mandatory 
helmet laws  from the Bicycle Network, which is Australia’s largest cycling organisation and whose members 
might be listening to the debate today. On 31 October, it reversed its policy and has recommended a five-year trial 
that will permit people older than 17 years to choose whether to wear a helmet when riding on footpaths or on 
off-road cyclepaths. This recommendation follows a 14-month inquiry that had 19 327 respondents, 58.3 per cent 
of whom supported changes to helmet laws. As members can see, there is still a split there. The recommended trial 
to make helmets optional on footpaths and cyclepaths seems reasonable; however, it must be noted that Perth 
cyclepath infrastructure has significant gaps, because, in reality, most trips for both commuting and recreation are 
likely to involve at least some on-road travel. Recently, I cycled into the city and I feared for my life on some 
occasions! The point I am making is that we do not have the infrastructure. We have a very congested city. I have 
spoken to a lot of cyclists who say that they do not want to get on the roads because, first, they fear the traffic, and, 
second, they also fear that they might be abused by other cyclists because they are not road racers. Cyclists are not 
all road racers; many people just want to get from A to B. People want to be able to cycle in safety and without 
feeling that they will be pushed to cross an intersection or do something unsafe because they are not fast enough 
on a bicycle. That is pretty much me! I am not a fast cyclist, but I can tell you that I feel pressure when I have a lot 
of other cyclists behind me, expecting me to push ahead and get in front of the pack. 

In August, the Legislative Council set up the Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety to 
inquire into and report on the economic and social impact of measures introduced in Western Australia to restrict 
personal choice, which was put forward by Hon Aaron Stonehouse. I hope that the committee looks into this 
matter. I note that submissions closed in October and that no report has been published, but I wait in anticipation 
to see what comes out of that committee. Also, a Senate Economics References Committee established in 2015–16 
conducted an inquiry into government regulation of measures that affect personal choice. It received a large 
number of submissions from people opposed to helmet laws. The committee recommended that a comprehensive 
national dataset be established to provide information on cycling injury and participation rates and that a national 
assessment of mandatory bicycle helmet laws be conducted once the data is in place. That highlights the fact 
that we do not have much information and that we still need to get as much information as possible before we 
determine which way we are going with this. Some of the research that has already been put forward on 
mandatory helmet laws was extremely divided and did not provide any clear guidance. Some 2 500 reports have 
been produced. The number one argument in favour of mandatory bike helmets is that they help protect against 
brain injury. My colleague Hon Alison Xamon, if she gets the call, will speak on that issue. The fact that helmets 
reduce head injuries is well established and accepted; even those campaigning against mandatory helmet laws 
accept that fact. I note that more than 80 per cent of crashes involving bicycle riders are caused by motor vehicle 
drivers. This statistic also needs to change, and this goes back to infrastructure and support to ensure that cyclists 
are safe on the roads. No matter what our theoretical arguments are about mandatory helmets, we need to 
seriously think about whether Perth’s cycling infrastructure is put in place. I note that some people opposing 
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more bicycle infrastructure are saying that the roads are for everyone, and that includes cyclists, so there is a bit 
of back-and-forth over this. 

An argument against mandatory bike helmets is that they discourage cycling participation. Cycling participation 
rates are declining in Australia, and we need to reverse that. Transport contributes 18 per cent of our greenhouse 
gas emissions, so getting more people cycling will reduce that. There are also well-established and significant 
physical health benefits, so we will reduce public health costs with more people cycling on the roads. The 
environmental and social impacts of getting more people cycling are net positive, so we need to make sure that we 
get as many people as we can cycling, so that we can reverse the trend of fewer people choosing to take up cycling. 

Hon Samantha Rowe: Was that decline within Australia? 

Hon TIM CLIFFORD: Yes. 

I will give one example. Last week I attended a briefing session given by a couple from Vancouver, talking about 
how their car-dominated city, which has a similar demographic to Perth, became a leader in promoting cycling. 
Initially, there was a huge backlash against cyclists, claiming that building the infrastructure would ruin the 
economy and deprive businesses of customers. A number of other arguments were put forward, but within a decade 
the situation was turned around, and now 10 per cent of the population is commuting on bicycles every day. 
Interestingly, it is a place where there are mandatory helmet laws, but since it has introduced bike infrastructure, 
the city has seen a decline in helmet use, because people are feeling safer. We need to look at the outcomes of 
some of the studies on bike helmet use in some of those jurisdictions. We also need to do our best to fund cycling 
infrastructure, because even in Vancouver people were demanding that more money be put into it. I note that the 
current government is looking to put more into bicycle infrastructure and safety, but we need to keep at the 
forefront of our mind that it will benefit everyone. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [12.14 pm]: The motion before the house today is very 
interesting. The house has established a select committee to look at, among other things, bicycle helmet laws in 
this state, and I am the chair of that committee, although today I will be speaking only in my capacity as the leader 
of the Liberal Democrats for Western Australia and a member of Parliament. It is an interesting way to spend 
non-government time, I would think. It does not come around very often. Although bicycle helmet laws are an 
important issue, I get only perhaps one chance a year to further my agenda in this chamber in non-government 
time, and I have spent that time pursuing criminal justice reform, and the decriminalisation of cannabis. But that 
is okay; we will spend a bit of time talking about bike helmets in the time remaining. The deliberations of the 
Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety are private, of course, but some of the submissions 
have been made public. Of the submissions to the select committee made public so far, over half have been on the 
matter of mandatory bike helmet laws. Of those submissions, I think maybe only two or three were advocating the 
status quo, of mandating bicycle helmets. 

I will try to briefly address some of the arguments made so far. There is a concern that, if we follow the 
recommendations of the Bicycle Network of making bicycle helmets a matter of choice for people over the age 
of 17, riding on bicycle paths and off the roads, that will provide a bad example for children. It is argued that 
children will see adults riding without helmets and will try to emulate them, or go down the same path and flout 
mandatory bike helmet laws. That is interesting, because there are a lot of things that adults can do and children 
cannot. Adults can buy and consume alcohol and tobacco products, gamble, buy pornography or enter into 
contracts. There are a raft of things that only adults can do that children cannot, yet we somehow manage to draw 
a line that says that this is okay for adults and not for children. I am not sure that bicycle helmets should really be 
treated any differently. Infant children have to sit in car seats, whereas children over a certain age and size do not. 
Ultimately, the parent has the responsibility; it is not really a choice for the child to make themselves. 

It was submitted that the Australian Senate committee’s personal choice and community impacts inquiry, 
conducted by the Economics References Committee did not come down with any real hard, concrete 
recommendations. That is true, but let us not forget that that is because the Senate inquiry that looked at bike 
helmets was dissolved because there was a double dissolution of the Australian Parliament in 2016. The committee 
was investigating the matter of bike helmets, and was suddenly cut short and had to quickly produce a report, with 
who knows how little time remaining. It was not able to come out with any real concrete recommendations, aside 
from the recommendation to increase reporting, perhaps with the aim of having some kind of trial in the future. 

I want to refer to one submission to the Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety that has been 
made public. It is written by Dr Dorothy L. Robinson, from an organisation called Cycle-Safe. She points to 
a couple of areas in which research has already been done in this matter. I read from her submission — 

Additional analyses on the effect of bicycle helmet laws in NSW were published in 2018 by the Transport 
and Road Safety Research Centre, University of NSW. These new analyses reported decreases in injuries 
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and fatalities of cyclists that were attributed to reduced cycling (especially for cyclists aged 0–20), safer 
roads conditions (road fatalities per 100,000 population in NSW dropped by 47% from 18.2 to 9.7 from 
1988–1993) and increased use of bicycle paths and off-road facilities. 

That is a decrease in fatalities not attributed to cycle helmets, but rather a decreased rate of cycling. The submission 
continues — 

A study of Canadian helmet laws reached similar conclusions. Legislation increased helmet wearing rates, 
but that did not translate into fewer head injuries. Study author Prof. Kay Teschke said: “Helmet laws didn’t 
make a difference to hospitalization rates for head and brain injuries". She said the study yielded other 
surprises including that the rate of hospitalization amongst cyclists actually dropped as the rate of cycling 
went up. “This may be a result of motorist and cyclist getting used to each other as rates of cycling increase, 
and also a reflection of better and safer cycling infrastructure enticing more people to get on their bikes”. 

Mexico City and Israel repealed helmet laws because of the difficulties they create for bike-share 
schemes. Tel Aviv was rewarded by a 54% increase in numbers of residents cycling to work or school 
from 2010 to 2012. Enforcement of helmet laws in Vancouver is virtually non-existent, having fallen 
from 2,828 tickets issued in 2009 to 17 in 2016 and 35 in 2017. Non-compliance with the law appears 
widespread. Given the strong evidence that helmet laws discourage cycling, damage health and reduce 
safety in numbers, it’s time for Australia to make cycling safer and more popular by following suit and 
repealing helmet laws. 

That is the summary of the submission by Dr Dorothy L. Robinson from Cycle-Safe. That mirrors many of the 
submissions that have been made public by the committee so far. When we talk about bicycle helmets, I can make 
the argument for personal choice and autonomy, but there is often a counterargument about the responsibility we 
have to other people: What about the first responders? What about the family members? That is a pretty compelling 
argument. We do have a responsibility to our family and to society as a whole to an extent, but, ultimately, they 
do not own us. Our family does not own us. Our family cannot veto us from buying a motorcycle if we really want 
to, despite that being perhaps a risky endeavour. They cannot veto us from going bungee jumping or mountain 
climbing. Ultimately, that choice rests with the individual. Yet we have made an exception with bicycle helmets. 
We are one of only two countries in the world that have nationally enforced mandatory bike helmet laws. We stand 
out as the exception around the world. It is no surprise that our cycling rates are so low. 

Obviously, there is a cost to the healthcare system when people suffer traumatic brain injury and perhaps there 
may be some way to mitigate that or to make those people engaging in risky behaviour bear the cost of their 
actions. I would certainly like to see that. I believe in personal responsibility. That goes hand in hand with personal 
choice. However, if we are talking about cycling off road or cycling on a bike path, and we think that it is necessary 
for us to enforce mandatory bike helmet laws for that activity, I wonder whether the people advocating that have 
ever seen a bicycle. Cycling on a bike path is not a dangerous activity, not relative to anything else we do in our 
daily lives. I spend about an hour and a half driving every day to and from the city for work, and maybe longer 
when I drive around my electorate or attend appointments. I would wager that that activity—being stuck on the 
freeway for an hour or so every day, almost every week of the year—is putting me at far more risk of injury, from 
a catastrophic car accident, than me riding my bike to the shops, riding down to the corner or riding along a beach 
path. It is a very, very low risk activity compared with everything else we do in our lives. 

An argument is put about the cost to the healthcare system. That may be valid to some extent, but it takes us down 
a very dangerous path. Members should think about all the activities that we engage in that contribute to our 
healthcare costs. Did everybody get their 30 minutes of exercise today? If not, maybe we should introduce some 
kind of tax to recover their healthcare costs as a result of their inactivity, which will eventually be a burden on 
taxpayers. Does everyone eat their two fruit and five vegetables a day? If not, maybe we should tax them for that 
to recover the cost for the healthcare system. It is a very dangerous path to go down, and we should be wary of 
that. If we can point to a high-risk activity, there might be an argument to be made, but not for a very low risk 
activity like riding on a bike path for crying out loud, when the most dangerous thing is a pedestrian! I can tell 
members that a collision with a pedestrian is not quite as catastrophic as a collision with a car or a truck. That is 
certainly true. Those folks in lycra who are racing each other, as strange as they look, are engaging in a higher risk 
activity relative to those riding on bike paths and doing what is called utility riding—that is, riding near the beach 
or riding to and from the shops in low traffic areas. 

Ultimately, the committee will have an opportunity to consider these things. I look forward to the committee 
handing down a report in due course and having hearings about bicycle helmets. That is all I wish to say on this 
matter. I will not be supporting this motion. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [12.23 pm]: I rise to make just a few comments. I point out 
to people that there is a real benefit to bike helmets. A study was conducted in 2016 by the University of 
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New South Wales that compiled data from 40 different studies and 64 000 cyclists and found that bike helmets had 
contributed to a 50 per cent reduction in head injuries of any severity and a 70 per cent reduction in serious head 
injuries. It also found that non-helmeted cyclists are more than three times more likely to sustain intracranial injuries 
and four times more likely to sustain traumatic brain injury when compared with helmeted cyclists. These are real 
figures. They show that bike helmets have had a significant impact on dealing with the issue of acquired brain injury. 

Earlier this year I had the opportunity to meet with Dr Sudhakar Rao in his capacity as the head of the 
Royal Australasian College of Surgeons. He also happens to be the state director of the trauma unit at Royal Perth 
Hospital. The issue of bike helmets came up. He raised concerns on behalf of the college to say that he thinks that 
second-hand helmets should be banned because there is no method of visually assessing whether a second-hand 
helmet is safe. I asked a question of the Minister for Commerce and Industrial Relations about this when it was 
pointed out that this was an issue for Australian consumer law. Dr Rao raised this because he is adamant that in 
his capacity dealing with brain trauma, the need to have safe bike helmets is critical. We cannot separate the issue 
of the use of bike helmets from the broader issue of ensuring that we have appropriate cycling infrastructure. This 
is something that previous speakers have already spoken about. 

I will touch quickly on the situation in Denmark, which has huge rates of cycling and where hardly anyone wears 
a helmet. However, I also want to point out that the country itself is very flat and has been entirely set up for cycling 
on an ongoing basis. They have separate bike paths. Within Copenhagen are bike paths that have their own traffic 
lights, so there are lights for pedestrians, regular traffic lights and then separate traffic light arrangements for the 
bikes. There is huge infrastructure enabling people to park their bikes in the city. It is a city that has been entirely 
set up for cycling. I note also that people stick to a reasonable speed. I did not see a single piece of lycra, which 
was fantastic because, I must say, I think that raises broader issues of second-hand trauma for people’s eyeballs! 

We must note that the high rates of cycling and an entire bicycling culture that is conducive to being safe go hand 
in glove with making sure that there has been an investment in cycling infrastructure in the first place. The other 
matter I want to point out is something that I have noted occurs very differently in countries like Denmark as 
opposed to Australia; that is, everybody in Denmark obeys the rules. Cyclists do not ride on footpaths; they ride 
on bike paths. In Perth, sometimes they follow the red light; sometimes they go across it. People were making 
a point of sticking to the rules that are attached to that cycling infrastructure. 

The point I make is this: we have a long way to go in this country in relation to investment in appropriate 
infrastructure, but also in creating a culture around cycling whereby people are prepared to stick to the various 
arrangements that enable cycling to be safe. In the meantime, the use of helmets is one that has had a direct and 
tangible impact on reducing the rate of acquired brain injury, and that is really important. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.28 pm]: It is clear that this 
is an emotive issue, but I thank Hon Laurie Graham for bringing the debate on mandatory bike helmets to this 
chamber. Probably why he brought it to the chamber is that it is an important issue in our community and, therefore, 
should be considered by our Legislative Council.  

There are a lot of opinions for and against mandating the wearing of bike helmets. The evidence shows that laws 
mandating the wearing of bike helmets save lives. I emphasise that the clear evidence shows that, not opinions. 
Not only do they saves lives, but also they minimise potential long-term head injury damage. The mandatory 
wearing of bike helmets is enshrined in national law that Western Australia has adapted with minor variations. In 
March 2017, the Australian Health Protection Principal Committee—the committee that brings together all 
Chief Health Officers and esteemed health officials from each Australian state and territory—issued a statement 
and background paper supporting the national law. That suggests to me that the national laws are particularly 
important. In part, the statement says that the committee supports Australia’s mandatory bicycle helmet laws, and 
I quote — 

… as an appropriate and proportionate injury prevention measure. The laws contribute to safe 
participation in recreational, transport or sport cycling for riders of all ages and capabilities. 

That is a fairly strong statement from a group of eminent health officials. 

Brain injury caused by bike falls and crashes can result in death or catastrophic physical or cognitive disability. 
There is no cure for brain injury. Once someone has injured their brain, it is injured. The personal cost of living 
with an acquired traumatic brain injury is incalculable, and depending on the area of the brain injured it can affect 
significant parts of people’s lives such as being able to walk, talk or ride a bike. That is the personal cost. I could 
talk about the personal cost for family members. The lives of many people with traumatic brain injury do not return 
to normal. That is the personal cost. 

The statement of the Australian Health Protection Principal Committee also states — 
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The costs associated with brain injury are accrued from the point of first response by emergency services, 
through to rehabilitation and on-going care costs. The per incident lifetime cost of a traumatic brain injury 
has been estimated at $2.5 million for moderate brain injury and up to $4.8 million for severe brain injury. 

As I earlier said — 

Some costs are far more difficult to quantify, including the impact on families and communities. 

The efficacy of bike helmets in preventing or reducing severe brain injury has been well established through 
extensive engineering and impact studies. I am sure that members have seen the impact study advertisement on 
television, when the person in the car hits a wall and we can see their head moving back and forward. That is an 
impact study. Many peer-reviewed articles have also demonstrated the effectiveness of bike helmets in preventing 
head injuries. Decades and decades of road safety research also demonstrates that crashes are rarely predictable, 
and that people make mistakes. In terms of whether bike paths or roads are safer, accidents happen. I recently 
stacked my bike twice on Rottnest Island. It happened in a designated safe area, but that did not mean that I did 
not stack my bike—twice. Well, actually, all right—once I threw it, but the first time was clearly a stack. 

Consistent with the research, I learnt from stacking my bike that one of the greatest deterrents to riding a bike is 
safety concern. Certainly that is the case for me. For others, the inconvenience of wearing a helmet is a small price 
to pay compared with the costs and consequences of brain injury. It is possible to come off our bikes when we 
least expect it, whether riding fast or slow, and certainly when people under the age of 10 ride right in front of us 
and we have to take action to avoid running into them. That demonstrates that mistakes or accidents can happen. 
The brain is like a firm jelly. It is not designed to absorb the type of impact that happens when our skull hits a hard 
surface. The helmet helps to absorb the energy from the fall and protect the brain from full impact. That is the 
helmet’s purpose. From even light impact, the brain can very easily be injured through hitting the skull. The 
consequence of even a minor brain injury can be very wideranging. Just as seatbelts protect people in cars, helmets 
protects cyclists. For cyclists, the helmet is the last line of defence against a potentially devastating brain injury. 

I recommend to members the background paper on mandatory bicycle helmet laws in Australia, produced by the 
Australian Health Protection Principal Committee. It goes into one of the largest ever studies into bike helmet 
effectiveness, and finds that helmets could significantly reduce the chance of serious head injury by almost 
70 per cent. The study concludes, and I quote — 

“Helmet use is associated with odds reductions of 51% for head injury, 69% for serious head injury, 
33% for face injury and 65% for fatal head injury. Injuries to the neck were rare and not associated with 
helmet use,” … 

“These results suggest that strategies to increase the uptake of bicycle helmets should be considered along 
with other injury prevention strategies as part of a comprehensive cycling safety plan.” 

Some argue that compulsory helmets should apply only to children, but WA data shows that adults are also at risk. 
Members, bike helmets, like seatbelts, are a safety device. They protect us from serious injury and harm, and 
mandatory bike helmets should be supported. Thanks, honourable member, for bringing this important motion to 
the house. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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