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RECOMMENDATIONS

(i)That interpretations of statistical evidence given for 0.08 and 0.05 BAC should be
treated very cautiously as the raw data can be analysed to produce different conclusions.

(ii)That the learning to drink and learning to drive experiences should be separated as
much as practicable and could best be done by extending 0.02 for 2 years beyond
probation.

(iii)Despite the fact that results produced from clinical studies are not conclusive that the
lowering of BAC from 0.08 to 0.05 reduces the probability of motor vehicle accidents, the
Committee accepts there is an argument that the lowering of the permissible BAC to 0.05
would be to the greater community good.

(iv) That if 0.05 is introduced across the board, or at all, it be enforced by way
of infringement notices and demerit points.

(v) That the Traffic Board research the reasons for the high accident statistics
of young drivers ill higher powered motor vehicles.

(vi) If an age dependent 0.05 offence is created then a Police officer should be
able to demand the age of a driver whom he reasonably suspects has
committed an offence.

(vi) That the giving of a false age to a police officer should carry the same
penalty as a 0.05 offence.

(vii) That the Minister look closely at allocating funds for the acquisition and
installation of a video identification system at testing stations.

The Committee was unable to settle on an agreed set of amendments and
therefore appends two versions of the Bill to this report. They are:

(i) The Liberal Party version printed on Blue Paper.

This version consists of three tiers - the existing one year
probation period (0.02 BAC); 0.05 for drivers who have not
attained the age of 21 years; and, 0.08 thereafter.

(ii) The Chairman IS compromise version printed on Green Paper
which is also a three tier approach.

This version is also a three tier approach - 0.02 BAC
extended for two years beyond probation (picks up
Recommendation 2 above); 0.05 for drivers who have not
attained the age of 25 years; and, 0.08 thereafter.
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REPORT ON THE ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL (NO 2)
1990

RE-REFERRED

INTRODUCTION

1. The Committee met to discuss this Bill for a second time after it was
again referred from the House on Tuesday May 14, 1991 with a request
that the Committee "vrovide a mQre detailed reVQrt tQ enable members tQ•
understand the cQmmittee:~ deliberations".

2. The Committee reiterates the statement from its first Report that there is a
divergence of opinion regarding the lowering of the blood alcohol
concentration from 0.08% (80mgfL) to 0.05% (50mgfL) and that the task
of reconciliation and determination is not an easy one.

3. In making this statement, the Committee is not attempting to excuse itself
from making a determination, merely to indicate that the process can not be
dismissed easily. Eventually the decision taken will be a political choice.
The function of this Committee is to attempt to inform that choice. To that
end, the Committee is now required to undertake a more detailed analysis of
the material and to state its findings.

HISTORICAL & INVESTIGATIONS

4. As previously reported, much of the evidence taken by the Committee was
of a statistical nature. Data of three broad kinds were considered. They
related to relationships between drink-driving and the incidence of motor
vehicle accidents and fatalities; clinically-measured effects of BAC on
motor and perceptual skills used in driving motor vehicles; and surveys of
public opinion about changing the BAC limits for drivers.

5. The Committee examined several authoritative analyses of statistical
evidence presented to it. In addition, evidence was given by acknowledged
expert statisticians and specialists in road accident research, namely
Professor Tim Brown, Mathematics Department, University of Western
Australia; Dr Anthony Ryan, NHMRC Road Accident Research Unit,
University of Adelaide; Professor David Hawks, Professor of Addiction
Studies, Curtin University of Technology; and Dr Ian Smith, WA Alcohol
and Drug Authority.
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6 . The divergence of their opinions as to the appropriateness of various data
collection techniques, procedures for data analysis, and the isolation of
external factors which obscure the effects in the gathering of statistics and
the external differentiation factors make for a confusing starting point.
Conflicting opinions about what the numbers meant led to the conclusion
that no real confidence, in both the popular and the statisticians' meanings
of that term, can be placed in the data made available. In the end, the
Committee decided that in the main it could not rely on statistical evidence
to reach any sound conclusion.

Epidemiological Evidence

7. The strongest epidemiological evidence for a 0.05 limit might be expected
to come from scientific evaluation of the effect of an actual change in the
limit from 0.08 to 0.05. Four Australian States have done so, Victoria in
February 1966, New South Wales in December 1980, Queensland in
December 1982, and Tasmania in January 1983. However, the only direct
evaluations of the effect on road mortality of those changes were from
Queensland and New South Wales. Even in the latter the reliability of
statistical evidence was obscured by other enforcement measures introduced
when the BAC was reduced.

8. The basis of the Queensland and New South Wales studies was an
evaluation of the difference between number of day time and night time
crashes before and after the introduction of the 0.05 limit. The assumption
underlying them was that alcohol would be more commonly a factor in
motor vehicle accidents at night than during the day.

9. In his analysis of the data, Dr Ian Smith attributed a decrease in night time
accidents resulting in both property and personal damage to the change
from 0.08 to 0.05. Dr Anthony Ryan's review of the statistical evidence, on
the other hand, indicated other factors might influence observed differences
in accident rates. These included changes in enforcement policies, the
frequency of single or multiple vehicle accidents, the types of intersections
involved, whether collisions occurred at intersections or elsewhere, their
urban or rural distribution, and so on. He interpreted the lower percentage
of drivers with high BAC being involved in motor vehicle accidents as
resulting more from changes in testing and enforcement policies than from
changes in drink-driving laws.

10. For the Committee, Ryan's conclusion that it is uncertain how much the
observed differences between night time and day time injury-only accident
rates might be attributed to reducing the BAC limit, was important in
focusing attention on how cautiously one should rely upon interpretations of
statistical evidence.

11. In particular, Smith and Ryan addressed the same statistics but reached



3

different conclusions. An independent evaluation by Professor Tim Brown
of their respective data analytic techniques suggested that Smith's findings
required careful scrutiny. For example, there was a strong indication that
this analysis of the Queensland results depended upon a structured sample
to present a structured result.

12. After hearing discussion of their respective work, the Committee considered
that the evidence presented by Dr Ian Smith to be discredited. It was
agreed that whereas the Committee could have confidence placed in Dr
Ryan's findings, no such confidence could be placed in Dr Smith.
Furthermore, since Dr Smith's work was fundamental to the case presented
by State and Commonwealth authorities, the fact that it stood discredited
weakened considerably the scientific justification for limiting the BAC to
0.05.

13. In addition to these Australian studies of the relationship between alcohol
and motor vehicle accidents, the Committee reviewed literature from
research overseas. In particular, a review of five studies (Grand Rapids,
Vermont, Farris, Adelaide and TIRF) by Mayhew and Simpson produced
some compelling conclusions. A graph summarising their results is shown
as Appendix 1A.

14. As can be seen, although there are differences in the estimates of risk of
motor vehicle collisions among the five studies, attributable to a variety of
factors including differences in research methods, types of collision
populations studied and the times and locations of the separate studies, the
risk curves are strikingly similar. For all five curves, the risk of collision
increases very marginally until 0.08, at which point risk increases rapidly
with further increases in BAC.

15. Those BAC risk curves represent aggregated data describing the results for
the average drinking driver. Data from the Grand Rapids study, however,
demonstrated different risks for drivers of different ages. In particular, they
showed that the risk of accident involvement is higher for drivers aged 18
24 years than older drivers, especially under 0.08.

16. Mayhew and Simpson replicated the data analysis of the Grand Rapids
Study by combining two sets of Canadian data about drivers on the road
and fatally injured drivers. Their findings were similar. They are
summarised in the graph presented as Appendix lB. Although the fatal
crash risk increases with increases in BAC for all age groups, the risk of
crash is consistently higher among young drivers aged 16-19 than among
other age groups and this difference is statistically significant and requires
explanation.

17. The statistics alone give us no insight into why or how alcohol and youth
act alone or in combination to contribute to fatal crashes.



4

18. Mayhew and Simpson observed, "The typical explanation given in the
literature for the higher risk is youths' relative inexperience with driving
after drinking. Essentially, learning to drink coincides with learning to
drive, and when combined produce much higher relative risk. What other
factors contribute to the relationship are somewhat indeterminate, although
several have been speculated, including immaturity, poor judgement and a
willingness to take risks."

19. The statistics do require action by all those responsible for regulation of
road traffic.

Clinical Studies

20. Apart from epidemiological studies, the most frequently cited evidence in
favour of lowering the BAC for drivers is derived from clinical studies of
the effects of alcohol upon concentration, decision-making and
psychomotor skills.

21. While he decided not to appear before the Committee, Associate Professor
Peter Howat of the School of Community Health at Curtin University
submitted results from his review of several hundred clinical studies over
the past eighteen years. On the basis of that review, he proposed that
performance of complex tasks, especially those requiring divided attention,
is significantly adversely affected when BAC is 0.05 and above. Higher
BAC's generally are required before performance on simple tasks, such as
reaction time, is significantly affected.

22. In particular, poorer driver performance on driver simulator studies is
consistently reported when BAC is 0.04 and above. Driving tasks show
performance to be adversely affected by BAC levels as low as 0.022.

23. Professor Howat concluded that laboratory studies of the effect of alcohol
consumption on the performance of complex tasks show consistently
significant impairment at very low BAC's. Performance on many
behavioural measures related to driving abilities deteriorates as BAC rises,
and this is especially so when BAC is approximately 0.05 or above.

24. Once again, the Committee was confronted with the problem of trying to
make meaning from scientific evidence. The problem of extrapolating from
clinical studies was shown to be the exact reverse of the problem for
epidemiological research.

25. In his evidence to the Committee, Professor Tim Brown expressed the
difficulty of drawing generalisations from the two different lines of research
in these terms: "...the real problem with epidemiological studies is that it is
very difficult to control all the other variables...The problem with clinical
type studies is the relationship between skill tests and the probability of
being involved in an accident. In other words, taking the clinical data and
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trying to work out if there is such and such a deterioration in the two-skills
study from 0.05 to 0.08 and how that effects the risk of people's being
involved in accidents."

26. The Committee decided clinical studies did not produce conclusive evidence
that lowering BAC for drivers from 0.08 to 0.05 would reduce the
probability of motor vehicle accidents, particularly fatal accidents. If the
evidence were conclusive it also would show up in significant differences
between road accident data for drivers with BAC's of less than 0.05 and
those above that limit. Neither was demonstrated to the Committee's
satisfaction.

Community Opinion

27. The Committee heard that, prior to the introduction of the Bill to the
Legislative Council, seven different surveys had been conducted regarding
community attitudes to the 0.08 and 0.05 blood alcohol levels. These
included one by Reark Research on behalf of the Health Promotion Service,
another by the Alcohol and Drug Authority, a Westpoll, a national survey
by AGE. McNair, and a public opinion poll conducted by Channel 10 in
Perth.

28. While each had differing respectability in terms of survey research
techniques, six of the seven produced a consistent response. They indicated
that public discussion was occurring on the 0.08 and 0.05 blood alcohol
levels and that public support for reducing the level was increasing.
Furthermore, while there were discernible differences between the attitudes
or rural and urban dwellers, both groups showed a high level of support for
reducing the BAC of drivers. Only a survey by the WA Hotels and
Hospitality Association (WAHHA) produced different results.

29. The Committee sought some clarification of those outcomes. It observed,
for example, that results of the telephone survey conducted by Reark
Research on behalf of the WAHHA on 10-12 August 1990 produced
apparently contradictory results to that conducted by the same company for
the Health Promotion Services Branch only six weeks previously. The June
survey indicated that two-thirds (65.4%) of people interviewed agreed with
the proposal to reduce the legal blood alcohol level for motorists to 0.05
would have no effect on the road toll.

30. The Committee heard evidence from Reark Research Pty Ltd, marketing
and social research consultants, who conducted the surveys on behalf of the
Health Department and the WAHHA. They explained that the reasons for
these apparent differences lay not so much in changing community attitudes,
but in the nature of the questions asked. Comparison of the survey
instruments might illustrate the point.

31. In a Telephone Omnibus Survey, Phoneline, on the weekend of June 22-24
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1990, the following questions were asked. They were framed by Health
Promotion Services and processed on their behalf by Reark Research:

"Q1. Several medical and research authorities have said that even
at quite low levels drinking and driving significantly
increases a driver's risk of aceident. Do you believe this?

YES
NO

Q2. I am going to read some health problems which are known to
be associated with drinking too much alcohol. Which of the
following do you think is the MOST SERIOUS problem?
(Choose one only)

Liver damage after chronic alcohol abuse
Death of young people in road aceidents
Injuries from fights
Cancer of the mouth and throat
Death from heart disease and stroke

Q3. The legal limit for blood alcohol for drivers in Western
Australia has been 0.08%. In the interests of road safety, it
has been decided to lower the limit to 0.05% (the same as in
Victoria, NSW, Queensland and South Australia). How
strongly do you agree or disagree with this decision?"

Respondents answers were ranked on a four point scale: Strongly Agree;
Agree; Disagree; Strongly Disagree.

32. The questions are biased and predispose respondents to a desired answer.
For example, the first cites an anonymous "authoritative" opinion about the
relationship between drink-driving and risks of accident. Respondents are
asked to agree. Given the high public esteem that "medical and research
authorities" have in the general community, the effect of the question is to
reinforce a set of preconceptions (it is the same as the advertising technique
which suggests the 9 out of 10 dentists recommend a particular brand of
toothpaste, or that a particular tampon was designed by a doctor for
women).

33. Similarly, the second question requires respondents to reaffirm rather than
evaluate a set of emotive propositions about alcohol and health problems.
Finally, the last question focuses attention on the 0.08/0.05 debate by asking
respondents whether they agree with decisions already made (and enacted in
other Australian states). The net effect of the preceding biased questions is
to condition the mind-set of respondents in favour of the proposal, and the
responses are highl y predictable.
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34. Those questions were asked after an extensive publicity campaign about the
health consequences of alcohol abuse (The Drinksafe Campaign). Hence,
the real information derived from the responses was not about unadorned
community opinions about lowering the drink-driving limit, but rather how
effective the publicity campaign had been in stimulating public discussion
of the issue.

35. Questions framed by the WAHHA and included by Reark Research in its
Phoneline Survey on the weekend of 10,11 and 12 August illustrate a
different use of questions. Three were asked:

"Could you please tell me how much you "agree" or "disagree" with the
following statements?

Q1a. The huge losses of WA Inc Rothwells and the failed Petro Chemical
deal have left the WA government desperate to raise revenue by
increasing taxes and charges.
(Emhe: "Agree" is that "strongly agree" or "agree"?
"Disagree" is that "strongly disagree" or "disagree")

Q1b. The WA Government has linked the adoption of the 0.05 blood
alcohol level for motorists with fines as a means of raising revenue.
(Emhe: "Agree" is that "strongly agree" or "agree"?
"Disagree" is that "strongly disagree" or "disagree"?)

Q2. And in your opinion do you think lowering the legal blood alcohol
level for motorists to 0.05 and applying a fine rather than a licence
suspension will ....(Read out each one. Circle one response only)

Increase 1
Decrease .2

OR Have no effect on.....3
....the road toll?"

36. In these examples, deliberately leading questions invite respondents to agree
with a particular construetion of events. The questions link the 0.05
decision with fines as a means of raising revenue. They are not asking,
"Do you agree or disagree with 0.05?" To interpret the results as low public
support for the government's proposal to change the law is a mischievous
abuse of the survey data.

The WAHHA recognised that their survey questions were slanted but stated
that this was intentional to counter what they saw as bias in the Health
Promotion Services survey and to illustrate that biased questions could
affect the result.

37. Having heard the discussion of the survey instruments by Reark's
consultants, the Committee decided neither of the two surveys offered much
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information about unadorned public opinion. The first indicated that the
publicity campaign about the health effects of alcohol abuse had been
successful; the second produced the result intended by the WAHHA for use
in its campaign against the proposed 0.05 law.

38. Since those two surveys were conducted, others conducted by Reark
Research on behalf of the Minister for Police in September 1990 and the
Federal Office of Road Safety in November 1990 have confirmed the earlier
findings. The Committee examined the survey instruments and agreed that
they asked fairer questions which did not lead respondents towards
particular answers. Their results indicated widespread community
acceptance of reducing BAC for drivers from 0.08 to 0.05.

39. Again, those outcomes must be read in the context of the ongoing publicity
campaign about the health effects of alcohol abuse and a second campaign
focusing on alcohol and the road toll. The survey results indicate that both
campaigns have been effective in promoting public debate and seem to have
strengthened community attitudes in favour of reducing permissible BAC
for drivers from 0.08 to 0.05.

The "Halo" Effect

40. In the Federal Government "Case for a 0.05 Blood Alcohol Concentration
Limit", March 1990, it was proposed that the most beneficial effect of a
move to 0.05 is to alter the behaviour of drivers who often drive with a
high BAC. Evidence was cited from New South Wales and Queensland
that after the introduction of 0.05 the number of drivers with high BACs
was reduced. This is what is known as the "halo" effect.

41. The Committee was informed by Dr Tony Ryan that much of the problem
with drink driving was with persons who regularly drove with BACs well
over the current 0.08 limit. Some people would not observe the limit
whatever it was and others would observe the limit whatever it was. This is
not an unusual problem with any law.

42. He agreed there was, however, an indication that those who would never
observe the limit would reduce their alcohol intake to some extent. In view
of the exponential effect of BAC on driving performance this could make a
significant difference even with small changes at high BAC levels.

43. We note that in a paper entitled "How does a point 0.05 alcohol limit work"
published by the Federal Office of Road Safety, May 1990" it was stated,
"Although lowering the incidence high-level drink driving is likely to be
the main benefit of a 0.05 limit, it would be difficult to justify a 0.05 limit
if drivers in the range 0.05 to 0.08 posed no special risk". It then cites a
report which it said justified the conclusion that there was an increase in
relative risk between 0.05 and 0.08. That report is one we are unable to
accept. The majority of the committee is unable to accept that 0.05 should
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be introduced because of the "halo" effect alone.
The Country Point of View

44. It was put to the Committee very strongly that people living in the country
would be greatly disadvantaged by changing the BAC limit from 0.08 to
0.05. These people already are disadvantaged because of the vast size of
the State. In most country areas public transport services do not exist and
taxis are available in major towns only. People cannot avail themselves of
those services to take them home from social functions. It follows that
because of distances to be travelled the endeavour to comply with 0.08 level
inconveniences social life in rural areas. Other factors already impose
constraints upon country people, such as the:

(i) down tum of rural incomes is putting pressure on family life and
people do not have the money for expensive entertainment.
However, a dinner with friends or a gathering at the town meeting
place, such as the hotel, gives people social contact and perhaps
necessary support in these times of economic hardship;

(ii) drift of the population to the cities and major coastal towns;

(iii) imposition placed on country people by governments that increases
the cost of living;

(iv) introduction of Random Breath Testing; and

(v) vast distances country people have to travel to sporting, cultural,
social and work related events.

45. There are many reasons why country residents generally do not want more
interference with their way of life and the suggestion of lowering the BAC
level is seen to be just another imposition upon law abiding citizens. Some
of these reasons are set out below:

(i) random breath testing and the introduction of the 0.08% appear to
be working, ie. there is some evidence in reducing road fatalities and
serious accidents;

(ii) there has not been enough time to gauge the combined effect of
these measures on accident prevention. To introduce another change
so quickly is inadvisable without a thorough investigation of the
effect of the existing measures; and

(iii) the other reasons are the same as those considered elsewhere in this
report.
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46. Evidence given to the Committee indicated that motor vehicle accident
deaths in country areas were similar in number each year, or in some cases
more, than in the urban areas, even though the number of country drivers
were fewer.

47. The disproportionate statistics can be explained as follows:

(i) driving on country roads is usually at high speeds;

(ii) people who drive in the country regularly, record a considerably
greater number of kilometres per year;

(iii) often vehicles carry more people per vehicle in the country and if an
accident does occur, there is a greater likelihood of there being more
accident victims or deaths; and

(iv) the deplorable condition of many country roads through lack of
adequate funding.

Conclusions

48. There was no conclusive evidence given to the Committee which proved
that road accidents would be reduced by changing the BAC from 0.08% to
0.05%.

49. At best, all that can be said about the statistical evidence presented in
support of the 0.05 level is that it is ambivalent. Interpretations of the same
sets of data using different data-analytic techniques or by processing the
same data in different combinations or with some information added or
subtracted produce conflicting results. They have meaning only in the
particular context and with the knowledge of how the numbers have been
processed. For that reason, they cannot be used as the sole basis for
political decision-making.

50. Professor Tim Brown offered this conclusion: "....if I could summarise in
one sentence I would say that I do not believe statistics should be used to
justify your decision. That is what this Federal Government report (The case
for a 0.05 Blood Alcohol Concentration limit. March 1990) appears to be
doing. As a professional statistician I take great exception to people giving
mis-analysis to justify decisions taken on other grounds. If there are other
grounds, front up and say that; that the reason we are doing this is that we
believe the best thing for Australia is to have uniform laws across the
country." The Committee concurs with Professor Brown's opinions.
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OPTIONS STATED

51. The Committee has considered several options which may be considered in
an attempt to reach some compromise in this matter.

(I) 0.05 across the board

(ii) 0.02 as part of an extended probation period to 3 years

(iii) 0.02 to extend to 2 years beyond probation

(iv) 0.05 to age 20

(v) 0.05 to age 25

52. Before discussing these options in detail, the Committee wishes to state that
although the emphasis of these options was directed towards young people,
the Committee believes that many young people have taken responsibility
for their own drink driving habits by the appointment of skippers and the
greater use of taxis. This is to be highly commended.

OPTIONS DISCUSSED

(i) 0.05 across the Board

53. The reasons that are given for applying 0.05 aeross the board are:

(1) It is believed that 0.05 correctly states the limit above which it is
dangerous to drive.

(2) By setting the limit at 0.05, there will social benefits accruing to
everyone.

54. As to item (1), the Committee has not been able to be satisfied as to the
evidence that this is indeed the true position. However, many people
believe that 0.05 is the correct limit even though it is not statistically
justified. The most recent poll (Nov. 1990) showed that over 60% of both
country and urban dwellers were in favour of the reduction.

55. The essential question before this Committee is whether 0.05 is justified on
on other grounds.

56. The most compelling factor in support of a 0.05 limit is that alcohol is a
significant preventable causative factor in serious motor vehicle accidents in
Western Australia as it is in all other Australian states. The argument
which follows is that if BAC were reduced to 0.05, the deterrent would
cause people to modify their drinking habits and reduce the road toll.
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57. There is some evidence to suggest that heavier drinkers will in fact slightly
modify their drink driving behaviour. Although still driving with a high
BAC (over 0.10), it will be less than previously. Since the effect of BAC on
driving is exponential, any reduction is much more significant at these
higher levels. (See discussion on "Halo" effect above)

58. There seems little doubt that the introduction of 0.08 as part of a package of
anti-drink driving measures including random breath testing and the
Drinksafe Campaign has led to a change in community attitudes to drinking
and driving. It is arguable that a further reduction to 0.05 would reinforce
this change in attitude.

59. Community acceptance of the reduced limit appears to be derived from
acceptance of the drink driving campaign which suggests that lowering the
BAC limit will improve safety on the roads.

60. This campaign seems to be based on the supposed scientific proof that this
is the case and that 0.05 is the correct limit. If, as we believe, there is no
scientifically justifiable conclusion supporting 0.05 then it may well be
based on a misconception.

61. In the end we see the results of the survey merely as being political comfort
should a decision be made in some way to impose on 0.05 BAC limit, and
an indication that the public will support measures which they believe will
reduce the road toll from alcohol (whether or not those beliefs are properly
founded).

62. The Committee heard evidence on several occasions, at least six months
apart, from Mr Len Thickbroom, Assistant Commissioner of Road Traffic
for the West Australian Police Department and a member of the Traffic
Board.

63. On each occasion he expressed the preference of his Department for the
BAC to be reduced to 0.05 across the board. Mr Thickbroom advised that
police were well equipped to enforce the changed law. The procedures of
0.05 using infringement notices (carrying 6 demerit points) and not
requiring a high degree of identification (as the penalty for a second or
subsequent offence is the same as the first) means that the police will spend
more time on the road enforcing the law rather than in the police station
processing offenders or in the courts giving evidence.

64. The Committee endorses the views expressed by Mr Thickbroom and
recommends that if 0.05 is introduced in any form that it be enforced by
way of infringement notices and demerit points.

(il) 0.02 as part of an extended probation period to 3 years

65. The option of an extended probation period was considered to have
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too many other restrictions on the probationary driver, such as the 80km
maximum speed limit and mandatory licence suspensions. An extension of
the period would not be satisfactory.

66. Evidence was presented to the Committee which indicated community
opinion was evenly divided as to a two year probation period, but
community support for a three year period was low. (Annexure" ")

(iii) 0.02 to extend 2 years beyond probation

67. A way of imposing the 0.02 BAC limit but avoiding the other restrictions
on probationary drivers is to extend that limit for 2 years after probation.

68. A consideration was the means whereby a driver, who was restricted to 0.02
but not required to display "P" plates, could be identified given that most
drivers, do not carry a driver's Iicencc with them at all times.

69. The Committee was divided on the propriety and administrative. difficulties
of requiring those drivers restricted to 0.02 to display an alternative plate to
indicate this added restriction.

70. The Committee reviewed the concerns which the Police raised concerning
the problems of enforcement if no identifying plate were displayed on a
vehicle. While acknowledging that problems in police enforcement of an
extended 0.02 period may exist if there is no identifying plate, the
Committee is of the view that such problems are not all that great and that
the potential benefits far outweigh any difficulties.

71. The Committee has been told that country residents object to the
implementation of 0.02 as it is seen as an unreasonable interference with
social behaviour. Although the promotion of the "Skipper Driver" has been
well accepted and is being practiced by country people, especially the
young drivers, the lowering of the legal alcohol level to 0.02 would mean
an interference with social activities as skippers would be required more
frequently because of the lower level.

72. In spite of this the Committee believes that there is general and widespread
acceptance and observance of the present 0.02 limit by a majority of young
drivers. The Committee also believes that as a matter of principle there
should be a separation of learning to drink and learning to drive. This might
be achieved by lowering the driving age and/or raising the drinking age.

73. The Committee believes that raising the drinking age is unacceptable
although the experiment has been tried in some of the United States,
apparently with some success. Lowering of the driving age was discussed
with the police. Because the Committee is not in a position to make a
judgement on this matter, it recommends that this option be investigated by
the Road Traffic Board.
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74. Another area in which the problem seems to manifest itself is when young
people drive higher powered motor vehicles. (See Appendix C). This may
be due to the inexperience in controlling a high powered vehicle,or it may
be that persons of a particular character gravitate towards this type of
vehicle. The Committee suspects that it may be a combination of the two
and suggests that the Traffic Board research this matter.

(iv) 0.05 to age 20

75. Considering the epidemiological evidence and the matters discussed for
0.02, thc Committee believes that there are sound reasons for restricting the
intake of alcohol for drivers up to the age of 20. There was no objection to
this restriction although some members of the Committee favour a 0.05
limit across the board.

76. It is interesting that there is a reasonable level of community support for a
lower level amongst the affected age group.

77. The arguments in favour of imposing 0.05 up to age 20 are similar for those
for 0.02 for 2 years beyond probation. However the 0.02 limit :
(i) is a more restrictive limit;

(ii) would apply irrespective of the age of the new driver; and

(iii) extends for one year less.

78. Such evidence as exists would point to the danger level for young drivers as
being 0.05 but the principle identified above is that learning to drink and
learning to drive should be separated. There are indications that young
people who have grown up under a regime where there is a separation, have
more responsible attitudes towards combining drinking and driving which
hopeful!y will continue into later life.

79. The Committee believes that the reason for linking 0.05 to age rather than
experience is that some of the factors identified by Mayhew and Simpson,
in para.18, as contributing to the higher risk for young inexperienced drivers
would not apply to mature age inexperienced drivers.

80. To overcome the problem perceived by the police and to encourage
compliance we recommend that persons giving a false age to a police
officer carries the same penalty as the offence. This is in line with current
provisions in the act for refusing any test to determine BAC.

(v) 0.05 to age 25

81. Arguments in favour of imposing 0.05 to age 25 are similar to those for
0.05 to age 20.
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82. Accident statistics indicate that drivers below the age of 25 years are more
likely to have an accident than older drivers. For instance insurance
companies require drivers who have not attained the age of 25 years to pay
the high premium for comprehensive insurance. There is therefore
considerable merit in requiring the drivers in this age bracket to have a
lower permissible BAC, i.e. 0.05 than their older more experienced
counterparts.

83. In conjunction with an extended 0.02 BAC for beginning drivers and the
existing 0.08 BAC, the 0.05 BAC between age 20 and age 25 years would
provide for a gradual increase in the permissible BAC as the driver's
experience increased.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Identification Procedures

84. Several members of the Committee inspected the police procedures for
random breath testing. They were taken out to a location where a large
number of traffic branch police had assembled and were stopping Friday
night traffic.

85. About 100 drivers were stopped and 5 were suspected of exceeding the
limit of 0.08. Of these, 4 were asked to take the evidentiary test which they
failed, and were subsequently charged. The fifth was retested after a period
of time and was allowed to proceed. This procedure was carried out with
efficiency and courtesy and with very little delay to the members of the
public involved.

86. As each person was taken in for evidentiary testing, the number of police
officers available dropped by two, as two officers were required to take the
suspect into the testing station. The random breath testing ceased when the
number of officer available had dropped too low and the members then
went to East Perth to watch the remainder of procedures.

87. The testing equipment used at the station is extremely accurate and
sensitive. It can distinguish between consumed alcohol and alcohols
naturally present in the body. It differs from the equipment at the stopping
point in that it can also detect mouth alcohol, ie. alcohol in the mouth as
opposed to alcohol on the breath by reason of its presence in the blood.
This theoretically permits a zero alcohol limit for drivers.

88. At East Perth, each suspect was booked in then tested, charged,
fingerprinted, photographed and finally released on bail. The arresting
officers were required to remain with the suspect until completion of the
identification procedures. Although this was carried out with considerable
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efficiency by the officers concerned, especially considering the less than
ideal premises in which they operate, it still took considerable time.

89. Assistant Commissioner (Traffic) Thickbroom said that he considered the
time that officers spent on the road whilst taking the suspect in and
returning to duty to be useful because it meant that there was an obvious
police presence on the road. However, the same could not be said of the
time that they spent at East Perth whilst the suspect was tested, charged and
identified.

90. The rationale behind these procedures was the need to be able positively to
identify the person charged and finally prosecuted with the person who was
apprehended and put through all the other procedures. These procedures
were felt necessary to satisfy the standard of proof required in the Court in
the rare cases where the charges of second and subsequent offences which
carried more severe penalties were defended. In these it is necessary to
prove that the person charged on the second occasion is the same person
who was charged on the first occasion.

91. It was in part due to the time taken by this procedure that the police had
suggested an infringement notice procedure for 0.05 and for there not to be
more severe penalties for subsequent offences.

92. It appeared to the Committee that these procedures had been devised at a
time when there were not facilities available for identification that are now
readily available. We suggested that the use of a good quality video camera
could overcome problems of identification (there is already some use of
video) and Assistant Commissioner Thickbroom agreed that this would be
practicable. The only obstacle to this was funding to purchase the video
equipment.

93. We were also told of equipment that is being tested that will enable police
to carry out a random test merely by pointing a wand at a motorist who has
been stopped. This would considerably speed up the process and would
enable every motorist who was stopped to be tested rather than just those
that the officer considered should be tested. It appeared that the decision as
to testing was made by the officer either on the ground that there was some
reason to suspect that the driver had consumed alcohol or that he considered
that on a random basis he should test.

94. If such equipment becomes available we consider that its use would
increase the effectiveness of the campaign and reduce the inconvenience to
the public.
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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

A BILL
FOR

AN ACT to amend the Road Traffic Act 1974 and for related
purposes.

The Parliament of Western Australia enacts as follows:

Short title

1. This Act may be cited as the Road Traffic Amendment Act
(No.2) 1990.

Commencement

2. The provisions of this Act shall come into operation on such
day as is, or days as are respectively, fixed by proclamation.
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No. 85-2a

Principal Act

3. In this Act the Road Traffic Act 1974* is referred to as the
principal Act.

[*Reprinted as approved 19 July 1983 and amended by Acts Nos. 95
and 102 of 1984, 54 and 89 of 1985, 78 of 1986, 121 of 1987, and 11,
16 (as amended by Aat No. 46 of 1989), 32, 49 and 57 of 1988.)

Section 5 amended

4. Sectioll 5 of the pr ineipal Act hi amended in stlbseetion (1) by
inser ting before the defmitioll of".ehiele" the foHo YIing defmitio!l-

"mnestrieted licence" niMns a driver's licence that is not
isstied on probation, "

Section 45 amended

5. Section 45 of the principal Act is amended-

(a) in subsection (1).....

(i) in eaeh of paragraphs (a) and (e), b, deleting "one
,ear" and stlbstituting the folloYling

3,ears ",

(ii) in paragraph (c), by deleting "issued on probation"
and "so issued"; and

(iii) in paragl!lph (d), b, deleting "18" and sl'lbstitttting
the foHoYling-

29 ",

(b) b, I epealing stthsection (ia),
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(c) in subsection (3}-

m by deleting "one yeat " and sl1bstituting the
following

3 years ",

(ii) by deleting "paragraph (c) of subsection (l) and
subsection (4) of this section" and substituting the
following-

sl1bseetions (1) (e3, (4) and (5) of this section
and of section 51 (4) (b) and (5) (b) "; and

(iii) by deleting "Issuedon probation";

(d) in subsection (4}-

ED in par agr a:ph (a:), by deleting "18" and sl1bsHtuting
the following-

29 ",

(ii) in paragraph (b), by deleting "Issuedon probation";

and

(iii) in paragraph (b), by deleting "one year" and
substituting the following-

3 years ";

(el by repealing sl1bseetion (5) and Sl1bstitl1ting the fel:lowing
SI1bseetion

(5) 'Nhere

(a) a person

(i) has been the holder of a 'alid driver's
licence for a per ied of, or for peri~

Mlol1nting in the aggJ: egate to;
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~eMs, and

(m has attained the age of 19 ,eMs, and

(b) the Board is !l8tisned that the per BOn has not
been COllY icted of an, offence preaeribed by
regulations for the pl1l:"p(lses of this sl1baeetion
that was committed since the per !lOll fll at
beean.e the holder of a driY er's licence;-

the BOM d ma" notwithstanding sl1baeetion (1) and
section 61 (4), is!ll1e to that perBOn an I1nrestricted
licence or, wher e that per BOn is the holder of a driY er 's
licence isSl1ed on probation, order that the driYer's
licence shall be deemed to be an I1nrestr icted licence and:
for the pl1rposes of this Act an order 50 made shall ha~e
effect according!,. ", and

(0 in !lI1bseetion (6), by deleting "'The provisions of !lI1bseetion
(4) of this section" and !lI1bStitutttlg the follow ing'-

Subsections (4) and (6) "

Section 51 amended

6. Section 51 of the principal Act is amended-

(a) in subsection (1) (a) (ill), by inserting after "62," the
following-

64M, ":

(b) in sl1baeetion (4)-

(i) in pMagraph (a), by deleting "18" and stlbstitming
the following

29 ",

(ii) in paragraph (b), by deleting "is!ll1edon probation'!.;-
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(iii) in par agr aph (b), by deleting "one ,ear" and
substituthlg the follow ing-

3 ,eats ", atld

(e) in subst:etion (5)-

(i) hI each of pat agr aphs (a) attd (b), by deleting "one
,ear" and substituting the following--

3 ,ears "

(ti) hI par agr aph (b), by deleting "issued on probation"
and "soissued". atId

(iii) in pat agr aph (e), by deleting "18" and substituting
the follow ing

28

Section 53 amended

"

GA. Section 53 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (4) by

(a) inserting after the words "place of abode" the words "and
where jt js relevant to the offence. hjs age"; and

(b) inserting after the penalties the following:

"Where the particular wbich is refused or falsely given
js the person's age and js req~uested in coDnectioD with a
SIlspected offence under section 64AA, the penalty shall
he the same as for a conviction of an offence under that
sectjOD II

Section 63 amended

7. Section 63 of the principal Act is amended by repealing
subsection (6) and substituting the following subsection-

(6) A person charged with an offence against this section
may. instead of being convicted of that offence, be convicted
of an offence against section 64AA or where, at the time of
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the alleged offence, he was a person to whom section 64A
applied, an offence against that section. "

Section 64 amended

8. Section 64 of the principal Act is amended by repealing
subsection (4) and substituting the following subsection-

(4) A person charged with an offence against this section
may, instead of being convicted of that offence, be convicted
of an offence against section 64AA or where, at the time of
the alleged offence, he was a person to whom section 64A
applied, an offence against this section. "

Section 64AA inserted

9. After section 64 of the principal Act the following section is
inserted-

Driving with 0.05% blood alcohol content

64AA. (l) A person who has not attajned the age of 2]
)'flal:ll who drives or attempts to drive a motor vehicle while
the percentage of alcohol in his blood equals or exceeds 0.05
per centum commits an offence.

(2) A person convicted of an offence against this section is
liable to a fine of not less than $200 or more than $500.

(3) A person charged with an offence against this section
may, instead of being convicted of that offence, be convicted
of an offence against section 64A where, at the time of the
alleged offence, he was a person to whom that section
applied. "
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Section 64A amended

10. Section 64A of the principal Act is amended-

(a) by inserting after the section designation "64A" the
subsection designation "(1)";

(b) by deleting "A person who, being the holder of a driver's
licence issued on probation," and substituting the
following-

Except as provided in subsection (2), a person who ";

and

(c) by inserting the following subsection-

II (2) This section does not apply to a person who holds or
has previously held an unrestricted licence or who has,
during a period of 3 years J year or more, been
authorized to drive a motor vehicle under the law in
force in another State or country or in a Territory. II

Section 66 amended

11. Section 66 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (2) by
deleting paragraphs (a) and (aa), and "or"between those paragraphs,
and substituting the following paragraph-

II (a) a person having provided a sample of his breath for a
preliminary test-

(j) it appears to a member of the Police Force that the
preliminary test indicates that the percentage of
alcohol present in the blood of the person equals or
exceeds 0.05; or

(ii) it appears to a member of the Police Force that the
preliminary test indicates that there is alcohol
present in the blood of the person and the member
of the Police Force has reasonable grounds to
believe that the person does not hold, and has not
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previously held, an unrestricted licence and has not,
during a period of 3 ,eats 1 year or more, been
authorized to drive a motor vehicle under the law in
force in another State or country or in a Territory;,

Section 70 amended

12. Section 70 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (1) by
inserting after "64"the following-

,64AA ".

Section 98 amended

12A Section 98 of th" principal Act is amended by inserting after
subsection (J) the following subsection

" (] a) In any prosecution or proceedings for an offence against
this Act an averment in the complaint as to the age of the
alleged offender sball be deemed to be proved in the absp.nce
of proof to the contrary ,

Section 102 amended

13. Section 102 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (7)
by deleting "section 103" and substituting the following-

sections 45 (5) (b), 48 and 103 "

Transitional

14. The principal Act shall apply in relation to a person who was the
holder of a driver's licence at any time before the commencement of
sections 5 and 6 of this Act as if those sections had not been enacted.

Justices Act consequentially amended

15. Section 171BJ of the Justices Act 1902* is amended by
repealing subsection (2) and substituting the following subsection-

(2) Without limiting subsection (4), the making of an
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enforcement order does not constitute a conviction in respect
of an alleged offence except that, if section 102 of the Road
Traffic Act 1974 is prescribed for the purposes of section
171BD of this Act, the making of an enforcement order or
the payment, before an enforcement order is made, of the
amount outstanding under this Part constitutes a conviction
in respect of the alleged offence for the purposes of sections
45 (5) (b), 48 and 103 of that Act. ''.

[·Reprinted as approved 9 November 1984 and amended by Acts
Nos. 87 of 1982, 69 of 1984, 15 and 119 of 1985, 71 and 81 of 1986,
65 of 1987 and 27,38,49 and 70 of 1988.1
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Principal Act

3. In this Act the Road Traffic Ad 1974* is referred to as the
principal Act.

[*Reprinted as approved 19 July 1983 and amended by Acts Nos. 95
5 and 102 of 1984, 54 and 89 of 1985, 78 of 1986, 121 of 1987, and 11,

16 (as amended by AJ::t No. 46 of 1989), 32, 49 and 57 of 1988.]

Section 5 amended

10

15

20

25

4. Section 5 of the principal Aet is arnended in subsection (1) by
inserting before the deflllition of" vehide"the following deflllitioll-=

"ttnrestrieted licence" rneans a driver's licence that is not
isstled on plobation, "

Section 45 amended

6. Section 45 of the 1'1 ineipal Ad is amended

(a) in subsection (1)-

(i) in each of par agraphs (a) and (e), by deleting "one
,eal" and substittlting the foHo"ing

3 ,ears ",

(ill in paragraph (e), by deleting "isStled on probation"
and "!lOissued", and

(iii) hi pal agr aph (<D, by deleting "18" and stlbstituting
the foHow ing

28 II,

(b) by repealhig stlbsection (1a),

(e) in stlbsection (3)-

(i) b, deleting "one ,ear" and substituting the
foHowmg
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3 yeats ",

(tt) by deleting "PMagl apb (c) of subsection (l) and
subsection (4~ of this section" and substittltrng the
foHowmg

subsections (l) (cl, (4) and (5) of this section
and of section 51 (4) (b) and (5) (b) ", and 5

(iii) by deleting "issuedon probation";

(d) in subsection (4)-

(i) in paragraph (a), by deleting "18" and substituting
the following-

10

(ii) in paragraph (b), by deleting "issuedon probation";

and

(iii) in paragraph (b), by deleting "one year" and
substituting the following-

3 years "; 15

(e) by repealing subsection (5) and substituting the following
subsection-

(5) Where-

(a) a person-

(i) has been the holder of a valid dWver's
licence for a period of, or for periods
amounting in the aggregate to,
2 years; and

(ii) has attained the age of 19 years; and
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10

15

20

5

4

(bl the Boat d is satisfied that the pel son htll! not
been eon, ieted of any offenee presel ibed by
I egulations fol the pur poses of this subsection
that .. as eonnnitted sinee the pel son fit at
1leeame the holder of a drh et'S lieenee,

the Boat d may, not .. ithstandIDg 8t1bseetion (ll and
section 51 (4l, issue to that person an tInrestrieted
lieenee or, .. her e that person is the holdet of a drh er's
licence issued on probation, order that the drher's
licence shall be deemed to be an tIn[ estrieted lieenee and
for the purposes of this Act an order so made shall have
effect accordingly. "; and

(I) in subsection (6), by deleting "The provisions of subsection
(4) of this section" and substituting the following-

Subsections (4) and (5) "

Section 51 amended

6. Section 51 onne principal Act is mnended

(al in subsection (ll (al (iiil, by inser ting after "62," the
follo.. ing-

84M, II,

(b) in subsection (4)-

(i) in paragraph (a), by deleting "18" and substituting
the following-

20 ";

(ii) in paragraph (b), by deleting "Issuedon probation";

and

(iii) in paragraph (b), by deleting "one year" and
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stlbstittlting the foll"", ing-

3 yeMs ", and

(e) in sttbseetilln (5)-

ED in each Ilf par ag! aphs (a) and (b), by deleting "1lIle

YeM" and sttbstittttmg the follllw mil' 5

3 yeMs "

(n) in pMag!aph (b), by deleting "isstled Iln prllbatilln"
and "!50 isstted", and

(iii) ill par ag! aph (e), by deleting "18" and sttbstitttting
the follllw ing

29 " 5

6 Section 5] of the principal Act is amended in subsection Ol (a) Oji),
by inserting after "62" the following

"64AA, II "

Section 53 amended

GA, Section 53 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (4) t8'

(a) inserting after the words "place of abode" the words "and
wbere it is relevant to the offence, his age"; and

(b) inserting after the penalties the following:

"Where the particular wbich is refused or falsely given
is the person's age and is requested in connection ttith a
suspected offence under section 64AA, the penalty shall
be the same as for a conviction of an offence under that
section II

Section 63 amended

7. Section 63 of the principal Act is amended by re~ling

subsection (6) and substituting the following subsection-
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10

6

(6) A person chat ged "ith atl offence against this section
may, instead of being eon.icted of that offence, be eomicted
of ali offence against section 64 or 64AA or, "hele, at the
time of the alleged offence, he 1'188 a person to whom section
64A applied, a:tl offence aga:hlst that section. "

(6) A person charged with an offence against this section
may instead of being convicted of that offence, he eonvicted
of an offence against section 64 or, where, at the time of the
alleged offence, he was a person to whom the section
applied, an offence against section 64AA or 64A •

Section 64 amended

8. Section 64 of the principal Act is amended by repealing
subsection (4) and substituting the following subsection-

(4) A per son chat ged 1'1 ith a:tl offence against this seetien
15 may, instead of being eon.ieted of that offence, be eonYieted

of atl offence aga:hlst seCtiOIi 64M. 01 1'1 hel e, at the time of
the alleged offence, he "88 a pelson to whon. section 64A
applied, an offence against t:llat section. "

(4) A person charged with an offence against this section
20 may, instead of being convicted of that offence, be convicted

of an offence against section 64AA or 64A where, at the time
of the alleged offence, he was a person to whom the
respective section applied '.

Section 64AA inserted

25 9. After section 64 of the principal Act the following section is
inserted-

30

Driving with 0.05% blood alcohol content

64AA. (l) A person who has not attained the age of 25
yeaIll who drives or attempts to drive a motor vehicle while
the percentage of alcohol in his blood equals or exceeds 0.05
per centum commits an offence.

(2) A person convicted of an offence against this section is
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liable to a fme of not less than $200 or more than $500.

(3) A person charged with an offence against this section
may, instead of being convicted of that offence, be convicted
of an offence against section 64A where, at the time of the
alleged offence, he was a person to whom that section 5
applied. "

Section 64A amended

10. Section 64A of the principal Act is amended-

(a) by inserting after the section designation "64A" the
subsection designation "(1)"; 10

(b) by deleting "A person who, being the holder of a driver's
licence issued on probation," and substituting the
following-

and

Except as provided in subsection (2), a person who ".,

15

(c) (2) This section does not app!, to a person who holds
or has pr e vious!, held an _restr icted licence or who
has, during a period of 3 years or more, been authorised
to drive a motor vehicle _der the law in force in
another State or country or in a Territory. " 20

fcl ~ (2) This section does not apply to a person wbo has been
authorised to drive for a period of, or for periods
amounting in the aggregate to, 3 years or more

f.3l In subsection (2) -

"authorised to drive" means authorised to drive a 25
motor vehicle -

(a) as the holder of a valid driver's licence; or

(b) under the law in force in another State or
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CQuntry

or in a territory; or

(c) under both paragraph (a) and paragraph (b)
at the same tjme " "

Section 66 amended

5 11. Section 66 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (2) by
deleting paragraphs (a) and (aa), and "or"between those paragraphs,
and substituting the following paragraph-

10

"

(a) a person haying proyided a sanlple of his bleath wr a
preliminar, te~

(i) it appeal s to a lnember of the Police Force that
the preliminary test indieates that the
percentage of alenhol pIesent in the blood of the
person equals or exceeds 9.95, or

(ti) it appeal s to a member of the Police Force that
the preliminary test indieates that there i1!
alcohol PIesent in the blood of the person amI:
the member of the Police Foree has reasonable
grounds to belieye that the person doefi not
hold, and has not previously held, an
unrestricted licence and has not, during a
period of 3 years or more, been authorised to
drive a motor vehicle under the law in force in
another State or country or in a Territory;l.O n•

.cal a person having provided a sample of his breath for a
preliminary test -

ill it appears to a member of the Police Force that
the preliminary test jndicates that the
percentage of alcohol present in the blood-lDf the
person equals or exceeds 008;
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!ill it appears to a member of the police Force that
the preliminary test indicates that the
percentage of alcohol present in the blood of the
person equals or exceeds 0 05 and the member
of the police Force has reasonable grOllnds to 5
believe that the person has not attained the
age of 25 years' or

iliil it appears to a member of the Police Force that
the preliminary test indicates that there is
alcohol present in the blood of the person and 10
the member of the Police Force has reason to
believe that the person has not been authorised
to drive (as defined in section 64A (3) ) for a
period of, or for periods amounting in the
aggregate to, 3 years or more' • 15

Section 70 amended

12. Section 70 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (l) by
inserting after "64"the following-

,64AA ".

Section 98 amended

12A S<>etion gil of thp. principal Act is amended by inserting after
subsection (J) the following subsection -

20

• Oa) In any prosecution or proceedings for an offence against
this Act an averment in the complaint as to the age of the
alleged offender shall be deemed to be proved in the absence 25
of proof to th e contrary •

Section 102 amended

13. Section 102 of the principal Act is amended in subsection (7)
by deleting "section 103" and substituting the following-
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sections 45 (5) (h), 48 and 103 "

14. '!'he prineipal Act !!baH apply in relation to a petson ..ho .. as
the holdet of a dti vet's lieenee at any time befute the eemmeneemene

5 of sections 5 and 6 of this Act as if those sections had not been
enacted.

Justices Act consequentially amended

15. Section 171BJ of the Justices Act 1902* is amended by
repealing subsection (2) and substituting the following subsection-

5

10 (2) Without limiting subsection (4), the making of an
enforcement order does not constitute a conviction in respect
of an alleged offence except that, if section 102 of the Road
Traffic Act 1974 is prescribed for the purposes of section
171BD of this Act, the making of an enforcement order or
the payment, before an enforcement order is made, of the
amount outstanding under this Part constitutes a conviction
in respect of the alleged offence for the purposes of sections
46 (6) (h), 48 and 103 of that Act. "

[*Reprinted as approved 9 November 1984 and amended by Acts
Nos. 87 of 1982, 69 of 1984, 15 and 119 of 1985, 71 and 81 of 1986,
65 of 1987 and 27, 38, 49 and 70 of 1988.]

Review of Amendments

.lfi... (]) A review of the amendments made by this Act and of their
effect on the operation and effectiveness of the principal Act shall
be carried mlt as soon as practicable after 1 September 1994

(2) The review required by subsection (]) shall be carried mlt by
the Traffic Board constituted under section 6 of the principal Act.

(3) When the Traffic Board has carried out the review required
by subsection (]) it shall prepare a report based on the review
and submit that report to the Mjnjster administering the



provisioDs of
amendments.
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the principal Act that are affected by the

(41dAs sot:' a~ practicahle after recelVlng the report suhmitted
un er au Se:t~OD (31 but in any case not later than 3J October
1994 the MJmster shall cause the report to be la'd b r. h 5
House of parHament " I e ore eac




