A. SAFETY

The regulatory impact statement (RIS) says there will be safety benefits to banning lane splitting - a practice it claims is dangerous.

There are two concerns with this assertion:

1. There is no statistical or anecdotal evidence which reliably points to crashes being caused by sensible lane-splitting;

2. The RIS fails to explain how or under what circumstances this greater safety is achieved - it fails to make a case for change.

However a case can be made that banning lane-splitting will in fact have a negative safety effect. One of the benefits of this practice is that it gets the smallest and most vulnerable road users out in front and away from the cars and heavy vehicles surrounding them. Deliberately holding back in the traffic pack makes them more prone to nose-tail crashes and side-swiping from poorly executed lane changes.

B. COMMUNITY CONCERN

The RIS points to anecdotal evidence that lane-splitting can be unpopular among motorists, who can at times be startled by motorcycles passing close to their vehicle. A couple points should be made:

1. While there are people who dislike lane-splitting, their motivation is open to question. They may feel a perfectly natural jealousy that someone else seems to be getting an unfair advantage in traffic, while not realizing the practice in fact eases congestion;

2. Motorcycles have been lane-splitting or traffic filtering for over 100 years, so the practice should come as no surprise. Startling someone is unfortunate, but also suggests that they were not effectively monitoring their surroundings.

C. RESTRAINT OF TRADE

If this regulation were introduced and obeyed, it has two potential negative effects on legitimate businesses:

1. It would severely hamper motorcycle couriers and perhaps make their business no longer viable;

2. It could severely impact on the growing motor scooter market, discouraging people from using a more environmentally and urban-friendly means of transport.

D. CREATING OFFENCES UN-NECESSARILY

There is a real possibility that this regulation would simply be ignored in a lot of jurisdictions - particularly heavily-trafficked urban areas. Enforcement would present real problems and waste resources for no real safety gain. The ethics of putting people on the wrong side of the law for an accepted and sensible practice must be questionable.

E. DOES NOT FOLLOW WORLD PRACTICE

Lane-splitting or traffic filtering is an accepted practice in most parts of the world. Some places give it recognition - for example:

1. Traffic filtering is a recognized part of the motorcycle licence test in many areas of the UK;

2. Belgium has introduced traffic regulations effectively encouraging lane-splitting.

F. THIS IS NOT A CULT ACTIVITY

The language of the RIS reveals questionable motives and understanding on the part of the people who drafted it. Describing lane-splitting as a "cult" is both arrogant and ridiculous. There is no religious aspect to lane-splitting - it is simply an efficient means of using the attributes of a motorcycle. One that has been practiced for many decades.

Lane splitting is just like anything else; it can be safe if you do it right. There is no evidence that riding a motorcycle between the lines of cars is any less safe than being between the cars in a line. Experience suggests that it may be safer. Between the lines the bike can't get rear ended by an inattentive driver if the car ahead stops. In congested areas where cars may tailgate, the rider between lines can always maintain a buffer ahead of him since there is never a car directly in front. If he tries to maintain a proper interval while in the line, cars will change lanes into the 'free' space.

Is it worth it? Free-flowing traffic on a crowded highway will have an interval between cars of one to two seconds. For each car the bike passes in the same lane, he saves two seconds towards his destination, so he has to pass thirty to save one minute in getting to the end of the bottleneck. This doesn't seem like much. On the other hand, if six lanes are stalled because traffic is confined to one lane up ahead and that is controlled by a stop sign, then each car counts as six and the saving per car is the time it will take that car to clear the stop sign when it finally gets there, so each car passed could be a minute saved. Going to the head of the line at a traffic light often saves at least one full cycle, or about a minute. Doing it for several lights in a row might cut urban trip time in half!

In any case, the rider who elects to split lanes must accept total responsibility for the situation. Drivers don't expect us to be there and even if they look for him he will be in someone's blind spot most of the time. This does not, however excuse the driver who looks but does not see, fails to signals or does not look at all.

FINAL COMMENTS

Riders are individuals more so than vehicle and other road users and therefore consensus on rules is difficult, however, consensus is achieved where all parties obtain the best result from the aim be it a worthy cause. 

Motorcyclists are marginalised and financially discriminated in non risk aspects e.g. motorway toll costs, parking costs and market competition of services e.g. insurance. 

Motorcyclists generally do suggest areas for improvement because they have a greater bearing (consequence) on their activity since the inherent risk of riding is higher than many other transport options. Most will answer that safety via filtering followed by environmental issues are the main gains from not limiting filtering. 

Ask yourself, where is it safer to be stationery on the road. Is it encouraged that vunerable users be inhibited in reducing their safety and health risks (distances from other users; inhalation of toxins from exhaust gases) rather than increase. 

In NSW, 450 times the funding is made to cyclists compared to motorcyclists on these issues from the state government. Regardless of the proportionally difference, why have a difference at all. 

Risk activities by their nature contain greater payoffs. In this case, the payoffs by not changing the rule would flow to all users as much as motorcyclists
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