Dear Mr Deimos, 
I would like to express my opposition to the proposed amendment to the rule 151A. As other submissions I make a distinction between lane filtering (stationary traffic) and lane splitting (moving traffic). 
I do not want to repeat the arguments expressed in other submissions. Instead I will limit my comments to a few statements from the draft report. As a professional economist I find the NTC cost/benefit analysis somewhat unconvincing. 
Costs

“Additional costs may also be seen in minimal time delays and prosecution costs for riders breaching the new rule. However, it is not possible to quantify a monetary value, as it is not possible to estimate how many motor bike riders currently split lanes, and how many will continue to do so after the introduction of the new rule.”

I can only respond to this assessment from the personal point of view as like the NTC I do not have the necessary statistics to estimate the aggregate impact. From personal commuting experience cautious filtering saves about 15 min in heavy traffic (up to 30 min) on my average trip to work. This estimate is based on comparing commuting times when travelling by car (45 min) versus travelling by motorcycle (30 min). Therefore, on a roundabout trip, filtering saves about 30 min. Aggregating over a year (approximately 220 working days) the proposed rule would impose a direct cost of about $3100 on an average full time wage earner earning $28.2/hour (ABS figures for August 2005). The amendment if implemented is likely to have a more significant impact on my lifestyle and income than any taxation reform I can reasonably expect from the government next year. 
The above figure is obviously a rough estimate and in particular does not take into account the indirect costs of additional traffic delays that my waiting in line would impose on other motorists. 
The costs of the proposed regulation are likely to be high and concentrated very heavily on the community of commuting riders. Instead of making heroic assumptions about the costs of the new rule, NTC should collect the relevant statistics and make public an explicit estimate of the cost (as well as any benefits it expects from the new rule).
Benefits 
“Benefit: The benefits are to achieve a cohesive set of rules that reflect community needs and expectations, which will assist in reducing road trauma. Furthermore, a general reduction in crash risk is expected which will benefit not only the rider, but also his/her family and drivers directly involved when passed, at a very close distance, by a motor bike.”

Safety

Quoting from the recommendations of the National Agenda for Motorcycle Safety (USA) commissioned by the Motorcycle Safety Foundation in cooperation with the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (emphasis added): 
“A motorcycle’s narrow width can allow it to pass between lanes of stopped or slow-moving cars on roadways where the lanes are wide enough to offer an adequate gap. This option can provide an escape route for motorcyclists who would otherwise be trapped or struck from behind. There is evidence (Hurt, 1981) that travelling between lanes of stopped or slow-moving cars (i.e., lane splitting) on multiple-lane roads (such as interstate highways) slightly reduces crash frequency compared with staying within the lane and moving with other traffic.” 
It would appear that at least some well-regarded motorcycle safety experts hold opinions that differ from the views expressed in the NTC report. This begs the question if NTC consulted any independent specialists in motorcycle safety before drafting the recommendation.
I would also like to add that the rationale for the amendment is completely contrary to the views of a vast majority of experienced riders who I communicated with both personally and in online discussions. I have been following statistical publications and reports on the ATSB website for a number of years. As far as I am aware, the government never made available any statistics to suggest that lane filtering is a cause of a significant (or even small) number of crash-related injuries. The only publicly available government publication that explicitly mentions lane filtering (as a safe practice) is the Oxford Systematics report that I am sure you are aware of. Understandably, the majority of riders simply do not understand where the NTC opinions come from.
Lack or understanding of the logic of the rule together with the high cost of compliance for individual commuting riders will likely result in poor compliance if the amendment were to be implemented in the existing form and without additional consultation. Apart from undermining the respect for road rules in general, a high degree of non-compliance would also increase enforcement costs. In my opinion NTC should commission an independent report on the safety and benefits/costs of lane filtering and make it publicly available together with an extended explanation of its own views. 
Community expectations

Firstly, community expectations are not cast in stone. As the experience of the Netherlands suggests, if motorists are made aware of the positive effect on traffic flows provided by sensible filtering they are likely to revise their opinions of the practice. 

Secondly, it is not entirely clear what safety benefits would result from imposing driver expectations on the behaviour of riders. As have been pointed out in a number of submissions, cars and motorcycles have completely different dynamic characteristics and vulnerabilities in traffic. The majority of drivers have no motorcycling experience and are not aware of the specific risks, skills and safety techniques associated with riding a motorcycle in traffic. 
Lastly, I would wonder if there is a single recorded incident of driver injury resulting from lane filtering. NTC should take into account that, whatever are the views of the general public; the costs of the rule will be borne primarily by the motorcycling community. I would like to note that I do not mean to dismiss the general views as irrelevant, just put them in perspective. 
Finally, I hope that NTC will give serious consideration to all submissions despite the dismissive language of the report that appears to pre-judge any opinions contrary to those expressed in the draft amendment as coming from a “cult” community of recalcitrant riders. The amendment would have roughly the same effect on commuting riders as lowering the speed limit to 40 km/h would have on the general motoring community. One could only imagine the public outcry if the latter was ever put forward as a suggestion. 

Sincerely,

Vlad Pavlov

