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[bookmark: _Toc203484366][bookmark: _Toc207195254]INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc455973207][bookmark: _Toc203484367][bookmark: _Toc207195255]	BACKGROUND
Road deaths and serious injuries amongst young drivers and passengers remain unacceptably high, despite recent reductions in the youth road toll. They are among the most vulnerable road users in Australia and internationally, with the risk being particularly high during the initial 6-12 months of unsupervised driving, reducing gradually throughout the provisional period, but taking several years to plateau. Young drivers aged 17-24 in Queensland represent approximately 14 percent of license holders but are involved in a quarter of fatal crashes, and more than 2000 young drivers are hospitalised due to serious road crashes annually. 
Graduated Licensing Systems (GLS) seek to address this by mandating long learner periods, with a minimum number of hours of supervised driving required, and successful completion of screening tests to achieve a provisional licence. This is intended to better prepare applicants for unsupervised driving, with some additional restrictions applying in the early years to keep them in safer driving conditions while they gain the critical experience and maturity needed to reduce their crash risk.
Queensland’s Learner Driver Program (LDP) component of the GLS sets the minimum learner period as 12 months, prior to which new drivers must complete either the online PrepL course or the written road rules test to obtain a learner licence. The PrepL course, which involves a series of interactive activities, videos and scenarios, can be completed online at the student’s own pace and can be commenced from 15 years and 11 months. Students need to obtain 90 percent correct responses on the final multiple-choice test to obtain their learner licence. A course available for supervisors of learner drivers – PrepL Supervisor (PrepL-S) – is available for supervisors that aims to assists supervisors to teach their learner driver to drive safely. It shares modules from PrepL so both parties can have a consistent experience. Both courses have a 12-month access period. 
During the learner period, all learner drivers aged under 25 years are required to log a minimum of 100 hours of supervised driving hours (unless an exemption has been granted). 
Additionally, all learner drivers are required to complete a Hazard Perception Test (HPT) before they can commence driving on a provisional licence. This test involves 25 computer-generated videos to check whether the learner driver is able to recognise potentially dangerous situations and respond in a safe manner. The HPT must be taken before the Practical Driving Test and can be taken after the learner licence has been held for at least six months. The test is completed online and takes approximately 15 to 30 minutes. 
Last, learners are required to sit the Q-SAFE on-road Practical Driving Test (PDT) that is designed to evaluate a learner’s ability to drive safely and correctly in different driving situations. It assesses driving skills, decision-making, road awareness, and how learners share the road with other traffic. 
Successful completion of the PDT results in the issue of a provisional (P1) licence with restrictions on alcohol, phone use, high-powered vehicles and carrying passengers at night applying for at least one year. 
While research has demonstrated the effectiveness of the Queensland GLS[footnoteRef:2],[footnoteRef:3], young drivers continue to be over-represented in fatal and serious injury crashes. There are challenges in isolating the relative contribution of different GLS requirements to crash trends and little is known about how each component separately and combined contribute to young driver safety. There is also little information regarding the accessibility and inclusivity of these initiatives. It is important to consider online education programs for learners and their supervisors as well as the HPT, the 100 hour minimum requirement and the PDT within the context of individual differences and geographical disparities across Queensland. [2:  Scully M, Newstead S, Keall M. Evaluation of Queensland’s Graduated Licensing System: analysis of police‐reported crash outcomes and individual GLS components. Report to Queensland Department of Transport and Main Roads. Monash University Accident Research Centre, VIC; February 2014. https://www.tmr.qld.gov.au/-/media/Safety/roadsafety/Road-safety-research-reports/qld-gls-evaluation.pdf?la=en]  [3:  Senserrick T, Boufous S, Olivier J, Hatfield J. TMR9815 - Evaluation of Queensland's graduated licensing system. Final report to the Department of Transport and Main Roads, Queensland Government. Brisbane QLD: TMR; December 2016. https://www.tmr.qld.gov.au/-/media/Safety/roadsafety/Road-safety-research-reports/gls-evaluation-191216.pdf?la=en] 

The Department of Transport and Main Roads (TMR) is committed to reducing the number of serious road crashes causing death by 50 percent and serious injuries by 30 percent by 2031. To do this, it is acknowledged that a focus on improving areas of greatest risk, such as early driving experiences is required. TMR has therefore commissioned the LDP review to learn more about best practices for all components, including online and practical approaches, to improve the safety of young drivers when they transition to independent driving. Additionally, this review aims to identify potential solutions, actions and interventions based on contemporary research evidence and technological advancements that enable TMR to implement best-practice and innovative learner driver education and training.
[bookmark: _Toc203484368][bookmark: _Toc207195256]PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The overall aim of the project was to address the high rates of novice driver fatalities and serious injuries through assessing LDP components and providing solutions and possible actions in the short- medium- and long-term that enable TMR to implement a best-practice, effective, accessible and inclusive LDP. Specific objectives included: 
· Review current evidence regarding best practice in online courses, practical driving requirements and PDT for learner drivers;
· Assess the effectiveness, accessibility, inclusivity and equity of each LDP component (e.g., to what extent has the program improved young drivers’ behaviours and attitudes towards safe driving and their safe driving capabilities, what is the road safety impacts of the program on P1 drivers);
· [bookmark: _Hlk142555872]Provide insights about whether the anticipated benefits of these initiatives are being achieved, and if they are fit for purpose and aligned with the intended objectives of the LDP; and,
· Develop an enhanced LDP framework/approach and suite of actions/roadmap for implementation in the short- medium- and long-term to achieve an enhanced LDP.
[bookmark: _Toc203484369][bookmark: _Toc207195257]REPORT STRUCTURE
This Executive Summary Report provides an overview of the project component methods and key findings for each project component. In addition, high level summaries of the development of the draft and final LDP framework and actions roadmap are provided. 
Separate Technical Reports provide the detailed methods and findings for each component and are referenced throughout the Executive Summary Report. 


[bookmark: _Toc203484370][bookmark: _Toc207195258]METHODS
A mixed-method quantitative and qualitative approach was implemented to ensure each of the project objectives were addressed, the findings are evidence-based and synthesised to inform innovative and effective actions. 
The approach aligns with established theoretical frameworks of learning and best practice pedagogy as well as evaluation models and is guided by the broad principles of Adult Learning Theory[footnoteRef:4] and instructional design models and principles[footnoteRef:5], which provide the science of how adults learn and include self-concept, experience, readiness, orientation and motivation. In addition, the review has utilised the Goals for Driver Education (GDE) framework[footnoteRef:6] to provide a relevant guide for assessing the effectiveness of the LDP components, particularly in the development of skills and competencies.  [4:  Knowles, M. (1984). The Adult Learner: A Neglected Species (3rd Ed.). Houston, TX: Gulf Publishing; and Knowles, M. (1984). Andragogy in Action. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.]  [5:  Merrill, M. D. (2002). First principles of instructional design. Educ. Technol., Res. Dev. 50: 43–59.]  [6:  Hatakka, M., Keskinen, E., Gregersen, N.P., Glad, A., Hernetkoski, K., (2002). From control of the vehicle to personal self-control; broadening the perspectives to driver education. Transport. Res. F: Traffic Psychol. Behav. 5 (3), 201–215.] 

This section summarises the methods undertaken to collect the relevant data, including: 
· Stakeholder engagement (surveys of learner drivers, supervisors and P1 drivers);
· Stakeholder engagement (consultation with key government, industry, advocacy and service groups);
· Systematic literature review;
· Component content analysis; and, 
· Administrative data analysis.
The methodological approach is summarised below. It is noted that prior to the commencement of this work, TMR conducted a series of focus group discussions with young people and their parents as well as learner driver mentors. 
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Method 1 – P1 driver survey
Method 1 – P1 driver survey
Method 1 – P1 driver survey
Method 1 – Supervising driver survey
Method 1 – Learner driver survey
Component 1 – Review of learner driver programs (PrepL and the written test)
Component 5 – Review of the Practical Driving Test
Component 4 – Review of the Hazard Perception Test
Component 3 – Review of the 100 hours practical driving component
Component 2 – Review of supervisor driver program (PrepL-S)

Method 2 – Content analysis
Method 2 – Content analysis
Method 2 – Stakeholder consultation
Method 2 – Content analysis
Method 2 – Content analysis

Method 3 – Stakeholder consultation
Method 3 – Stakeholder consultation
Method 3 – Administrative data analysis
Method 3 – Stakeholder consultation
Method 3 – Stakeholder consultation

Method 4 – Administrative data analysis

Method 4 – Administrative data analysis
Method 4 – Administrative data analysis

Overall Project Outcome: A framework that provides an evidence-based and innovative approach for learner drivers, 
and solutions for an enhanced learner driver experience during driver practice and testing
Design of Learner Driver Program Framework
1) Synthesis from components 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5; 2) Development of draft framework; 3) Stakeholder workshop to refine draft framework; 4) Final framework development



[bookmark: _Toc203484371][bookmark: _Toc207195259]STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT: LEARNER DRIVERS SURVEY
Learner drivers holding a current learner driver permit were invited to take part in a survey. 
Participants: The inclusion criteria for learner driver participants were: 
· Have completed and passed either the PrepL or written road rules test within the past 12 months;
· Aged between 15 years, 11 months and 23 years; and,
· Currently live in Queensland.
[bookmark: _Hlk200981611]Learner drivers were recruited through a range of paid and targeted social media outlets (Facebook, Instagram, etc.) and through key agencies and organisations with direct contact with this group (e.g. TMR Customer Service Centres). All participants were invited to enter a prize draw (an iPad) for completing the survey.
Survey instrument: The survey was designed using the GDE conceptual framework[footnoteRef:7], broad pedagogy/andragogy models and principles and sought to measure perceptions of and experience with the PrepL interactive online program or the written road rules test, and the HPT test (if already completed). Key areas of focus were:  [7:  Rodwell, D., Watson-Brown, N., & Bates, L. (2023). Perceptions of novice driver education needs; Development of a scale based on the Goals for driver education using young driver and parent samples. Accident Analysis & Prevention, 191, 107190. doi:10.1016/j.aap.2023.107190] 

· Their perceptions towards the current PrepL or written road rules test and reasons for choosing either;
· Their experiences of key competencies developed, how these competencies supported them as young novice drivers, and how completion of PrepL or the written road rules test (and HPT if completed) assisted in developing skills;
· The timing and duration of program (e.g., did they complete the program over time, or in one session), use of exemptions and/or support programs;
· General demographic characteristics, including age, sex, residential location/postcode, living arrangements, SES, postcode, education and employment status, cultural background.
The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics platform and was designed to take no longer than 20 minutes to complete.
Data analysis: Descriptive analyses were undertaken to identify profiles of those who chose PrepL or written road test and experiences in completing the HPT (if completed). Analyses focussed on demographic difference between those completing and not completing PrepL, their subsequent experiences and their perception of each pathway. Regression analysis was conducted to determine the relative strength of association between demographic factors and the likelihood of completing PrepL as a means of identifying relevant focus points for increasing uptake of the program where warranted.
[bookmark: _Toc203484372][bookmark: _Toc207195260]STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT: PARENTS/GUARDIANS SURVEY
Supervisor driver participants were invited to take part in a survey. 
Participants: The inclusion criteria for supervisor drivers were: 
· Either passed or did not enrol in PrepL-S within the past 12 months; 
· Have a current Open Queensland licence; 
· Have supervised a learner driver aged 23 years or younger within the past 12 months; and,
· Currently live in Queensland. 
Parents/guardians were recruited with the assistance of PrepL participants who completed a survey and through paid and targeted social media advertisements. Non PrepL-S participants were recruited through paid and targeted social media advertisements. Incentives consisted of the opportunity to enter a prize draw to win a $200 gift card to a local department store.
Survey instrument: The survey included structured questions to elicit information regarding their perceptions of the online components, 100 hours practical driving requirement and PDT in relation to:
· Their child’s learner driving experiences and logbook entries;
· Their child’s driving skills and behaviour;
· Driving and supervision experience of learner driver (parent/guardian’s relationship to the learner driver, extent of supervision);
· Their perceptions of and experiences with achieving 100 hours driving experience;
· Whether they (their child) engaged a professional driving instructor and if and how they worked together with an instructor or planned when lessons should be scheduled;
· Barriers and facilitators to providing driving supervision;
· General attitudes toward road safety, and driving behaviour, crash and infringement history; 
· General demographic characteristics including age, sex, residential location/postcode, living arrangements, SES, education/employment status, cultural background, driving behaviour (crash involvement and infringements).
The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics platform and was designed to take no longer than 15-20 minutes to complete.
Data Analysis: Data analysis for the parent/guardian survey generally follow that proposed for the learner driver survey employing descriptive analysis to describe the responses from parents/guardians related to attitudes and behaviours, related to the 100 hours of learner driving, and their association with parent/guardian socio-demographic profiles. Again, a particular focus of the analysis was to identify socio-demographic factors associated with attitudes and behaviours related to the 100 hour requirement. Results from the parent/guardian analysis were compared to those from the learner driver survey to identify whether there is consistency between the two groups or where key differences exist that will need to inform future program design.
[bookmark: _Toc203484373][bookmark: _Toc207195261]STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT: P1 DRIVERS SURVEY
Novice drivers who had recently obtained their provisional (P1) licence were invited to take part in a survey. 
Participants: This group comprised a group of newly licensed provisional (P1) drivers who engaged in various learner phase options, including those who completed the 100 supervised hours in total, those with exemptions, those who have identified equity/access limitations, those who registered for the mentoring program, and those who had used the services of driving instructors. The inclusion criteria for this group were:
· Current Queensland provisional 1 (P1) drivers who have passed the P1 driving test within the previous twelve months;
· Aged between 17 and 25 years; and,
· Currently living in Queensland.
P1 drivers were recruited directly from Customer Service Centres following the PDT by displaying recruitment posters (e.g., physical and/or electronic on waiting room screens), face-to-face recruitment, and with the assistance of TMR (to distribute advertisements to Customer Service Centres), and through paid social media advertisements. All participants were invited to enter a prize draw (an iPad) for completing the survey. 
Survey instrument: The survey was designed to measure perceptions of and experience with the LDP process including PrepL, 100 hours practical driving requirement, HPT, logbook entries, the PDT and driving behaviour information. Key areas of focus were:
· Their perceptions towards the current requirements;
· Their perceptions on whether the current system enables them to develop the skills necessary to drive solo safely;
· Their perceptions of when and how their competency reached a level of skilled/safe driving and how they reached that decision;
· Their experiences during the learner period, including key components of the requirements, competencies, experience in driver training and how they achieved their training, use of parents/guardians, professional driving instructors; diversity of experiences, frequency and length of driving trips, the timing and duration of training (e.g., if training was spread out over a time period or done all at once/just prior to the PDT), use of exemptions and/or support programs; 
· Their experiences using the logbook, including the number of driving hours recorded, whether they used a smartphone app logbook or other technology (and why/not), and whether they were aware/or if they personally falsified their logbooks;
· Driving behaviour information, including attitudes toward speeding, drunk/drug driving, engagement in risky driving behaviours, etc., crash and infringement history, etc.;
· General demographic characteristics, including age, sex, residential location/postcode, living arrangements, SES, postcode, education and employment status, cultural background;
· The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics platform and was designed to take no longer than 20 minutes to complete.
[bookmark: _Hlk200981922]Data analysis: Descriptive analyses were undertaken to identify profiles of those obtaining the 100 hours practical driving requirement and gaining their P1 licence and identify experiential differences. Responses relating to skill acquisition, the methods of achieving the driving requirements, and logbook entries were examined by driver profile. Cross-classification of factors were undertaken to identify initial associations between survey responses relating to 100 hours of learner experience and other socio-demographic factors in the survey. Logistic regression was undertaken to identify any commonality in factors, particularly with respect to self-reported attitudes and behaviours related to the 100 hours of experience, and socio-demographic factors. 
[bookmark: _Toc203484374][bookmark: _Toc207195262]STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT: KEY STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION
This component of the project aimed to collect data from key stakeholders with knowledge, expertise and operational experience in driver licensing and training. 
Participants: Participants included personnel from the following groups:
· TMR Executive staff and general staff: TMR personnel were identified and selected based on their positions and experience with road safety policy, licensing, operations, data analysis, program management, and systems management. 
· Customer Service Centre staff: Staff working at Customer Service Centres who are responsible for managing the process of driver testing, including learner logbook approvals and exemptions, processing practical test bookings and undertaking tests and driving examination. Staff were selected from a number of Centres in metropolitan and regional/remote areas of Queensland to ensure a representative sample. 
· Relevant Government and industry partners and advocacy groups: Groups who offer services to support learner drivers including the Queensland Police Service, Queensland Corrections, Department of Justice, Department of Youth Justice, Queensland Health, MAIC, Australia Driver Trainers Association, Australian Road Safety Foundation, Queensland Trucking Association, National Heavy Vehicle Regulator, The Salvation Army, Bicycle Queensland, Queensland Walks, Queensland Motorcycle Council, the Migrant Centre, Murri’s on the Move, National Job Link, Queensland Youth Services, Roadcraft (CEDT representative), RYDA, organisations offering the learner driver mentor program (e.g., PCYC, CTC Youth and Family Services), accredited driving schools (e.g. LTrent, RACQ, etc.), and learner driver mentoring program organisations (e.g., Braking The Cycle). 
· Subject matter experts: This group was identified using the team’s extensive networks and knowledge of experts, academics and consultants. This group included individuals with expertise in road safety, driver licensing, young driver safety, GLS, and adult learning principles.    
Recruitment strategies were coordinated with TMR. After the identification of key stakeholders (individuals and organisations), TMR contacted potential participants and invited them to take part in the focus groups. 
Data collection: Information was collected via Focus Group Discussion (FGD) sessions and interviews designed to seek to understand whether key stakeholders feel that the LDP online and practical components, including the PrepL, PrepL-S, NHPT, 100 hours and PDT, are comprehensive/effective/inclusive in assessing driving competencies and preparing novice drivers to drive safely, and what changes/improvements they feel may be necessary to improve the system, including conceptual approaches, innovative solutions and potential use of technology.
In May 2024, eight FGD sessions were conducted, as follows:
1. TMR managers and subject matter experts (Brisbane – hybrid)
2. Government agencies (Brisbane – hybrid)
3. Industry and advocacy- A (Brisbane – in-person)
4. Industry and advocacy- B (Brisbane – hybrid)
5. TMR examiners (Carseldine – in-person)
6. TMR frontline (Cairns – in-person)
7. TMR managers and subject matter experts (Cairns – hybrid)
8. TMR examiners (Cairns – online)
Since a group of potential participants were not able to join the focus groups due to location or time conflicts, and some focus groups’ participants requested an additional opportunity to talk with the research team, a series of interviews was designed to capture their perspectives. In June 2024, TMR coordinated and scheduled eight online interviews with stakeholders. 
All sessions started with a round of introductions (participants, research team, and TMR staff accompanying the project), and a brief presentation about the project, which included a description of its background, aim, and the purpose of the focus groups. Afterwards, the research team guided the discussion with a series of questions that aimed to understand the different perspectives in the room about the GLS and its components. Sessions lasted between 2 and 3 hours. FGD sessions included between 4 and 15 participants.
Data analysis: All sessions were recorded and transcribed for analysis. The transcriptions were checked for accuracy before being imported into a qualitative data analysis program. The qualitative software analysis program NVivo was used to identify patterns, themes, and interpretations from focus groups and interviews data, ensuring the credibility and trustworthiness. Transcripts were analysed thematically to seek an understanding of what is working well, what is not working, and barriers and facilitators for implementation of best-practice, and what could potentially be implemented to enhance the system. Key themes were summarised to identify consistent themes across all stakeholders and those particular only to certain groups.
[bookmark: _Toc203484375][bookmark: _Toc207195263]SYSTEMATIC REVIEW (100 HOURS DRIVING EXPERIENCE) 
A systematic literature review was conducted to evaluate the available evidence for the effectiveness of mandated supervised driving requirements – including minimum hours, minimum distance, specific driving conditions, and structured driver training programs – in improving road safety outcomes for learner and novice drivers. A learner driver was defined as an individual in the supervised learning phase prior to being granted a licence for independent driving. A novice driver was defined as someone who had recently obtained their provisional licence and may drive without supervision. The review protocol was registered with the International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO; ID: CRD562807) in July 2024. In addition, the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) approach was applied to ensure that all relevant peer-reviewed literature was identified and assessed.
Each supervised practice component was defined as follows:
· Minimum hours: A mandatory minimum number of supervised driving hours that a learner driver must complete before progressing to a more advanced phase in the graduated driver licensing system.
· Minimum distance: A mandatory minimum driving distance that a learner driver must complete under supervision.
· Driving conditions: Mandated exposure to varied driving environments (e.g., night-time, adverse weather) during supervised practice.
· Driver training programs: Structured training programs (theoretical and/or practical) offered or mandated before independent driving is permitted.
Road safety outcomes for learner drivers were defined as:
· Crash risk: Involvement in a motor vehicle crash, reported as frequency or rate (e.g., crashes per 1,000 drivers or per distance driven).
· Traffic violations: Incidents such as speeding, impaired driving, or other traffic infractions recorded by authorities or reported in driving records.
· Driving performance: Assessed through on-road tests, instructor evaluations, or simulated driving performance.
· Long-term driving behaviour and safety: Sustained driving behaviours post-licensure, including ongoing adherence to safe practices or engagement in risky driving.
Studies were included if they: i) were published in a peer-reviewed journal, in English, with full text available; ii) involved human participants in the learner driver phase (i.e., undertaking supervised driving practice); iii) employed quantitative study designs, including randomised controlled trials (RCTs), cohort studies, case-control studies, cross-sectional studies, and quasi-experimental studies; iv) examined the effects of mandated supervised driving requirements (minimum hours, distance, conditions, or training programs); and v) reported on one or more relevant road safety outcomes (e.g., crash involvement, traffic violations, driving performance). 
Studies were excluded if they i) were literature reviews, commentaries, case reports, or dissertations; ii) employed a qualitative design, including interviews, focus groups, or ethnographic approaches or studies that did not involve statistical analysis or numerical outcome data relevant to the review objectives; iii) focused on ineligible populations (e.g., fully licensed drivers), iv) did not include a relevant intervention; and v) did not report on at least one defined road safety outcome.
A comprehensive search of electronic databases across public health, psychology, and transport disciplines was conducted on 26 July 2024. The search captured literature from the earliest available records up to 2024. To supplement the electronic search, backward reference screening of included and goldset studies was undertaken to identify additional eligible studies. In addition, domain experts in learner and novice driver licensing, supervised practice, and road safety were contacted to identify any further unpublished or in-press studies.
The search strategy was developed around two core concepts:
· Concept 1 (Population): Comprising two subcomponents—1A (driving) and 1B (type of driver, e.g., learner, novice, young),
· Concept 2 (Intervention): Mandated supervised driving requirements, including minimum hours, minimum distance, driving conditions, and structured training programs.
Search terms – both indexed (e.g., Medical Subject Headings [MeSH]) and free-text keywords – were derived independently by each reviewer and refined in consultation with an expert librarian. Search results were exported into EndNote X8 for reference management, where duplicates were automatically removed. The remaining records were imported into Covidence, a Cochrane-endorsed systematic review management platform.
Two reviewers independently screened the titles and abstracts of all records against the predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria. Full-text articles were then retrieved for those that appeared eligible or unclear. Full-text screening was also conducted in duplicate, with any disagreements resolved by a third reviewer.
Data extraction was carried out independently by two reviewers using a standardised template. Extracted data included:
· Study identifiers: authors, year of publication, country
· Study design and methodological considerations
· Study characteristics
· Study period and setting
· Participant characteristics
· Intervention details (e.g., type of mandated practice) and comparator information
· Outcome measures: crash risk, crash severity, traffic violations, driving performance, and long-term behaviour
· Data sources used to assess outcomes
· Main findings
· Results of the quality assessment.
To ensure accuracy and consistency, approximately 10% of included studies (n=6) were randomly selected and cross-checked. A third reviewer resolved any discrepancies.
The methodological quality and risk of bias of included studies were assessed using the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) Critical Appraisal Tools, selected according to each study design. A single reviewer conducted the quality assessment for each study. To ensure consistency and accuracy, approximately 10% of the included studies (n = 6) were randomly selected and independently double-scored by a second reviewer. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion. 
[bookmark: _Toc203484376][bookmark: _Toc207195264]COMPONENT CONTENT ANALYSIS 
The Content Evaluation (CE) was conducted to determine whether the content, format and delivery of PrepL, PrepL-S and HPT have achieved the goals and purpose of the programs and are comprehensive in equipping learner drivers and their supervisors with the necessary skills they need to be safe drivers. In addition, an assessment of the Q-SAFE guidelines content was conducted. The broad CE questions included: 
· Does the content serve its purpose? If not, have there been any changes and for what reasons?
· Is the content of high quality? What factors may contribute to the quality? 
· What characteristics of the content have enabled or hindered overall goals? 
· Does the content outline what the user needs to know?
· Is the content written so that all users can read and understand it (accounting for diversity and equity)?
· How suitable are materials or activities for the intended participants? Does the content meet the needs of the user?
· Does the content enhance knowledge and understanding of all driving competencies and skills?
All documents associated with PrepL, PrepL-S, HPT and the Q-SAFE guidelines in Queensland, including the development of the online versions (course and test/scoring content) were collected. Access to the online versions of PrepL, PrepL-S and HPT was also provided.
All documents and online course/test versions were assessed using Content Analysis techniques and aligned with theories addressing the learning requirements of adolescents and young adults, specifically delivered via e-learning models.
The analysis assessed: 
· The style of information presentation (text, visual, interactive, etc.),
· The content quality, including usability, findability, readability, accessibility; and
· The presence, meanings, and relationships of certain words, themes, or concepts.
The documents were analysed using NVivo, enabling a thematic analysis to identify the key components included in the programs, and quality level.

[bookmark: _Toc203484377][bookmark: _Toc207195265]ADMINISTRATIVE DATA ANALYSES
The quantitative component of this study draws on linked administrative data provided by the Queensland Department of Transport and Main Roads (TMR). The analysis period spans from 1 July 2007 to 1 November 2023, based on the earliest endpoint across all linked datasets to ensure complete and consistent data coverage.
[bookmark: _Toc203484378][bookmark: _Toc207195266]GLS INTERVENTION AND SPECIFIC EFFECTS ANALYSES
This quantitative analysis comprised two components:
1. Interventional Effects:
Broader changes in the probability of adverse road safety outcomes across different licence groups and time periods where critical changes were made to the GLS were assessed. Each novice phase was compared to a corresponding open licence group to evaluate the impact of GLS policy changes over time with the open license group serving to represent the potentially changing impact of non GLS related factors on crash risk over time, such as implementation of new road safety programs.
2. Specific Effects:
This component evaluates the individual-level impact of completing specific GLS components on the likelihood of adverse outcomes during each novice licensing phase. The components assessed include:
· PrepL 
· HPT
· Electronic learner logbook
In addition, a further investigation was conducted to explore the contribution of logbook experience characteristics, including:
· Total hours of supervised driving logged
· Use of professional driving instructors
· Proportion of total hours completed with a professional instructor
Learner and provisional licence holders who obtained their licences prior to the introduction of the new GLS in 1 July 2007 were excluded from analysis of the corresponding novice licensing phase. However, if such individuals progressed to a novice phase (P1 or P2) after 1 July 2007, those later phases were included. This approach ensures that only licence phases occurring entirely within the timeframe of the reformed GLS system are evaluated.
Data sources
Data from multiple sources were linked using a unique, de-identified identifier (dummy licence / customer reference number) that was consistently applied across datasets. Records without a valid matching identifier to obtain demographic information and licence status were excluded from the analysis. For this study, the following data was accessed.
[bookmark: _Toc194931648][bookmark: _Toc197902262]Demographic and Geographic Variables
Demographic information available in the driver licencing system (TRAILS) included age, gender, and residential location (postcode). Remoteness classification was derived from postcodes using a modified classification developed for the study (the Modified Monash Model - MMM), based on the 2019 framework from the Department of Health and Aged Care.
PrepL and HPT data
Records for the HPT were available from 26 March 2021 to 25 June 2024, while records for PrepL were available from 20 November 2018 to 24 June 2024.
PrepL-S was excluded from the specific effect models due to insufficient data availability. In particular, there was no way of linking supervisors with the novice driver, nor any confirmation of whether participants had accessed or engaged with the content. 
The dataset did not explicitly differentiate between the old and new versions of the HPT, hence classification was determined based on the first enrolment date relative to licensing milestones:
· If the HPT enrolment date occurred on or after the learner licence start date and before the P1 licence date, it was classified as new HPT completed.
· If the HPT enrolment date occurred on or after the P1 licence date and before the P2 licence date, it was classified as old HPT completed.
[bookmark: _Toc194931651][bookmark: _Toc197902265][bookmark: _Toc203484148][bookmark: _Toc203484380]Exclusion Criteria for PrepL and HPT Records included:
· Individuals who completed PrepL after obtaining their learner licence.
· Individuals whose HPT enrolment date was before they held a learner licence or after they had already obtained a P2 licence.
Learner logbook data
Logbook records were available up until 19 April 2024 and included submissions from the electronic learner logbook system. These records captured data such as logged driving hours, type of supervision for each supervised driving experience logged (professional driving instructors or not), driving duration, distance, and time of day (e.g., dark hours).
Physical logbook users were not captured in the dataset and were therefore assumed to be people who were not recorded in the electronic logbook system. Individuals who appeared in the dataset were considered as TMR electronic logbook users. However, some entries exhibited invalid or implausible values. To address data quality concerns, an indicator variable was created to flag invalid electronic logbook records. An individual was considered to have invalid logbook data if any of the following conditions were met (all of these conditions were observed in the data provided):
· The first logged entry date was on or after the P1 licence start date.
· The last logged entry date occurred on or before 1 July 2007.
· The total number of logged hours ≥ 10,000 hours.
· The total logged distance by time exceeded the maximum legal driving speed in Australia (130 km/h), with a 10% buffer.
· The total logged hours was ≤ 0.
· There was no recorded start date for logging records.
· The learner continued to log hours after obtaining a P1 licence.
· The total hours logged was < 80, despite a recorded P1 licence in the GLS dataset.
· The total logged night (dark) driving hours was < 1 hour, despite a recorded P1 licence.
· The total driving distance logged was < 10 km, despite a recorded P1 licence.
Only individuals with valid logbook data based on the criteria above were included in the further exploration for how different logbook factors could influence the outcomes. Approximately 5% of unique drivers in the logbook dataset were excluded due to invalid data.
Crash data
Crash data was available up until 1 November 2023. The data is limited to police-reported crashes which are reported when at least one person is injured to some degree. Only the month and year of each crash were provided and not the day of the month; therefore, all crashes were assumed to have occurred on the first day of the recorded month for consistency.
Crashes were classified by severity based on the most serious outcome sustained by any involved party. A crash was defined as severe if it involved at least one person who was either hospitalised or killed. Crashes resulting only in property damage were generally not reported after 2011 and were not considered in the analysis. 
Exclusion criteria for crash data included: 
· Crashes occurring before 1 July 2007
· Crashes not involving drivers with a C or CA class licence
Infringement data
Infringement data was available from the driver licensing database (TRAILS) up until 22 March 2024. The dataset captured all recorded infringements linked to individuals in the driver licensing system via a unique identifier (dummy licence / customer reference number). For the purposes of this study, only driving-related offences were considered relevant and included in the analysis. The severity of each infringement was determined according to the criteria outlined in the technical report.
Exclusion criteria for infringement data included:
· Infringements issued before 1 July 2007
· Infringements not related to driving behaviours or not associated with drivers holding a C or CA class licence
Study Design
Four distinct phases of the novice licensing journey were of interest for this analysis:
· Learner licence – first year after obtaining a learner licence
· P1 licence (first six months) – early independent driving
· P1 licence (second six months) – months 7–12 of the provisional phase
· P2 licence – first year after transitioning from P1
P licence holders were considered to ascertain the impact of learner licence journey on the subsequent crash risk of P1 and P2 drivers. The focus of the evaluation was not on any GLD components related to P1 and P2 licence phases.
To estimate the effect of licensing phase and policy exposure on road safety outcomes, each novice driver phase was compared to a corresponding control group of open licence holders aged 30–33 years) matched within the same time period of licencing. The control group was selected based on the assumptions below:
· Open licence drivers are considered an appropriate control group due to the relatively stable involvement of this group in casualty crashes over time, as reported in previous research (Transport and Main Roads, 2005). While detailed historical infringement data were not available in that study, it is assumed that patterns of infringements follow a similar trajectory to crash outcomes throughout a driver's journey.  
· Most drivers hold an open licence from their late 20s and from age of 30, their risks are no longer likely to be impacted by their experience from the GLS pathway (relatively far away from the interventions timewise). Crash and infringement risks are expected to be relatively stable for people with open licences especially with some time holding the licences, due to greater driving experience and maturity.
This design allowed the control group to serve as a stable reference point for estimating the risk associated with each novice phase while having a relatively similar age profile.
The police-reported road safety outcomes assessed include:
· Crash:
Occurrence of at least one crash (any severity); binary outcome
· Severe crash:
Crash occurrence involving hospitalisation or fatality; binary outcome
· Number of crashes:
Total number of crashes (any severity); count outcome
· Infringement:
Occurrence of at least one traffic offence; binary outcome
· Severe infringement:
Occurrence of offences classified as severe; binary outcome
· Number of infringements:
Total number of traffic offences (any severity); count outcome
Each outcome was collated separately for treatment and control groups across licensing phases for inclusion in the analysis model.
Interventional effect models were constructed to estimate whether the probability of adverse traffic safety outcomes changed over time with the staged implementation of GLS policies. Each novice driver phase was compared to the corresponding open licence control group to evaluate relative risks across time periods.
Binary outcomes (crash, severe crash, infringement, and severe infringement) were modelled using binomial logistic regression, while Poisson regression was applied for count outcomes (number of crashes or infringements). 
The following covariates were included in all interventional models:
· Age at licence phase entry (numeric)
· Gender (male/female)
· Remoteness category (Modified Monash Model, MMM 1–7)
· Licence group (L, P1 first 6 month, P1 second 6 month, P2, or control)
· Time period of licence entry (categorical, coded 0-4, related to key GLS intervention points)

[bookmark: _Toc207195267][bookmark: _Toc203484384]JURISDICTIONAL CRASH DATA COMPARISON (EFFECT OF MINIMUM SUPERVISED DRIVING HOURS) 
An inter-jurisdictional comparison comparing probationary driver crash risk between jurisdictions with different learner hours requirements was undertaken. Summaries of crash data publicly available from various jurisdictions were used to identify the number of car drivers involved in road crashes over the period 2013-2022. Subsets of these data were taken which isolated crashes where Police records identified the involved person as the driver of one of the traffic units involved in collisions in Queensland, New South Wales, Western Australia or Victoria.
Data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 29) with tables produced for each jurisdiction reflecting the number of crash-involved drivers by year and Police-reported crash severity for the period 2013-2022. As the objective of the current analyses was to estimate relative risk of crashes (rather than casualty injury outcomes), the crash severity variable was included (as opposed to the casualty injury severity variable). For this reason, it is important to highlight that crash involvement is not a direct indication of injury outcomes, as such, not all drivers identified in the subset were injured. 
While driver license type was available for the Queensland crash data, this information was either unreliable or missing for each of the other jurisdictions and was unable to be obtained in the absence of data licensing agreements supporting the provision of additional licensing-related variables. The proportion of crash-involved drivers by year for each of the learner, provisional and open/full license types was calculated for Queensland (relative to the total number of crash-involved drivers). The number of crashes attributed to holders of each license type was imputed for New South Wales, Western Australia and Victoria using the Queensland results as a proxy for license status.
The relative risk of a driver being involved in both injury and non-injury crashes was calculated for each crash severity level (fatal through to non-injury or property-damage only crashes). Estimates were calculated for each of the targeted license types relative to each other.  
While crash severity across all jurisdictions was reliably available for fatal and serious injury crashes (resulting in hospital admission), there were slight variations in the classification of minor and moderate injury crashes in Western Australia and Victoria. In Western Australia, moderate and minor injury crashes were recorded under a single assignment of “medical” whereas Victorian data included only minor injury crashes. Given the available data, it was not possible to reliably report on the results for moderate and minor crashes. Non-injury crashes were also excluded.



[bookmark: _Toc203484385][bookmark: _Toc207195268]SUMMARY OF KEY RESULTS 
[bookmark: _Toc203484386][bookmark: _Toc207195269]STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT – SURVEY FINDINGS
The three surveys were analysed individually. Key results for each survey are provided below.
[bookmark: _Toc203484387][bookmark: _Toc207195270]LEARNER DRIVERS SURVEY
A total of 934 individuals accessed the learner driver survey, with 893 consenting to participate. Survey respondents were free to cease completing the survey at any time, or otherwise skip individual questions that they did not feel comfortable answering. A total of 274 respondents reached the end of the survey. Table 1 below provides demographic information on the learner driver study sample, in terms of age, gender, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background and language spoken at home.
As expected, given the survey was focussed on those who have recently completed PrepL or the written road rules test, the majority of respondents were aged 15-16 years (n=306, 56.6%). A higher number of females (n=276, 51.4%) completed the survey, when compared to males (n=252, 46.9%). Around 10 percent (n=55, 10.4%) of respondents identified as having Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent. The majority of respondents (n=490, 92.3%) reported speaking English at home. 
[bookmark: _Toc203485997][bookmark: _Toc203486132]Table 1 Demographic profile of respondents completing the learner driver survey
	
	N
	%

	Age
	
	

	15-16
	306
	56.6

	17-18
	162
	29.9

	19-23
	73
	13.5

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	252
	46.9

	Female
	276
	51.4

	Non-binary/Gender diverse
	6
	1.1

	Prefer not to say
	3
	0.6

	Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent
	
	

	Yes
	55
	10.4

	No
	461
	87.0

	Prefer not to say
	14
	2.6

	English spoken at home
	
	

	Yes
	490
	92.3

	No
	41
	7.7



The findings within key themes are described below.


Mode undertaken
The majority of learner drivers who completed the survey reported to have completed PrepL (n=595, 88.3%), when compared with the written road rules test (n=79, 11.7%). There were some differences observed between demographic indicators, including age, Indigenous background, and language spoken at home. Specifically, a higher proportion of older learners (aged 19-23 years) completed the written road rules test (n=16, 21.9%), when compared to younger age groups [age 15-16 (n=20, 6.5%), age 17-18 (n=10, 6.2%). 
A higher proportion of Indigenous learners completed the written road rules test (n=10, 18.2%), when compared to non-Indigenous learners (n=28, 6.1%). Similarly, a higher proportion of learners who speak a language other than English at home completed the written road rules test (n=9, 22.0%), when compared with those who speak English at home (n=34, 6.9%).
Levels of satisfaction with PrepL
Given the high prevalence of PrepL, it is important to examine the levels of satisfaction with this mode. Encouragingly, when asked how satisfied they were overall with PrepL, the majority of learner drivers who completed this mode reported they were ‘satisfied/very satisfied’ (n=275, 87.9). Just 12 (3.8%) participants reported they were ‘unsatisfied/very unsatisfied’. This was reflected in the majority of learner drivers (n=407, 89.7%)’ expressing being ‘happy/very happy’ with their decision to complete PrepL. Only 5 (1.1%) learner drivers reported they were ‘unhappy/very unhappy’ with their decision to complete PrepL.   
Understanding of written information
Understanding the information contained in PrepL is essential to equipping learner drivers with the skills they need to become safe drivers. Survey participants were therefore asked to indicate how much of the written information in PrepL was easy to understand. Over half (n=215, 51.7%) reported that ‘some or all’ of the written information was ‘not easy’ to understand, indicating there are some issues with comprehending the information in PrepL. 
It is notable that a larger proportion of Indigenous survey respondents (n=25, 61%) reported that they found some or all of the written information not easy to understand, when compared with non-Indigenous survey respondents (n=186, 50.5%). 
Unsuccessful attempts at PrepL
Unsuccessful attempts at the learner driver test at the end of PrepL are another indicator of the extent to which individuals are understanding the information presented. Just under half (n=225, 47.5%) of survey participants who had attempted PrepL reported they had at least one unsuccessful attempt at the learner driver test. 
Notably, a higher proportion of learner drivers who speak a language other than English at home reported an unsuccessful attempt at the PrepL test (n=18, 64.3%), when compared to those who do speak English as their first language at home (n=206, 46.3%). 
Crash involvement
Crash involvement was examined, and considered in the context of the mode through which learner drivers obtained their learner licence (i.e., PrepL vs just the written test). Whilst it is important to note that prevalence of crash involvement was low in the study sample (n=35, 10.9%), it did emerge that there was a larger proportion of drivers who completed the written test who had experienced a crash (n=5, 20.0%), when compared with those who had completed PrepL (n=30, 10.1%). 
[bookmark: _Toc203484388][bookmark: _Toc207195271][bookmark: _Hlk196737514]PARENT/GUARDIAN SURVEY
A total of 693 individuals accessed the PrepL-S survey, with 678 consenting to participate. As with the learner driver and P1 surveys, respondents were free to cease completing the survey at any time, or otherwise skip individual questions they did not feel comfortable answering. A total of 289 respondents reached the end of the survey. Table 2 below provides demographic information on the P1 driver study sample, in terms of age, gender, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background and language spoken at home.
Around half (n=300, 50.3%) of respondents reported being aged 40-49 years. A higher number of females (n=456, 77.2%) completed the survey when compared to males (n=124, 42.9%). Less than 3% (n=11, 2.9%) of respondents identified as having Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent. The majority of respondents (n=369, 96.9%) reported speaking English at home. 
[bookmark: _Toc203485998][bookmark: _Toc203486133]Table 2 Demographic profile of respondents completing the learner driver survey
	
	n
	%

	Age
	
	

	Under 40
	64
	10.7

	40-49
	300
	50.3

	50-59
	176
	29.5

	60 and over
	57
	9.6

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	124
	21.4

	Female
	456
	77.2

	Non-binary/Gender diverse
	2
	0.3



Completion of PrepL-S
Parents/guardians who participated in the survey were asked to indicate if they had completed PrepL-S. Just over one quarter (n=86, 28.1%) reported they had completed PrepL-S, while over half (n=166, 54.3%) reported they had not. Of note is that 17.7 percent (n=54) of participants responded ‘Don’t know/Not sure’ when asked if they had completed PrepL-S. This is of importance, as it may indicate a lack of awareness of what PrepL-S is, leaving individuals unsure if they have engaged with the course. 
Reasons for completion or non-completion in PrepL-S
Parents/guardians of learner drivers were asked to indicate the reasons for completion or non-completion of PrepL-S. In terms of non-completion, the most prevalent reason provided was not knowing what PrepL-S is. This was followed by parents/guardians reporting that they did not have time to complete PrepL-S and feeling that they would not benefit from completing the course.
In terms of completion, the most prevalent reason provided by parents/guardians was wanting to refresh their knowledge of the Queensland road rules. This was followed by wanting to develop the skills necessary to supervise a learner driver, and to increase confidence as a supervising driver. 
Levels of satisfaction with PrepL-S
Parents/guardians who had completed PrepL-S were asked some additional questions, to understand their levels of satisfaction with the course. First, individuals were asked whether PrepL-S provided them with a good opportunity to refresh their knowledge of the Queensland road rules. The overwhelming majority (n=73, 94.8%) responded that they agreed or strongly agreed that the course had given them the opportunity to refresh their knowledge of the rules. 
Second, parents/guardians were asked whether PrepL-S provided them with the opportunity to develop their skills in supervising their learner driver. Almost three quarters (n=56, 73.7%) of individuals agreed or strongly agreed that PrepL-S had allowed them the opportunity to develop their skills in supervising their learner driver. 
Third, parents/guardians were asked if they felt the amount of time that was required to complete PrepL-S was reasonable. The majority (n=67, 88.2%) felt the time required was reasonable.
Fourth, parents/guardians were asked whether they would recommend PrepL-S to others. The majority (n=68, 89.5%) said they agreed or strongly agreed they would recommend PrepL-S to others. 
Last, parents/guardians who completed PrepL-S were also asked if they felt that the course should be made compulsory for all supervising drivers. The majority (n=60, 80.0%) agreed or strongly agreed that the course should be compulsory.  
[bookmark: _Toc203484389][bookmark: _Toc207195272]P1 DRIVER SURVEY
A total of 398 individuals accessed the P1 survey, with 379 consenting to participate. As with the learner driver survey, respondents were free to cease completing the survey at any time, or otherwise skip individual questions that they did not feel comfortable answering. A total of 194 respondents reached the end of the survey. Table 3 provides demographic information on the P1 driver study sample, in terms of age, gender, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background and language spoken at home.
The majority of respondents were aged 17 years (n=108, 35.2%), closely followed by 18 years (n=107, 34.9%). A higher number of females (n=154, 55.0%) completed the survey when compared to males (n=120, 42.9%). Around 6% (n=17, 6.1%) of respondents identified as having Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent. The majority of respondents (n=259, 92.8%) reported speaking English at home.




[bookmark: _Toc203485999][bookmark: _Toc203486134]Table 3 Demographic profile of respondents completing the P1 driver survey
	
	n
	%

	Age
	
	

	17
	108
	35.2

	18
	107
	34.9

	19-20
	59
	19.2

	21-25
	33
	10.8

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	120
	42.9

	Female
	154
	55.0

	Non-binary/Gender diverse
	6
	2.1

	Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent
	
	

	Yes
	17
	6.1

	No
	262
	93.8

	Prefer not to say
	1
	0.4

	English spoken at home
	
	

	Yes
	259
	92.8

	No
	20
	7.2



P1 drivers who completed the survey were asked about the various components that have to be taken in order to receive a drivers’ licence. These include the 100 hours of supervised driving practice, the HPT and the PDT. Results relating to each component are detailed below. 
Minimum hours of driving practice requirements
The majority of drivers reported completing at least 100 hours of supervised driving practice. Specifically, 53.0 percent (n=144) reported completing exactly 100 hours, while 41.5 percent (n=113) reported completing more than 100 hours. The average number of supervised learner driver hours completed was 106.7. 
P1 drivers were also asked their perception towards the 100 hours minimum requirement. The majority of drivers (n=153, 62.2%) felt that 100 hours is the right number of hours. However, around one quarter (n=62, 25.2%) felt that 100 hours is too much. Only 8.9 percent (n=22) felt that 100 hours is not enough. 
In addition, P1 drivers were asked about their perception towards the 10 hours minimum night time requirement. Over half of drivers (n=125, 51.4%) felt that this is the right number of hours. However, a relatively large proportion (n=100, 41.2%) felt that 10 hours at night is not enough hours. Just 4.9 percent (n=12) felt that 10 hours at night is too many. 
Engagement in professional lessons
P1 drivers were asked to provide details on their engagement in professional driving lessons. A large proportion of P1 drivers (n=204, 84.0%) reported that they had engaged in at least one professional lesson while they were a learner driver. These drivers were then asked to indicate the number of professional driving lessons they had engaged in: 1-5 lessons was most commonly reported (n=90, 44.3%), 6-10 lessons (n=59, 29.1%), and 11 or more lessons (n=54, 26.6%). 
Engagement in professional driving lessons was considered in relation to self-reported crash involvement. For those who had engaged in professional driving lessons, 23.8 percent reported having been involved in a crash at some stage since commencing driving. In comparison, for those who had not engaged in professional driving lessons, 29.4 percent reported having been involved in a crash at some stage since commencing driving. 
HPT
P1 drivers were asked to provide details on their experience of and their perception towards the HPT. The majority of P1 drivers had a positive experience with the HPT. For example, drivers were asked whether they felt the HPT was a good way for them to demonstrate their hazard perception skills. Over half (n=113, 56.5%) reported that they agree or strongly agree that the HPT was a good way for them to demonstrate their hazard perception skills. 
P1 drivers were also asked whether they felt the HPT included a wide variety of scenarios where they may be required to apply their hazard perception skills. Over two-thirds (n=134, 67.0%) of drivers reported they agree or strongly agree that the HPT did have a wide variety of scenarios. 
It is notable that when participants were asked whether they felt the scenarios in the HPT appeared realistic compared with driving a car, less than half (n=96, 48%) reported they agree or strongly agree. When asked to indicate levels of satisfaction with the HPT, the majority of P1 drivers said that they were satisfied or very satisfied (n=147, 68.4%). Furthermore, the majority of P1 drivers reported that they found the HPT to be an easy or very easy test (n=151, 67.4%).
P1 drivers were also asked about their experience of unsuccessful attempts at the HPT. Just over 20 percent (n=48, 20.9%) reported having an unsuccessful attempt at the test. These drivers were asked to indicate the number of unsuccessful attempts. Just under half (n=23, 47.9%) had one unsuccessful attempt, 29.2 percent (n=14) had two unsuccessful attempts, while 22.9 percent (n=11) had three or more unsuccessful attempts. 
Unsuccessful attempts at the HPT were considered in relation to self-reported crash involvement. For those who had at least one unsuccessful attempt at the HPT, 34.1 percent reported having been involved in a crash at some stage since commencing driving. In comparison, 22.2 percent of drivers who did not have an unsuccessful attempt at the HPT reported having been involved in a crash at some stage since commencing driving. 
PDT
P1 drivers were asked to provide details of their experience of and perceptions towards the PDT. The majority of drivers reported a positive experience with the PDT. For example, when asked whether they felt the PDT was a good way for them to demonstrate their driving skills, the majority reported they agree or strongly agree (n=160, 83.8%). The majority also reported they agree or strongly agree that the driving test required them to drive in a variety of different situations (n=153, 80.1%). Whilst the overwhelming majority of P1 drivers reported they agree or strongly agree they had enough on road experience to complete the driving test safely (n=179, 94.2%), less than two thirds (n=118, 63.1%) reported that they felt confident while they were completing their driving test. The majority (n=165, 77.1%) reported they were satisfied or very satisfied overall with the PDT process.
P1 drivers were also asked about their experience of unsuccessful attempts at the PDT. Less than one third of drivers (n=68, 31.6%) reported having had an unsuccessful attempt. These drivers were then asked to indicate the number of unsuccessful attempts. Over two-thirds of P1 drivers who had an unsuccessful attempt at the PDT reported only one unsuccessful attempt (n=47, 69.1%). 
Unsuccessful attempts were considered in relation to crash involvement. For those who had at least one unsuccessful attempt, 30.2 percent reported having been involved in a crash at some stage since commencing driving. In comparison, 22.4 percent of drivers who did not have an unsuccessful attempt reported having been involved in a crash at some point since commencing driving.  

[bookmark: _Toc203484390][bookmark: _Toc207195273]STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT – KEY STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP AND INTERVIEW FINDINGS
All FGD sessions (eight) and interviews (eight) were recorded and transcribed for analysis with the qualitative software analysis program NVivo. Transcripts were thematically analysed, themes emerged within each LDP component, as well as challenges and opportunities for diverse groups of learner drivers. 
Overall, the majority of stakeholders agreed that the current LDP is creating safer drivers when compared with the program 20 years ago. Nonetheless, accessibility and flexibility have emerged as costly issues of the current system. Different types of accessibility issues were highlighted as barriers. These included the location of testing centres (spatial accessibility), as well as the format of the PrepL and the HPT (socio-economic accessibility). Moreover, the lack of flexibility of the current system does not allow for the use or needed adaptation of resources to different audiences, such as learners whose first language is not English, or are neurodivergent or experience learning difficulties.
Participants discussed how the GLS process and available resources are not well-known by the community. Learners are finding out from their friends how the process works and its requirements, with social media becoming one of their main sources of information. Furthermore, its related costs, especially those associated with completing the 100 hours practical driving requirement, were discussed as one of the main barriers.  
In the majority of cases, participants’ comments about specific themes were aligned across FGD sessions and interviewees, with some discussion providing more detail. Nonetheless, there were some divergent and even opposite perceptions regarding certain aspects in some topics.    
Key findings are presented below as related to each LDP component and include responses to specific thematic questions, including: 
· Does the component achieve its aims and objectives?
· Are there access issues and what are the facilitators and barriers?
· Are there administrative issues and what are the facilitators and barriers?
· Are there suggested improvements to component content and delivery?
· What are the potential actions and solutions? 
PrepL
Overall, participants noted that PrepL was an adequate LDP component and that the availability of an online learning phase was an important LDP component for most learner drivers. 
[bookmark: _Hlk201324231]However, some challenges were noted, as follows: 
· Format: The current PrepL format does not support all types of learners. First, its digital format makes a device with minimum requirements necessary for accessing the content. Second, the need for internet to access the PrepL, greatly affects those who cannot access the internet, whether because they are located in remote areas and connection is unavailable or weak, or because they have limited data allowance or download speed. It was also discussed how road rules and certain road safety knowledge can be tested online with some confidence that the information has been understood. In contrast, it is difficult to assess driving skills, especially of a population that grew up playing video games, given its similarities to a reflex or reaction time in games. 
· Content: Participants noted that online learning and testing is only one part of the solution. They suggested that while knowledge of road rules is tested adequately with PrepL, it lacks the capacity to teach safe driving skills.
· Operation: Additional challenges of the current PrepL include: 
· The system does not allow for the verification of who completes the PrepL. Many stakeholders emphasised that it is understood to be common practice for friends or family members to complete the PrepL for the learner.  
· There is a lack of understanding of the role of PrepL in the LDP and, more broadly, the GLS.
· There is a perception that learners see PrepL as a ‘tick-box’ exercise.
[bookmark: _Hlk201324370]Participants provided some suggestions for enhancement of PrepL, including:
· Enhance access to PrepL for disadvantaged groups (Indigenous youth, those living in remote areas, with language difficulties, in prisons, and for those who are neurodivergent or have learning difficulties).
· Consideration of alternatives to PrepL for disadvantaged groups.
· Maintain/scale up the Indigenous community support teams.
· Ensure there is a minimum time to complete PrepL.
· Enhance engagement of learner drivers through technology.
PrepL-S
Participants noted the important role of supervisors during the learner period and there was an overall positive perception towards the benefits of PrepL-S as a component of the LDP. In addition, it was noted that, since it has become free for supervisors, uptake has increased.
However, some challenges were noted, as follows: 
· It was acknowledged that the supervision role entails responsibilities that are often overlooked due to the self-appointment process. This selection mode assumes every supervisor is a safe driver, and knows how to guide and support the learner in acquiring safe driving skills. Participants agreed the reality is very different, where supervisors are the learner’s parent most of the time, and in some occasions focus on completing the 100 hours (not ensuring safe driving practices have been learnt) because they ‘know’ their learner is already a good driver.
· It was also noted that most supervisors are unaware of the PrepL-S resources. However, since it became free the number of users has increased, yet the number of users still represents a small percentage of all supervisors. 
· Participants who have regular contact with supervisors explained how the online format of the PrepL-S does not allow for two-way interactions between learners and supervisors.
Participants provided some suggestions for enhancement of PrepL, including:
· Raising awareness of the existence and benefit of PrepL-S, differentiation between PrepL and PrepL-S, and improved accessibility.
· Enhance PrepL-S with additional support/resources, including training, practical offerings on teaching safe driving to learners.
· Opportunities to check learners are taught the correct information and skills, while correcting supervisors’ bad and potentially high-risk behaviours.
· Mandating completion of PrepL-S.
HPT
Of all the LDP components, the HPT was the one that participants questioned the most. Participants considered that its benefits are not clear, for a number of reasons, including: 
· A perception that many learners complete it in less than five minutes and treat it as a videogame (therefore questioning if there is comprehension of its purpose).
· There is a perception that learners see HPT as a ‘tick-box’ exercise. 
· There was a concern that the test measures general reaction to traffic events but does not explore what an appropriate response to the hazard is. 
· It was largely agreed that the current format, digital and online, is not the most appropriate to assess hazard perception or ensure that learners are improving their skills even when completing the test multiple times. 
· Likewise, the absence of important road situations, such as interactions with pedestrians and heavy vehicles, was raised as a major deficiency in relation to its content.
Participants provided some suggestions for enhancement of HPT, including:
· Enhance the quality of videos and hazardous events, and include additional important hazards (e.g. heavy vehicles, vulnerable road users, etc).
· Review the benefits of current timing of HPT testing.
· Ensure high quality images for disadvantaged groups.
100 hours
The 100 hours practical driving requirement allows learner drivers to become familiar with the road and develop the skills to drive safely. Nonetheless, the way the requirement is currently structured does not provide enough guidance or set any minimums for driving exposure to different road and traffic conditions (except the 10 hours at night) for a learner to develop safe driving skills in a broad range of circumstances and environments. 
The current minimum number of hours was discussed by stakeholders. Identified benefits were related to the learning opportunity it creates for learners, yet the associated costs, accessibility issues, and supervisor selection – all these compounded by the lack of evidence on the optimal number of hours – make it controversial and questionable. However, the jurisdictional analysis provides evidence that a requirement for greater learner hours is associated with reduced crash risk in the probationary period (see Section 3.5.4).
The main issue participants identified associated with the 100 hours requirement is its implied costs. While there are learners who have a family member, relative, or licensed driver who is willing and has the time and resources to supervise them, participants suggested that many do not (although this was not quantified). Whether it is access to a vehicle, the cost of petrol or the commitment to the required supervision time (an additional cost if the learner or the supervisor needs to reduce or stop working), the total cost of this requirement is not clear and, for many, likely unaffordable/unattainable. 
The assumption that every supervisor is a safe driver, was also discussed. Participants who have had first-hand experiences with supervisors say learners often acquire bad attitudes and behaviours during the supervised driving phase. This not only negates the intention of the 100 hours requirement, but also sets the wrong foundations for the learning process. It was discussed how, in some cases, many learners have had to first unlearn behaviours they copied from their supervisors, to later on learn how to drive safely.
Regarding the use of the logbook app, it was usually described as a trust system that, similar to the online training (i.e., PrepL) and tests (i.e., HPT) can be easily, and is likely often, ‘fudged’. Since it is a mobile phone app, the challenges related to device dependency, internet connection, and network coverage described in the PrepL section, also apply to the mobile app version. Although less common, the paper logbook format, follows the same trust system principles, which makes it easy to forge as well.
Whether related to technology, location, or costs, most challenges centred around accessibility. The current system was perceived as not meeting the needs of many vulnerable groups. Likewise, a lack of clarity in the messaging was identifies as a key aspect. It should be emphasised that the purpose of the minimum hours requirement is to acquire a range of basic skills, not about simply completing the hours and then immediately thinking there is no need to learn anything else. 
The important role that driving instructors play in the LDP was frequently noted. Participants emphasised the fact that not all non-professional supervisors are safe drivers, and sometimes instructors see learners copying high-risk behaviours. Given that many learners may not have the opportunity to access sessions with instructors, participants agreed there is a real need for programs to support improved access such as Keys2Drive[footnoteRef:8]. In addition, an accreditation system for instructors was discussed as a mechanism to ensure learners are receiving optimal and correct information and guidance to become safe drivers. [8:  The Keys2Drive program, an Australian Government initiative that offered a free one-off driving lesson with an accredited professional driving instructor to learner drivers and supervisors, ended on March 31, 2023, and is no longer available in Queensland or any other Australian state. The program provided a unique learning opportunity for learners, their supervisors, and professional instructors to learn safe driving practices together.  ] 

PDT
Participants discussed how the focus of the GLS is currently on completing LDP components, not on gaining the skills to become a safe driver. They suggested that there may be a problem with the current language that reflects passing the PDT as the goal of the GLS, which results in confidence in excess of actually acquired skills in some cases, with learners considering themselves good drivers as soon as they pass the test.
Another consequence of the misunderstanding of the purpose of this LDP component is the responses examiners receive after failing a learner. There have been instances where learners (and their parents) have argued with examiners after having failed the test. Passing the PDT is perceived by some as a right, assuming that completing the 100 hours would mean passing the assessment. Examiners agreed technology could be used to improve their experience in such situations, for instance body cameras.
Regarding the PDT design, examiners who work in rural and remote areas expressed that there are few good testing environments in the area, which results in them having to focus on minimum criteria, not necessarily on assessing whether the learner is a safe driver or not. 

Additional discussion points
Accessibility for groups of learners in specific situations or with particular conditions emerged in most discussions as a key guiding parameter to improve the LDP. Participants often reiterated the importance of clarifying the purpose and benefits of each of the LDP/GLS components, simplifying their language, and not relying exclusively on digital mediums. The groups participants focused on were:
· First Nations learners in remote and Indigenous communities: Participants, especially examiners with experience in remote communities, expressed how learners in these areas have difficulties relating to the content of the PrepL and the HPT given there is little or no representation of their environment, and they are rarely familiar with the road scenarios presented. Furthermore, the language used to present information or describe situations is complex, which can confuse them, especially those whose first language is not English. Regarding the mediums used to deliver the PrepL, PrepL-S, and HPT, participants agreed the current system is not meeting many Indigenous learners’ needs. The reliance on a device (i.e., desktop, laptop, table, or mobile phone) and a stable and unlimited internet connection, make it difficult to complete the online LDP component, and therefore start or progress in the GLS. Additionally, Indigenous communities have a different set of social norms and traditionally learn in ways different to other groups. Participants with first-hand experience in such communities, reported instances where learners may want to engage with the online material, however due to the way the online components are designed and presented, they experience difficulties understanding what the content refers to and how to respond appropriately on their devices. A number of participants emphasised that Indigenous groups have a deep sense of shame and disengagement from the process.
· Incarcerated learners: Participants with first-hand experience with learners who are incarcerated noted that, due to the restriction in detention centres, they do not have access to internet and cannot complete the online components of the LDP. If there are printed options available, they can usually access them but with restrictions. Participants also discussed how completing the 100 hours requirement is not possible for these learners, and getting an exemption is not the right way to solve the issue.
· International learners: Participants discussed how, even when some international learners have experience driving overseas, there are usually difficulties related to i) understanding the LDP content, because English is not their first language and the resources are written using a complex form of the language, and ii) driving on the left side of the road, which is contrary to how many learned to drive. It was agreed that it is very common for international learners to ask a native English speaker (e.g., partner, friend) to complete the online LDP components for them or at least provide help when completing them.
· Learners with disabilities and neurodiversity: A number of participants noted that young adults with learning disabilities and neuro-diverse conditions experience many challenges in mastering a complex set of skills required to drive safely and often require more time, practice and support to master driving skills. It was also noted that the majority of LDP components lack sensitivity to these challenges and there is a need for a more tailored approach to optimise learning for these groups. It was suggested that a tailored approach is required, including i) breaking down tasks into smaller, manageable steps and using tools such as visual supports and concrete language in online components, ii) providing significantly more supervised hours before they are ready to sit the PDT and drive independently (particularly with trained instructors who can adapt teaching methods, iii) provide additional driving and medical fitness to drive assessments (with professional occupational therapists), iv) tailored PDT to accommodate anxiety, and v) added licence conditions to enhance safety. 

[bookmark: _Toc203484391][bookmark: _Toc207195274]SYSTEMATIC REVIEW OF 100 HOURS MINIMUM PRACTICAL REQUIREMENT FINDINGS
The search strategy identified 4,626 records: 4,615 through electronic databases and 11 through bibliographic review. After automatic deduplication via Covidence (n = 185) and manual removal of an additional 25 duplicates, 4,416 records remained for screening.
Following title and abstract screening, 230 full-text articles were retrieved and assessed for eligibility. Of these, 163 were excluded, resulting in 67 studies that met all inclusion criteria and were included in the final review (Figure 1).
[bookmark: _Toc203486853]Figure 1: Systematic review process
[image: PRISMA flow diagram showing study selection: 4,626 records identified, reduced to 4,416 screened after removing 210 duplicates, with 230 full texts assessed and 212 excluded. Ultimately, 18 studies were included in the review.]

The following four themes were identified:
· Minimum Supervised Driving Hours: Five studies evaluated the effects of minimum hour requirements. While some studies reported reductions in crash risk or improved driving performance, others noted limited or no safety benefit. However, the number of required hours under evaluation that applied in these studies varied from only 30 hours to 120 hours; therefore, caution is needed in making direct comparisons. Some research also cautioned that rigid hour requirements may result in learners seeking only the minimum practice needed for progression, rather than optimising learning through additional voluntary practice. Furthermore, differences in how these hours are structured—such as distribution across varied driving conditions—may influence their effectiveness (i.e., quality versus quantity).
· Minimum Supervised Distance: Only one study addressed distance-based requirements, finding that longer learner licence duration (and therefore greater opportunity to accumulate supervised distance) was associated with reduced crash risk during early independent driving. The paucity of evidence in this area suggests a gap in research and policy evaluation.
· Structured Driver Training Programs: Four studies examined formal training programs. These were generally associated with improvements in hazard detection, lower crash and violation rates, and more consistent safety-related behaviours. Notably, programs combining theory with practical exposure appeared most effective, suggesting the value of comprehensive, multi-modal training approaches.
· Minimum Permit Holding Periods: This requirement was one of the most consistently supported interventions. Longer permit durations – commonly six months or more – were associated with significant reductions in crash involvement, particularly when paired with supervised practice and gradual exposure to complex driving tasks. Three studies identified this component as among the strongest predictors of novice driver safety.

[bookmark: _Toc203484392][bookmark: _Toc207195275]CONTENT ANALYSIS FINDINGS
Content analysis of the online components (PrepL, PrepL-S and HPT) were conducted by accessing the online platforms and supporting guidelines and resource documents. The PDT process was assessed by reviewing the Q-SAFE guidelines.
PrepL
With regard to PrepL, the main findings were: 
· In general, PrepL appeared to achieve its objectives, the content is appropriate and is designed to enhance knowledge. 
· The flow of content delivery appeared somewhat disjointed. Examples of poor flow include presentation of practice questions often appear before relevant information has been presented.
· The level of interaction required to complete the component lacks some interactivity and there appears to be substantial repetition of information throughout.
· The level of engagement of videos is relatively poor.
· Lacks content on sharing the road with some road user groups, particularly heavy vehicles, cyclists and other vulnerable road users.
PrepL-S
With regard the PrepL-S, the main findings were: 
· In general, the PrepL-S appeared to achieve its objectives, the content is appropriate and is designed to enhance knowledge.
· While key information was presented in a clear way, some of the supporting animations could be somewhat confusing (e.g., videos played at unrealistic speeds), or misleading (e.g., Fatigue [Fatal 5] videos depicted racing vehicles to illustrate safe driving)
· Some videos appeared to address the audience (supervisor drivers) as if they were learners.
· Some lack of validity with real-world images (photos/videos) – poor illustration of traffic environment and events.
· Only parts of the course are delivered, depending on responses to introductory questions. It may be advantageous to deliver standard content to all supervisor drivers.
HPT
The main findings from the physical testing of HPT include: 
· In general, the HPT does not meet the needs of learners, and there are concerns regarding its effectiveness in enhancing hazard perception skills.
· In many scenarios, the HPT appears to require learners to respond to standard driving tasks, rather than responding to hazards. This may result in learners simply clicking anytime and passing – the implication being that no real learning is achieved and the HPT is not achieving its objectives.
· There is a limited range of traffic scenarios (e.g., no examples of sharing the road with heavy vehicles). 
· The delivery of HPT on a mobile device is problematic. Some examples include i) difficulty in identifying vehicles, particularly in night time conditions, ii) rotating the phone to increase the area where the video is displayed results in disappearance of the main text (instructions and play buttons) on the screen.
PDT
The main findings of the Q-SAFE guide review revealed the following:
· In general, the guide was found to be comprehensive and effective in providing key messages and information for driving examiners. 
· Little information was provided for testing neuro-divergent individuals.
· There was a lack of instruction for selection of test routes, particularly in environments where few options are available (regional/remote areas).
· There was a lack of offering examiner discretion.
A small number of areas were identified where further content could be added, as follows: 
· Applicants with special needs: Include a component on driving tests for neuro-diverse individuals in the ‘directing applicants with special needs’ section, particularly regarding accommodating their language difficulties and anxiety. In addition, include a section on the benefit of Occupational Therapists being in the vehicle at the time of the test.
· Test Route design: Currently, Q-SAFE specifies that testing routes should cover as many driving situations as possible in areas where there are limited options. Q-SAFE may include either i) mandatory situations that must be included in test routes for them to be considered valid, or ii) require that additional situations be found in regional areas. More detailed guidelines in Q-SAFE are perhaps necessary.
· Scoring criteria: Clear scoring criteria and descriptions of what is considered a non-critical driving error, specific repeated driving error, and a critical driving error may be included.
· Other: Driving examiners spoke about Q-SAFE being comprehensive and detailing what is required in driving tests, in terms of road types, manoeuvres and test duration, but there are situations where examiners identify that whilst a driver has completed all requirements to get a licence, there are still concern about the learners’ capacity to drive safely, either through skills or attitudes. Q-SAFE could provide greater opportunity for Driving Examiners to exercise discretion on whether a driver should be issued a licence. Considerations include: i) how should this be managed, ii) what processes should be followed, and ii) what details should be included in Q-SAFE.

[bookmark: _Toc203484393][bookmark: _Toc207195276]ADMINISTRATIVE DATA FINDINGS
Analysis of the administrative data was structured around the following framework which considered the key intervention dates of changes to the GLS in Queensland. The intervention analysis focused on changes in the crash and infringement risk after key changes to the GLS being:
· Introduction of the electronic learner logbook
· Introduction of PrepL
· Introduction of PrepL-S
· Change to the timing of delivery of the HPT
The timing of these key changes is indicated by the vertical lines in Figures 4 and 5. 
The top initiatives in Table 4 (in red) were assumed to only impact the risk in the learner phase whilst the top three sets of initiatives (red, yellow and green) were assumed to impact risk during the P1 and P2 phases. The open license holder risk (blue) was used to control for temporal changes in risk over the study period.
The intervention analysis simply examined whether there was any change in crash or infringement risk after the time of each key change to the GLS. Drivers were allocated to each time period based on the timing of their learner or probationary licensing date relative to the GLS program changes. Risk was assessed in the learner, first 6 months of P1, second 6 months of P1 and first year of P2 phases. The intervention analysis did not take into account whether the change impacted specific drivers (for example whether they completed PrepL) so represents a population level assessment of the program and will be dependent on the rate of uptake of the introduced initiatives. 
Analysis of program component effects identified which specific components (Electronic Logbook, PrepL, HPT change applied to each individual driver) as well as aspects of learner driver experience taken from the electronic logbook records. Risk in each licensing phase was then related to which components and learner driver logbook experience individual drivers had undertaken as a measure of specific effectiveness of the program components.


Table 4: GLS Changes Informing the Administrative Data Analysis
[image: Timeline-style chart titled “Changes to Queensland GLS: July 2007 to Current,” showing multiple coloured horizontal bands (red, yellow, green, blue, and grey) across a sequence of years to represent different licensing components and when they were introduced or modified. 

The figure highlights staged changes over time, with coloured segments indicating periods of implementation, expansion, or adjustment across the graduated licensing system.]



[bookmark: _Toc203484394][bookmark: _Toc207195277]GENERAL TRENDS IN NOVICE DRIVER RISK
First, empirical annual probabilities (from 2008 to 2022) of casualty crash and infringement events per license holder were estimated by licensing phase to ascertain the general trends in risk by time within each licence phase. These plots illustrate observed trends in the key road safety outcomes: crashes and infringements (see Figures 2 & 3 respectively). The vertical lines in Figures 4 and 5 indicate the key change points in the GLS (electronic logbook, PrepL, PrepL-S and HPT shift). Splines are fitted to the estimated risks by year to show general trends.
[bookmark: _Toc203486854]Figure 2: Annual empirical crash probability by licensing phase, Queensland, 2008-2022
[image: Line chart showing empirical crash probability by assigned year for five groups (L first year, P1 first 6 months, P1 second 6 months, P2 first year, and open licence), with all groups generally declining over time and higher probabilities for P1 and P2 phases compared to L and open licence. ]
Some general trends in crash risk were notable from the analysis:
· Crash risk for all novice driver license classes reduced in the early years after introduction of the GLS with reductions more pronounced than for open licence holders. Trends have been more stable over the last decade during the period of introduction of key changes to the GLS being assessed in this study.
· Learner licence holders have consistently the lowest crash risk, even compared to open licence holders, likely reflecting their more limited travel exposure and being supervised.
· Crash risk for P1 licence holders in their first 6 months is 3-4 times higher than for open licence holders with risk reducing significantly in the second 6 months of P1 licensure.
· Perhaps unexpectedly, crash risk for P2 licence holders is consistently equal to or higher than for P1 licence holders in their first 6 months. Whether this is driven by increased travel exposure when gaining a P2 licence or is an artefact of having some restrictions removed is unclear but warrants further careful investigation.
[bookmark: _Toc203486855]Figure 3: Annual empirical infringement probability by licensing phase, Queensland, 2008-2022
[image: Line chart showing empirical infringe probability by assigned year for five licence groups, with highest rates in the P2 first year group and lowest in the learner group, and all groups generally declining over time. Vertical dashed lines mark key policy change points across the timeline.]
Relativity in infringement risk between licence classes over time showed some important differences compared to trends in casualty crash risk. 
· Learners again had the lowest risk of infringing per licence holder reflecting the role of supervision and limited exposure. 
· Despite having consistently higher crash risk, first and second 6-month P1 drivers had a generally lower rate of infringing than open licence holders with the gap increasing over time. This suggests either reducing exposure of P1 licence holders compared to open licensees or more compliant behaviour. It also highlights that the higher crash rates for P1 license holders is likely not due to high rates of infringing but related to skill deficits in driving skills including hazard perception or response.
· The highest infringement rates were estimated for P2 drivers which is consistent with the estimated high crash rates observed for this licence class and points to the need to focus on countermeasures to improve compliance in this group.

[bookmark: _Toc203484395][bookmark: _Toc207195278]GLS INTERVENTION SPECIFIC EFFECT ANALYSIS
Results of the intervention analysis are summarised in Table 5 for impacts on crashes and Table 6 for impacts on infringements. Incremental changes in the odds of crash involvement or injury with the introduction of each key intervention introduced under the GLS as illustrated in Figure 3 are measured. Each odds ratio given represents the incremental change in crash or infringement risk with the introduction of each key change. It should be noted that this analysis measures the population level change in risk after GLS component implementation and does not reflect what proportion of the population have been impacted by the intervention (for example, what proportion of novice drivers are using the electronic logbook). As such. The analysis measures the combined impact of the GLS component and its level of uptake. Odds ratios less than one indicate a reduction in risk of the outcome (crash or infringement) whilst values greater than one indicates and increase in risk. Results which are statistically significant are highlighted in blue. 
Introduction of the electronic learner logbook was associated with a 13% reduction in the odds of a crash in the first 6 months of P1 licensing (95% C.L. 0.01%-25%). A similar reduction was estimated in the number of crashes. The only other notable result in the intervention analysis for crashes was a statistically significant reduction in crashes and serious crashes in late P1 and first year P2 crash and serious crash odds following the change in timing of the HPT. This result should be treated with some caution as the HPT change coincided with the COVID pandemic which may have impacted the measured effect. 
Analogous analysis results are presented in Table 5 for the intervention effects of the GLS program on infringements. As for Table 5, statistically significant reductions in odds are highlighted in blue whilst statistically significant increases in odds are highlighted in red. As evident, all the GLS interventions were associated with a significant decrease in the odds and number of novice driver infringements across all study licensing phases of between 11% and 50%. In contrast, statistically significant increases in the odds of serious infringements were associated with introduction of the electronic logbook, PrepL and PrepL-S for both P1 and P2 licence holders. Possible reasons for this are not clear but are worthy of further investigation. 


	Intervention Point
	Crash probability (Odds ratio)
L
	Crash probability (Odds ratio)
P1 
first 6 months
	Crash probability (Odds ratio)
P1 
second 6 months
	Crash probability (Odds ratio)
P2 
1 year
	Severe crash probability (Odds ratio)
L
	Severe crash probability (Odds ratio)
P1 
first 6 months
	Severe crash probability (Odds ratio)
P1 
second 6 months
	Severe crash probability (Odds ratio)
P2 
1 year
	Crash number (RR)
L
	Crash number (RR)
P1 
first 6 months
	Crash number (RR)
P1 
second 6 months
	Crash number (RR)
P2 
1 year

	Introduction of electronic learner logbook
	0.89
	0.87
	0.88
	0.98
	1.06
	1.00
	1.16
	1.08
	0.89
	0.87
	0.88
	0.97

	Introduction of PrepL
	0.92
	1.21
	1.13
	1.12
	0.93
	1.41
	1.26
	1.37
	0.94
	1.22
	1.13
	1.12

	Introduction of PrepL-S
	1.03
	0.99
	0.95
	0.91
	1.08
	1.02
	0.89
	0.90
	1.04
	0.99
	0.95
	0.91

	Timing change of HPT
	NA
	1.09
	0.60
	0.65
	NA
	1.28
	0.58
	0.66
	NA
	1.08
	0.60
	0.65


[bookmark: _Toc197902424][bookmark: _Toc203486001][bookmark: _Toc203486136]Table 5: Crash interventional results summary.
	Intervention Point
	Infringement probability 
(Odds ratio)
L
	Infringement probability
 
(Odds ratio)
P1 
first 6 months
	Infringement probability 

(Odds ratio)
P1 
second 6 months
	Infringement probability
 
(Odds ratio)
P2 
1 year
	Severe infringement probability 
(Odds ratio)
L
	Severe infringement probability 
(Odds ratio)
P1 
first 6 months
	Severe infringement probability 
(Odds ratio)
P1
second 6 months
	Severe infringement probability 
(Odds ratio)
P2
 1 year
	Infringement number 
(RR)
L
	Infringement number 
(RR)
P1 
first 6 months
	Infringement number 
(RR)
P1 
second 6 months
	Infringement number 
(RR)
P2 
1 year

	Introduction of electronic learner logbook
	0.52
	0.80
	0.86
	0.85
	0.80
	1.04
	1.13
	1.09
	0.50
	0.81
	0.88
	0.86

	Introduction of PrepL
	0.51
	0.87
	0.85
	0.87
	0.94
	1.31
	1.21
	1.27
	0.51
	0.90
	0.87
	0.89

	Introduction of PrepL-S
	0.50
	0.90
	0.89
	0.74
	0.85
	1.26
	1.18
	1.21
	0.48
	0.90
	0.89
	0.76

	Timing change of HPT
	NA
	0.68
	0.62
	0.70
	NA
	0.81
	0.74
	0.86
	NA
	0.70
	0.62
	0.72


[bookmark: _Toc203486002][bookmark: _Toc203486137]Table 6: Infringement interventional results summary.
Note: those numbers cannot be compared across groups as not the same reference group used. Ember 

[bookmark: _Toc203484396][bookmark: _Toc207195279][bookmark: _Toc197902312]GLS SPECIFIC PROGRAM EFFECTS ANALYSIS
Subsequent to the intervention analysis, a further analysis was undertaken examining the association between actual completion of various GLS components and crash and infringement risk amongst novice drivers in various licensing phases. This analysis measured the impact on risk associated with novice drivers actually completing a GLS component rather than the component just being available. Key findings regarding the effects of specific LDP components on crash and infringement probability include: 
· PrepL demonstrated protective effects during both the learner and P2 phases for both infringement and crash odds, as well as showing a protective effect during the early P1 phase.
· 25 percent lower learner driver crash risk and 35 percent reduced learner infringement risk for those completing PrepL (95% C.L. 4%-40%)
· Weak evidence of 13 percent reduction in crash risk (95% C.L. -3%-24%) and strong evidence of 17 percent lower infringement risk (95% C.L. 12%-21%) in the first six months of P1 driving for those completing PrepL
· Professional instructor supervision was associated with lower odds of infringements across all provisional phases and was also linked to lower odds of crashing during the early P1 phase (23% reduction in crash odds, 95% C.L. 9%-35%).
· Eighty percent of electronic logbook entries indicated some professional instruction.
· A higher ratio of professional instructor hours relative to total logged hours was consistently associated with lower odds of infringements across all novice driver phases.
· The relationship between total learner hours and crash risk was unable to be quantified due to limited variation in the recorded hours completed by the learner population (most completed just over 100 hours recorded) as well as potential truncation of recording learner hours in the app when 100 hours are reached. Again, the jurisdictional analysis presented in Section 3.5.4 suggests a requirement for increased learner minimum hours is associated with reduced probationary crash risk in the probationary period.
Notwithstanding the limitations in the logbook data, analysis of the limited data suggested that logged learner hours alone were not protective; in some cases, more hours were associated with higher odds of infringements or crashes. This could suggest that less confident drivers may over-rely on supervisor support, logging more hours, while more confident drivers may log fewer hours, relying less on supervision. Alternatively, it could reflect issues with the quality of self-reported data, as there are no clear guidelines on whether individuals should continue logging hours after meeting the minimum required.
There was difficulty in assessing the impact of HPT timing change on learner driver crash and infringement risk as the change in HPT timing was confounded with the onset of the COVID pandemic.
[bookmark: _Toc203484397][bookmark: _Toc207195280]JURISDICTIONAL COMPARISON ANALYSIS
The final analysis of the administrative data compared the crash rates per licensed driver between jurisdictions with different learner hours requirements being: Western Australia (50 hours), Queensland (100 hours with concessions for professional lessons), New South Wales (120 hours with concessions for professional lessons and Safe Driver Course completion[footnoteRef:9]) and Victoria (120 hours, no concessions). Only Victoria has provisional licensure at 18 years of age with the other jurisdictions allowing provisional licensing at 17. [9:  Completing the NSW Safer Drivers Course earns a learner 20 hours of credit in the learner driver log book, which counts towards the 120 hours of supervised driving required. The course itself consists of a 3-hour group discussion with other learners and a 2-hour coaching session in a vehicle with another learner.] 

The general aim of the analysis was to investigate the broad association between different learner hour requirements on provisional driver crash risk albeit noting that there are other differences in GLS requirements between jurisdictions apart from the learner hours requirement. Other differences between jurisdictions include restrictions and different penalties during the probationary period, and the ability to reduce required hours for completing other requirements. For example, in Queensland, total hours of learner experience can be reduced to 80 if 10 hours of professional instruction are obtained. In NSW, a reduction of learner 20 hours is granted for those completing the Safer Drivers Course and up to a further 20-hour reduction for undertaking 10 hours of professional instruction. It is not clear what proportion of learner drivers in Queensland and NSW claim these exemptions although it is likely that NSW learners gain on average more experience than Queensland learners due to the greater base hour requirement. No learner hour exemptions are available in WA or Victoria. 
Due to data limitations, the provisional driving period could not be broken up by year of provisional licensing. To control for differences in general road safety performance between jurisdictions, provisional driver crash rates per licensed driver years of exposure were compared to crash rates in open license holders with the measure being presented as a relative crash rate. Figure 6 shows the relative crash rates estimated by crash severity. 
[bookmark: _Toc203486003][bookmark: _Toc203486138][bookmark: _Toc203486856]Figure 4: Relative crash risk – provisional vs open licence
[bookmark: _Toc203484398][bookmark: _Toc203484866][bookmark: _Toc207195281][image: Bar chart comparing crash outcomes (fatal, serious casualty, all casualty, and all crashes) across four Australian states, showing Western Australia with the highest counts in all categories and New South Wales and Victoria with the lowest. Queensland values are consistently higher than New South Wales and Victoria but lower than Western Australia.]
[bookmark: _Ref192502081]Figure 4 shows a strong association between required hours of learner driving and provisional driver crash risk with A rates being 4-6 times higher than those in Victoria and NSW. Queensland sits in the middle of these extremes. Rates in Victoria and NSW are similar despite NSW having younger provisional licensure age and some available concessions on required hours.
Tables 7 and 8 provide additional estimated relative crash risk for learners versus P1 drivers and learners versus open licensed drivers and crash severity to investigate whether additional required hours of learning increases or decreases learner driver crash risk. Despite likely having more hours of required learner driving experience and hence potentially higher driving exposure, albeit noting the potential reduction in required hours for various activities in NSW, learner driver crash rates per licensed driver were uniformly lower in Victoria and NSW compared to Queensland and WA suggesting higher learner hour requirements are potentially associated with reduced learner crash risk per license year. 
[bookmark: _Toc203486004][bookmark: _Toc203486139]Table 7: Relative crash risk – learner vs provisional licence
	Jurisdiction
	Crash Severity

	
	Fatal
	Serious Casualty
	All Casualty
	All Crashes

	Queensland
	0.201
	0.137
	0.124
	0.124

	New South Wales
	0.051
	0.031
	0.030
	0.030

	Victoria
	0.025
	0.024
	0.023
	0.023

	Western Australia
	0.069
	0.060
	0.056
	0.056



[bookmark: _Toc203486005][bookmark: _Toc203486140]Table 8: Relative crash risk – learner vs open licence
	Jurisdiction
	Crash Severity

	
	Fatal
	Serious Casualty
	All Casualty
	All Crashes

	Queensland
	0.635
	0.490
	0.360
	0.360

	New South Wales
	0.074
	0.043
	0.041
	0.043

	Victoria
	0.035
	0.036
	0.035
	0.035

	Western Australia
	0.496
	0.390
	0.245
	0.245





[bookmark: _Toc203484399][bookmark: _Toc207195282][bookmark: _Hlk196738572]SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS – DEVELOPMENT OF THE draft COMPETENCY-BASED FRAMEWORK AND ROADMAP
This section describes the development of the draft framework and roadmap, and stakeholder feedback on the draft. 
[bookmark: _Toc203484400][bookmark: _Toc207195283]DRAFT COMPETENCY-BASED FRAMEWORK
A systematic approach was adopted to synthesise all findings from the literature review, data analyses, document/content analysis and stakeholder engagement. The aim of this process was to guide the development of a first iteration of a draft framework for a competency-based LDP approach.
Factors that were considerations in the listing of all findings were to: 
· Provide a clear understanding of all skill and knowledge requirements that learner drivers should practice when driving on Queensland roads, including driving in a range of conditions (e g., traffic, weather and day/night conditions, and various locations). 
· Understand to what extent each of the LDP components are operating effectively.
· Understand to what extent have the LDP components improved safe driving capabilities, behaviours and attitudes towards safe driving.
· Identify options for enhanced online components and practical driving requirements for learner drivers.
· Identify facilitators and barriers to adopting and implementing a new approach.
· Consider the needs of different cohorts of learner drivers with varied pathways, operational aspects (including strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats), buy-in from all vested stakeholders, and opportunities for innovation and technology.
· Identify new approaches that require further evaluation, trials and further research. 
Below is the draft LDP competency-based approach, identifying key competencies, current strengths and challenges, implications and opportunities for action for each LDP component.


Competency-based approach to LDP
Goal/aim: Prepare learners for sustained safe solo driving through P1, P2 to full licensure – reduced crash and infringement risk
	Competency
	LDP component
	Current strengths/challenges
	Implications
	Opportunities for action

	· Understand road rules
· Develop road safety knowledge, behaviour, attitudes
	PrepL
	Strengths:
· Overall learner driver and stakeholder support and high uptake/completions
· High satisfaction and completion rates
· Learner drivers think it helped with skills and competencies
· Associated with lower crash and infringement risk (learners: strong evidence and P1 drivers: weak evidence)
Challenges:
· Perceived as a ‘tick-box’ exercise
· Lacks interactive content and some important information
· Repetitive and content flow is often confusing
· Lacks some information
· Does not support all learning styles/individuals
· Lack of understanding of PrepL’s intent and role in learner licensing
· Difficulty understanding and accessing online system (particularly among Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CALD) groups, older learners, and Indigenous groups)
· 47% learners have at least one unsuccessful PDT (associated with speaking a language other than English
	Issues to address:
· Lower uptake by CALD groups, older learners and Indigenous groups
· Presentation of information (infographics)
· Perception of a ‘tick-box’ exercise
· Little understanding of which components have the greatest impact on outcomes
· Poor data regarding practice responses on performance on each component (resulting in an overall lack of performance assessment), the learner driver test and crash/infringement outcomes and approach to learner driving
· Poor/no feedback on performance throughout course and on completion
	Potential operational/process actions:
· Develop strategy to encourage uptake, particularly amongst CALD, older learners
· Improve access for minority groups (offer an alternative to PrepL and written test, additional languages)
· Maintain/scale up Indigenous community support groups
· Enhance presentation and content to improve engagement and skills/competency learning
· Improve feedback process on performance – provide comprehensive checks in knowledge/competency through module
· Provide additional supplementary resources (tailored to identify underperformance)
· Include technology to verify learner is completing modules. 
Data collection actions and further research:
· Include customer reference number (linking PrepL outcomes to logbook and PDT)
· Collect specific information on performance in the practice questions and test (including where learners have done well or poorly)
· Collect data on number of attempts at the PDT and which questions learns failed on and link this information
· Collect data on time taken to complete each module
· For those who do the written test, collect data on performance on individual questions and how data is recorded – link to PDT outcomes.

	· Develop skills to teach learner drivers to drive safely and develop hazard perception skills
· Refresh knowledge of road rules and driving safety
· Effective communication with learner driver
	PrepL-S
	Strengths:
· Uptake has increased now it is free
· Good access and easy to complete
· Reasons for participation: refresh knowledge, develop skills, no cost, learner driver encouragement
· Provides a platform for potential expansion
Challenges:
· Low uptake
· Reasons for non-participation: Lack of awareness, no time, poor access, perceived lack of benefit
· Supervisors may not have skills to adequately train learner drivers
· Some videos presented as if they were learners, not supervisors
· Only parts of the course are shown, depending on responses to introductory questions
	Issues to address:
· Increased uptake, understanding of the course’s value and completing the course
· Poor content – not specifically targeted at supervisors
· Poor presentation of information (infographics)
· Lack of information regarding its effectiveness in improving supervisors’ skills/knowledge
· No specific data link between supervisor and learner driver performance
· Understanding how the course can be enhanced
	Potential operational/process actions:
· Develop strategy to encourage uptake and completion (inform supervisors it exists, benefits of completion), make it mandatory
· Improve presentation styles
· Develop additional practical offerings (e.g., Q&A chat sessions, in-person sessions, reflections of road rules, etc.) 
Data collection actions and further research:
· Investigate alternative ways to present learning material to enhance engagement, uptake and completion
· Provide direct linkage information between supervisor PrepL-S user and learner drivers
· Relate PrepL-S participation to driving history
· Encourage supervisors to complete PrepL with learner driver, and pilot and evaluate

	· Develop skills observe the road scene and predict and respond safely to dangerous driving situations
	Hazard Perception Test (HPT)
	Strengths:
· Most P1 drivers report that it is an easy test
· Some association with crash involvement – those who had an unsuccessful attempt were more likely than those with no unsuccessful attempts to have been involved in a crash (self-reported)
Challenges:
· The overall ability of HPT in examining and measuring skill is questioned by most stakeholders
· Not suitable for use on a mobile phone: hazard recognition on a (small) device is very different to reality
· Some learners treat it as a computer game and lack engagement
· Perceived as a ‘tick-box’ exercise
· Limited range of driving/traffic scenarios
· Many scenarios require learners to respond to standard driving tasks, not hazards
· Poor response measurement: simply clicking anytime could be enough to pass
· Change in HPT timing confounded with pandemic: difficult to determine crash and infringement impacts
	Issues to address:
· Little-no evidence showing effectiveness: need to understand whether HPT has any value
· Poor construct validity: not measuring the correct hazard perception skills. Requirement for development and evaluation of a new high fidelity test based on real world footage, and requiring appropriate responses to hazards and tested on multiple platforms
· Improved understanding if there are any valuable components in HPT: examine specific performance measurements and if they relate to crash and infringement outcomes

	Potential operational/process actions:
· If HPT remains a component of LDP, a number of actions are suggested: 
· Enhance scenarios to include important additional hazards
· Enhance quality of videos
· Develop strategy to encourage uptake 
Data collection actions and further research:
· Review alternative HPT methods and technologies: undertake research to develop and evaluate a new high fidelity test based on real world footage, requiring appropriate response to hazards and tested on multiple platforms
· Enhance data linkage of HPT outcomes, other LDP components and crash outcomes
· Enhance technology to ensure that appropriate/relevant and timely feedback and pass/fail metrics are provided
· Review benefits and effectiveness of current timing of HPT: examine benefits of additional HPT requirements post PDT (during P1 and/or P2 phases)


	· Develop a wide range of driving skills and gain confidence in various driving conditions
· Develop skills to ensure safe driving responsibilities responses to potential hazards of driving independently
· Prepare learners for the challenges of solo driving and reduce crash and infringement risk, especially during high-risk early stages of solo driving
	100 hours minimum supervised driving
	Strengths:
· Most P1 drivers report driving 100 or more supervised driving hours
· Most believed it was the right number of hours
· Published literature suggests that GDL is beneficial in reducing crash risk, however, identification and assessment of the contribution of each component is difficult. Key GDL components include i) minimum permit holding periods, ii) nighttime restrictions, and iii) passenger restrictions.
· Most had professional driving lessons (55% of learners had completed on lesson with a professional instructor)
· 23% reduction on crash risk and 9% reduction in infringement risk for P1 drivers in first 6 months who have had professional instruction
· 80% of electronic logbook entries indicate some professional instruction
Challenges:
· Perception that parental supervision can result in bad driving habits being passed onto learners
· Currently there is little structure or requirement to experience a variety of road and traffic scenarios
· Perception that there is too much emphasis on completing 100 hours, rather than developing key competencies
· Effectiveness of logbook entry system: difficulty in determining potentially false entries.
· Barrier for some: lack of available supervisor, high cost and time investment, lack of driving environments
	Issues to address:
· Good evidence that 100 hours is of benefit, but very strong evidence that increased hours is highly beneficial
· Most learners have professional lessons to support 100 hours supervision. Professional instruction leads to reduced crash risk
· The logbook app is widely used, however, could be improved. There are anomalies in data from the app.
· No business rules about appropriate entries in logbook app
· Little information about driving experience (trips and types of trips) recorded on logbook app, and these cannot currently be related to outcomes
· Currently, no mandated minimum hours for driving in different environments/scenarios
· Currently, no required to use app beyond 100 hours driving
· Difficult to understand the impact of number of hours on driving outcomes
· CEDT is not currently included in the 3 for 1 scheme.
· No information on exemptions (who is approved, reasons why, etc.)
	Potential operational/process actions:
· Enhance the logbook app to record driving hours up to time PDT is taken, and record all driving environment types
· Improve consistence testing in the logbook app (ensure both consistency, validity and reliability)
· Develop adequate mechanisms for detecting logbook fraud
· Develop rigorous exemptions records (who gets them and why)
· Develop more structured referral systems for mentor programs/other assistance 
Data collection actions and further research:
· Exploit the potential of the logbook app for development to record different types of driving experiences and trips: this will allow an understanding of what experiences are most valuable for reducing risk, and all the app to add functionality to provide feedback/prompts on experience deficits
· Understand the further impacts of exemptions and data collection
· Undertake research to examine the relationship between detailed experience profile and subsequent outcomes.
· Examine the benefits of the 3 for 1 program and potential for including additional programs

	· Demonstrate ability and skills to operate a vehicle safely and correctly in different driving situations and undertake assessment of these skills
· Preparation for the challenges of independent driving 
· Adopt safe driving practices and compliance with road rules to reduce crash and infringement risk especially during high-risk early stages of licensure 

	PDT
	Strengths:
· Most P1 drivers report being well prepared for the PDT and satisfied with the procedure
· The Q-SAFE guide is a comprehensive guide for driving examiners
· Assessment of skills and compliance is an important LDP component
Challenges:
· One-third of P1 driver reported unsuccessful PDT attempts
· Current view of learners is passing the test, not becoming a safe driver
· PDT should not be considered the main objective of the system
· Short test duration: cannot realistically determine if a person is ready to commence solo driving
· Test routes limit the inclusion of many road types in the test
· Many learners are simply being taught to drive on test routes by driving instructors
· Examiners must pass drivers if they meet the minimum requirements, despite lacking confidence of a learner’s ability/attitude
· Perception that parental supervision can result in bad driving habits being passed onto learners
	Issues to address:
· Assessment is important, but a short test should not be the sole focus of LDP. Too much focus is on passing the test, not on broad competency
· Current test assesses minimal competencies, and on limited test routes
· Strong evidence that there are still performance deficits among P1 drivers leading to increased crash risk 
· First pass/fail lacks ecological validity: no understanding of pass/fail or critical errors committed on prediction of subsequent driving performance and outcomes.
· The procedure is not inclusive for those with anxiety, neurodiversity and other conditions
· Driving instructors focus on test routes
· Alternative approaches (telematics) have been investigated, with limited evidence, but supportive and ongoing evaluations
· 
	Potential operational/process actions:
· Consider alternatives to one standard PDT. Consider competency-based training and assessment (potentially including video or monitoring technologies for a minimum P1 period to validate or in lieu of a test  
· Expansion of test routes where possible. In areas where the range of road types is limited, expand details on Q-SAFE on what the minimum requirements are for a test route to be considered appropriate
· Work with driving instructors to take learners on routes other than the test routes. 
· Offer specially trained staff for special requests (e.g., neurodiverse learners needing more time and support, Indigenous group needs) 
Data collection actions and further research:
· Review an expansion of key competencies (e.g., commentary drive for enhanced hazards perception assessment)
· Conduct and monitor pending outcomes of technology trials
· Understand particular fails on PDT and implications for outcomes
· Examine opportunities for examiners to note instances when they have concerns about a learner’s suitability to be issued a licence. 



Note: This table has been adapted from its original format provided by Monash University Accident Research Centre (MUARC) to improve accessibility. While the content remains unchanged, the formatting may differ from the original version to ensure compliance with accessibility standards.





[bookmark: _Toc203484401][bookmark: _Toc207195284]DRAFT ACTION ROADMAP
Following the development of the draft approach/framework and identification of potential actions, an assessment of priority and achievable/feasible actions was undertaken. This guided the development of a roadmap that includes potential recommendations for the administration, delivery and management or actions in the short, medium and long term for TMR to consider. 
Below is the draft roadmap for an improved competency-based LDP that was presented by the research team during the project workshops held in April 2025. The actions indicated below were developed with consideration given to options that may achieve the overall goal of preparing learners for sustained safe solo driving through P1, P2 to full licensure through reduced crash and infringement risk. A total of 34 potential action items were identified and listed, and organised according to their implementation horizon, short-, medium-, or long-term, and included broad actions and actions related to specific LDP components. Following the workshops and based on feedback received from TMR, the draft roadmap was refined. These changes are reflected later in this report (pages 74-76). 

[image: Table titled: "DRAFT ROADMAP FOR AN IMPROVED LDP: A competency-based approach". The bullet points are: 

Short term actions

Broad

Improve communication of changes to and benefits of GLS to all stakeholders and community
Improve measurement of key competencies - change all data systems to measure detailed outcomes throughout all components (PrepL, LDT, HPT, PDT)
Improve data collection and recording approaches – integrated across all LDP components, designed to effectively assess progress through the system, competency/skill acquisition and key outcomes

PrepL

Accessibility: consider whether the needs of all individuals are being met (access, language etc.)
Enhance content and presentation
Promote the importance of PrepL to the broader community (esp. parents / guardians)

PrepL-S

Greater promotion of PrepL-S to further increase uptake

100 hours supervised driving

Electronic log book improvement: a system to validate appropriate drives, including location and length]
[image: Table titled: DRAFT ROADMAP FOR AN IMPROVED LDP: A competency-based approach.

Bullet points include: 
Medium term actions
Broad

Integrate GLS components to ensure key competencies and skills are achieved and maintained
Understand the relationship between specific measurement of performance in GLS assessments and outcomes
Investigate appropriateness of infringements and penalties relating to GLS and novice drivers and their enforcement
Recommendations for further research, trials and evaluations

PrepL

Identify the relationship between specific performance measures from PrepL and poor outcomes to refine program

PrepL-S

Make the course mandatory for all supervisors

100 hours supervised driving

Increase minimum hour requirements, and expand experience requirements (require more varied driving environments)
Improve log book app and review – technology upgrade to monitor drives and provide feedback and to develop a broad driving experience profile to achieve P1 status
Develop guidance on key competencies that must be reached before sitting a driving test
Consider opportunities for subsidised/free lessons with professional instructors
Examine benefit of 3 for 1 program and potential for including additional programs for credit]
[image: Table titled: "DRAFT ROADMAP FOR AN IMPROVED LDP: A competency-based approach" - Bullet points include: Long term actions
Broad

Introduce a longer learner period (up to 2 years) and consider increasing licensing age to 18 years
Introduce graduated supervised driving system through to P1 phase and beyond
Recommendations for further research, trials and evaluations

HPT

Overhaul HPT component
Include a wider variety of scenarios
Include requirement to appropriately respond to hazards
Improve technology to make test mobile phone compatible
Collect specific performance data to identify components linked to poor outcomes and refine test

100 hours supervised driving

Implement key competencies that must be reached before sitting a driving test and evaluate
Gain a greater understanding of impact of supervisor crash and infringement history on learner outcomes

PDT

Include more varied driving environment in a more comprehensive test
Revise to ensure key competencies are tested and measured appropriately
Modify or enhance testing arrangements for specific groups (e.g., neuro diverse)
Understand the impacts of new vehicle technologies on competency assessment
Research to understand particular fails on PDT and implications for outcomes]

[bookmark: _Toc203484402][bookmark: _Toc207195285]STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION – REVIEW OF DRAFT FRAMEWORK AND ROADMAP 
Collaborative workshops with key stakeholders and the research team were conducted. These workshops were designed to work together to design innovative and feasible solutions and actions to enhance the Queensland LDP. A user-centred approach was employed, focusing on understanding and addressing the perspectives and needs of those who are engaged in all aspects of the LDP in an inclusive environment where all voices and perspectives were brought together, heard and valued. 
[bookmark: _Toc203484403][bookmark: _Toc207195286]WORKSHOP OUTLINE
Three in-person workshops were held in Brisbane, Carseldine and Cairns. Key stakeholders who had participated in previous consultation workshops/interviews were invited to take part in these workshops. Workshops comprised three main components as depicted below. 
[image: Flow diagram showing a three-step consultation process: presentation of findings and draft roadmap, small group review sessions, and final feedback with suggested changes to the roadmap.]
During Session 1, the study findings and their implications were presented as well as the draft framework and roadmap. Breakout group sessions (Session 2) provided workshop participants the opportunity to discuss and provide feedback on a set of proposed action items, including information regarding facilitators and challenges with the approach, and reach consensus on LDP component enhancements and potential actions. During the final session (Session 3), break out groups presented key points from their group discussion, which was followed by a general discussion of the draft framework and roadmap and an outline of the next steps in developing the final framework and road map. 
A total of 16 potential action items were presented for discussion and selected based on priority and feasibility. Breakout groups were provided a list of 5-6 action items (including 1-2 Green/short-term actions, 1-2 Yellow/medium-term actions and 1-2 Red/long-term action items) for discussion. 
Under each action, three points to think about were posed. The first point related to the specific action and example questions were: 
· Do you think it is possible to make changes to data systems to improve measurement of key competencies in PrepL (or the written test), HPT and the PDT?
· Which individuals/groups do you think are not adequately having their needs met with the current PrepL system? What needs to change to ensure their needs are met?
· Do you think it is possible to implement a logbook system (through the use of technology) that can verify drives (including location and length) that are undertaken by learner drivers?
· Do you think it would be possible to increase the number of hours required in the learner driver period? If so, how many hours do you think?
· Do you think it would be possible to introduce minimum requirements for driving on specific road types and environments, as part of the minimum hours requirements? If yes, what do you think the requirements could be?
· Do you think it would be possible to develop guidance on key competencies that must be reached before sitting a driving test? If yes, what do you think this guidance should look like?
· Do you think it would be possible to expand the 3 for 1 program to provide additional options to be included? If yes, what could this look like?
· Do you think it would be possible to extend the learner driver period should to a minimum of two years? 
· Do you think there could be some sort of requirement for supervised driving following a driver obtaining a provisional licence, during the P1 and/or P2 period? If yes, what could this look like?
· Do you think there could be substantial changes made to the Hazard Perception Test? Changes could include a wider variety of scenarios used, requiring the driver to click the hazard directly, improvements to the technology to make it more accessible, the stage of the Learner Driver Program at which they Hazard Perception Test should be completed.
· Do you think there could be changes made to the Practical Driving Test? Changes could include the length of the test, the required competencies that should be displayed, the driving environments that must be included in the test, the inclusion of follow up driving tests at later stages of the provisional driving period.
· Do you think additional provisions could be put in place to enhance the testing arrangements for specific groups (for example neuro diverse individuals)?
Second, participants were asked to consider the following, as it relates to the action item:
· What barriers do you think could be experienced in ………? 
· How could these barriers be overcome? 
[bookmark: _Toc203484404][bookmark: _Toc207195287]WORKSHOP FINDINGS
As noted, 16 priority proposed action items were presented to workshop participants to discuss and identify potential barriers and opportunities for enhanced actions. Group feedback for each proposed action time is described below.
[bookmark: _Hlk202965980]Short-term action items
Action item 1: Improve measurement of key competencies - change the data system to measure appropriate outcomes throughout all components
Participants strongly agreed that data of key competencies should be collected, and using digital mediums to deliver the GLS components can support this goal. If delivered in different forms, data collection would require additional steps and efforts, that should be considered before implementation. Participants also noted that such data collection would be useful to gain insights into trends, improve delivery practices, and update processes. 
The importance of communicating the purposes and benefits of collecting the data to the public was emphasised as a key aspect to ensure a smooth transition and broader acceptance.

Action item 2: Improve data collection and recording approaches – integrated across all LDP components, designed to effectively assess progress through the system, competency/skill acquisition and key outcomes
There was general agreement with the proposed action to enhance data collection and recording approaches across all LDP components. 
Regarding the HPT, participants agreed the platform would need a complete redesign with improvements to allow for data collection. 
With regard to the PDT, the discussion explored a number of potential issues, including i) how modifications to the logbook app could capture more detailed information, and ii) how this approach could provide enough data for analysis by different teams in TMR, from those involved in the design to those who work on assessment and exemptions.
Action item 3: Greater promotion of PrepL-S
Since the PrepL-S became free some participants expressed they had noticed an increase in uptake, yet all agreed it requires greater promotion, and its increased funding. Incentives were proposed, for both supervisors and learners, to increase engagement. Likewise, it was proposed that completion of the PrepL-S by supervisors could be connected to the logbook app, making it valid only if the supervisor has completed the PrepL-S training.
Action item 4: Accessibility: investigate and implement improvements to PrepL to ensure the needs of all novice drivers are met
The main issues and current barriers identified by participants regarding the PrepL were:
· Literacy: Information is presented in complex English (literacy level 4).
· Language: Resources are available only in English (advanced proficiency level).
· Content: Videos do not correspond to the text in some sections.
· Cost: The course has a fee. 
· Delivery form: Digital form demands learners to have access to a computer or phone.
· Internet access: Online resources demand learners to have prolonged and stable internet access.
· Support resources: Are not enough, currently with lengthy waiting lists. 
· Geographical location: Learners in remote areas face difficulties when accessing online (e.g., unstable internet connection), as well as in-person resources (e.g. scheduling a PDT).
· Access to a vehicle: Difficulties to access a car for some learners.
· Access to a supervisor: Difficulties in coordinating with one or more licensed drivers that can act as supervisors.
· Supervisors’ knowledge: Supervisors outdated knowledge and even high-risk road behaviours.
· Cultural needs: Cultural diversity creates difficulty in fully understanding certain aspects of the PrepL by some groups.
Participants discussed various ways to overcome these accessibility barriers considering the PrepL as a component of the LDP that should work in coordination with the other components. The main proposed actions were: 
· Incorporate resources into the school curriculum.
· Allow, encourage and promote PrepL access at community service offices, especially in remote areas (e.g., schools). 
· Offer support services to ensure the correct understanding of PrepL content (e.g., interpreters, English courses, mentors).
· Increase funding for PrepL promotion and mentoring courses.
· Design exemptions for those in specific situations.
· Provide translations that clearly explain context, as well as translating directly the content (i.e., information).
· Place the focus on communities and safe road behaviours, rather than road rules.
· Increase awareness of the opportunities that completing the PrepL course creates, for instance emphasise access to employment, rather than focussing on passing a test.
· Create face-to-face activities, such as workshops.
· Use level 1 and 2 English, which are suitable for low literacy and numeracy groups. 
· Develop initial profile assessments for learners, including technology use assessment. 
· In regional areas focus on the learning of soft skills, content literacy, emotional intelligence, and experiential learning. 
Action item 5: Logbook improvement: Improve or replace the current logbook to increase integrity and accurately capture a wider range of key metrics
Overall, participants were supportive of enhancements to the logbook system. Participants discussed how information access and privacy issues might complicate detailed data collection. However, they also acknowledged that multiple mobile apps already do this, proving it can be done and indicating it should not be an impediment for an update of the Logbook app to include features such as verification through facial recognition. An updated version of the Logbook app could be linked to a location app such as Google Maps, and ideally collect telematic-like data.

It was also noted that, in certain locations (particularly regional and remote areas), the logbook app currently faces issues, such as inaccessibility due to unstable internet and network connection, which would require improvement. These changes would require increased funding and could take a long time. Likewise, it was pointed out that it is important to consider still around 10 percent of learners use the physical logbook, which will require additional considerations if more detailed data is to be collected.
Action item 6: Enhance content and presentation of PrepL
Regarding the content and presentation of the PrepL, participants identified the time it takes to complete PrepL, and its reliance electronic devices and stable internet connection, as major barriers. To overcome these barriers, as well as its presentation and content, participants proposed the following:
· Focus on driving competencies, skill understanding, hazard perception, brain development, and the ’why’, rather than on road rules. 
· Make PrepL more realistic with more relatable road scenarios.
· Include guidance and recommendations on what to do in the event of a crash.
· Make it available through school programs, at libraries and community service facilities in remote areas.
· Consider digital illiteracy as some young people are savvy with social media apps, but not necessarily with other apps or devices.
· Use language on the privileges of driving, and focus on safety, community aspects, and personal accountability.
· Ensure there is an initial assessment for those with NDIS support that indicates whether obtaining a driver’s licence is a real option for them.
· Increase PrepL promotion and create support programs to engage families.
· Make sure data about low socio-economic and vulnerable groups is collected and analysed before defining major PrepL changes. 
Additional points were raised regarding the PrepL (and HPT):
· Include information about how to respond to emergency vehicles
· Provide guidance on what to do in the event of a crash
· State clearly the consequences of driving unregistered, uninsured or under the influence of alcohol and/or drugs/
· Include it in schools or TAFE curriculum with ongoing assessments.
· Implement additional tests while on P1 and P2 and develop related incentives. 
Medium-term action items
Action item 7: Make the course mandatory for all supervisors
Participants agreed that making PrepL-S mandatory for all supervisors is feasible, especially now that it is free. They noted that, for it to be of greater benefit, its content would require changes that make it ‘short and sharp’, and include guidance on ‘how to be a good supervisor’. 
If made mandatory, the PrepL-S would face similar accessibility barriers to those currently identified for the PrepL, and new categories of exemptions may be required.
The need to improve promotion of the PrepL-S with better marketing that emphasises its benefits, was discussed, with schools identified as the most relevant space for learners to become familiar with it. A promotion strategy proposed by participants would require contacting all supervisors directly via email, and creating incentives, such as discounts. Working closely with organisation that have first-hand experience with learners and in occasions with their supervisors, such as PCYC, could also benefit all parties involved in the process.
Action item 8: Develop guidance on key competencies that must be reached before sitting a driving test
To ensure different road scenarios are experienced as the 100 hours are completed, participants discussed including a requirement or a series of push messages with recommendations to learners and their supervisor. These messages or requirements would explain what skills and road environments the learner should experience according to the accumulated number of hours behind the wheel. It was noted that not all environments are available across the state, which would require exemptions (if made mandatory), with driving simulators identified as a possible solution to help learners develop driving skills.
Action item 9: Consider an increase in minimum hour requirements, and with improvements (require varied driving environments)
The jurisdictional analysis showed that increased hours of required learner driver experience were associated with reduced crash risk in the probationary licencing phase. When discussing the minimum number of hours, participants focused on how increasing the number of hours was not considered to be the only answer, but the experience they have in those hours is. The key issue was identified as focusing on having better 100 hours: better instruction, more diverse driving experiences (e.g., driving on dirt roads, interactions with heavy vehicles, and driving with different weather conditions.), an improved Logbook app, and more resources for supervisors.
If hours were increased, some potential issues and strategies to reduce the impact on learners and supervisors were identified:
· Barriers 
· Associated cost of progressing through the GLS would increase, due to petrol and tolls, among others.
· Time required to complete the minimum hours requirement would increase.
· Current issue with lack of supervisors would be intensified.
· It could be limiting for those learners that reach competency with the current number of hours.
· Electronic devices and internet connection are not always reliable.
· New exemptions might be required, yet a learner getting an exemption, even if it is due to valid reasons, does not mean they can drive safely.
· It does not address the issues with supervisor foundations
· Potential ways to overcome them:
· Include 3-for-1 for supervisors, if they choose to undergo training, or 3-for-1 for learners at another point in the learner phase.
· Virtual reality simulations and workshops might be equivalent for a certain number of hours. These could be optional but with an incentive equivalent to the number of additional hours. This might help a group but may adversely affect another group.
· Reintroduce Keys2Drive program.
· In the Logbook app, include prompts (recommendations not requirements) indicating the type of roads and environments learners should gain experience on.
· Include vehicle maintenance as a topic to cover in the 100 hours.
· Evaluate the quality of driving schools to ensure consistent and safe teaching behaviours.
Action item 10:  Examine benefit of 3 for 1 program and potential for including additional programs
Participants agreed the 3-for-1 programs can benefit learners, as well as supervisors and other stakeholders involved with the GLS, and identified the creation of incentives as key to engage them. The creation of additional training for supervisors, through programs such as Keys2Drive, was discussed as a way to ensure supervisors have the right knowledge when training learners. The development of additional resources for vulnerable groups, such as those in low socio-economic situations or in remote areas, was established as crucial to achieve engagement. In the case that 3-for-1 programs are not feasible, simulators could be used to provide varied vehicle knowledge and experiences, especially in relation to hazard perception. As part of the 3-for-1 programs, participants proposed including i) guidance for the first 10 hours, where learners should stay focus on basic skills and low-traffic roads, and ii) 20 hours of training with a driver instructor.
Action item 11: Consider opportunities for subsidised/free lessons with professional instructors
According to participants’ experiences, the cost associated with lessons with a professional instructor is the main reason why some learners do not take them. A proposed way to overcome this issue is the creation of vouchers that allow learners, especially those in vulnerable groups, to access these sessions. Additionally, participants discussed how the supervisor figure could be transformed it into a ‘driving coach’ figure, that with additional training could provide better guidance to the learner.
If there are no driving instructors available (due to the location, or waiting times), simulators could be used in to upskill learners before they experience the road. Likewise, the creation of permits or categories that indicate when a learner has the skills to drive in certain environments (e.g., beach), were considered.
Long-term action items
Action item 12: Introduce a longer learner period (up to 2 years) and consider increasing licensing age to 18 years
Participants agreed that if a longer learner period is introduced and the minimum age licensing age is increased to 18 years, it would exacerbate current issues and likely create additional barriers for young people, especially in regional and remote areas. Potential negative impacts include a negative effect on access to employment, impact on specific sectors/industries, encourage unlicensed driving, difficulties getting a supervisor, and lack of political appetite. 
Moreover, it was discussed how learner period duration can be irrelevant if there are no additional requirements besides reaching a certain number of months, and how it is easier to track for competency than to work with minimum age. The following possible actions to overcome the barriers were identified:
· New exemptions would be required, for example for allowing driving to work or sport.
· Create incentives and benefits for the following year or in the following GLS stage.
· Lower age regulations: Reduce the starting age to 15 years. 
· Educate through school and mandate professional lessons.
· Create a program for learners to spend the first year taking courses and learning off-road.
· Shift the minimum hour requirements: Transfer some hours from L phase to P1 phase (90 hrs and 10 hrs), and monitor them with GPS.
· Create opportunities for pilots and trials with specific cohorts or in specific areas.
Action item 13: Revise PDT to ensure key competencies are tested and measured appropriately
Long waiting times and the stress around the PDT were identified as two current issues when measuring competencies. In some regions learners who want to schedule the test need to wait months to get tested. Likewise, many fail because they are nervous, not because they do not have good driving skills.
Participants discussed the following actions to solve these issues:
· Change practical test to competency based.
· Test P holders or have them complete refreshers as they progress in the GLS. 
· Have multiple tests at different points in their learning process, with each test focusing on a specific skill or environment.
· Create discounts for those who have a good performance.
· Restrict driver’s licence in remote areas.
Additional thoughts on enhancing the PDT for neurodivergent learners included: 
· Provide additional accommodations for neurodivergent drivers and those with test anxiety
· Share test route with learners prior to the test.
· Offer alternative supplementary test options.
· Facilitate the PDT booking process with DHS support, for those who require it. 
Action item 14:  Introduce graduated supervised driving system through to P1 phase and beyond
Participants agreed that integrating the graduated supervised driving beyond the Learner phase is feasible, yet identified the following practical challenges:
· Capacity and availability of supervisors.
· Integration with other phases.
· Low engagement, unless there are incentives and benefits for those taking part.
· New limits to freedoms/possibilities and/or restrictions.
Actions that could help solve current issues and overcome potential challenges, were:
· Creation of a licence to drive in certain environments (key skills and competencies) or with specific restrictions.
· Develop a mandatory refresher training for those involved in infringement or crashes.
· Use simulators to increase awareness and skills.
Action item 15:  Enhance testing arrangements for specific groups (e.g., neuro diverse)
Participants agreed that the LDP will only be as effective in creating safe drivers, as it is in reaching and guiding learners that face specific conditions. It was discussed how creating accommodations to make assessment accessible to everyone while keeping conditions fair, is key. Consideration of all conditions across the state to ensure implementation is what will make an effective GLS possible and fair in different areas. Additionally, driving examiners would need additional training.
Action item 16: Overhaul HPT component
The HPT was the LDP component that participants expressed most doubts about. Similar to the PrepL, due to its reliance on a device and a stable internet connection, accessibility, especially in remote areas, was identified as one of the main issues. Regarding its content and purpose, participants were sceptical about its benefits to measure on-road hazard perception. It was proposed for the HPT to be transformed and redeveloped as a module in the PrepL. 
Whether as a component of the GLS or a section of the PrepL, participants proposed the development of a communications campaign to increase awareness about the value of the HPT. If the HPT is kept as a separate component of the LDP, the following proposed improvements were discussed:
· Use real-life footage and realistic scenarios.
· Improve technology to better capture responses.
· Have an offline version available.
· Include information about how to best respond to hazards.
· Incorporate a module on high performance vehicles and 4WD. 
· Create a section about vehicle maintenance.
· Provide feedback on performance, especially questions/situations answered wrong.
· Where hazards are not identified properly, make the user complete a training module to understand why it was a hazard and what to do in such situations.
· Simplify language/question for CALD users and those with low literacy and numeracy levels.
· Offer workshops where learners and supervisors can ask questions and better understand hazard perception and response strategies.
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[bookmark: _Toc203484405][bookmark: _Toc207195288]FINAL FRAMEWORK AND ROADMAP
At the conclusion of the workshops, participant feedback was integrated into a final iteration of the framework and roadmap. Overall, there were no major changes necessary, as workshop participants were generally very supportive of a competency-based approach, agreed with the identified strengths and challenges of the current LDP approach, and the proposed actions and the implementation plan (roadmap). 
Notwithstanding, key stakeholders identified additional details that could be integrated into the framework and roadmap. The final visual illustration of the competency-based framework and high-level approach to implementation of an enhanced LDP are presented below. 


[bookmark: _Toc203484406][bookmark: _Toc207195289]THE COMPETENCY-BASED FRAMEWORKUnderstand road rules
Adopt safe driving practices
Demonstrate ability and skills to operate a vehicle safely
Prepare learners for the challenges of solo driving
Prepare for independent driving
Develop observation skills to predict and respond safely to hazards
Develop a wide range of driving skills
Develop road safety knowledge and attitudes

PDT
HPT
100 hours supervised driving
PrepL
KEY COMPETENCIES

Effective communication with learner driver
Refresh knowledge of road rules and driving safety
Develop skills to teach safety driving practices
Longer learner period

Communication

Appropriateness of infringements

Integrate GLS components

Data collection

Measurement of key competencies




Relationship between measurement of performance assessments and outcomes

BROAD ACTIONS
PrepL-S



Further research, trials and evaluations

Integrate a graduated supervised driving system into the P1 phase




Free/subsidised lessons

PREPL-S ACTIONS
Research to understand PDT fails and future outcomes 

Impacts of new vehicle technologies

Test competencies appropriately

HPT ACTIONS
Examine benefit of 3 for 1 program
Analysis to examine crash and infringement history of supervisors and impact on learners  

Develop guidance on and introduce key competencies 

Improve logbook app

Increase hours requirements & 

Improve logbook system

100 HOURS SUPERVISED DRIVING ACTIONS
Establish relationship between performance measures and outcomes

Promote importance

Enhance content and presentation

Consider accessibility

PREPL ACTIONS

PDT ACTIONS
Make course mandatory

Greater promotion

Analyse performance data and link to poor outcomes


Additional considerations for some groups

Make mobile phone compatible


Greater requirements for responding to hazards


Wider variety of scenarios


More comprehensive test
Overhaul HPT


Impacts of new vehicle technologies

Additional considerations for some groups

Test competencies appropriately

More comprehensive test


OVERALL GOAL – PREPARE NOVICE DRIVERS FOR SAFE DRIVING BEHAVIOUR IN THE SOLO DRIVING PHASE
Research to understand PDT fails and future outcomes 
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[image: ]100 hours supervised driving short-term actions
· Enhance electronic logbook system: a system to validate appropriate drives, including location and length
HPT short-term actions
· Review the current HPT
· If HPT remains:
· Include a wider variety of scenarios
· Include requirements for responding appropriately to hazards
· Improve technology to make mobile phone compatible 
PrepL-S short-term actions
· Conduct a content review
· Promote the importance of PrepL-S to further increase uptake 
PrepL short-term actions
· Enhance accessibility – consider whether the needs of all individuals are being met 
· Enhance content and presentation
· Promote the importance of PrepL to the broader community
Broad short-term actions
Improve:
1) Communication of changes to and benefits of GLS to all stakeholders 
2) Measurement of key competencies – change data systems to measure detailed outcomes throughout all LDP components
3) Data collection and recording approaches – integrate across all LDP components. Designed to effectively assess progress through the system, competency/skill acquisition and key outcomes
4) Review P2 crash and infringement data to understand their increased risk

[image: ]HPT medium-term actions
· Collect specific performance data to identify components linked to poor outcome and refine test

100 hours supervised driving medium-term actions
· Increase minimum hours requirement and expand experience required (more varied driving environments)
· Improve logbook app and review – technology upgrade to monitor drives and provide feedback and to develop a broad driving experience profile to achieve P1 status
· Consider opportunities for subsidised/free lessons with professional instructors
· Examine benefits of 3 for 1 program and potential for including additional programs for credit 
PrepL medium-term actions
· Identify the relationship between specific PrepL performance measurements and poor outcomes
Broad medium-term actions
1) Integrate GLS components to ensure key competencies and skills are achieved and maintained
2) Understand the relationship between measurement of performance in LDP assessments and outcomes
3) Investigate appropriateness of infringements and penalties relating to LDP and their enforcement
4) Further research, trials and evaluations
PrepL-S medium-term actions
· Make the course mandatory for all supervisors

[image: ]PDT long-term actions
· Include more varied driving environment in a more comprehensive test
· Revise to ensure key competencies are tested and measured appropriately
· Implement modified or enhanced testing arrangements for specific groups (e.g. Indigenous, neurodiverse)
· Understand the impacts of new vehicle technologies on competency assessment
· Undertand research to understand particular PDT fails and implications for outcomes 
100 hours supervised driving long-term actions
· Implement key competencies that must be reached before sitting the PDT and evaluate
· Gain a greater understanding of impact of supervisor crash and infringement history on learner/P1 outcomes
HPT long-term actions
· If review of current HPT suggest change is required, conduct an overhaul HPT component
Broad long-term actions
1) Introduce a longer learner period (up to 2 years, and consider increasing minimum licensing age to 18 years
2) Introduce a graduated supervised driving system into the P1 phase and beyond
3) Further research, trials and evaluations


[bookmark: _Toc203484408][bookmark: _Toc207195291]DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The Queensland GLS was introduced in 2007 to prioritise the reduction of deaths and serious injuries among young drivers. While previous evaluations have demonstrated its effectiveness in reducing road trauma, there still remains an over-representation of death and serious injuries on Queensland’s roads. 
In response, this review of the LDP was undertaken to examine current evidence regarding best practice approaches to successfully equip learner drivers with the skills and competencies to become a safe driver and maintain safe driving practices during early licensure. It also determined if further evidence-based actions/interventions could be considered to enhance the effectiveness of the Queensland LDP.
A mixed methods approach was employed to i) review current evidence regarding best practice in online and practical LDP components, ii) assess the effectiveness, accessibility, inclusivity and equity of each LDP component, iii) provide insights about whether the anticipated benefits of the LDP are being achieved, if it is fit for purpose and aligned with overall objectives of the GLS, and iv) develop an enhanced LDP framework/approach and an action/roadmap for implementation of the new approach in the short- medium- and long term. 
The findings from stakeholder engagement (learners, supervisors, P1 drivers, and key government, industry, advocacy and service groups), component content analysis, a literature review and administrative data analyses revealed that the current LDP provides an overall good approach for its objectives, that is, for learner drivers to learn road rules and knowledge, gain driving experience and prepare themselves for passing the PDT and becoming safe independent drivers. Notwithstanding the strengths of the current approach, the findings also identified a number of challenges and issues that could be addressed through a new competency-based approach. 
A competency-based framework was developed with input from key stakeholders and is comprised of eight essential key competencies that learner drivers should gain through their LDP journey and beyond and three key competencies that supervisor drivers should gain from completing the PrepL-S course. 
[bookmark: _Hlk207703189]The framework also identified key actions for implementation including both broad actions and those specific to individual LDP components, as well as enhancements to program effectiveness, accessibility, inclusivity and equity. High level actions to enhance data collection and areas of further research, trials and evaluations, were also identified. 
The roadmap for action implementation was designed to prioritise the introduction of broad and component-specific actions that can effectively achieve the introduction of an effective and sustainable LDP that will equip learners with the necessary skills to become safe drivers.
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DRAFT ROADMAP FOR AN IMPROVED LDP: A competency-based approach

Short term actions
Broad
+ Improve communication of changes to and benefits of GLS to all stakeholders and community

+ Improve measurement of key competencies - change all data systems to measure detailed outcomes
throughout all components (PrepL, LDT, HPT, PDT)

+ Improve data collection and recording approaches — integrated across all LDP components, designed to
effectively assess progress through the system, competency/skill acquisition and key outcomes

PrepL.
Accessibilty: consider whether the needs of all individuals are being met (access, language etc.)
Enhance content and presentation
Promote the importance of PrepL. to the broader community (esp. parents / guardians)
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+ Greater promotion of PrepL-S to further increase uptake

100 hours supervised driving

+ Electronic log book improvement: a system to validate appropriate drives, including location and length
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DRAFT ROADMAP FOR AN IMPROVED LDP: A competency-based approach

Medium term actions
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+ Integrate GLS components to ensure key competencies and skills are achieved and maintained

+ Understand the relationship between specific measurement of performance in GLS assessments and outcomes
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- Develop guidance on key competencies that must be reached before sitting a driving test
+ Consider opportunities for subsidised/free lessons with professional instructors
- Examine benefitof 3 for 1 program and potential for including adcitional programs for credit
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DRAFT ROADMAP FOR AN IMPROVED LDP: A competency-based approach

Long term actions
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