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[bookmark: _Toc208780998][bookmark: _Toc209173675]EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background and Aims
Young and novice drivers are disproportionately involved in road crashes and infringements, particularly during the early stages of unsupervised driving. In response to these elevated risks, Queensland introduced a Graduated Licensing System (GLS) in July 2007 to improve novice driver safety through a structured, phased approach to licensing. 
Since its inception, the GLS has undergone several enhancements to better prepare new drivers including:
· May 2016 – Introduction of a new electronic learner logbook, replacing the paper-based version.
· November 2018 – Launch of PrepL, a digital, interactive learner licence course designed to improve knowledge acquisition.
· October 2019 – Introduction of PrepL Supervisor, an online resource to support those supervising learner drivers.
· June 2021 – Complete revision of the Hazard Perception Test (HPT), which was moved from the transition between P1 and P2 phases to occur between the learner (L) and P1 stages.
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.
This technical report presents the detailed methods and findings for the qualitative components of the review including the learner and novice driver, and parents/supervisor surveys and key stakeholder engagement. It also presents the methods and findings of the systematic literature review evaluating the ‘effectiveness of mandating supervised driving practice requirements on improving road safety outcomes for learner drivers. 
Key Results
[bookmark: _Hlk208772850]Surveys were used to understand the experiences of community members who have interacted with one of more components of the Queensland Learner Driver Program. Groups surveyed were learner drivers who received their learner licence in the 12 months prior, P1 drivers who received their provisional licence in the 12 months prior and supervising drivers who had supervised a learner driver in the 12 months prior. Learner drivers were asked about their experience completing either PrepL or the written road rules test. P1 drivers were asked about their experience completing 100 hours of supervised driving practice, including 10 hours of night time driving practice, the Hazard Perception Test and the Practical Driving Test. Supervising drivers were asked whether they had completed PrepL-S, and the reasons for completing or not completing. Those who had completed PrepL-S were also asked about their experience of completion. Data were collected from all groups through the use of online surveys.
Objectives for the learner driver survey were to assess the factors that may guide the decision to complete either PrepL or the written road rules test; assess levels of satisfaction with PrepL and the written road rules rest process and outcomes; assess perceptions towards the costs of completing PrepL or the written road rules; and consider whether some specific demographic groups (e.g., first language other than English, Indigenous and/or Torres Strait Islander background) have specific experiences in completing Prep-L or the written road rules test.  
Objectives for the P1 driver survey were to assess the experience and perceived effectiveness of the supervised driving requirements; assess completed and perceived benefit of professional driving lessons; assess levels of satisfaction with the Hazard Perception Test process and outcomes; assess levels of satisfaction with the Practical Driving Test process and outcomes; and consider whether some specific demographic groups (e.g., first language other than English, Indigenous and/or Torres Strait Islander background) have specific experiences in completing various components of the Learner Driver Program. 
Objectives for the supervising driver survey were to assess the reasons for completing or not completing PrepL-S; and to assess the levels of satisfaction with the PrepL-S process and outcomes for those who have completed it. 
The findings revealed that in general, learner drivers, P1 drivers and supervising drivers have a good experience with the Queensland Learner Driver Program. Areas where the program could be potentially enhanced include ensuring an equivalent experience irrespective of whether PrepL or the written road rules test is completed; ensuring high levels of customer service for those sitting the written road rules test; ensuring all written information in PrepL and the written test is clear and easy to understand; ensuring the final test questions in both PrepL and the written test are easy to understand; considering whether there is a need for additional night driving practice hours; enhance opportunities for professional driving instruction given the perceived benefits by P1 drivers of lessons with professional instructors; enhance the Hazard Perception Test to make it more accessible and realistic; ensure the process to book a Practical Driving Test is straightforward; consideration of building awareness or mandating PrepL-S.  
Overall, there was high support for the current LDP amongst key stakeholders, but there was acknowledgement that there were some challenges, particularly with regard to equity and access and for minority and diverse groups. There was also high agreement with regard to the proposed actions for enhancement to the program. Notwithstanding, a number of key implications of the findings and potential actions were identified
The systematic review highlighted that there is evidence supporting requirements including minimum hour requirements, minimum distance, night-time restrictions, passenger restrictions, driver training requirements, minimum permit holding period requirements as protective factors for enhancing road safety. It is however difficult to separate out the individual influence of each factor, given they often form part of larger Graduated Driver Licensing (GDL) systems. Further research is therefore necessary to identify the individual impact of specific learner driver requirements.
Conclusion 
In summary, the findings from stakeholder engagement (learners, supervisors, P1 drivers, and key government, industry, advocacy and service groups), and the systematic review 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 should be addressed through a new approach, and associated actions.
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[bookmark: _Toc208780999][bookmark: _Toc209173676][bookmark: _Hlk209096312]1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc208781000][bookmark: _Toc209173677]1.1	Background and context
Young and novice drivers are disproportionately involved in road crashes and infringements, particularly during the early stages of unsupervised driving. 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.
In response to these elevated risks, Queensland introduced a Graduated Licensing System (GLS) in July 2007 to improve novice driver safety through a structured, phased approach to licensing. 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.
Since its inception, the GLS has undergone several enhancements to better prepare new drivers including the components discussed above. Key milestones for introduction of these enhancements include:
· May 2016 – Introduction of a new electronic learner logbook, replacing the paper-based version.
· November 2018 – Launch of PrepL, a digital, interactive learner licence course designed to improve knowledge acquisition.
· October 2019 – Introduction of PrepL Supervisor, an online resource to support those supervising learner drivers.
· June 2021 – Complete revision of the Hazard Perception Test (HPT), which was moved from the transition between P1 and P2 phases to occur between the learner (L) and P1 stages.
Overall, the Queensland GLS consists of four typical licensing phases:
· Learner (L) – Supervised driving under specific conditions.
· Provisional 1 (P1) – First stage of unsupervised driving with restrictions.
· Provisional 2 (P2) – Continued unsupervised driving with fewer restrictions.
· Open licence (O) – Full driving privileges granted.
[bookmark: _Toc194931643]
Each phase is designed to gradually build the knowledge, skills, and real-world experience needed to drive safely under a variety of road and traffic conditions. While learners benefit from supervised practice and structured instruction, novice drivers in the provisional phases often face increased crash risk possibly due to inexperience, overconfidence, and limited exposure to challenging driving scenarios. Infringement risk, although less studied, is also expected to be higher during these early independent driving stages, potentially reflecting emerging unconsciously/consciously risk-taking behaviours.
The overarching goal of the GLS is to reduce road trauma by improving safety outcomes during the transition to full licensure. However, despite progress, crash and infringement rates among new drivers remain a public health concern. Road trauma continues to place a significant burden on Queensland communities and the health system, reinforcing the need to evaluate whether the GLS is effectively reducing these risks—and how it might be improved.
[bookmark: _Toc208781001][bookmark: _Toc209173678]1.2	Broader 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.
This technical report presents the detailed methods and findings for the qualitative components of the review including the learner and novice driver, and parents/supervisor surveys and key stakeholder engagement. It also presents the methods and findings of the systematic literature review evaluating the ‘effectiveness of mandating supervised driving practice requirements on improving road safety outcomes for learner drivers. 
[bookmark: _Hlk210824561]The LDP framework and actions are presented in the summary report.
The findings are intended to inform the refinement of GLS-related policies and programs.
This project aligns with the Queensland Road Safety Strategy 2022-31 and the National Road Safety Strategy 2021–2030, both of which prioritise graduated licensing and behaviour-change initiatives as essential tools to reduce road trauma and progress toward the goal of zero deaths and serious injuries on Australian roads.
[bookmark: _Toc209173679][bookmark: _Hlk209162106]2	SURVEYS
Whilst it is important to examine the effectiveness of the various components of the Queensland LDP in relation to their influence on the young driver road toll, it is also important to examine their effectiveness in terms of satisfaction amongst those who have completed various components, whether this be PrepL, the written road rules test, 100 hours of supervised driving practice, the Hazard Perception Test, the Practical Driving Test, or in the case of supervisors, PrepL-S. 
Online surveys were used to collect data from groups who have directly engaged with the programs in place to prepare drivers for solo driving. These groups were those who have obtained a learner licence in the past 12 months (and therefore completed PrepL or the written road rules test), those who have obtained their provisional licence in the past 12 months (and therefore have completed the 100 hours supervised training, Hazard Perception Test and Practical Driving Test), and those who have supervised a learner driver in the past 12 months (and therefore would have had the opportunity to complete PrepL-S).
[bookmark: _Toc209173680][bookmark: _Hlk209162177]2.2	Survey aims
The overall aim of the surveys was to examine experience with the current Queensland Learner Driver Program, amongst those who have engaged with it in some way in the 12 months prior to completing the survey that was relevant to them (i.e. a learner driver, a provisional driver, a supervising driver). Specific objectives included:
· For learner drivers:
· Access the factors that guide the decision to complete either PrepL or the written road rules test
· Assess levels of satisfaction with the PrepL and the written road rules test process
· Assess levels of satisfaction with the outcomes of PrepL and the written road rules test
· Assess the perceptions towards costs associated with completing PrepL or the written road rules test
· Consider the objectives listed above for specific learner driver groups and outcomes
· For provisional drivers:
· Assess the experience of completing the required 100 hours of supervised driving practice and the perceived effectiveness of this
· Assess involvement in professional lessons and the perceived benefit of these lessons 
· Assess levels of satisfaction with the Hazard Perception Test process
· Assess levels of satisfaction with the outcomes of the Hazard Perception Test
· Assess levels of satisfaction with the Practical Driving Test process
· Assess levels of satisfaction with the outcomes of the Practical Driving Test outcomes
· Consider the objectives listed above for specific provisional driver groups and outcomes
· For supervising drivers:
· Assess the reasons for completing or not completing PrepL-S
· Assess levels of satisfaction with the PrepL-S process, for those who have completed it
· Consider the objectives listed above for specific supervising driver groups and outcomes
[bookmark: _Toc209173681]2.3	Methods
Separate online surveys were used to collect data from each of the three groups (learner drivers, provisional drivers, supervising drivers). Details on the methodology for each survey (i.e., selection criteria, recruitment, survey content, survey duration, analytical approach) are provided below. 

[bookmark: _Toc209173682]2.3.1	Learner driver survey
Individuals who met the following criteria were eligible to complete the learner driver survey:
1) Passed either PrepL or the written road rules test in the 12 months prior to completing the survey; and
2) Aged between 15 years 11 months and 23 years; and
3) Living in Queensland
Learner drivers were recruited through a range of paid and targeted social media outlets (i.e., through the MUARC social media accounts) and through key organisations and agencies who have direct contact with this group (e.g., TMR Customer Service Centres). All participants were invited to enter a prize draw to win one of five $100 gift cards. 
The survey included items on the following topics:
· Demographic profile (age, gender, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander descent, Language spoken at home, highest level of education completed, current enrolment in education, current occupational activity)
· Whether the learner licence was obtained through completion of PrepL or the written road rules test
· Details on any unsuccessful attempts to obtain a learner licence
· Reasons for choosing to complete PrepL or the written road rules test
· Whether happy with decision to complete either PrepL or the written road rules test
· The process of completing PrepL (e.g., ease of accessing the system, experience of any technical difficulties, pace of course, ease of understanding the written information, ease of understanding the videos, ease of understanding the practice questions, ease of understanding final test questions)
· The process of completing the written road rules test (e.g., ease of obtaining the information needed to study for the test, ease of making a booking to sit the test, satisfaction with the service provided when attending the Customer Service Centre)
· Questions about the outcomes of PrepL (e.g., coverage of topics included in PrepL, topics not covered by PrepL but should potentially be included, overall satisfaction with completing PrepL)
· Questions about the outcomes of completing the written road rules test (e.g., coverage of topics included in ‘Your Keys to Driving in Queensland’ resource, ease of understanding information in this resource, any topics not covered in this resource that should be included, ease of understanding the test questions in the written road rules test, overall satisfaction with completing the written road rules test)
· Driving experience (e.g., logbook hours completed, any lessons completed with a professional instructor and if so the number of lessons, hours of driving practice completed each week, average trip distance)
· Crash involvement (e.g., any crash involvement, crash severity, fault in crashes)
· Traffic infringements (e.g., number of traffic infringements, crash infringement type)
· Making payment for completing PrepL or the written road rules test (e.g., who paid, do they think current cost is reasonable, would higher costs make the course difficult to afford)
To successfully recruit learner drivers, social media advertising was used. First, MUARC advertised the survey through its social media pages (e.g., Facebook, X). The paid advertising function was also used, where advertising was targeted to young people in Queensland. TMR also advertised the survey through social media. All participants were invited to enter a prize draw to win one of five $100 gift cards.
The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics and was designed to take no longer than 15 minutes to complete. 
Descriptive and regression analyses were undertaken. These analyses included understanding the experiences of completing PrepL or the written road rules test and the association between demographic indicators and outcomes relating to the learner driver phase.
[bookmark: _Toc209173683]2.3.2	Provisional driver survey
Individuals who met the following criteria were eligible to complete the provisional driver survey:
1) Passed the Practical Driving Test to obtain a Provisional Licence in Queensland in the 12 months prior to completing the survey; and
2) Aged 25 years and under; and
3) Living in Queensland
The survey included items on the following topics:
· Demographic profile (e.g., age, gender, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander descent, Language spoken at home, highest level of education completed, current enrolment in education, current occupational activity)
· Driving experience (e.g., logbook hours completed as a learner, logbook hours completed at night, how long learner licence was held before obtaining provisional licence, confidence at different points in the learner driver period, how well prepared for the test, perceptions of current minimum hours requirement, perceptions of introducing requirements for specific driving conditions and environments, perceptions for requiring additional information on driving hours to be included in the logbook)
· Questions about their supervisor (e.g., who supervised them, number of professional lessons, ability of supervisor/instructor to answer questions, support provided by supervisor/instructor, knowledge held by supervisor/instructor, perceptions of the 3 for 1 professional instructor arrangement)
· Experience of the Hazard Perception Test (HPT) (e.g., unsuccessful attempts at the HPT, ease in accessing the HPT, technical difficulties with the HPT, how easy the HPT was, satisfaction with the HPT)
· Booking in the Practical Driving Test (PDT) (e.g., ease of making a booking, satisfaction with the customer service received at the Customer Service Centre)
· Unsuccessful attempts at the Practical Driving Test (PDT) (e.g., experience of an unsuccessful attempt, number of unsuccessful attempts)
· Experience with the Practical Driving Test (PDT) (e.g., satisfaction with the PDT process, duration of PDT)
· Crash involvement (e.g., any crash involvement, crash severity, fault in crashes)
To successfully recruit provisional drivers, social media advertising was used. First, MUARC advertised the survey through its social media pages (e.g., Facebook, X). The paid advertising function was also used, where advertising was targeted to young people in Queensland. TMR also advertised the survey through social media. All participants were invited to enter a prize draw to win one of five $100 gift cards.
The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics and was designed to take no longer than 15 minutes to complete. 
Descriptive and regression analyses were undertaken. These analyses included understanding the experiences of completing 100 hours of supervised driving practice, the Hazard Perception Test, and the Practical Driving Test, as well as the association between demographic indicators and outcomes relating to the provisional driver phase.
[bookmark: _Toc209173684][bookmark: _Hlk209098818]2.3.3	Supervising driver survey
Individuals who met the following criteria were eligible to complete the supervising driver survey:
1) Supervised a learner driver in Queensland in the past 12 months; and
2) A parent/guardian/family member/friend of the learner driver (i.e., the survey was not designed to collect data from professional driving instructors); and
3) Living in Queensland

The survey included items on the following topics:
· Demographic profile (e.g., age group, gender, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander descent, Language spoken at home, highest level of education completed, current employment status, number of children, age and gender of children)
· Details of their learner driver (e.g., relationship the learner driver, age of the learner driver, gender of the learner driver, age when the learner driver obtained their learner licence, how long has learner held their learner licence, does the learner have other driving supervisors, proportion of the learner’s driving time that they supervise, how often they travel with the learner driver, distance of most trips with the learner driver, how many hours the learner driver has in their logbook)
· Driving history (e.g., crash involvement, traffic infringements, experience of licence cancellation or suspension)
· Experience of completing PrepL-S (e.g., did they complete PrepL-S, reasons for completing or not completing PrepL-S, perceptions of PrepL-S, ease of accessing the PrepL-S system, any technical difficulties experienced, ease of understanding the quiz questions, ease of understanding the written information, ease of understanding the videos)
· Traffic infringements (e.g., number of traffic infringements, crash infringement type)
To successfully recruit supervising drivers, social media advertising was used. First, MUARC advertised the survey through its social media pages (e.g., Facebook, X). The paid advertising function was used. TMR also advertised the survey through social media. All participants were invited to enter a prize draw to win one of five $100 gift cards.
The survey was administered online using the Qualtrics and was designed to take no longer than 15 minutes to complete. 
Descriptive and regression analyses were undertaken. These analyses included understanding the experiences of completing or not completing PrepL-S, as well as the association between demographic indicators and driving outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc209173685][bookmark: _Hlk209165514]2.4	Results
[bookmark: _Toc209173686][bookmark: _Hlk209105443]2.4.1	Learner driver survey
[bookmark: _Toc209173687]2.4.1.1	Demographics
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 being of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent. Over 90 percent of respondents (n=490, 92.3%) reported speaking English at home.
[bookmark: _Ref208495748][bookmark: _Toc208858322][bookmark: _Toc209173276]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


 
[bookmark: _Toc209173688]2.4.1.2	Mode undertaken (PrepL or written test)
Table 2 provides details on the mode undertaken (PrepL or the written test) for learner drivers, by their demographic profile. There was a higher proportion of older learners (19-23 years) who undertook the written test (21.9%), when compared with learners in the younger age groups. Females had a slightly higher proportion who undertook the written test (9.4%), when compared with males. Learner drivers who reported being of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent had a higher proportion who completed the written road rules test (18.2%) when compared with those who did not report being of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent (6.1%). Finally, those who reported that they do not speak English as their first language at home had a higher proportion who completed the written test when compared with those who do speak English at home. 
[bookmark: _Ref208572881][bookmark: _Toc208858323][bookmark: _Toc209173277]Table 2 Mode undertaken by demographic profile
	
	PrepL
	Written Road Rules

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Age
	
	
	
	

	15-16
	286
	93.5
	20
	6.5

	17-18
	152
	93.8
	10
	6.2

	19-23
	57
	78.1
	16
	21.9

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	235
	93.3
	17
	6.6

	Female
	250
	90.6
	26
	9.4

	Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	45
	81.8
	10
	18.2

	No
	433
	93.9
	28
	6.1

	English spoken at home
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	456
	93.1
	34
	6.9

	No
	32
	78.1
	9
	21.6



Participants were asked to describe their satisfaction and happiness with the decision to complete PrepL and the written test.   
Table 3 provides details of overall levels of satisfaction with PrepL and the written road rules test. While data were limited for the written road rules test, there were similar levels of being ‘Satisfied/Very Satisfied’ with both PrepL (87.9%) and the written test (88.0%).
[bookmark: _Ref208573923][bookmark: _Toc208858324][bookmark: _Toc209173278]Table 3 Overall satisfaction with PrepL and the written test
	
	PrepL
	Written Road Rules

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Satisfied/Very Satisfied
	275
	87.9
	22
	88.0

	Neither Satisfied nor Unsatisfied
	26
	8.3
	0
	0.0

	Unsatisfied/Very Unsatisfied
	12
	3.8
	3
	12.0



Table 4 provides details of whether learner drivers were happy or unhappy with their decision to complete either PrepL or the written test. Whilst data were limited for the written test, it emerged that a larger proportion of learner drivers who completed PrepL reported being ‘Happy/Very Happy’ (89.7%) when compared to the written road rules test (75.8%). 
[bookmark: _Ref208574730][bookmark: _Toc208858325][bookmark: _Toc209173279]Table 4 Happy or unhappy with mode completed
	
	PrepL
	Written Road Rules

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Happy/Very Happy
	407
	89.7
	25
	75.8

	Neither Happy nor Unhappy
	42
	9.3
	6
	18.2

	Unhappy/Very Unhappy
	5
	1.1
	2
	6.1



Learner drivers who completed PrepL were asked to indicate how they found the PrepL process. Specifically, the questions sought to understand the ease with which the PrepL system could be accessed and any experience of technical difficulties. As shown in Table 5, the majority of learner drivers who completed PrepL (86.8%) reported that the PrepL system was ‘Easy/Very Easy’ to access. In terms of experience of technical difficulties when accessing the PrepL system, as shown in Table 6, 17.8% reported they did experience some difficulty. 
[bookmark: _Ref208575834][bookmark: _Toc208858326][bookmark: _Toc209173280]Table 5 Ease with which the PrepL system could be accessed
	
	n
	%

	Easy/Very Easy
	394
	86.8

	Neither Easy nor Difficult
	49
	10.8

	Difficult/Very Difficult
	11
	2.4



[bookmark: _Ref208576002][bookmark: _Toc208858327][bookmark: _Toc209173281]Table 6 Experience of technical difficulties when using the PrepL system
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	81
	17.8

	No
	311
	68.2

	Don’t know/Can’t Remember
	64
	14.0



The nature of the written road rules process means that it may be slightly more difficult to complete, given it is not completed online, and therefore individuals have to obtain the necessary information, make a booking to sit the test and then attend and pass the written test in person. Learner drivers were therefore asked about the ease with which they were able to complete the various steps required. As shown in Table 7, the majority (72.4%) of learner drivers who completed the written road rules test reported that it was ‘Easy/Very Easy’ to obtain the information they needed to study for the test. Similarly, as shown in Table 8, the majority (69.0%) of learner drivers felt it was ‘Easy/Very Easy’ to make a booking for the written test. Additionally, as shown in Table 9, the majority (71.4%) were ‘Satisfied/Very Satisfied’ with the customer service they received when attending the customer service centre to sit the written road rules test.    
[bookmark: _Ref208576180][bookmark: _Toc208858328][bookmark: _Toc209173282]Table 7 Learner drivers’ perceptions on how easy it was to obtain the information necessary to study for the written road rules test
	
	n
	%

	Easy/Very Easy
	21
	72.4

	Neither Easy nor Difficult
	6
	20.7

	Difficult/Very Difficult
	2
	6.9



[bookmark: _Ref208577119][bookmark: _Toc208858329][bookmark: _Toc209173283]Table 8 Learner drivers’ perceptions on how easy it was to make a booking to sit the road rules knowledge test
	
	n
	%

	Easy/Very Easy
	20
	69.0

	Neither Easy nor Difficult
	6
	20.7

	Difficult/Very Difficult
	3
	10.3



[bookmark: _Ref208577411][bookmark: _Toc208858330][bookmark: _Toc209173284]Table 9 Learner drivers’ levels of satisfaction with the customer service they received when they attended a customer service centre to sit the written test
	
	n
	%

	Satisfied/Very Satisfied
	20
	71.4

	Neither Satisfied nor Unsatisfied
	5
	17.9

	Unsatisfied/Very Unsatisfied
	3
	10.7



Learner drivers were asked questions on how they found the content of either PrepL or the written road rules test. For PrepL, learner drivers were asked how they found the pace of the course and how easy they found it to understand various aspects of the content. As shown in Table 10, the majority of learner drivers who completed PrepL found the pace of the course to be ‘About right’ (71.7%). In terms of understanding content, as shown in Table 11, over half of learner drivers reported they had some difficulty understanding the written information in PrepL (51.7%). Just over one third of learner drivers reported some difficulty understanding the videos (34.7%) and practice questions (34.9%). Just over 2 in 5 learner drivers had some difficulty understanding the final test questions (44.5%). 
[bookmark: _Ref208577637][bookmark: _Toc208858331][bookmark: _Toc209173285]Table 10 Perceptions of pace of PrepL
	
	n
	%

	Too fast
	29
	6.8

	About right
	304
	71.7

	Too slow
	91
	21.5



[bookmark: _Ref208577864][bookmark: _Toc208858332][bookmark: _Toc209173286]Table 11 Ease in understanding components of PrepL
	
	All easy
	Some or all not easy

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Written information
	201
	48.3
	215
	51.7

	Videos
	267
	65.3
	142
	34.7

	Practice questions
	252
	65.1
	135
	34.9

	Final test questions
	208
	55.5
	167
	44.5



Both pace and ease of understanding components of PrepL were considered in relation to Indigenous status and language spoken at home. Learner drivers with an Indigenous and/or Torres Strait Islander background or a non-English speaking background were anecdotally highlighted as groups who may experience barriers to completing PrepL. As shown in Table 12, when comparing those who reported an Indigenous and/or Torres Strait Islander background to those who did not, results were relatively consistent in relation to pace. In terms of understanding information, the Indigenous group had a higher proportion of learner drivers who found some or all of the written information not easy to understand (61.0%, compared to 50.5%), some or all of the practice questions not easy to understand (45.5%, compared to 33.2%) and some or all of the final test questions not easy to understand (54.8%, compared to 43.4%). When comparing those who reported speaking a language other than English at home to those who do speak English at home, there were some interesting findings. A larger proportion of those who speak a language other than English at home found the pace of PrepL too fast (16.7% compared to 6.3%). However, in all components of written information, videos, practice questions and final test questions, those whose first language is not English had larger proportions reporting they found all aspects ‘all easy’. The largest differences were seen in relation to the written information, where 58.3% of English second language drivers reported it was all easy to understand, compared to 47.7% of English first language learner drivers, and practice questions, where 80.0% of English second language drivers reported all were easy to understand, compared with 64.1% of English first language learner drivers. 
[bookmark: _Ref208578178][bookmark: _Toc208858333][bookmark: _Toc209173287]Table 12 Pace and ease of understanding components of PrepL, by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status and language spoken at home
	
	Aboriginal and or Torres Strait Islander descent
	English spoken at home

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Pace of PrepL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Too fast
	2
	5.1
	26
	6.9
	25
	6.3
	4
	16.7

	About right
	28
	71.8
	270
	71.6
	290
	72.5
	14
	58.3

	Too slow
	9
	23.1
	81
	21.5
	85
	21.6
	6
	25.0

	Written information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All easy
	16
	39.0
	182
	49.5
	187
	47.7
	14
	58.3

	Some or all not easy
	25
	61.0
	186
	50.5
	205
	52.3
	10
	41.7

	Videos
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All easy
	27
	65.9
	238
	65.8
	250
	65.1
	17
	68.0

	Some or all not easy
	14
	34.2
	124
	34.3
	134
	34.9
	8
	32.0

	Practice questions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All easy
	18
	54.6
	233
	66.8
	232
	64.1
	20
	80.0

	Some or all not easy
	15
	45.5
	116
	33.2
	130
	35.9
	5
	20.0

	Final test questions
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	All easy
	14
	45.2
	192
	56.6
	194
	55.1
	14
	60.9

	Some or all not easy
	17
	54.8
	147
	43.4
	158
	44.9
	9
	39.1



For the written road rules test, the main resource to assist those seeking to commence the learn to drive journey is ‘Your keys to driving in Queensland’. Learner drivers who completed the written test were therefore asked if they road/studied this resource prior to completing the written road rules test. As shown in Table 13, the majority of learner drivers who completed the written test (73.3%) reported they did read/study this resource. For those who reported reading/studying this resource, they were asked to indicate how much of it they found easy to understand. As shown in Table 14, the majority (72.2%) reported finding some or all of the resource not easy to understand.
[bookmark: _Ref208578305][bookmark: _Toc208858334][bookmark: _Toc209173288]Table 13 Learner drivers who completed the written test reading/studying of ‘Your keys to driving in Queensland’
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	22
	73.3

	No
	3
	10.0

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	5
	16.7




[bookmark: _Ref208578443][bookmark: _Toc208858335][bookmark: _Toc209173289]Table 14 Ease in understanding ‘Your keys to driving in Queensland’
	
	n
	%

	All easy
	5
	27.8

	Some or all not easy
	13
	72.2



For all learner drivers who completed the written road rules test, they were asked to indicate how easy they found it to understand the test questions. As shown in Table 15, over half (58.3%) of learner drivers reported difficulty with the test questions. 
[bookmark: _Ref208578827][bookmark: _Toc208858336][bookmark: _Toc209173290]Table 15 Ease in understanding the final test questions in the written road rules test
	
	n
	%

	All easy
	10
	41.7

	Some or all not easy
	14
	58.3



All learner drivers were asked whether they think there should be additional topics included in PrepL or the written road rules test. As shown in Table 16, a larger proportion of learner drivers who completed the written road rules test thought there should be additional topics included (42.1%) compared to PrepL (21.9%).   
[bookmark: _Ref208579010][bookmark: _Toc208858337][bookmark: _Toc209173291]Table 16 Should there be additional topics included in PrepL or the written road rules test
	
	PrepL
	Written Test

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Yes
	70
	21.9
	8
	42.1

	No
	152
	47.7
	4
	21.5

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	97
	30.4
	7
	36.8



Learner drivers who felt there should be additional topics included in either PrepL or the written test were asked what they thought these topics should be. For those who completed PrepL, commonly provided responses were:
1) Information about operating a motor vehicle
2) First-aid at crash scenes
3) Basic car checks and maintenance (e.g., oil, tyres, changing a tyre)
4) Responding to behaviour of dangerous drivers
5) Driving in tunnels
6) Driving through multi-lane roundabouts
7) More coverage of traffic signs and what they mean
8) Driving through roadworks
9) Driving around emergency services vehicles
10) Driving safely or rural and remote dirt roads
11) Merging safely
12) What to do if involved in a crash
13) Information on structuring the learner driver period
14) Resources on where to get assistance on accessing lessons for those with financial barriers/practical barriers to accessing driver training
For those who completed the written test, topics they would like to see included in ‘Your keys to driving in Queensland’ included:
1) Driving safely in higher risk driving situations (e.g., fog, heavy rain)
2) Driving safely on higher risk roads (e.g., mountains)
3) Driving in a manner that is eco-friendly to reduce vehicle emissions
Learner drivers were asked whether they had any unsuccessful attempts at PrepL or the written road rules test. As shown in Table 17, the proportion of learner drivers who had a failed attempt at PrepL (47.5%) was larger than the proportion who had failed the written road rules test (20.0%). This can perhaps be expected given the differing opportunities that are offered following a failed attempt at PrepL when compared to the written test.
[bookmark: _Ref208579368][bookmark: _Toc208858338][bookmark: _Toc209173292]Table 17 Experience of a failed attempt at Prep or the written road rules test
	
	PrepL
	Written Test

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Yes
	225
	47.5
	6
	20.0

	No
	249
	52.5
	24
	80.0



Last, learner drivers were asked to provide details on paying for PrepL or the written road rules test. This included who paid the fee, whether they think the current cost is reasonable and whether they would have had difficulty affording the fee if the cost was higher. As shown in Table 18, over half (n=159, 53.9%) of learner drivers reported that their parent(s)/guardian(s) paid the full amount. The majority (n=213, 71.5%) of learner drivers reported that they felt the current cost of PrepL and the written road rules test was reasonable (Table 19). Over half (n=170, 57.1%) however highlighted that if the cost of PrepL or the written road rules test was higher, they would have found it difficult to afford (Table 20). 
[bookmark: _Ref208586171][bookmark: _Toc208858342][bookmark: _Toc209173293]Table 18 Person responsible for paying the fee for PrepL or the written road rules test
	
	n
	%

	Learner driver paid full amount
	113
	38.3

	Parent(s)/guardian(s) paid full amount
	159
	53.9

	Learner driver and parent(s)/guardian(s) 
both contributed to pay the full amount
	10
	3.4

	Other (specify)
	5
	1.7

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	8
	2.7



[bookmark: _Ref208586465][bookmark: _Toc208858343][bookmark: _Toc209173294]Table 19 Learner driver perception on whether the cost of PrepL and the written road rules is reasonable
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	213
	71.5

	No
	74
	24.8

	Don’t know
	11
	3.7



[bookmark: _Ref208586594][bookmark: _Toc208858344][bookmark: _Toc209173295]Table 20 Difficulties in affording PrepL or the written test if the cost was higher
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	170
	57.1

	No
	104
	34.9

	Don’t know
	24
	8.1



[bookmark: _Toc209173689][bookmark: _Hlk209103268]2.4.1.3	Completion of learner driver supervised hours
All learner drivers were asked to provide details on their driving experience (as was current at the time of completing the survey). Questions asked them to indicate how many hours of driving practice they typically complete per week, their average trip distance and whether they have completed any driving lessons with a professional instructor. As shown in Table 21, learner drivers were most commonly completing at least one hour but less than three hours of driving practice per week (41.9%). In terms of trip distance, as shown in Table 22, driving more than 10km was the most common trip distance provided (37.1%). For lessons with a professional instructor, as shown in Table 23, over half (54.9%) of learner drivers reported they had completed at least one lesson. Learners who completed the survey were at all stages of the learner driver journey, and it is therefore likely that this number would increase as learner drivers progress.     
[bookmark: _Ref208579696][bookmark: _Toc208858339][bookmark: _Toc209173296]Table 21 Typical number of hours of driving practice completed per week
	
	n
	%

	Less than one hour
	64
	19.7

	At least one hour, but less than three hours
	136
	41.9

	At least three hours, but less than five hours
	62
	19.1

	Five or more hours
	40
	12.3

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	23
	7.1



[bookmark: _Ref208580188][bookmark: _Toc208858340][bookmark: _Toc209173297]Table 22 Average trip distance when undertaking driving practice
	
	n
	%

	Less than 3km
	26
	8.0

	More than 3km, but less than 5km
	56
	17.2

	More than 5km, but less than 10km
	86
	26.4

	More than 10km
	121
	37.1

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	37
	11.4



[bookmark: _Ref208586010][bookmark: _Toc208858341][bookmark: _Toc209173298]Table 23 Completion of professional driving lessons
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	181
	54.9

	No
	148
	44.9

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	1
	0.3



[bookmark: _Toc209173690]2.4.1.3	Crash involvement and traffic infringements
Learner drivers were asked about their involvement in a crash since they commenced learning to drive. 19 (5.8%) learner drivers reported they had been involved in a crash. These learner drivers were asked to provide additional information about their crash involvement, including the severity of the crash (in terms of injuries) and who was at fault in the crash. As shown in Table 24, the majority of learner drivers reported the crash they were involved in only resulted in damage to vehicles and/or property (n=12, 63.2%). 4 (21.1%) learner drivers did report that at least one person involved in the crash was taken to a hospital emergency department to have their injuries treated. The majority of learner drivers involved in a crash reported they were not at fault (n=15, 79.0%) (Table 25). 
[bookmark: _Ref208586799][bookmark: _Toc208858345][bookmark: _Toc209173299]Table 24 Severity of crashes learner drivers have been involved in
	
	n
	%

	Crash only resulted in damage to vehicles and/or property
	12
	63.2

	At least one person was injured, but no medical treatment was required
	0
	0.0

	At least one person was injured, requiring a visit to the doctor and/or first aid
	3
	15.8

	At least one person was injured, requiring them to be taken to a hospital emergency department
	4
	21.1

	Someone sustained fatal injuries
	0
	0.0



[bookmark: _Ref208586950][bookmark: _Toc208858346][bookmark: _Toc209173300]Table 25 Fault in crashes involving learner drivers
	
	n
	%

	I was at fault
	3
	15.8

	Another driver was at fault
	15
	79.0

	Both myself and another driver were at fault
	1
	5.3

	Nobody was at fault
	0
	0.0



Learner drivers were also asked if they had received any traffic infringements since they commenced learning to drive. Only 7 (2.3%) learner drivers reported having received a traffic infringement. 
[bookmark: _Toc209173691]2.4.1.4	Factors associated with learner driver outcomes
[bookmark: _Hlk209103974]A series of regression models were conducted to identify factors associated with a range of learner driver outcomes including failed attempts at PrepL, crashes during the learner phase, and dissatisfaction with PrepL.
Failed attempts at PrepL
Variables included in the model were age, gender, Indigenous status, language spoken at home, satisfaction with PrepL and ease in understanding the written information contained in PrepL. As shown in Table 26, only one variable was found to be statistically significant. Specifically, those whose language spoken at home was not English had 3.76 times greater odds of an unsuccessful attempt at PrepL when compared to those whose language spoken at home was English. 
[bookmark: _Ref208587243][bookmark: _Toc208858347][bookmark: _Toc209173301]Table 26 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with unsuccessful attempts on PrepL
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	15-16
	Reference
	
	
	

	17-18
	1.66
	0.96
	2.87
	0.07

	19-23
	0.79
	0.36
	1.71
	0.55

	Indigenous and/or Torres Strait Islander background
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.11
	0.50
	2.46
	0.80

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	1.27
	0.79
	2.07
	0.33

	English first language
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	3.76
	1.15
	12.24
	0.03

	Satisfied with PrepL
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.50
	0.23
	1.09
	0.08

	Ease of understanding written information in PrepL
	
	
	
	

	All easy
	Reference
	
	
	

	Some or all not easy
	1.05
	0.64
	1.71
	0.85



Crashes during the learner driver period
As was highlighted in the descriptive analyses, the number of crash involved learner drivers was small (n=19). Variables included in the model were age, gender, satisfaction with PrepL, completion of driving lesson/s with a professional instructor and unsuccessful attempts at PrepL. As shown in Table 27, none of the variables included in the model were statistically significant. 
[bookmark: _Ref208587513][bookmark: _Toc208858348][bookmark: _Toc209173302]Table 27 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with crash involvement as a learner driver
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	15-16
	Reference
	
	
	

	17-18
	0.52
	0.05
	4.91
	0.56

	19-23
	1.34
	0.17
	10.63
	0.78

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	3.77
	0.19
	74.92
	0.38

	Satisfied with PrepL
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.83
	0.04
	18.30
	0.91

	Completion of lesson/s with professional instructor
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.90
	0.16
	4.99
	0.90

	Unsuccessful attempt at PrepL
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.30
	0.23
	7.28
	0.76



Dissatisfaction with PrepL
Variables included in the model were age, gender, Indigenous status, language spoken at home, ease in accessing the PrepL system and the pace of PrepL. As shown in Table 28, two results emerged as statistically significant. First, those who reported they did not find it easy to access the PrepL system had a greater-odds of expressing they were not satisfied with PrepL overall than those who did find it easy to access the PrepL system. Similarly, those who found the pace of PrepL to be ‘too slow’ had a greater-odds of expressing they were not satisfied with PrepL overall, when compared to those who felt the pace was ‘about right’.


[bookmark: _Ref208587867][bookmark: _Toc208858349][bookmark: _Toc209173303]Table 28 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with not being satisfied overall with PrepL
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	15-16
	Reference
	
	
	

	17-18
	1.89
	0.81
	4.42
	0.14

	19-23
	1.60
	0.43
	5.93
	0.48

	Indigenous and/or Torres Strait Islander background
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.69
	0.16
	3.01
	0.62

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	1.23
	0.54
	2.80
	0.62

	English first language
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	0.31
	0.03
	2.91
	0.31

	Easy to access the PrepL System
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	4.21
	1.73
	10.26
	0.002

	Pace of PrepL
	
	
	
	

	About right
	Reference
	
	
	

	Too fast
	2.06
	0.40
	10.65
	0.39

	Too slow
	5.99
	2.63
	13.63
	<0.0001



[bookmark: _Toc209173692]2.4.2	Provisional driver survey
[bookmark: _Toc209173693]2.4.2.1	Demographics
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 they did not feel comfortable answering. A total of 194 respondents reached the end of the survey. Table 29 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. 
As expected, given the survey was focussed on those who are new to driving, the majority of respondents were aged 17 (n=108, 35.2%) or 18 years (n=107, 34.9%). A higher number of females (n=154, 55.0%) completed the survey than did males (n=120, 42.9%). Around 6 percent (n=17, 6.1%) of respondents identified as being of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent. Over 90 percent (n=259, 92.8%) reported speaking English at home.


[bookmark: _Ref208590070][bookmark: _Toc208858350][bookmark: _Toc209173304]Table 29 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



[bookmark: _Toc209173694]2.4.2.2	Supervised driving hours and the log book
Provisional drivers were asked a number of questions regarding their experience with the supervised driving hours and the log book. 
First, they were asked to report on how many hours of supervised driving practice they completed across the entire learner driver journey. As shown in Table 30, drivers reported completing an average of 106.7 hours of driving practice. The number of hours of completed driving experience was then also considered by demographic groups, specifically age, gender, Indigenous background and language spoken at home. As shown in Table 30, in terms of age, P1 drivers aged 17 years had completed the greatest number of supervised driving hours (111.0 hours), whilst those aged 21-25 had completed the least (96.8 hours). In terms of gender, whilst results were very similar, males had a slightly greater average number of supervised driving hours (108.7) than did females (105.8). In terms of Indigenous background, results were very consistent, with less than one hour of difference between Indigenous (105.9 hours) and non-indigenous (106.7 hours). Finally, in terms of language spoken at home, those who speak a language other than English had a lower average number of hours (98.8) than those who do speak English at home (107.3). 


[bookmark: _Ref208590373][bookmark: _Toc208858351][bookmark: _Toc209173305]Table 30 Average number of supervised hours of driving practice completed over the whole learner driver journey
	
	Mean
	SD

	Overall
	106.7
	29.5

	Age
	
	

	17
	111.0
	32.2

	18
	105.4
	24.1

	19-20
	105.7
	26.3

	21-25
	96.8
	37.8

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	108.7
	32.9

	Female
	105.8
	26.4

	Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent
	
	

	Yes
	105.9
	38.0

	No
	106.7
	29.0

	English spoken at home
	
	

	Yes
	107.3
	29.8

	No
	98.8
	23.3



Drivers were also asked how many hours of supervised driving practice they completed at night. Whilst the requirement is to complete 10 hours, as shown in Table 31, many drivers reported completing more that this requirement, with the average being 20.9 hours. Additional analyses were undertaken to consider the average number of night time driving hours in relation to demographic profile. Whilst in general, results were quite consistent, some notable results included P1 drivers aged 17 completing the greatest number of night time hours (23.2 hours), whilst those aged 18 had completed the least (17.7 hours). In terms of language spoken at home, those who speak a language other than English reported completing a lower number of supervised night time hours (16.2 hours), when compared with those who do speak English as their first language at home (21.2 hours). 
[bookmark: _Ref208590876][bookmark: _Toc208858352][bookmark: _Toc209173306]Table 31 Average number of supervised hours of driving practice completed at night
	
	Mean
	SD

	Overall
	20.9
	16.2

	Age
	
	

	17
	23.2
	18.8

	18
	17.7
	13.9

	19-20
	22.8
	13.2

	21-25
	20.6
	16.0

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	20.5
	15.3

	Female
	21.2
	17.0

	Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander descent
	
	

	Yes
	20.0
	16.7

	No
	20.9
	16.2

	English spoken at home
	
	

	Yes
	21.2
	16.5

	No
	16.2
	10.8



In addition, they were asked to record the length of time which they held their learner licence for. As shown in Table 32, the largest proportion reported holding a learner licence for one year (n=100, 40.3%), followed by at least one year, but less than 1.5 years (n=63, 25.4%). This means that almost two thirds (65.7%) of provisional drivers held their learner licence for less than 1.5 years.
[bookmark: _Ref208591206][bookmark: _Toc208858353][bookmark: _Toc209173307]Table 32 Duration of learner licence period
	
	n
	%

	1 year
	100
	40.3

	At least 1 year, but less than 1.5 years
	63
	25.4

	At least 1.5 years, but less than 2 years
	34
	13.7

	At least 2 years, but less than 3 years
	25
	10.1

	3 years or more
	26
	10.5



Provisional drivers were asked to indicate how well prepared they felt when they sat their Practical Driving Test. As shown in Table 33, the majority of provisional drivers reported feeling ‘prepared/very well prepared’ for the test (n=210, 85.7%). Encouragingly, only a small number (n=10. 4.1%) reported they felt ‘unprepared/very unprepared’.
[bookmark: _Ref208591368][bookmark: _Toc208858354][bookmark: _Toc209173308]Table 33 Provisional drivers’ perceptions on how well prepared they felt for the Practical Driving Test
	
	n
	%

	Prepared/Very well prepared
	210
	85.7

	Neither prepared nor unprepared
	25
	10.2

	Unprepared/Very unprepared
	10
	4.1



In order to understand the level of public support for the current 100 hours of supervised driving practice requirement, as well as the requirement for 10 hours of night time practice, provisional drivers were asked about what they think of these current requirements. As shown in Table 34, encouragingly, drivers were generally supportive of the requirements. For the 100 hours requirement, over 60 per cent (n=153, 62.2%) of drivers expressed feeling this was the right number of hours. It is notable however that over one quarter (n=62, 25.2%) felt that 100 hours was too many. For the 10 hours of night time driving, just over half (n=125, 51.4%) felt that this was the right number of hours. Despite this, over 40 per cent (n=100, 41.2%) felt that 10 hours of night time driving is not enough. 
[bookmark: _Ref208591507][bookmark: _Toc208858355][bookmark: _Toc209173309]Table 34 Perceptions towards the minimum hours requirements that are part of the learner driver program
	
	100 hours requirement
	10 hours night time requirement

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Not enough hours
	22
	8.9
	100
	41.2

	The right number of hours
	153
	62.2
	125
	51.4

	Too many hours
	62
	25.2
	12
	4.9

	Don’t know/Not sure
	9
	3.7
	6
	2.5



Whilst there are requirements for the minimum number of supervised hours and night time hours that must be completed, there are no requirements for minimum hours in specific weather or road environments. Provisional drivers were therefore presented with a list of driving situations and asked to indicate whether they feel the learner driver program should place a requirement for a specified minimum number of hours. Wet weather (n=147), freeways (n=124), city roads (n=99) and rural roads (n=63) were the most commonly cited driving situations where provisional drivers felt there should be minimum requirements. 

Following on from thinking about driving situations for which it may be beneficial to implement minimum requirements, provisional drivers were asked whether they believe the log book should require more information about a drive to be recorded. As shown in Table 35, the majority of provisional drivers did not support requiring more information on driving conditions to be included in the logbook (n=146, 60.1%).

[bookmark: _Ref208593467][bookmark: _Toc208858356][bookmark: _Toc209173310]Table 35 Perceptions on whether the log book should require more information on driving conditions
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	77
	31.7

	No
	146
	60.1

	Don’t know/Not sure
	20
	8.2



Provisional drivers who felt the log book should include more information were presented with a list of information that could potentially be implemented into the log book. Weather conditions (n=71) was most commonly selected, followed by traffic level (n=49), road type (n=46), number of passengers (n=38), and whether the driving was completed at dusk/dawn (n=29). 
Provisional drivers were asked questions about their experience of supervision throughout their learner driver phase. First, drivers were asked to indicate if they had completed lessons with a family member/friend, a professional instructor, or both a family member/friend and professional instructor. As shown in Table 36, the majority of provisional drivers reported undertaking supervised driving practice with both a family member/friend and a professional instructor (n=198, 81.5%). 
[bookmark: _Ref208593713][bookmark: _Toc208858357][bookmark: _Toc209173311]Table 36 Supervisors during the learner driver phase
	
	n
	%

	Family member/friend only
	6
	2.5

	Professional instructor only
	39
	16.1

	Family member/friend and professional instructor
	198
	81.5



Provisional drivers were then asked questions about their experience with their supervisors, both for family member/friend and professional instructors. Table 37 shows the results on whether drivers felt their instructors were well-equipped to answer any questions they had about driving skills/road use/use of the vehicle throughout the learner driver journey. These results suggest that both family member/friend instructors and professional instructors were well-equipped to answer questions. However, the proportion of drivers who indicated the felt their professional instructor was able to answer their questions was greater, potentially indicating the additional value that comes from taking lessons with a professional instructor. 
[bookmark: _Ref208593858][bookmark: _Toc208858358][bookmark: _Toc209173312]Table 37 Perceptions of drivers on whether their supervisor was able to answer questions throughout the learner driver journey
	
	Family member or friend
	Professional instructor

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Yes
	192
	83.8
	196
	97.0

	No
	32
	14.0
	5
	2.5

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	5
	2.2
	1
	0.5



Provisional drivers were also asked to indicate the level of support they felt from their supervisors in developing their driving skills throughout the learner driver journey, both for family member/friend and professional instructors. Table 38, shows that higher levels of support to develop driving skills were provided by professional instructors (n=161, 80.1%) than family members/friends (n=154, 67.3%). 
[bookmark: _Ref208594060][bookmark: _Toc208858359][bookmark: _Toc209173313]Table 38 Provisional drivers’ perceptions of level of support offered by instructors to develop driving skills
	
	Family member or friend
	Professional instructor

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Very little/Some support
	17
	7.4
	12
	6.0

	Adequate support
	58
	25.3
	28
	13.9

	High support/Very high-excellent support
	154
	67.3
	161
	80.1



Provisional drivers were also asked to indicate their perceptions on the level of knowledge their supervisors had on driving skills and road rules, both for family member/friend and professional instructors. Table 39 shows that drivers perceived professional instructors to have higher levels of knowledge (n=185, 93.0%) than family members/friends (n=69.5%). 
[bookmark: _Ref208594358][bookmark: _Toc208858360][bookmark: _Toc209173314]Table 39 Provisional drivers’ perceptions of the level of knowledge their supervisors had on driving skills and road rules
	
	Family member or friend
	Professional instructor

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Very little/Some knowledge
	11
	4.9
	6
	3.0

	Adequate knowledge
	58
	25.7
	8
	4.0

	High knowledge/Very high-excellent knowledge
	157
	69.5
	185
	93.0



Provisional drivers who had completed lessons with a professional driving instructor were asked to indicate whether the 3 for 1 offer, where each one-hour lesson with a professional instructor counts for three hours in the learner logbook, up to a maximum of ten actual hours and thirty logbook hours was a factor that encouraged them to take professional lessons. As shown in Table 40, for almost three quarters of provisional drivers who completed professional driving instructor lessons, the 3 for 1 offer was identified as a factor that encouraged them to undertake a professional lesson/s (n=147, 73.5%). 
[bookmark: _Ref208594504][bookmark: _Toc208858361][bookmark: _Toc209173315]Table 40 Influence of the 3 for 1 logbook hours for encouraging professional instructor lessons
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	147
	73.5

	No
	49
	24.5

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	4
	2.0



[bookmark: _Toc209173695]2.4.2.3	Hazard Perception Test (HPT)
Provisional drivers were asked a series of questions about their experience of the HPT. First, drivers were asked to indicate how easy they found it to access the HPT. As shown in Table 41, almost three quarters (n=167, 73.9%) of provisional drivers reported they found it ‘easy/very easy’ to access the HPT. 
[bookmark: _Ref208610585][bookmark: _Toc208858362][bookmark: _Toc209173316]Table 41 Ease in accessing the HPT
	
	n
	%

	Easy/Very Easy
	167
	73.9

	Neither easy nor difficult
	49
	21.7

	Difficult/Very Difficult
	10
	4.4



Drivers were also asked to indicate if they experienced any technical difficulties at any stage when they were completing the HPT. As shown in Table 42, almost three (n=169, 73.5%) quarters of drivers reported no technical difficulties at any stage during the HPT process.

[bookmark: _Ref208610737][bookmark: _Toc208858363][bookmark: _Toc209173317]Table 42 Experience of technical difficulties when completing the HPT
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	37
	16.1

	No
	169
	73.5

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	24
	10.4



Provisional drivers were also asked to indicate how easy they found the HPT. As shown in Table 43, most reported finding the test ‘easy/very easy’ (n=151, 67.4%), whilst just 7 per cent (n=17, 7.1%) reported finding the HPT ‘difficult/very difficult’. 
[bookmark: _Ref208610906][bookmark: _Toc208858364][bookmark: _Toc209173318]Table 43 Ease/Difficulty of the HPT
	
	n
	%

	Easy/Very Easy
	151
	67.4

	Neither easy nor difficult
	57
	25.5

	Difficult/Very Difficult
	16
	7.1



In order to understand the perceived effectiveness of the HPT amongst provisional drivers, survey respondents were presented with a series of statements. These statements are presented in Table 44. Whilst over half of provisional drivers ‘agreed/strongly agreed’ that the felt the test was a good way for them to demonstrate their hazard perception skills (n=125, 58.1%), that the test included a wide variety of scenarios where it may be necessary to apply hazard perception skills (n=144, 68.6%), that the scenarios in the test are similar to those that they often come across while driving (n=130, 62.8%). However, less than half (n=100, 47.4%) ‘agreed/strongly agreed/ that the test appeared realistic, with almost one in three (n=65, 30.8%) ‘disagreeing/strongly disagreeing’ with this statement. 
[bookmark: _Ref208611190][bookmark: _Toc208858365][bookmark: _Toc209173319]Table 44 Perceptions on the effectiveness of the HPT
	
	Agree/
Strongly Agree

(n)
	Agree/
Strongly Agree

(%)
	Neither agree nor disagree

(n)
	Neither agree nor disagree

(%)
	Disagree/
Strongly Disagree

(n)
	Disagree/
Strongly Disagree

(%)

	The HPT provided me with the opportunity to further develop my skills in hazard perception
	94
	43.7
	51
	23.7
	70
	32.6

	The HPT was a good way for me to demonstrate my hazard perception skills
	125
	58.1
	41
	19.1
	49
	22.8

	The HPT includes a wide variety of scenarios where I may need to apply my hazard perception skills
	144
	68.6
	35
	16.7
	31
	14.8

	The scenarios included in the HPT are similar to those that I often come across when I am driving
	130
	62.8
	43
	20.8
	34
	16.4

	The HPT appeared realistic when compared with driving a car
	100
	47.4
	46
	21.8
	65
	30.8

	I had enough on road experience to enable me to complete the HPT
	193
	91.0
	12
	5.7
	7
	3.3



Note: Table 44 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.
Provisional drivers were asked to indicate whether they had any unsuccessful attempts at the HPT, and if so, the number. As shown in Table 45, the majority reported not having any unsuccessful attempts (n=182, 79.1%). For those who did have an unsuccessful attempt, they were asked to indicate how many. Just under half (n=23, 47.9%) had only one unsuccessful attempt.
[bookmark: _Ref208613173][bookmark: _Toc208858366][bookmark: _Toc209173320]Table 45 Unsuccessful attempts at the HPT
	
	n
	%

	Any unsuccessful attempts at the HPT
	
	

	Yes
	48
	20.9

	No
	182
	79.1

	Number of unsuccessful attempts at the HPT
	
	

	One
	23
	47.9

	Two
	14
	29.2

	Three or more
	11
	22.9



Finally, in relation to the HPT, provisional drivers were asked to indicate whether they were satisfied overall with the process of completing the test. As shown in Table 46, over two-thirds (n=147, 68.4%) of drivers reported they were ‘satisfied/very satisfied’.
[bookmark: _Ref208613374][bookmark: _Toc208858367][bookmark: _Toc209173321]Table 46 Overall levels of satisfaction with the HPT
	
	n
	%

	Satisfied/Very Satisfied
	147
	68.4

	Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied
	44
	20.5

	Unsatisfied/Very Unsatisfied 
	24
	11.2



[bookmark: _Toc209173696]2.4.2.4	Practical Driving Test  
Provisional drivers were asked questions about their experience of the Practical Driving Test (PDT). These questions were focussed on their experience in booking the test, the service they received when attending the customer service centre for the test, their experience completing the test and any unsuccessful attempts. 
First, provisional drivers were asked to indicate how easy they found it to make a booking to complete the PDT. As shown in Table 47, over half (n=132, 61.4%) of drivers reporting finding it ‘easy/very easy’ to make the booking. However, it is also notable that just over one in five (n=46, 21.4%) reported they found it ‘difficult/very difficult’.
[bookmark: _Ref208613785][bookmark: _Toc208858368][bookmark: _Toc209173322]Table 47 Ease in making a booking to complete the PDT
	
	n
	%

	Easy/Very Easy
	132
	61.4

	Neither easy nor difficult
	37
	17.2

	Difficult/Very Difficult 
	46
	21.4



In terms of satisfaction with the customer service received when attending a customer service centre to complete the PDT, as shown in Table 48, the majority were ‘satisfied/very satisfied’ (n=166, 78.7%). Less than 10 per cent (n=18, 8.5%) reported that they were ‘unsatisfied/very unsatisfied’. 
[bookmark: _Ref208613908][bookmark: _Toc208858369][bookmark: _Toc209173323]Table 48 Satisfaction with the customer service received when attending a customer service centre to complete the PDT
	
	n
	%

	Satisfied/Very Satisfied
	166
	78.7

	Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied
	27
	12.8

	Unsatisfied/Very Unsatisfied
	18
	8.5



In order to understand the perceived effectiveness of the current PDT amongst provisional drivers, survey respondents were presented with a series of statements. These statements are presented in Table 49. As shown, provisional drivers generally felt positive towards the PDT. Specifically, the majority ‘agreed/strongly agreed’ that the driving test was a good way for them to demonstrate their driving skills (n=176, 84.2%) and required them to drive in a variety of different situations (n=163, 78.4%). When asked about how they felt during their PDT, the overwhelming majority ‘agreed/strongly agreed’ they had enough on road experience to enable them to complete the driving test safely (n=195, 94.2%). A smaller proportion however reported they ‘agreed/strongly agreed’ they felt confident during their driving test (n=129, 63.2%).
[bookmark: _Ref208614127][bookmark: _Toc208858370][bookmark: _Toc209173324]Table 49 Provisional drivers experience of the PDT
	
	Agree/
Strongly Agree
(n)
	Agree/
Strongly Agree
(%)
	Neither agree nor disagree
(n)
	Neither agree nor disagree
(%)
	Disagree/
Strongly Disagree
(n)
	Disagree/
Strongly Disagree
(%)

	The driving test was a good way for me to demonstrate my driving skills
	176
	84.2
	18
	8.6
	15
	7.2

	The driving test required me to drive in a variety of different situations
	163
	78.4
	20
	9.6
	25
	12.0

	I had enough on road experience to enable me to complete the driving test safely
	195
	94.2
	7
	3.4
	5
	2.4

	I felt confident when I was completing my driving test
	129
	63.2
	42
	20.6
	33
	16.2



Note: Table 49 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.
Provisional drivers were asked if they experienced any unsuccessful attempts at the PDT, and if so, how many unsuccessful attempts they had. As shown in Table 50, just under one third of drivers (n=68, 31.6%) reported an unsuccessful attempt. For over two thirds of these drivers (n=47, 69.1%), they reported only one unsuccessful attempt. 
[bookmark: _Ref208614386][bookmark: _Toc208858371][bookmark: _Toc209173325]Table 50 Unsuccessful attempts at the PDT
	
	n
	%

	Any unsuccessful attempts at the Practical Driving Test
	
	

	Yes
	68
	31.6

	No
	147
	68.4

	Number of unsuccessful attempts at the Practical Driving Test
	
	

	One
	47
	69.1

	Two
	10
	14.7

	Three or more
	11
	16.2



Finally, provisional drivers were asked how satisfied they were overall with the process of completing the PDT. As shown in Table 51, over three quarters (n=165, 77.1%) of drivers reported they were ‘satisfied/very satisfied’. Less than 10 per cent (n=19, 8.9%) reported they were ‘unsatisfied/very unsatisfied’. 
[bookmark: _Ref208614574][bookmark: _Toc208858372][bookmark: _Toc209173326]Table 51 Satisfaction overall with the PDT process
	
	n
	%

	Satisfied/Very Satisfied
	165
	77.1

	Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied
	30
	14.0

	Unsatisfied/Very Unsatisfied
	19
	8.9



[bookmark: _Toc209173697]2.4.2.5Crash involvement and traffic infringements
Provisional drivers were asked about their involvement in a crash since they commenced driving (as both a learner and provisional driver). 33 (16.0%) drivers reported they had been involved in a crash. The crash involved drivers were asked to provide additional information about their crash involvement, including the severity of the crash (in terms of injuries) and who was at fault in the crash. As shown in Table 52, the majority of provisional drivers reported the crash they were involved in only resulted in damage to vehicles and/or property (n=26, 78.8%). 2 (6.1%) provisional drivers did report that at least one person involved in the crash was taken to a hospital emergency department to have their injuries treated. The majority of provisional drivers involved in a crash reported another driver was at fault (n=17, 51.5%) (Table 53). 
[bookmark: _Ref208763957][bookmark: _Toc208858373][bookmark: _Toc209173327]Table 52 Severity of crashes provisional drivers have been involved in
	
	n
	%

	Crash only resulted in damage to vehicles and/or property
	26
	78.8

	At least one person was injured, but no medical treatment was required
	4
	12.1

	At least one person was injured, requiring a visit to the doctor and/or first aid
	1
	3.0

	At least one person was injured, requiring them to be taken to a hospital emergency department
	2
	6.1

	Someone sustained fatal injuries
	0
	0.0



[bookmark: _Ref208764068][bookmark: _Toc208858374][bookmark: _Toc209173328]Table 53 Fault in crashes provisional drivers have been involved in
	
	n
	%

	I was at fault
	12
	36.4

	Another driver was at fault
	17
	51.5

	Both myself and another driver were at fault
	2
	6.1

	Nobody was at fault
	1
	3.0

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	1
	3.0



Provisional drivers were also asked if they had received any traffic infringements since they commenced driving (as both a learner driver and a provisional driver). 17 (8.5%) provisional drivers reported having received a traffic infringement. 
[bookmark: _Toc209173698]2.4.2.5	Factors associated with provisional driver outcomes  
A series of regression models were conducted to identify factors associated with a range of provisional driver outcomes including failed attempts at HPT, failed attempts at the PDT, crashes during the learner phase, and dissatisfaction with PrepL.
Factors associated with failed attempts at the HPT
Variables included in the model were age, gender, language spoken at home, total hours of supervised driving practice, duration of learner driver licence period, lesson(s) with a professional instructor, whether the HPT was easy, and overall satisfaction with the HPT. As shown in Table 54, two variables were found to be significant. First, when compared to those who completed less than 100 hours of driving practice, those who did complete 100 hours had a lower-odds of a failed attempt at the HPT, when compared to those who completed less than 100 hours of supervised driving practice. Interestingly, for those who completed more than 100 hours, they did not have a significantly lower odds of failing the Hazard Perception Test when compared to those who completed less than 100 hours. Second, those who did not find the HPT easy had an eight-times greater odds of a failed attempt at the HPT than those who found the HPT easy.


[bookmark: _Ref208764348][bookmark: _Toc208858375][bookmark: _Toc209173329]Table 54 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with unsuccessful attempts at the Hazard Perception Test
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	17
	Reference
	
	
	

	18
	0.50
	0.19
	1.33
	0.16

	19-20
	0.38
	0.08
	1.81
	0.23

	21-25
	0.34
	0.04
	2.77
	0.31

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	1.11
	0.47
	2.60
	0.81

	English first language
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	1.46
	0.24
	8.74
	0.68

	Total hours of supervised driving practice
	
	
	
	

	Less than 100 hours
	Reference
	
	
	

	100 hours
	0.10
	0.01
	0.89
	0.04

	More than 100 hours
	0.23
	0.03
	1.86
	0.17

	Duration of learner driver licence period
	
	
	
	

	1 year
	Reference
	
	
	

	Over 1 year but less than 2 years
	0.88
	0.35
	2.21
	0.78

	2 years or more
	0.48
	0.10
	2.20
	0.34

	Lesson(s) with professional instructor
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	1.23
	0.43
	3.52
	0.70

	Hazard Perception Test easy
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	8.06
	3.39
	19.1
	<.0001

	Satisfied with Hazard Perception Test overall
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	1.32
	0.58
	2.98
	0.50



Factors associated with failed attempts at the PDT
Variables included in the model were age, gender, Indigenous background, language spoken at home, failed attempts at the HPT, total hours of supervised driving practice, duration of learner driver licence period, lesson(s) with a professional instructor, how well-prepared for the PDT, and overall satisfaction with the PDT. As shown in Table 55, three results were statistically significant. First, and interestingly, those who held their learner licence for over one year but less than two years had 3.14 times greater odds of a failed attempt at the PDT when compared with those who held their learner licence for one year. This pattern did not however continue amongst those who held their learner licence for over two years, when compared to those who held their learner licence for one year. Second, those who did not feel prepared for the PDT had 2.53 times greater odds of a failed attempt at the PDT, when compared with those who did feel prepared. Third, those who were not satisfied overall with the PDT process had 2.78 times greater odds of a failed attempt at the PDT than those who were satisfied. 
[bookmark: _Ref208764525][bookmark: _Toc208858376][bookmark: _Toc209173330]Table 55 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with unsuccessful attempts at the PDT
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	17
	Reference
	
	
	

	18
	1.70
	0.71
	4.11
	0.24

	19-20
	2.81
	0.82
	9.58
	0.10

	21-25
	2.06
	0.41
	10.27
	0.38

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	0.79
	0.38
	1.65
	0.53

	Indigenous
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.07
	0.29
	3.94
	0.92

	English first language
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	1.58
	0.35
	7.16
	0.55

	Total hours of supervised driving practice
	
	
	
	

	Less than 100 hours
	Reference
	
	
	

	100 hours
	1.72
	0.24
	12.53
	0.59

	More than 100 hours
	1.73
	0.24
	12.65
	0.59

	Duration of learner driver licence period
	
	
	
	

	1 year
	Reference
	
	
	

	Over 1 year but less than 2 years
	3.14
	1.30
	7.54
	0.01

	2 years or more
	1.81
	0.54
	6.14
	0.34

	Lesson(s) with professional instructor
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	2.16
	0.83
	5.65
	0.12

	Unsuccessful attempt at the Hazard Perception Test
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.39
	0.60
	3.24
	0.45

	Felt prepared for Practical Driving Test
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	2.53
	1.02
	6.30
	0.05

	Satisfied with Practical Driving Test overall
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	2.78
	1.28
	6.04
	0.01



Factors associated with infringements since commencing driving
A logistic regression analysis was conducted to understand factors that may be associated with provisional drivers who have received a traffic infringement at any time since they commenced driving, including as a learner driver. Variables included in the model were Indigenous background, gender, language spoken at home, hours completed as a learner driver, duration of learner licence period, lesson(s) with a professional instructor, failed attempts at the HPT and failed attempts at the PDT. As shown in Table 56, no variables were found to be statistically significant. 
[bookmark: _Ref208764871][bookmark: _Toc208858377][bookmark: _Toc209173331]Table 56 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with traffic infringements
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Indigenous
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.64
	0.07
	5.69
	0.69

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	0.76
	0.26
	2.18
	0.60

	English first language
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	4.60
	0.69
	30.56
	0.11

	Total hours of supervised driving practice
	
	
	
	

	100 hours or less
	Reference
	
	
	

	More than 100 hours
	2.05
	0.71
	5.92
	0.18

	Duration of learner driver licence period
	
	
	
	

	1 year
	Reference
	
	
	

	Over 1 year but less than 2 years
	0.39
	0.11
	1.32
	0.13

	2 years or more
	0.13
	0.01
	1.28
	0.08

	Lesson(s) with professional instructor
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	0.60
	0.14
	2.66
	0.50

	Failed attempt on Hazard Perception Test
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.85
	0.25
	2.96
	0.80

	Failed attempt on Practical Driving Test
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.52
	0.46
	5.01
	0.49



Factors associated with crashes since commencing driving
A logistic regression analysis was conducted to understand factors that may be associated with provisional drivers who have been involved in a crash at any time since they commenced driving, including as a learner driver. Variables included in the model were age, Indigenous background, gender, language spoken at home, hours completed as a learner driver, duration of learner licence period, lesson(s) with a professional instructor, failed attempts at the Hazard Perception Test and failed attempts at the Practical Driving Test. As shown in Table 57, no variables were found to be statistically significant. 
[bookmark: _Ref208765088][bookmark: _Toc208858378][bookmark: _Toc209173332]Table 57 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with crash involvement
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	17
	Reference
	
	
	

	18
	1.73
	0.71
	4.20
	0.23

	19-20
	1.09
	0.28
	4.29
	0.90

	21-25
	2.22
	0.47
	10.53
	0.32

	Indigenous
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.58
	0.12
	2.85
	0.51

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	1.21
	0.57
	2.57
	0.61

	English first language
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	1.21
	0.29
	5.03
	0.80

	Total hours of supervised driving practice
	
	
	
	

	100 hours or less
	Reference
	
	
	

	More than 100 hours
	1.62
	0.81
	3.23
	0.17

	Duration of learner driver licence period
	
	
	
	

	1 year
	Reference
	
	
	

	Over 1 year but less than 2 years
	1.66
	0.70
	3.98
	0.25

	2 years or more
	1.52
	0.43
	5.37
	0.52

	Lesson(s) with professional instructor
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	2.00
	0.78
	5.14
	0.15

	Failed attempt on Hazard Perception Test
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.83
	0.83
	4.03
	0.13

	Failed attempt on Practical Driving Test
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.13
	0.53
	2.42
	0.76


[bookmark: _Toc209173699]2.4.4	Supervising driver survey
[bookmark: _Toc209173700]2.4.4.1	Demographics
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 58 provides demographic information on the supervising 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: _Ref208766745][bookmark: _Toc208858379][bookmark: _Toc209173333]Table 58 Demographic profile of respondents completing the supervising 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

	Indigenous and/or Torres Strait Islander background
	
	

	Yes
	11
	3.0

	No
	361
	97.0

	English spoken at home
	
	

	Yes
	369
	96.9

	No
	12
	3.2



[bookmark: _Toc209173701][bookmark: _Hlk209105014]2.4.4.2	Experience completing PrepL-S
The PrepL-S course aims to provide supervising drivers with the skills and knowledge necessary to supervise a learner driver. This includes being able to teach learners how to drive safely, ensuring they have current knowledge of the Queensland road rules, providing guidance and explaining information to learner drivers, lesson plans to ensure completion of supervised driving in a variety of situations, providing commentary while the learner drives, assisting the learner to develop their hazard perception skills, effective communication with a learner driver, dealing with stressful situations, information on how bad driving habits can be broken, safety information for after the learner driver phase has ended (for example, in buying a car. PrepL-S includes a quiz at the end, to enable supervisors to check on their knowledge and identify areas they may benefit from further information. 
Supervising drivers were asked to indicate whether they have completed PrepL-S. As shown in Table 59, just over one quarter (n=86, 28.1%) of supervising drivers indicated they had completed PrepL-S, while over half (n=166, 54.3%) indicated they had not. It is notable that over 17 per cent (n=54, 17.7%) of supervising drivers indicated they did not know or were not sure if they had completed PrepL-S. This is important, as it indicates poor awareness of what PrepL-S is amongst a large group of learner driver supervisors. 
[bookmark: _Ref208766874][bookmark: _Toc208858380][bookmark: _Toc209173334]Table 59 Completion of PrepL-S
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	86
	28.1

	No
	166
	54.3

	Don’t know/Can’t remember
	54
	17.7



Completion of PrepL-S was considered in relation to gender and age. There was very minimal difference when considering gender, with a very similar proportion of males (n=19, 27.9%) and females (n=66, 28.3%) having completed PrepL-S. In terms of age, those aged 50-59 had the largest proportion who completed PrepL-S (n=35.1%). Due to low numbers of supervisors reporting speaking a language other than English at home and being Indigenous, these characteristics were not considered in relation to PrepL-S completion.
Supervisors were then asked to indicate the reasons for completion or non-completion of PrepL-S. The most common reason provided by those who had completed PrepL-S was that they wanted to refresh their knowledge on Queensland’s road rules (n=58). This was followed by wanting to develop the skills necessary to be a supervising driver (n=54), and to increase their confidence as a supervising driver (n=39). 
The most common reason provided by those who had not completed PrepL-S was that they did not know what PrepL-S is (n=95). This was followed by not having time to complete PrepL-S (n=20) and not feeling they would benefit from completing PrepL-S (n=11). 
Those who did complete PrepL-S were asked a series of questions to understand their experience with various aspects of the program. First, supervisors were asked to indicate how easy it was to access the PrepL system. As shown in Table 60, the majority of supervisors reported that PrepL-S was ‘Easy/Very Easy’ (n=66, 88.0%) to access. 
[bookmark: _Ref208767266][bookmark: _Toc208858381][bookmark: _Toc209173335]Table 60 Ease in accessing the PrepL-S system
	
	n
	%

	Easy/Very Easy
	86
	28.1

	Neither Easy nor Difficult
	166
	54.3

	Difficult/Very Difficult
	54
	17.7



Those supervisors who did complete PrepL-S were also asked if they experienced any technical difficulties at any stage while accessing the system. As shown in Table 61, encouragingly, technical difficulties were only reported by around 10 percent of those who completed PrepL-S. 
[bookmark: _Ref208767407][bookmark: _Toc208858382][bookmark: _Toc209173336]Table 61 Experience of technical difficulties while completing PrepL-S
	
	n
	%

	Yes
	8
	10.1

	No
	62
	78.5

	Don’t Know/Can’t Remember
	9
	11.4



Supervisors who completed PrepL-S were also asked to indicate if they found it easy to understand various aspects of the program. This included the written information, the videos and the final quiz questions. As shown in Table 62, over half (n=40, 56.3%) found all the written information easy to understand, while over two-thirds (n=47, 68.1%) found all the videos easy to understand. However, in relation to the final quiz questions, less than half (n=31, 44.3%) found all the questions easy to understand. 
[bookmark: _Ref208767612][bookmark: _Toc208858383][bookmark: _Toc209173337]Table 62 Ease of understanding various components of PrepL-S
	
	All Easy
	Some or all not easy

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Written information
	40
	56.3
	31
	43.7

	Videos
	47
	68.1
	22
	31.9

	Final quiz questions
	31
	44.3
	39
	55.7



Supervisors who completed PrepL-S were also asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with a series of statements which aimed to examine how effective they felt PrepL-S was. These statements are presented in Table 63. Supervisors agreed/strongly agreed with all statements, indicating that positive views were held towards PrepL-S. The statement that the largest proportion of supervisors agreed/strongly agreed with was ‘PrepL=S provided me with a good opportunity to refresh my knowledge of Queensland’s road rules’ (n=73, 94.8%). This was closely followed by the statement ‘The quiz at the start of PrepL-S provided me with a good opportunity to test my knowledge of Queensland’s road rules (n=69, 92.0%). The statements with the lowest proportions of supervisors indicating they agree/strongly agree were ‘PrepL-S allowed me to develop my skills in supervising my learner driver’ (n=56, 73.7%) and ‘I feel I am a better supervisor because I completed PrepL-S’ (n=52, 69.3%). These results indicate that PrepL-S could have a greater focus on developing supervision skills.


[bookmark: _Ref208767732][bookmark: _Toc208858384][bookmark: _Toc209173338]Table 63 Perceptions towards the effectiveness of PrepL-S
	
	Agree/
Strongly Agree
(n)
	Agree/
Strongly Agree
(%)
	Neither agree nor disagree
(n)
	Neither agree nor disagree
(%)
	Disagree/
Strongly Disagree
(n)
	Disagree/
Strongly Disagree
(%)

	The quiz at the start of PrepL-S provided me with a good opportunity to test my knowledge of Queensland's road rules
	69
	92.0
	6
	8.0
	0
	0.0

	PrepL-S provided me with a good opportunity to refresh my knowledge of Queensland's road rules
	73
	94.8
	4
	5.2
	0
	0.0

	PrepL-S allowed me to develop my skills in supervising my learner driver
	56
	73.7
	13
	17.1
	7
	9.2

	The time it took me to complete PrepL-S was reasonable
	67
	88.2
	8
	10.5
	1
	1.3

	I would recommend PrepL-S to other learner driver supervisors
	68
	89.5
	6
	7.9
	2
	2.6

	PrepL-S should be compulsory for all supervising drivers
	60
	80.0
	14
	18.7
	1
	1.3

	I feel I am a better supervisor because I completed PrepL-S
	52
	69.3
	18
	24.0
	5
	6.7



Note: Table 63 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: _Toc209173702]2.4.4.3	Infringements and licence suspension
Supervisors were asked whether they had received any traffic infringements in the past five years or if they have ever had their licence suspended or cancelled. 105 (34.2%) of supervisors reported they had received a traffic infringement, while 22 (7.2%) reported they having had their licence suspended or cancelled. 
Infringements and licence suspension were then considered in relation to whether supervisors had or had not completed PrepL-S. As shown in Table 64, a larger proportion of those who had not completed PrepL-S reported receiving a traffic infringement in the five years prior (n=65, 39.4%), when compared with those who had completed PrepL-S (n=26, 30.2%). This pattern however was not reflected in relation to licence suspension/cancelation, with the results quite consistent between those who had not completed PrepL-S and those who had. 


[bookmark: _Ref208767968][bookmark: _Toc208858385][bookmark: _Toc209173339]Table 64 Infringements and licence suspension/cancelation in relation to completion of PrepL-S
	
	Completed PrepL-S
	Have not completed PrepL-S

	
	n
	%
	n
	%

	Traffic infringement in the past 5 years
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	26
	30.2
	65
	39.4

	No
	60
	69.8
	100
	60.6

	Ever had a licence suspension/cancelation
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	6
	7.0
	10
	6.1

	No
	80
	93.0
	155
	93.9



[bookmark: _Toc209173703]2.4.4.4	Factors associated with PrepL-S outcomes
Two regression models were conducted to identify factors associated with a range of supervising driver outcomes including completion of PrepL-S, and skills to supervise their learner driver.
Factors associated with completion of PrepL-S
A logistic regression analysis was conducted to understand factors that may be associated with supervisor completion of PrepL-S. Variables included in the model were age, gender, Indigenous background and language spoken at home. As shown in Table 65, no variables were found to be statistically significant. 
[bookmark: _Ref208769471][bookmark: _Toc208858386][bookmark: _Toc209173340]Table 65 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with completion of PrepL-S
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	Under 40
	Reference
	
	
	

	40-49
	2.22
	0.69
	7.16
	0.18

	50-59
	2.94
	0.88
	9.81
	0.08

	60+
	1.70
	0.35
	8.21
	0.51

	Indigenous
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	1.53
	0.39
	5.97
	0.54

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	0.99
	0.49
	2.02
	0.98

	English first language
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	Reference
	
	
	

	No
	3.33
	0.50
	22.45
	0.22



Factors associated with PrepL-S providing supervisors with the skills to supervise their learner driver effectively
A logistic regression analysis was conducted to understand factors that may be associated with supervisors who felt that PrepL provided them with the skills to supervise their learner effectively. Variables included in the model were age, gender and Indigenous background. As shown in Table 66, no variables were found to be statistically significant. 
[bookmark: _Ref208769595][bookmark: _Toc208858387][bookmark: _Toc209173341]Table 66 Logistic regression model of factors that may be associated with supervisor perceptions of PrepL-S providing them with skills to supervise their learner effectively
	
	Odds Ratio
	95% CI Lower
	95% CI Upper
	p-Value

	Age
	
	
	
	

	Under 40
	Reference
	
	
	

	40-49
	0.86
	0.06
	13.40
	0.92

	50-59
	0.73
	0.05
	11.18
	0.82

	60+
	0.62
	0.02
	19.01
	0.79

	Indigenous
	
	
	
	

	No
	Reference
	
	
	

	Yes
	0.91
	0.08
	10.82
	0.94

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	Reference
	
	
	

	Female
	0.67
	0.17
	2.57
	0.56



[bookmark: _Toc209173704]2.4.4	Summary of survey findings
This section has provided the results from three surveys that were conducted to understand the experience of learner drivers, P1 drivers and supervisors in the Queensland learner driver program. What emerged from these survey results is that there is a high level of community support and satisfaction with the current learner driver program. 
Despite this, it is important to note some key areas where there is opportunity for further development of the learner driver program, as identified by those who have directly interacted with the program as customers of TMR – completing one or more of PrepL, the written road rules test, 100 hours total and 10 hours of night time supervised driving practice requirements, the HPT, the PDT, and PrepL-S. These are highlighted below.
PrepL and the written road rules test
· A larger proportion of learner drivers who completed PrepL reported being ‘Happy/Very Happy) (89.7%), when compared to the written road rules test (75.8%). This indicated more could potentially be done in relation to the written road rules test to ensure the experience is equal to PrepL. 
· 17.8% of learner drivers who completed PrepL experienced a technical difficulty at some stage during the process. Whilst this means the majority did not experience any difficulties, it nonetheless indicates there is still a need to ensure PrepL can be a seamless experience for all learner drivers. 
· Just over 10 per cent (10.3%) of learner drivers reported finding it ‘Difficult/Very Difficult’ to make a booking for the written road rules test. This indicates that while most did not have difficulty making a booking, a small proportion did. Processes to enhance the booking experience could be considered. 
· Just over 10 per cent (10.7%) of learner drivers reported being ‘Unsatisfied/Very Unsatisfied’ with the level of customer service they experienced when attending a Customer Service Centre to sit the test. Again, whilst this indicates that most learner drivers were not unsatisfied with the customer service they received, it is important to ensure Customer Service Centre staff are equipped to provide a high level of service, and have measure in place to resolve issues should they arise. 
· Over one in five (21.5%) of learner drivers who completed PrepL reported they found the pace of the course ‘too slow’. Whilst all people learn at different paces, it is important to ensure that the course is highly engaging, such that learner drivers do not develop a perception of the course being too slow. 
· Over half (51.7%) of the learner drivers who completed PrepL reported they found some or all of the written information in PrepL was not easy to understand. This indicates a need to review all content in PrepL, to ensure it is clear and easy to understand, and make improvements where necessary. 
· Almost three quarters of drivers (72.2%) who completed the written road rules test and who reported reading ‘Your keys to driving in Queensland’ said they found some or all of the written information was not easy to understand. Like with PrepL, this indicates the content should be reviewed, and improvements made where necessary.  
· Over half (58.3%) of learner drivers who completed the written road rules test reported some or all of the test questions were not easy to understand. Again, like with the content, the questions should also be reviewed and improvements made where necessary. 
· A larger proportion of those who completed the written road rules test (42.1%) reported that they feel there should be additional topics included, when compared to those who completed PrepL (21.9%). The content of both courses should be reviewed to identify topics that may require inclusion (some have been highlighted in this report). It is also important that both courses provide the same information, such that irrespective of the mode undertaken, learner drivers have an equivalent experience. 
· Over half (57.1%) of learner drivers reported that if the cost of PrepL or the written road rules test was higher, they would have found it difficult to afford. This indicates that any consideration of increasing prices should be considered carefully, in respect to the economic climate at the time, to avoid people from low socio-economic backgrounds finding it difficult to complete the course because of financial barriers. 
100 Hours total and 10 hours night time supervised driving practice 
· Whilst the 100 hours requirement was generally well-supported by P1 drivers (62.2% expressed feeling it was the right number of hours), and over half felt that 10 hours of night time practice was the right number of hours, it is notable that just over 2 in 5 (41.2%) felt that 10 hours was not enough. Consideration could be given to ensuring the number of hours required at night are adequate to ensure skill development. 
· Learner drivers generally reported that professional instructors were better equipped to answer questions during the learner driver journey (97.0%), when compared to family members/friends (83.8%). 
· A larger proportion of learner drivers indicated that professional instructors offered ‘High/Very high – excellent support’ (80.1%), when compared to family members/friends (67.3%).
· A larger proportion of learner drivers indicated that professional instructors had ‘High/Very high – excellent knowledge’ (93.0%), when compared to family members/friends (69.5%). This finding, and the two above highlight the value of ensuring all drivers have the opportunity to access professional lessons, potentially through Government programs
HPT
· 16.1 per cent of P1 drivers reported experiencing technical difficulties when completing the Hazard Perception Test. This highlights the need to ensure the system is well-developed and maintained. 
· Less than half (47.4%) of P1 drivers reported that the Hazard Perception Test appeared realistic when compared to driving a car. This highlights the need for further development and refinement of the system.
PDT
· Just over one in five P1 drivers (21.4%) reported it was ‘Difficult/Very Difficult’ to make a booking for the Practical Driving Test. It is important to ensure the booking process is clear and easily accessible. 
PrepL-S
· Just over one quarter (28.1%) of supervisors reported having completed PrepL-S. There is a need to explore options to increase uptake. This could include awareness building, or making the program mandatory for all supervising drivers. 
· Of those who completed PrepL-S, 10.1% experienced technical difficulties. Steps should be taken to ensure the system is well-developed and maintained. 


[bookmark: _Toc209173705]3	Key stakeholder CONSULTATION: workshops
Just as an effective system needs to understand the perspectives of and support by the drivers who it directly impacts, the system also requires the support of key stakeholders in the area.
[bookmark: _Toc209173706]3.1	Stakeholder consultation aims
This component of the project aimed to collect data from key stakeholders with knowledge, expertise and operational experience in driver licensing and training. 
[bookmark: _Toc209173707]3.2	Methods
This section describes the methods employed to recruit participants, develop the consultation process, and data collection and analysis techniques. 
Participant recruitment: Participants included personnel from the following groups:
· TMR Executive staff and general staff: TMR personnel were identified and selected based on their management positions and experience with policy, licensing, including the Indigenous Driver Licensing Unit, GLS, driver education and learner driver processes, and invited to participate. 
· Customer Service Centre staff: Staff working at Customer Service Centres who are responsible for managing the process of driver testing, including learner log book 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 Queensland Youth Service, Queensland Health, MAIC, Australia Driver Trainers Association, 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 some additional 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 supervised driving 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. Interviews lasted between 45 and 60 minutes, and followed a similar structure to the focus groups. The participant was first asked about the challenges of the current system, and then about potential solutions and improvements.
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.
With the first couple of questions participants were asked to share their opinion about the LPD and their integration, or lack thereof, and how they are connected to the graduated licensing program in their jobs. Afterwards, specific questions about the LPD components were introduced in the discussion to cover particular issues. Depending on the background of the participants, the research team would focus on the components that participants have more experience interacting with. To finalise the first part of the discussion, the research team would ask for an overall review of the LPD, and its strengths and weaknesses in preparing novice drivers to stay safe on the road. In the second part of the focus groups, usually after a break, the research team would promote the interaction between the group members and the discussion of potential solutions. 
Table 67 (a and b) below presents the themes and questions posed for discussion for each FGD session by group.
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[bookmark: _Hlk209173392]Table 67a Summary of themes/topics and questions developed to guide FGD sessions (and additional interviews) – For online components (PrepL, PrepL-S, HPT)
Aim: Understand whether key stakeholders feel the PrepL, PrepL-S, and the NHPT, are comprehensive/effective, and what changes/improvements do they feel may be necessary to improve the system, including conceptual approaches, innovative solutions and potential use of technology.
	Themes/Topics
	Questions

	TMR Executive and general staff: Policy positions, issues of administration, driver education and licensing procedure, and perceptions of effectiveness of PrepL, PrepL-S and the NHPT, and suggestions for enhancement of current practices.
	· Do you consider the new hazard perception test (NHPT) is achieving its objective? (its objective is to check whether the learner driver is able to recognise potentially dangerous situations and respond in a safe manner.) Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· In what ways could the content of the NHPT be improved?
· In what ways could the delivery of the NHPT be improved?
· Do you consider the PrepL course is achieving its objective? Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· In what ways could the content of the PrepL be improved?
· In what ways could the delivery of the PrepL be improved?
· Do you consider the PrepL-S course is achieving its objective? Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· In what ways could the content of the PrepL-S be improved?
· In what ways could the delivery of the PrepL-S be improved?
· What are the main administrative issues related to NHPT, PrepL and/or PrepL-S?

	Customer Service Centre staff: Perceptions and experiences of operational aspects relating to management of PrepL, PrepL-S and the NHPT, and
suggestions for enhancement of current operations.
	· What are the most common issues young drivers are having with the NHPT or the PrepL?
· How could these issues be solved and/or prevented? 
· Are supervisors aware of the resources the PrepL-S provides?
· What are the most common issues supervisors are having with the Prepl-S?

	Government, industry and advocacy groups: Perceptions on the effectiveness of PrepL, PrepL-S and the NHPT, requirements generally and in supporting disadvantaged groups, and ways it facilitates or inhibits equity and diversity
issues, and suggestions for enhancement of current support programs.
	· What are the most common issues young drivers are having with the NHPT or the PrepL?
· How could these issues be solved and/or prevented? 
· Are supervisors aware of the resources the PrepL-S provides?
· What are the most common issues supervisors are having with the Prepl-S?
· Are there any specific issues with specific population groups or in certain areas? What are they?
· How could these issues be solved and/or prevented? 


	Subject matter experts: Understanding of best-practice in GLS and learner driver elements, evidence surrounding the effectiveness of practical driver requirements online interactive programs, adult learning and instructional
design for optimal development of driving skills and competencies.
	· Do you consider the new hazard perception test (NHPT) is achieving its objective? (its objective is to check whether the learner driver is able to recognise potentially dangerous situations and respond in a safe manner.) Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· In what ways could the content of the NHPT be improved?
· In what ways could the delivery of the NHPT be improved?
· Do you consider the PrepL course is achieving its objective? Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· In what ways could the content of the PrepL be improved?
· In what ways could the delivery of the PrepL be improved?
· Do you consider the PrepL-S course is achieving its objective? Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· In what ways could the content of the PrepL-S be improved?
· In what ways could the delivery of the PrepL-S be improved?




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.



Table 67b: Summary of themes/topics and questions developed to guide FGD sessions (and additional interviews) – For practical components (100 hours supervised driving and PDT)
Aim: Understand whether key stakeholders feel the PrepL, PrepL-S, and the NHPT, are comprehensive/effective, and what changes/improvements do they feel may be necessary to improve the system, including conceptual approaches, innovative solutions and potential use of technology.
	Themes/Topics
	Questions

	TMR Executive and general staff: Policy positions, issues of administration, driver education and licensing procedure, and perceptions of effectiveness of GLS, 100 hours practical driver requirements and PDT, and suggestions for enhancement of current practices.
	· Do you consider the 100 hours practical driving requirement is achieving its objective? (its objective is for young drivers to gain experience driving in a variety of environments to develop driving competencies that equip them to drive safely once they transition to independent driving) Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· Do you consider the 100 hours requirement prepares young drivers for the practical driving test? How?
· What changes to the 100 hours requirement should be implemented for it to achieve its objective?
· Is there a group of young drivers that has faced more than average challenges related to the 100 hours requirement? What were the implications?
· What are the main administrative issues with 100 hours practical driving requirement? Processing?  Verification?


	Customer Service Centre staff: Perceptions and experiences of operational aspects relating to management of the learner driver process from application to licensure, including log book approvals and exemptions, driving examinations, and suggestions for enhancement of current operations.
	· Do you consider the 100 hours requirement prepares young drivers for the practical driving test? How?
· Is there a group of young drivers that has faced more than average challenges related to the 100 hours requirement? What were the implications?
· What are the main issues you encounter when processing the 100 hours practical driving requirement?
· What are the main issues related to young drivers?
· What are the main issues related to supervisors?
· In your opinion, is the log book easy to use for young drivers and supervisors?
· What would improve their experience using the log book?

	Government, industry and advocacy groups: Perceptions on the effectiveness of the GLS, driver education and the learner driver requirements generally and in supporting disadvantaged groups, and ways it facilitates or inhibits equity and diversity issues, and suggestions for enhancement of current support programs.
	· Do you consider the 100 hours practical driving requirement is achieving its objective? (its objective is to gain experience driving in a variety of environments to develop driving competencies that equip young drivers to drive safely once they transition to independent driving) Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· Do you consider the 100 hours requirement prepares young drivers for the practical driving test? How?
· What are the main issues young drivers face related to the 100 hour requirement?
· What are the main issues supervisors face related to the 100 hour requirement?
· Is there a group of young drivers that has faced more than average challenges related to the 100 hours requirement? What were the implications?
· What are the regions (LGAs) that face more challenges related to the 100 hour requirement?

	Subject matter experts: Understanding of best-practice in GLS and learner driver elements, evidence surrounding the effectiveness of practical driver requirements (hours, distance, type of learning), use of adult learning and instructional design for optimal development of driving skills and competencies.
	· Do you consider the 100 hours practical driving requirement is achieving its objective? (its objective is to gain experience driving in a variety of environments to develop driving competencies that equip young drivers to drive safely once they transition to independent driving) Why? To your knowledge, is there any evidence that may support your opinion?
· Is 100 hours too few, enough, too many? Why?
· Should the 100 hours requirement include minimums in different types of roads (e.g., rural, unsealed, highway), weather (e.g., night, rain) and/or times of the day? Why?
· In your opinion, is the log book easy to use for young drivers and supervisors?
· What would improve their experience using the log book?



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.

Data analysis: All FGD sessions (n=8) and interviews (n=8) 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: _Toc209173708]3.3	Results
The thematic analysis of transcripts revealed various themes and sub-themes emerging within each LDP component. 
[bookmark: _Toc209173709][bookmark: _Hlk209166253]3.3.1	Main discussion points
The main key discussion points in each of the FGD sessions were:
1. TMR managers and subject matter experts
· Having most LDP components in digital form has not solved the accessibility (spatial) issue, in fact it created new challenges, especially those related to different learning types.
· The content of the Hazard Perception Test might be good but what is important is for novice drivers to transfer those skills to the road, and there is no evidence about it.
· LDP costs keep adding up and the estimated total is not clear from the beginning.
· Novice drivers are finding out from friends and social media about the LDP process, and not TMR channels.
· The PrepL-S is not known among learners and their supervisors.
· There is a lack of in-person engagement opportunities for learners and their supervisors.   
2. Other government agencies
· Learners in vulnerable situations need support programs that help them access and understand the LDP information, for instance those incarcerated or in low socio-economic and/or remote areas.
· Allowing parents to teach their learners how to drive can result in some young drivers learning high risk behaviours.
· Learners do not see the value of some LDP components, especially the Hazard Perception Test and the PrepL.
· There is a lack of guidance in the type of environments the 100 hours should cover.
· The logbook used to record the 100 hours is a trust system, and it is common for people to make mistakes when recording information (unintentionally and intentionally).
3. Industry and advocacy organisations
· Passing the Practical Driving Test is understood as the only objective of the LDP by many learners, not to become safe drivers.
· The 100 hours requirement make learners respect the LDP process, but the quality is not good enough.
· Computers and devices necessary for online learning cannot recreate reality. Ignoring how people learn only sets them up for failure.
· All online components train learners to see what is only in front of them, not their surroundings.
· Hours with a driving instructor have no additional value in the logbook.
· Supervisors self-appoint based on their relationship with their learner, which increases the chances of fudging the logbook as it is a trust system.
· Many international learners whose first language is not English, are completing the online components at home but it is well known it is usually someone else who completes the tasks for them.
· The focus of the LDP should go from completing the 100 hours to becoming a safe driver.
· Some learners perceive receiving their provisional license as a confirmation that they are good drivers and there is nothing more to learn.
4.  TMR executives
· Flexibility is very costly, yet what is needed is a competency-based inclusive system, not parallel systems.
· There is a need for broader resources as novice drivers are looking for more information, especially on social media.
· PrepL was designed to provide a base level of knowledge to a learner, yet LDP users expect it to be “everything to everyone”. 
· PrepL currently offers a significant amount of information but not the reasons why it is important.
· It is difficult to track the PrepL-S because it is not mandatory.
· There is no real structure for the 100-hours requirement.
· New tools and strategies should be implemented to support examiners.
5. TMR driving examiners
· If the 100 hours were increased some problems would worsen, for instance higher increase of fudging the logbook. 
· Volunteers require more training.
· Some instructors teach learners how to pass the practical driving test, not how to be a safe driver on the road. 
· Exemptions have increased, but learners who get them tend to fail the practical driving test.
· Examiners in regional and remote areas usually do not have enough time to test the learner properly, and there are not enough road environments to reach within the testing time.
· Learners are missing awareness, many do not see hazards on the road.
· The digital logbook could include different types of mini-tests to create awareness of what is expected from learners as they complete their 100 hours.
· Supervisors need opportunities to asks questions, ideally in an in-person setting.
· Progress between P1 and P2 should be measured or tracked.
6. TMR customer service and training (Cairns)
· Most complaints are from learners’ parents. They also require education.
· With the system as it is currently, many learners drive to record hours not to learn how to drive.
· Communities, especially in Aboriginal remote areas, have a person they usually go to when they have questions, and TMR is not working with them.
· Adding a GPS feature to the logbook mobile app, or linking it an existing location app, would ensure learners are completing the 100 hours.
· The LDP has good resources but given the needs Aboriginal communities, the program in its current state is failing them.
· Schools should offer more information about safe driving.
· PrepL should include an identity proof feature to ensure the learner is completing it.

 
7. TMR managers and frontline staff (Cairns)
· When working with Aboriginal communities presenting (in-person) the information included in the PrepL helps them understand and engage with it, and many questions are asked.
· In remote communities many learners and supervisors struggle with using electronic devices and often unstable internet connection.
· TMR staff only reach communities in remote areas once or twice per year.
· The Hazard Perception Test is not realistic for learners in Aboriginal communities, and mostly take it as a game.
· The PrepL should include information about the reasons why safe driving is important for the learner, as well as everyone else on the road and their communities.
8. TMR customer service and training (Regional and remote Queensland)
· PrepL has prompted some learners to complete it as if it was a game, and not learning the road rules.
· Some learners feel entitled to passing the practical driving test, with some even arguing and threatening to sue the driving examiner.
· Driving examiners can identify when a learner lied on their logbooks because the lac of experience is clear during the test. 
· Schools should offer more road safety information, as well night sessions or partnerships with local organisations.
The themes and subthemes identified when analysing the transcripts included the following (Table 68).
Table 68: Identified themes and sub-themes for LDP component
	Themes
	Sub-themes (challenges)

	Learner Driving Program
	· Information: Lack of information about available resources, their requirements, and how to access them.
· Costs: The cost of the some of the LDP components makes it unaffordable to some families.
· Evidence: There is uncertainty about the benefits of some of the LDP components and requirements.
· Accessibility: The digital format used for some of the LDP components has become a barrier for \certain groups of novice learners.  
· Groups with special needs: Certain groups of novice drivers require exemption or additional support to go through the LDP. In many cases there is none available, 
· Incarcerated learners: Do not have access to the information.
· International learners: Usually have a third person complete the online LDP components for them.
· Remote and aboriginal communities: Unavailability or no access to computers, mobile phones, and/or stable internet connection.

	PrepL
	· Format: Online learning has disadvantages as well as advantage, and should be one way, not the only way, information is presented. Currently, it is making the information inaccessible to different groups of learners.
· Role: There is a misunderstanding of its role and therefore unrealistic expectations. 
· Background information: Learners are presented with what they should do but not with why they should do it. 

	PrepL-S
	· Lack of awareness: The majority of supervisors do not know the existence of this resource. Instructors nor volunteers are required to complete it.
· Format: Having it as a digital resource offers flexibility to users, yet lacks a space for interaction and practical questions.
· Selection: Supervisor self-selection makes the process convenient but there are no guarantees the selected supervisor is a safe driver. 

	100 hours
	· Instructors: There is no regulation about what instructors teach learner drivers, with many teaching only how to pass the Practical Test, and not the skills to stay safe on the road.
· Transparency: The logbook operates as a trust system with a self-appointed supervisor, which makes it vulnerable to distortion.
· Structure: The 100 hours requirement does not have a structure for learners and their supervisors to follow and be sure the right skills are being developed.
· Purpose: Achieving 100 hours of supervised driving does not guarantee- a learner has developed the right skills to be a safe driver.
· Accessibility: It has become a barrier for some learners.
· Exemptions: Exemption requests are increasing. Most of those who get one, fail the practical test.

	Hazard Perception Test
	· Evidence: There is uncertainty about its benefits, especially regarding its digital format.
· Content: There is a lack of diversity in the road scenarios presented in the HPT.
· Interaction: The current version of the HPT is commonly perceived as a game. 

	Practical Test
	· Awareness: It is commonly perceived as the confirmation of someone being a good driver, which results in behaviour changes after passing it.
· Standard: It evaluates the driver’s ability to perform certain manoeuvres on the road, not being a safe driver.



[bookmark: _Toc209173710][bookmark: _Hlk209167014]3.3.2	Identified challenges and opportunities
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, for instance 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. Some examples of identified challenges are shown in Figures 1 & 2 below.
[image: Sample of note taken from workshop (May 23rd 2024)]
Figure 1: Challenges identifies by workshop participants (May 23rd 2024).

[image: Challenges and potential solutions identified by workshop participants (May 23rd 2024).]
Figure: 2 Challenges and potential solutions identified by workshop participants (May 23rd 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc209173711]3.3.3	Key thematic findings as related to each LDP component
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 the 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 asses 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 supervised driving
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. 
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, many do not. 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 log book 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 log book 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. 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 and was a popular program and perceived as being of high value. 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.
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 safety 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: _Toc209173712]4	Systematic Review: ASSESSING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF MANDATED SUPERVISED DRIVING REQUIREMENTS
In addition to stakeholder engagement, a systematic review of the relevant literature 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. 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.
The methods, findings and conclusions of this systematic review is presented below. It is formatted ready for publication in a high impact journal. 
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1. Introduction
Motor vehicle crashes represent a major global public health issue, disproportionately affecting low- and middle-income countries. As reported by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2023), approximately 1.19 million individuals die annually as a result of road traffic collisions, with an estimated 20 to 50 million sustaining non-fatal injuries or permanent disabilities. The burden of these injuries is multifaceted, encompassing not only acute trauma but also long-term physical, psychological, and socioeconomic consequences. Road traffic injuries constitute the leading cause of mortality among children and young adults aged 5 to 29 years, and approximately two-thirds of all road traffic fatalities occur among individuals of working age (18–59 years) (WHO, 2023).
[bookmark: _Hlk204682835]Newly licensed young drivers are overrepresented in fatal and serious injury crash statistics (Drummond, 1994; Scott-Parker et al., 2013). This elevated risk has been characterised in the literature as both the "young driver problem"—which reflects the overrepresentation of this cohort in crash data—and the "problem young driver"—a sub-group of individuals who engage in particularly high-risk behaviours (Drummond, 1994; Scott-Parker et al., 2013). A mathematical modelling study found that drivers with two to three years (and interestingly, eleven to twelve years) of driving experience had the highest frequency of road crashes (Miškinis & Valuntaite, 2010). The heightened vulnerability of young and novice drivers for road crashes is influenced by multiple factors, including limited driving experience, increased risk-taking tendencies, and ongoing cognitive and psychosocial development, as further illustrated by the following research. Compared to more experienced drivers, the cognitive skills of younger drivers may impede safe driving, especially skills relating to visual scanning, hazard anticipation, and mitigating distractions (Cassarino & Murphy, 2018). Young driver behaviour may be influenced by the presence of passengers within the vehicle, and this may either promote safer driving or, conversely, encourage norm-violating behaviours depending on the social context (Baxter et al., 1990). More recent research has identified that social factors, such as peer influence, may increase driver distraction (Cassarino & Murphy, 2018). In-vehicle distractions, including infotainment systems featuring gamification, may further exacerbate risks in younger drivers by increasing boredom and reducing attention (Krstačić et al., 2024).
Younger drivers, compared to their older counterparts, are more likely to exceed speed limits (Baxter et al., 1990). Research has also identified that younger drivers tailgate more often than older drivers as a result of lower levels of self-regulation and higher levels of aggression (Nicolls, et al., 2022). Cognitive biases have been identified in novice drivers; for example, a study found that first-year drivers have higher levels of optimistic bias and thus overestimate their driving skills (Xiang, et al., 2024). Research has found that intentional risky driving behaviour and driver inattention in adolescents may be mitigated via higher order driving instruction which involves education in the ‘how’ and ‘why’ of driving instruction, and therefore, ultimately, increasing self-regulation (Watson-Brown, et al., 2019). 
The relationship between high-risk driving and broader antisocial behaviour has also been noted. For example, young males holding intermediate licenses and engaging in unsafe driving have been shown to exhibit greater involvement in other criminal behaviours (Bates et al., 2022). Moreover, a longitudinal study demonstrated that risky driving behaviours adopted during adolescence can persist well into adulthood, with increased crash risk observed up to 13 years after licensure (Möller et al., 2021).
Given the multidimensional nature of crash risk among young and novice drivers, evidence-based interventions are essential. Graduated Driver Licensing (GDL) programs represent one of the most widely implemented strategies to reduce crash risk in this population. These programs aim to gradually expose novice drivers to increasingly complex driving environments while incorporating restrictions to limit exposure to high-risk conditions (Williams, 2007). An international review by Bates et al. (2014) reported that the GDL system typically consists of three licence phases: learner, provisional, and open licence. The learner phase is designed to promote practical driving experience in lower-risk situations, such as driving with supervision. The provisional phase often features independent driving with restrictions such as zero alcohol and passenger limitations (Bates et al., 2014); the ‘provisional’ phase is also known as the ‘probationary’ or ‘intermediate’ phase depending on jurisdiction. Thus, the GDL system seeks to lower crash risk associated with driving inexperience (Bates et al., 2014).
Structured learner driver requirements—such as mandated minimum hours or distances of supervised practice, exposure to varied driving conditions (e.g., night-time driving), compulsory driver education, and minimum learner permit holding periods—are common features of GDL frameworks. However, the specific contribution of these individual components to road safety outcomes remains insufficiently understood. This review therefore examined the following conditions:
· Minimum Hours: Whether mandatory minimum supervised driving hours improve novice driver safety outcomes.
· Minimum Distance: The effect of requiring learners to cover a specified minimum distance during supervised practice.
· Driving Conditions: The benefits of ensuring practice across diverse conditions (e.g., night-time or adverse weather) to improve adaptability and preparedness.
· Driver Training Programs: The role of structured driver training programs in equipping learners with essential knowledge and skills.
· Minimum Permit Holding Periods: The minimum time learners must hold a permit before progressing to independent driving.
Aim
This systematic review evaluated the effectiveness of mandating supervised driving practice requirements, including minimum hours, minimum distance, specific driving condition requirements, structured driver training programs, and minimum permit holding periods, on improving road safety outcomes for newly independent drivers. Supervised practice represents a critical component of GDL systems, offering novice drivers the opportunity to acquire foundational driving skills under the supervision of an experienced driver (Foss, 2007). By synthesising the available evidence, this review seeks to inform the development of evidence-based policies and interventions that enhance novice driver safety and reduce crash risk during the early stages of independent driving.

2. METHODS
2.1 Protocol and registration
The review followed the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review (PRISMA) guidelines and was prospectively registered with the International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO; ID: CRD562807) in July 2024.
2.2 Definition and scope
This review sought to evaluate the effectiveness of mandated supervised driving requirements for learner drivers, including minimum hours, minimum distance, specific driving conditions, structured driver training programs, and minimum permit holding periods, in improving road safety outcomes for 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 licence and may drive without supervision. 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.
· [bookmark: _heading=h.7w66qdh7dbsq]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 hours) during supervised practice.
· Driver Training Programs: Structured training programs (theoretical and/or practical) offered or mandated before independent driving is permitted.
· Minimum Permit Holding Periods: Mandated minimum number of months learner drivers are required to hold their Learner permit.
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).
· Crash severity: Level of injury or damage sustained, classified as minor, serious, or fatal.
· Traffic violations: Incidents such as speeding, impaired driving, or other traffic infractions recorded by authorities or reported in driving records.
· [bookmark: _heading=h.mno9q7tzo8n9]Driving performance: Assessed through on-road tests, instructor evaluations, or simulated driving performance.
· [bookmark: _heading=h.xfnb3ne9gppr]Long-term driving behaviour and safety: Sustained driving behaviours post-licensure, including ongoing adherence to safe practices or engagement in risky driving.
[bookmark: _heading=h.re73oq2v20o6][bookmark: _heading=h.hhz78fuiygio]These outcomes were measured using various sources across included studies, such as police and licensing records, crash reports, self-report surveys, and performance-based assessments.
2.3 Eligibility
2.3.1 Inclusion
Studies were included if they met the following a priori criteria:
· Published in a peer-reviewed journal, in English, with full text available.
· Involved human participants in the learner driver phase (i.e., undertaking supervised driving practice).
· Employed quantitative study designs, including randomised controlled trials (RCTs), cohort studies, case-control studies, cross-sectional studies, and quasi-experimental studies.
· Examined the effects of mandated supervised driving requirements (minimum hours, distance, conditions, training programs, or permit holding periods).
· Reported on one or more relevant road safety outcomes (e.g., crash involvement, traffic violations, driving performance).
2.3.2 Exclusion
Studies were excluded if they met any of the following criteria:
· Were literature reviews (e.g., narrative or systematic), commentaries, case reports, or dissertations.
· 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.
· Focused on ineligible populations (e.g., fully licensed drivers, motorcycle or heavy vehicle learners).
· Did not include a relevant intervention (i.e., did not evaluate mandated supervised driving requirements such as minimum hours, distance, conditions, structured training programs, or minimum permit holding periods).
· Did not report on at least one defined road safety outcome (e.g., crashes, violations, test performance, or long-term driving behaviour).
2.4 Information sources
Prior to the development of the formal search strategy, a set of key studies known to be relevant to the topic, referred to as ‘goldset’ studies, were identified. These studies were used to develop search terms and indexing strategies.
A comprehensive search of electronic databases across public health, psychology, and transport disciplines was conducted on 26 July 2024. The databases searched included:
· Ovid MEDLINE
· Ovid Cochrane Library
· Ovid PsycINFO
· Ovid EMBASE
· CINAHL Plus via EBSCOhost
· Ovid TRANSPORT
· TRID (Transport Research International Documentation, including TRIS and ITRD)
The search captured literature from the earliest available records up to 2024. The selection of databases was guided by recommendations from the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews, which advocates the inclusion of MEDLINE, Cochrane, and Embase where available (https://training.cochrane.org/handbook/current/chapter-04).
To supplement the electronic search, backward reference screening of included and goldset studies was undertaken to identify additional eligible studies. In addition, subject matter experts in learner and novice driver licensing, supervised practice, and road safety were contacted to identify any further unpublished or in-press studies.

2.5 Search strategy
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, structured training programs, and minimum permit holding periods.
Search terms, both indexed (e.g., Medical Subject Headings [MeSH]) and free-text keywords, were developed by the research team and refined in consultation with an expert librarian. The final search strategy was designed to capture relevant studies across all key concepts (see Appendix A).
2.6 Study selection 
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, based on the title and abstract screen. Full-text screening was also conducted by two reviewers, with any discrepancies/conflicts resolved by a third reviewer. 
2.7 Data collection
Data extraction was carried out by two reviewers using a standardised template. Fields in the data extraction template were:
· Study identifiers: authors, year of publication, country
· Study design and methodological 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 (see Section 2.8)
To ensure accuracy and consistency, approximately 10% of included studies (n=6) were randomly selected and cross-checked. There were no discrepancies. 
2.8 Quality assessment 
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.
· Randomised controlled trials (RCTs) were assessed for the adequacy of the randomisation process, allocation concealment, blinding of participants and personnel, and completeness of outcome data.
· Cohort studies were assessed for participant selection, exposure measurement, group comparability, and outcome assessment.
· Case-control studies were assessed for the selection of cases and controls, exposure ascertainment, group comparability, and outcome assessment.
· Cross-sectional studies were assessed for population definition, sample representativeness, and the validity and reliability of exposure and outcome measurement.
· Quasi-experimental studies were assessed for the appropriateness of the intervention, control of confounding variables, blinding of outcome assessment, and completeness of outcome data.
Each checklist item was rated as Yes, No, Unclear, or Not Applicable, with overall study quality classified as Poor, Fair, or Good. The number of appraisal items varied by study design (e.g., eight for cross-sectional studies, ten for case-control, and eleven for cohort studies).
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. There were no discrepancies in this process.
3. RESULTS
3.1. Study identification
The search strategy identified 4,626 records. 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 assessed for eligibility. Of these, 18 studies specifically reported results related to the supervised learner phase (rather than the broader GDL system) and were therefore included in this review. The study selection process is summarised in Figure 1. 
[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.]
Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram illustrating the identification, screening, eligibility, and inclusion process for studies examining the effectiveness of mandated supervised driving practice requirements for learner drivers.
3.2. Study characteristics
The 18 studies included in this review were published between 2003 and 2024 (see Table 1). The majority were conducted in the United States (n = 7), with the remaining studies undertaken in Australia (n = 5), New Zealand (n = 2), and one study each from Canada, France, Israel, and Sweden. Summary data are presented in Table 1.
In terms of study design, most were cross-sectional (n = 11), followed by cohort studies (n = 6) and case-control studies (n = 1). Sample size was reported in 15 studies, with considerable variation ranging from as few as 68 participants to almost half-million (n = 498,000). The mean learner driver age was reported in just two studies, and ranged from 15 to 24 years. Gender distribution was reported in 7 studies, with the proportion of male participants ranging from 39% to 58%.
Crash outcomes were most commonly obtained from official sources such as police or licensing records (n = 11). A smaller number of studies (n = 5) relied on self-reported data, insurance records, interviews, or questionnaires. In addition to crash outcomes, several studies reported on related indicators such as traffic infringements, hospitalisation and injury rates, driving test pass rates, and driving habits or behaviours. A detailed summary of key findings is presented in Table 1.


Table 1: Study Characteristics and Quality Assessment of Studies 
	Num.
	Study Author
	Aim
	Key Findings
	Quality

	1
	Bates, L., et al., 
2010.
	Examine the effect of requiring learners to complete a minimum number of hours of supervised practice on the amount of practice completed during the learner license period.
	Apparent increase in the average amount of hours of practice obtained, yet it may also discourage drivers from obtaining additional practice, over and above the required hours.
	Fair

	2
	O'Brien, N.P., 
et al., 2013.
	Examine the effects of an hour’s requirement across time within a state that has changed the required hours of supervised driving practice.
	No change in fatal and injury crash involvement of 16–17-year-old drivers in Minnesota following enactment of a 30-h supervised driving requirement.
	Fair

	3
	Ehsani, J., et al. 
2020.
	Determine which elements of learner experience might influence safety outcomes during independent driving.
	Performance errors in the first 10 hours of practice were negatively associated with driving time to first crash during the first year of driving and all crashes in the first year of independent driving; Consistency of learner driving practice during the initial learner period was negatively associated with all crashes in the first year of independent driving.
	Good

	4
	Shell, D.F., et al.,  
2015.
	Examine whether teens taking driver education differed in crashes and moving traffic violations from teens not taking it within the GDL.
	Teens who obtained their provisional license through driver education had a significantly lower prevalence of a crash or a traffic violation, than those who obtained their provisional license through 50 hours of adult supervised driving.
	Good

	5
	Zhu, M., et al.,  
2009.
	Evaluate the GDL effectiveness in preventing fatal and incapacitating injuries in 16- and 17-year-old drivers with a focus on the mandatory holding period of learner permit and limited junior license.
	Significant reduction in licensure and driver injury rate among 16-year-olds; Licensure rate among 16-year-olds decrease (6%); Safety benefit of the GDL law was associated with delayed licensure; No appreciable impact on driver injury and licensure rates for 17- and 21–24-year-olds.
	Good

	6
	Rios, A., et al., 
2006.
	Determine whether the Teenage and Adult Drivers Responsibility Act reduced teen driving fatalities.
	Decrease of 37% in teenage mortality rates from motor vehicle crashes; Significant reduction (50%) of speed-related fatal crashes involving 16-year-old drivers; Significant reduction (62.1%) of alcohol-related fatal crashes involving 16-year-old drivers.
	Fair

	7
	Faulks, I., et al., 
2024.
	Describe novice drivers’ progress through the New South Wales' GDLS and patterns of traffic offending, and identify factors influencing levels of offending.
	The longer novices spent in the supervised driving phase the lower their subsequent offence rates, both after transition to P1 and after transition to P2; Speeding was the most common offence type, and dangerous/negligent driving was common immediately after P1, declining thereafter.
	Good

	8
	McCartt, A. T., 
et al., 2010.
	Quantify the effects of the strength of US state graduated driver licensing laws and specific licensing components on the rate of teenage driver fatal crash involvements.
	Reduction in lower fatal crash rates was associated to 'good' GDL laws; The longer the licensing age was delayed, the lower the estimated fatal crash rate; Increasing night-time restrictions was associated with a reduction in the fatal crash rate; Lengthening the minimum learner's permit had a negligible disbenefit on the fatal crash rate.
	Good

	9
	Gregersen, N.P., 
et al, 2003.
	Understand the incident situation during supervised practice.
	The probability of a driver being involved in an incident after obtaining a licence is 33.3 times higher than the probability of being involved in a driving practice incident.
	Fair

	10
	Page, Y., et al.,  
2004.
	Evaluate the effectiveness of the Apprentissage Anticipé de la Conduite (AAC), which requires a minimum of 3000 kilometers accompanied by an experienced driver.
	No difference in the injury crash involvement in young drivers of a light passenger vehicle insured by MAIF who followed either AAC or TT methods in the two years following driving licence acquisition.
	Poor

	11
	Scott-Parker, 
B. J., et al., 2011.
	Report the driving and licensing experiences of Learners within the current-GDL program, and compare them with those of Learners who obtained their licence through the former-GDL program.
	Significant reduction in the rates of self-reported offence detection and crash involvement among those going through the current GDL (when compared to the former GDL program).
	Good

	12
	Lewis-Evans, B., 
2006.
	Examine the offence and crash history of individuals who 
registered for Practice or who attended ProDrive (off road driving with vehicle control instruction).
	Significantly less demerit offences, suspensions and disqualifications of novice drivers who registered for the Practice group or attended the ProDrive, than the rest of the licensed population aged 15-20 at restricted or full licensure.
	Fair

	13
	Mayhew, D. R., 
et al., 2003.
	Evaluate the relative contribution of each stage of the Nova 
Scotia's GDL program as well as its long-term effects.
	Substantial benefits of graduated licensing for 16 to 17-year-old beginners, but no benefits beyond the learner stage for older beginners.
	Fair

	14
	Siskind, V., et al.,  
2019.
	Evaluate the modifications made to the New South Wales GDL by comparing the crash and offense experiences of young learner drivers before and after.
	Delaying progress to unsupervised driving was associated to road safety benefits; Requiring more than 50 hours of supervised driving seemed to have few road safety benefits.
	Good

	15
	Gulliver, P., et al., 
2013.
	Describe the driving experiences of learner licensed drivers, and examine their association to on-road car crash involvement as a driver during the unsupervised restricted license stage.
	Lower likelihood of being involved in a crash during the first period of unsupervised driving was associated to longer periods (more than 14 months) of time spent on the learner license.
	Good

	16
	Lotan, T., et al,  
2009.
	Analyse the behaviour of novice young drivers within a GDL program by using data collected with in-vehicle data recorders.
	Male and female novice drivers score higher in the risk indices compared to their parents in the solo driving period.
	Fair

	17
	Senserrick, T., 
et al., 2021.
	Identify at what stages the GLS changes in Queensland 
contribute to declines.
	Decline of 14.2 % in the peak first month of the P-licence was found for new GLS.
	Good

	18
	Walshe, E.A., 
et al., 2022.
	Identify differences in licensing and crash outcomes for drivers younger than 18 years who are subject to comprehensive licensing requirements vs those aged 18 to 24 years who are exempt from these requirements.
	Lower crash rates of drivers younger than 18 years subject to GDL and driver education, in the first-year post licensure.
	Good





3.3. Quality assessment
[bookmark: _heading=h.3znysh7]Study quality was assessed for all 18 included studies. The majority received a rating of Good, including 5 of the 11 cross-sectional studies, and the 5 cohort studies. The remaining studies were rated Fair, with the exception of one case-control study, which was rated Poor.
[bookmark: _heading=h.u2ryu7uv12sv][bookmark: _heading=h.ijv0qc21haci]3.4. Summary of evidence
Overall, to evaluate how mandated minimum hours, minimum distance, driving conditions, driver training programs, and mandated minimum permit holding periods during the supervised learner driving practice phase (intervention) can reduce road trauma and enhance the safety of novice independent drivers (outcome), 18 peer-reviewed studies were included in this systematic literature review. Several studies reported the difficulty to identify and understand the contribution of single components of the GDL, given most jurisdictions operate with multiple components, making it difficult to examine the influence of each component independently. 
3.4.1. Minimum Hours: Investigating whether setting a mandatory minimum number of supervised driving hours contributes to safer driving outcomes.  
Most studies reported but did not delve into the minimum hours requirement, with only a few commenting on the impact the overall GDL program(s) had. Five studies discussed the minimum hours requirement with four supporting the measure to reduce crashes among young drivers, and one finding the evidence about its impact inconclusive. Of the four studies supporting the measure, three analysed Australian jurisdictions (New South Wales and Queensland) (Bates et al., 2010; Scott-Parker et al., 2011; Siskind et al., 2019) and one focused on New Zealand (Gulliver et al., 2013). See Table 2 for more information on minimum hours requirements. 
Table 2: Studies that addressed minimum hours requirements
	Num.
	Study Details
	Country
	Findings
	Supportive of measure
	Quality

	1
	Bates, L., et al., 2010.
	Australia
	Apparent increase in the average amount of hours of practice obtained, yet it may also discourage drivers from obtaining additional practice, over and above the required hours.
	Yes
	Fair

	2
	O'Brien, N.P., 
et al., 2013.
	United 
States 
	No change in fatal and injury crash involvement of 16–17-year-old drivers in Minnesota following enactment of a 30-hour supervised driving requirement.
	Inconclusive
	Fair

	11
	Scott-Parker, 
B. J., et al., 2011.
	Australia
	Significant reduction in the rates of self-reported offence detection and crash involvement among those going through the current GDL (when compared to the former GDL program).
	Yes
	Good

	14
	Siskind, V., et al., 2019.
	Australia
	Delaying progress to unsupervised driving was associated to road safety benefits; Requiring more than 50 hours of supervised driving seemed to have few road safety benefits.
	Yes
	Good

	15
	Gulliver, P., et al., 2013.
	New 
Zealand
	Lower likelihood of being involved in a crash during the first period of unsupervised driving was associated to longer periods (more than 14 months) of time spent on the learner license. Note: NZ minimum hours are encouraged, not mandated.
	Yes
	Good



Bates et al. (2010) and Scott-Parker et al. (2011) support having 100 hours as the minimum requirement, but warn having such requirement may discourage learners from obtaining additional practice. Siskind et al. (2019) recommends having 50 hours as a minimum requirement, at least in locations with similar conditions, and did not find any safety benefit of additional hours. Gulliver et al. (2013) concludes learners should be encouraged to spend more time on the learner license to gain skills and experience, but does not include a recommendation regarding the minimum hour requirement. 
3.4.2. Minimum Distance: Evaluating the impact of requiring learner drivers to cover a minimum distance during their supervised practice.
Gulliver et al. (2013) was the only study that discussed distance driven under supervision, and thus, no summary table exists for this variable. The authors concluded that spending more time on a learner licence (i.e., driving under supervision), enables learners to gain skills and experience that helps reduce their crash risk when progressing to the next stage in the GDL when they are allowed to drive unsupervised (Gulliver et al, 2013).
3.4.3. Driving Conditions: Assessing the benefits of exposing learner drivers to a variety of driving conditions, such as: i) night-time driving; and ii) passenger restrictions, to enhance their adaptability and preparedness.
No studies examined road safety outcomes focused on night-time and passenger restrictions occurring in the Learner phase only. 
3.4.4. Driver Training Programs: Exploring the role of structured driver training programs in equipping learner drivers with the knowledge and skills necessary for safe driving.
Driver training programs included additional requirements for driver education, including hazard perception training and intensive training. Overall, these studies were supportive of additional components within driver training programs. See Table 5 for more details on studies that addressed driver training requirements.
Table 3: Studies that addressed driver training requirements
	Num.
	Study Details
	Country
	Findings
	Supportive of training
	Quality

	4
	Shell, D.F., et al.,  
2015.
	United 
States 
	Teens who obtained their provisional license through driver education had a significantly lower prevalence of a crash or a traffic violation, than those who obtained their provisional license through 50 hours of adult supervised driving.
	Yes
	Good

	10
	Page, Y., et al.,  
2004.
	France
	No difference in the injury crash involvement in young drivers of a light passenger vehicle insured by MAIF who followed either AAC or TT methods in the two years following driving licence acquisition.
	Inconclusive
	Poor

	12
	Lewis-Evans, B., 
2006.
	New 
Zealand
	Significantly less demerit offences, suspensions and disqualifications of novice drivers who registered for the Practice group or attended the ProDrive, than the rest of the licensed population aged 15-20 at restricted or full licensure. 
	Inconclusive
	Fair

	18
	Walshe, E.A., 
et al., 2022.
	United
States
	Lower crash rates of drivers younger than 18 years subject to GDL and driver education, in the first-year post-licensure.
	Yes
	Good


[bookmark: _Hlk203573394]3.4.5. Minimum Permit Holding Periods: The minimum number of months learner drivers are required to hold their Learner permit and afterwards their Intermediate Permit was identified in multiple studies as one of the main contributors to the positive results certain GDL programs have recorded. Studies reported jurisdictions having established periods that varied between 3 and 6 months, linked with minimum age requirements. The most commonly reported minimum permit holding period for learner drivers was 6 months. See Table 6 for more details on studies that addressed minimum permit holding period requirements. 

Table 4: Studies that addressed minimum permit holding period requirements
	Num.
	Study Details
	Country
	Findings
	Supportive of measure
	Quality

	7
	Faulks, I., et al. 2024.
	Australia
	The longer novices spent in the supervised driving phase the lower their subsequent offence rates, both after transition to P1 and after transition to P2; Speeding was the most common offence type, and dangerous/negligent driving was common immediately after P1, declining thereafter.
	Yes
	Good

	8
	McCartt, A. T., et al. 2010.
	United 
States 
	Reduction in lower fatal crash rates was associated to 'good' GDL laws; The longer the licensing age was delayed, the lower the estimated fatal crash rate; Increasing night-time restrictions was associated with a reduction in the fatal crash rate; Lengthening the minimum learner's permit had a negligible disbenefit on the fatal crash rate.
	Yes
	Good

	15
	Gulliver, P., et al. 2013.
	New 
Zealand
	Lower likelihood of being involved in a crash during the first period of unsupervised driving was associated with longer periods (more than 14 months) of time spent on the learner license.
	Yes
	Good



Road Safety Outcome: Traffic Violations
Table 7 features studies that reported traffic violations as a road safety outcome for newly independent drivers who completed a Learner program featuring supervised driving requirements. Notable findings amongst identified studies are mixed, and include: i) driver education may be more effective than supervision in reducing traffic violations in newly independent drivers; ii) a proportion of newly independent drivers may commit traffic violations as a result of being supervision-free and confident in their driving skills; iii) supervised driving (encouraged at 120 hours) may be more effective at lowering traffic violations in newly independent drivers, compared to learning car handling skills off-road; and iv) increasing hours of supervised driving did not significantly change the rate of traffic violations for newly independent drivers. 



Table 5: Studies that reported traffic violations as a road safety outcome for newly independent drivers
	Num.
	Study Details
	Country
	Intervention
	Road Safety Outcome
	Quality

	4
	Shell, D.F., et al.,  
2015.
	United 
States 
(NE)
	50 hours supervised driving versus certified driver education course (alternative to supervision with 20 hours of classroom instruction and 5 hours of behind-the-wheel instruction)
	Findings indicate that relative to a supervised driving program, teens taking driver education are less likely to receive a traffic violation during their first two years of driving as intermediate level independent drivers. In the first year of intermediate driving, the driver education cohort had significantly fewer violations than the supervision cohort, in addition to significantly fewer alcohol-related violations. In the second year of intermediate driving, the driver education cohort had significantly fewer violations than the supervision cohort.
	Good

	7
	Faulks, I., et al., 
2024.
	Australia (NSW)
	The Learner phase is for a minimum of 12 months to obtain at least 120 hours of supervised driving.  
	Speeding was the most common traffic violation for Probationary (i.e., independent) drivers. Dangerous/negligent driving was a common traffic violation immediately following attainment of a Probationary license, and declined thereafter. The longer a novice driver spent in the supervised driving phase, the lower the traffic violation rate (for both P1 and P2). Some newly independent drivers are likely to commit traffic violations as a result of being free of supervision and being confident in their driving skills. Older drivers (25 to 34 years) have traffic violation rates around 20-25% lower than drivers aged 18 to 24 years. 
	Good

	12
	Lewis-Evans, B., 
2006.
	New 
Zealand
	New Zealand does not mandate, but rather encourages drivers to complete 120 hours of supervised driving as a Learner driver.
	Learner drivers who registered for a Practice program (encouraging 120 hours of supervised driving) had significantly fewer traffic violations (such as demerit offences, disqualifications, and suspensions) than the ProDrive comparison group (car control skills in an off-road environment) at 6 months on obtaining a restricted or full license. It should be noted that it is not known if learners in the Practice cohort completed the entire program including the 120 hours. 
The most common reason for obtaining a traffic violation during restricted licensing (at 6 months and 12 months) was the breaking of driving conditions, followed by speeding. At 18 months post license, speeding became the most common traffic violation.
	Fair

	14
	Siskind, V., et al.,  
2019.
	Australia (NSW)
	The Learner phase is for a minimum of 12 months to obtain at least 120 hours of supervised driving.  
	Increasing the number of required supervision hours in the Learner phase (plus restrictions on night driving and passengers in the Probationary phase) did not significantly change the rate of traffic violations whilst driving unsupervised. The study found an increase in the proportion of speeding offenses at P2 phase compared to P1 phase.
	Good




4. DISCUSSION
4.1 Overview
This systematic review synthesised evidence from 18 peer-reviewed studies examining the effectiveness of mandated supervised driving requirements during the learner licence phase in improving road safety outcomes post-licensure. Overall, the findings provide moderate to strong support for the inclusion of several supervised driving requirements—most notably minimum permit holding periods, and structured driver training programs. These components were associated with reductions in novice driver crashes, traffic violations, and self-reported risky driving behaviours during the early independent driving period.
However, findings were inconsistent or inconclusive for minimum supervised hours and particularly sparse for minimum supervised distance, with only a single study examining the latter. There was also evidence that some supervised practice requirements—such as rigid hour thresholds—may inadvertently reduce learner motivation to seek additional practice beyond the mandated minimum, potentially undermining the intended safety benefits.
4.2 Interpretation of Specific Supervised Practice Components
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. Some research 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.
Minimum Supervised Distance: Only one study (Gulliver et al., 2013) 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.
4.3 Methodological Considerations
While the review incorporated a wide range of study designs and jurisdictions, several methodological issues limit the strength of inferences:
· Variation in GDL system implementation across countries and even within jurisdictions makes it difficult to attribute effects to individual components.
· Many studies examined GDL as a bundled intervention, limiting the ability to isolate the effects of supervised practice requirements from other licensing controls.
· Learner driver training often forms a part of broader GDL systems, which usually also have restrictions in place for drivers once they commence solo driving as a Probationary/Provisional/Intermediate driver. Restrictions can include limitations on, for example, night time driving and the number of passengers that can be carried in a vehicle. It is therefore difficult to separate out the influence that requirements in the learner driver phase may have on drivers once they commence solo driving, from the new restrictions these drivers may be subject to, to help keep them safe in the solo driving phase.
· The use of cross-sectional designs in nearly three-quarters of included studies restricts causal inference.
· Some studies relied on self-reported crash and offence data, which may be prone to recall and social desirability bias.
· Demographic variables such as socioeconomic status, access to vehicles, and parent involvement were frequently underreported or not controlled for, despite their known influence on supervised practice quality and quantity.
Despite these limitations, over one-half of the studies were rated as methodologically “Good,” and the synthesis provides a valuable overview of current evidence regarding supervised learner driver interventions.
4.4 Practical Applications
The findings of this review support the continued use and refinement of structured supervised driving practice as a critical component of GDL systems. Jurisdictions should consider:
· Mandating minimum permit holding periods of at least six months to ensure adequate time for skill development.
· Encouraging diverse supervised driving experience, including driving under varied environmental and traffic conditions, rather than simply accumulating hours.
· Promoting high-quality structured training, especially hazard perception and scenario-based learning.
· Avoiding overly prescriptive thresholds that may inadvertently limit discretionary practice or incentivise non-compliance.
· Importantly, policymakers should tailor supervised practice requirements to local conditions, enforcement capacity, and cultural norms. While harmonisation of best practices is desirable, contextual adaptability is essential for effective implementation.
4.5 Directions for Future Research
To strengthen the evidence base and better guide policy decisions, future research should:
· Employ prospective cohort or quasi-experimental designs with well-matched control groups to improve causal inference.
· Isolate the effects of individual GDL components, particularly within the learner phase, to identify the most cost-effective interventions.
· Investigate the quality and context of supervised practice (e.g., who is supervising, what type of roads, weather conditions).
· Examine the potential of technology-enabled supervision, such as telematics and feedback tools, to enhance learning.
· Address the equity implications of supervised driving requirements, particularly for learners with limited access to vehicles or qualified supervisors.
5. CONCLUSIONS
This systematic review provides a comprehensive synthesis of evidence regarding the effectiveness of mandated supervised driving requirements during the learner driver phase on improving road safety outcomes in the early stages of independent driving. The findings support the role of several key supervised practice components—particularly minimum permit holding periods, structured training programs, and diverse supervised driving experience—as protective factors against crash involvement and risky driving behaviours.
However, the review also highlights important limitations in the current evidence base. There is a notable lack of research isolating the effects of individual components, and some widely used requirements, such as minimum hours and distance, show mixed or inconclusive results. 
To inform evidence-based licensing policies, future research should aim to clarify the distinct contribution of each supervised practice requirement, taking into account the quality, context, and timing of learner driver experience. Tailoring interventions to jurisdictional needs and ensuring equitable access to supervised practice opportunities will be critical to maximising the safety benefits of GDL programs.
In summary, while supervised practice is a foundational element of novice driver preparation, is effectiveness depends not merely on the quantity of practice, but on structured, contextually relevant, and well-supported learning opportunities that prepare drivers for the demands of independent driving.
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APPENDIX A: Search Strategy 
Databases: Ovid MEDLINE(R) and Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process, In-Data-Review & Other Non-Indexed Citations, Daily and Versions <1946 to 26 July 2024>
1. automobile driving/ or automobile driver examination/
2. Age Factors/
3. adolescent/ or young adult/
4. 2 or 3
5. 1 and 4
6. ((learn* or begin* or pratic* or supervis* or new or young* or adolescen* or teen* or inexperienced or novice* or accompan*) adj2 driv*).tw,kf.
7. 5 or 6
8. Safety Management/
9. ((min* or mandatory or supervis* or requir*) adj2 (distance* or hour* or practic* or kilometre* or kilometer* or km* or miles or supervis* or night*)).tw,kf.
10. 8 or 9
11. 7 and 10






[bookmark: _Toc209173713]5	DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
[bookmark: _Toc209173714]5.1	Summary and interpretation of key findings
The stakeholder engagement and review phase of the LDP review was undertaken to gain an in-depth understanding of their perceptions and experience with the LDP. These findings were synthesised, in conjunction with the quantitative data findings, to guide the development of a suite of actions for implementation in the short- medium- and long term. 
[bookmark: _Hlk209172703]Overall, there was high support for the current LDP, but acknowledgement that there were some challenges, particularly with regard to equity and access, particularly for minority and diverse groups. There was also high agreement with regard to the proposed actions for enhancement to the program. Notwithstanding, a number of key implications of the findings and potential actions were identified and include: 
PrepL:
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 log book 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.
PrepL-S: 
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
HPT:
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)
100 hours supervised driving
Potential operational/process actions:
· Enhance the log book app to record driving hours up to time PDT is taken, and record all driving environment types
· Improve consistence testing in the log book app (ensure both consistency, validity and reliability)
· Develop adequate mechanisms for detecting log book 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 log book 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
PDT:
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.

Further information

Monash University
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Victoria 3800
Australia
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