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ISSUE 1: RVSA Implementation 
Consultation Framework
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• The Road Vehicle Standards Act (RVSA) is being implemented 
and the key regulatory and administrative changes, most 
related to buses, include:
• Introduction of the Register of Approved Vehicles, an online, 

publicly accessible database of vehicles approved for 
supply in Australia (we retain plates).

• Clarifying suppliers’ recall responsibilities for all vehicles and 
for suppliers of components within vehicles.

• Strengthening the Government’s compliance and 
enforcement powers.

• Enhancing and replacing IT systems used to administer the 
RVSA (RVCS being replaced with Rover).

• Ability for VSS to recover the costs associated with the 
administration of the RVSA.
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• The program is extensive, but key changes are:
• In the RVSA, chassis SARN’s and component CRN’s are both 

replaced by Component Type Approvals (CTA’s). 
• The CTA’s then become part of the Type Approval holders 

evidence to demonstrate compliance. 
• The Type Approval (or approved vehicle) holder being the bus 

supplier or body builder.
• Under the old Road Vehicle Certification System (RVCS), CRN’s and 

SARN’s were registered in the system but not scrutinised or 
audited.

• That is to obtain a CRN (Component Registration Number) 
applicants submitted evidence and were provided with a number 
but were not subject to audit.

• Under the new system, the CTA holder will be subject to the same 
level of accountability and audit as the vehicle manufacturers (or in 
the new system the Type Approval holders)
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• What this means is:
• Under the current RVCS the only parties typically 

audited (or who have summary of evidence reports 
scrutinised) are the body manufacturers or the 
whole bus suppliers.

• But under the RVSA all parties will be subject to 
audit and review of compliance documentation.

• Also under the RVSA the recall processes will be 
more clearly defined, in that;
• ADR issues are controlled by the Fed Dept.
• Any in-service issues are controlled by the 

NHVR.
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The BIC has attended a number of meetings and has 
summitted a detailed response to VSS in regard to:

• RVSA legislation for ‘Standard’ and ‘Non-
Standard’ vehicles under the one Type Approval.

• Register of Approved Vehicles (RAV) ‘Entry 
Pathway Sub-Category’ processes.

• Renewal of Approvals
• Opt-In Approvals
• Test Facility Registration
• Cost Recovery Impact Statement
• Sub Assembly Data Sheets (SADS) associated 

with SARN approvals
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• The BIC has released two detailed papers to 
members on this, the latest in Sept 2019.

• Members are encouraged to review these and the 
web links within the papers.
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• The other main changes relate to the use of 
updated test reports.

• In the RVCS a test report had no age limit.

• Under the RVSA test reports have specific age 
limits and test facilities have to be registered in the 
RVSA:
• Test reports have either a 5 or 7 year life span 

depending on the application timing (refer to BIC 
papers), and;

• Test facilities have to be registered in the RVSA.
• The Dept. has now recognised that test reports for 

such things like rollover compliance should remain 
valid for more than the 5 year period, as such a 
process to extend the validity period for such test 
data is being negotiated. This is likely to provide 

t i b d 7 ’ b t li ti ld
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The BIC papers explain the timeframes and actions required 
for the following items:

• Reapplication of Existing Approvals (made after 
Opt-In Period)

• Existing Approvals (No Reapplication Made): 
• Application for New Approvals (Made after 

Commencement Date)
• Validity of Test Reports (Test Facility Registered 

in RVSA)
• Validity of Test Reports (Test Facility Not 

registered in RVSA – reports not valid for new 
applications)

• Register of Approved Vehicles (RAV)

• Refer to the papers and RVSA web site links for 
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Key program dates are:

• Road Vehicle Standards Legislation: Commencement Date 
is now sometime prior to the 1st July 2021, but The Dept. 
have indicated that they may introduce the new system as 
early as 1st July 2020 (or the delay could only be 6 months 
and therefore members are encouraged to be ready for 
this potential earlier date).

• Transitional Period: Plus 12 months from Commencement 
Date.

• Retention of Records: 7 years from Commencement Date.

• Test Facilities: Need to be registered prior to 
Commencement Date; with registrations able to 
commence 3 months prior to the Commencement Date.

• Opt-In Period: Is 6 months from Commencement Date 
(Opt-in Benefit: Allows the use of existing test reports).

• Opt-In Approvals (Reapplication of Existing Approvals 
made within Opt-In Period): If submitted within 6 months

ISSUE 1: RVSA Implementation Consultation 
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Questions?
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ISSUE 2: Introduction of Euro VI
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• A Regulation Impact Statement (RIS) for Mandating Euro VI for 
Heavy Vehicles was released in December 2016.

• The BIC was supportive to the introduction of Euro VI but 
opposed the RIS due to:
• The RIS assuming that AdBlue consumption would reduce 

for Euro VI as compared to Euro V and that there was only 
negligible changes to diesel consumption considered.

• The RIS recognised that Euro VI increased the tare mass, 
but that this did not result in a reduction in passenger 
carrying capacity.

• The RIS assumed a reduction in maintenance costs over 
time for Euro VI buses.

• And that new bus cost increases of $10,500 would 
disappear over time due to market effects.
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• The BIC provided the following responses to the RIS:
• That AdBlue consumption will increase above 5 to possibly 6-7 

% for Euro VI engines.
• That diesel consumption increases 0.5-1.0 % was a 

conservative number.
• That the added costs for Euro VI buses would always be 

applicable.
• That Euro VI added 300 kg to the tare mass and that this does

reduce total passenger capacity by 4 or 5 passengers.
• That the ADR needed to recognise the equivalent US or 

Japanese standards as alternatives to Euro VI.
• The BIC supported the proposed timing of 2019 for new heavy 

vehicle models and 2020 for all new heavy vehicles.
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• The outcome of feedback on the RIS, was that the cost/benefit 
was such that the mandating of Euro VI for Heavy Vehicles was 
not supported (or was not clear).

• Since the time of the RIS in 2016, various implementation dates 
have been proposed, but the government has not committed 
to a firm date.

• At a recent SVSEG meeting, representatives from the 
Sustainable Transport | Land Transport Policy group sort to 
engage industry regarding the implementation of Euro VI and 
as such, the BIC offered to provide updated Euro VI bus data.

• The position being that the BIC supported the implementation 
of Euro VI and sort a definitive date.

ISSUE 2: Introduction of Euro VI



• The BIC provided an update of the original RIS response which 
stated:
• The majority of new buses and coaches being supplied to 

the market are Euro VI compliant. 
• Over recent years, government route bus supply contracts 

have been renewed in Perth, Adelaide, Brisbane, Hobart 
and Canberra, and each of these contracts require the 
supply of Euro VI buses. 

• The Euro VI buses in service are using between 5 to 8% 
AdBlue which compares to Euro V buses that used only 2 
to 5 %.

• Euro VI buses are using about 1 to 2% less diesel then 
comparable Euro V buses.

• But that fuel consumption varies due to operating 
conditions.
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• The BIC also raised additional issues such as:
• That the diesel fuel quality had to remain at current 

standards with sulphur levels of 10 ppm.
• That clear standards and control of those standards are 

required for the distribution and supply of AdBlue.
• That due to lower road speeds and temperatures, that a 

build-up of unburnt AdBlue can occur which in turn can 
cause damage to the converters and particulate traps.

• Therefore, the longer term costs of after treatment 
catalysts and particulate filters not fully known and 
dependent on operating conditions plus engine running 
temperatures. But costs will defiantly not decrease.

• The BIC will continue to seek a firm implementation date.
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Questions?
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ISSUE 3: Single Issues Working Group 
(SIWG) review of ADR 58 “Omnibus for 
hire and reward”.
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• The BIC has been working with the Dept. to review ADR 58 via a 
SIWG over the period 2016 to 2018.

• Due to the RVSA process, the Dept. suspended the TLG and 
SIWG’s during 2019.

• But due to the 18 month implementation extension for the RVSA, 
the TLG is now reactivated and the next meeting is on the 4th

Dec 2019.

• The BIC has requested that the status and timing of the SIWG 
reinstatement be on the agenda.

ITEM 2 – Single Issues Working Group (SIWG) ADR 58



• At the last SWIG meeting BIC provided a detailed 20-page 
response to the most recent version of the ADR 58 draft, the 
main issue being that the Dept. had employed new staff to work 
on the ADR draft and there had been a high level of rewriting 
that needed to be reviewed and assessed by the BIC. 

• Not that the BIC disagreed with all changes just that new eyes 
on the side of the Dept. meant that the draft had changed quite 
dramatically, and all changes needed to be reviewed.

• A final draft of the ADR was being prepared by the Dept. 

• The BIC will provide comment and seek feedback from BIC 
Members once the final draft is in place.

ITEM 2 – Single Issues Working Group (SIWG) ADR 58



ITEM 4: TS155 Door Safety – For small 
buses with status and update.
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ITEM 4: TS155 Door Safety – For small buses with 
status and update.
• RMS released TS155 in August 2017 

and updated it in November 2017. 

• Following feedback from the industry, 
the BIC negotiated an extension to 
July 2018.

• The TS was limited to large buses 
pending specific negotiations 
between RMS and the main small bus 
providers.

• However, following extended 
negotiations, RMS has now asked the 
BIC to propose draft changes to 
TS155 in relation to small buses. 



• Following consultation with members, the BIC provided 
RMS with two documents:
• Comparison of RTA146 to TS155 Bus Door Safety 

Systems to Support Small Bus Review and;
• TS155 Review for Small Buses.

ITEM 4: TS155 Door Safety – For small buses with 
status and update.



• The main changes that were recommended to TS155 are:
• Small omnibuses defined as ADR Category MD1, MD2, MD3 

and MD4 (from more then 9 seats up to 25 seats).
• The door safety system can be either a reopen or non reopen 

type.
• That recording and storing of door function data is optional 

only.
• EBS monitoring is not applicable to small buses.
• Due to the use of hydraulic type brake systems (as opposed 

to air type) the door brake function can be via an electronic or 
manually applied mechanical handbrake.

• With the manual activation of the handbrake, emergency 
driveaway functions are not needed (as this is achieved via 
manual handbrake release).

ITEM 4: TS155 Door Safety – For small buses with 
status and update.



BIC recommended to TS155 continued:
• The door shall only function in conjunction with the manual 

activation of the mechanical handbrake.
• If the handbrake is released prior to the door being fully closed 

then the system shall alarm and the throttle limited. 
• For small buses that use car like door locking security (or the 

doors go through a secondary closing where the door moves 
upwards and then locks), the sensitive edge can be 
deactivated prior to the secondary locking process.

• That the closing force limits need only apply up until the door 
is fully closed and not where the door then goes through a 
separate locking cycle.

ITEM 4: TS155 Door Safety – For small buses with 
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BIC recommended to TS155 continued:

• Both documents are available, if needed link below:

• TS155 Review for Small Buses_Sept_2019.docx

• Comparison_of_RTA_146_to_TS_155_BIC.docx

ITEM 4: TS155 Door Safety – For small buses with 
status and update.



Questions?
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ITEM 5: Disability Standards for 
Accessible Public Transport (DSAPT) –
status and update.
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• Technical Specification TS 3695.3.2018 for MMDs was finalised in 
2018 from an Austroads project.

• Motorised Mobility Devices (MMDs) are defined as powered 
wheelchairs or mobility scooters. 

• The TS was to set the criteria for what types of MMD’s can be 
carried on buses.

• MMD’s compliant to the TS can then be plated with a Blue Label.

• In TS terms, a Blue Label means the MMD can use DSAPT buses.

• BIC opposed the TS as a MMD can meet the Blue Label 
requirements, yet still not fit onto a DSAPT compliant bus.

• Although the TS was released in 2018, it is yet to be adopted.

ITEM 5: Disability Standards for Accessible PT (DSAPT)



• Austroads was conducting a project to adopt the TS and held 
workshops in April 2019 that were attended by the BIC.

• The workshops raised areas of concerns on the TS plus the overall 
process.

• After the workshops, Austroads released a discussion paper in 
Aug 2019.

• The BIC provided a response to the paper detailing our concerns 
with both the TS and the Austroads process.

• No response was received from Austroads, but the NTC has now 
released a paper on Barriers to the safe use of motorised 
mobility devices.

• The BIC will respond to this paper, but it appears that we are finally 
getting traction regarding our concerns.

ITEM 5: Disability Standards for Accessible PT (DSAPT)



• The NTC paper includes the following statement:
However, a submission from Central Queensland University (CQU, 2019) reported 
that their research has found adopting the ATS may not practically result in 
compatibility with the Disability Standards for Accessible Public Transport 2002 
(DSAPT).

“If a motorised Mobility Device is awarded a Blue Label under the current 
Standards Australia – Technical Specification 3695.3:2018, this is NOT 
sufficient to determine if the device will be able to access a bus. The SA TS 
3695.3:2018 (White and Blue Label scheme) should be immediately recalled 
and further testing undertaken to increase accuracy. We anticipate huge 
frustration and anger when consumers purchase an expensive Blue Label 
MMD with an intention to take it on public transport, and then find the device 
they bought CANNOT access a bus.”
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• The BIC has been raising the same concerns since the start of the 
TS process in 2014.

• We will see what comes from the NTC process.

• It should be said that we did work with group doing the technical 
specifications and reached agreement on what were considered 
workable Blue Label Standards. 

• But final version of the TS (Standards Aust), did not reflect these 
agreed standards.

• At no stage, did BIC never received any feedback on submissions 
made.

ITEM 5: Disability Standards for Accessible PT (DSAPT)



ITEM 6: Standees on ADR 68 Buses
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• This issue is part of a task force review in NSW.

• From the BIC prospective, a Policy Position Paper 
was release by BIC that basically stated the 
carriage of standees on seatbelted buses was 
supported but only in in the following 
circumstances;
• Emergency or evacuation such as bushfires or 

flood. 
• Not leaving a child behind at a bus stop when 

the seat belted bus service is full, and;
• In the event of a standee travelling on a seat 

belted bus, the bus should be limited to 
traveling at a speed of 80 klm per hour.

• The BIC also received confirmation from the Fed 
Dept that ADR 68 does not inhibit the carriage of

ITEM 6: Standees on ADR 68 Buses



ITEM 7: NTC Vehicle Standards and 
Safety, National Laws.
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• The NTC released a Issues Paper on Heavy Vehicle 
Standards and Safety and as it related to the HNVL.

• The paper sort feedback from industry on a number of 
issues related to heavy vehicle safety and standards.

• The type of questions being asked were;

• Was the HVNL restricting bus safety?

• How can the future HVNL most effectively deliver safer 
vehicles to the road? 

• Which aspects of the PBS scheme are working well, 
and which aren’t?

• What barriers to the broad uptake of safer vehicles 
exist?

• How can the future HVNL encourage suitable 
maintenance programs? How can it most effectively 
identify and remove dangerous vehicles from the
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• The BIC response to this paper provided detailed 
responses in accordance with the following key points:

• The NHVL should recognise that one size does not fit 
all when it comes to HV law – different sectors have 
different needs one size does not fit all.

• The NHVL needs to have a stronger performance and 
risk-based approach, that provides operational 
flexibility, is less prescriptive and offers performance 
based /alternative compliance approaches for 
operators to meet the law.

• The NHVL maintenance group is unnecessary, States 
currently have in place workable and effective 
maintenance program requirements for buses and 
coaches and such programs are over and above any 
general heavy vehicle type programs.

• A PBS system specific to buses is required. The 
t PBS t i t ti i d f b it li it
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• In regards to the NHVL restricting of safety features, the 
BIC stated:

• There was a common misconception by some 
regulators that the width of a bus or coaches’ body is 
somehow linked to the technology and safety that is 
available on a bus or coach. 

• This is incorrect, the facts are that in Australia ADR 
compliant buses and coaches have traditionally been 
provided to market with the latest safety and 
emissions equipment that was available at their time 
of manufacture. 

• This has partly been due to chassis and bus builders 
opting to promote safety within this people moving 
market, but also that the major purchases of buses 
are the large government and private fleets and these 
customers have always specified the highest safety 
and emissions standards
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Questions?
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ITEM 8: RIS, Reducing Heavy Vehicle 
Rear Impact Crashes: Autonomous 
Emergency Braking – Submission and 
status.
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• The BIC provided a response the to August 2019 RIS on 
Autonomous Emergency Braking (AEBS).

• The RIS proposed the adoption of the Regulation No 131 
of the Economic Commission for Europe of the United 
Nations (UN/ECE) — Uniform provisions concerning the 
approval of motor vehicles with regard to the Advanced 
Emergency Braking Systems (AEBS). 

• This was supported by the BIC, however, there are a 
number of issues raised within the RIS that the BIC 
disagrees with, especially the proposed timing which 
was;

• 1 November 2020 for applicable new model vehicles, 
and;

• 1 November 2022 for all applicable new vehicles.

This timing had not been disc ssed nor agreed to b

ITEM 8: RIS, Reducing Heavy Vehicle Rear Impact Crashes: AEBS



• Apart from the timing, the BIC had concerns with the 
following issues:

• The lack of consultation, specifically the claims in the 
RIS that the mandating of UN Regulation No. 131 has 
been discussed at SVSEG.

• The cost allowances for implementation assumed in the 
RIS are considered by the BIC as being below the real 
costs.

• The assumptions made in the RIS regarding the 
complexity of the adoption of AEBS understate the 
processes required (they excluded the need to 
calibrate specific combinations of chassis/body).

• The lack of consideration that AEBS is also linked to 
Euro VI (in that manufacturers typically have developed 
AEBS systems in line with their respective Euro VI 
model platforms).

ITEM 8: RIS, Reducing Heavy Vehicle Rear Impact Crashes: AEBS



• The BIC provided a formal response to the RIS that raised 
these issues as well as:

• The adoption of Regulation No 131 is acceptable, but 
only if the exemptions applicable to the UN reg are also 
adopted, that is AEBS not used on buses that carry 
standees and unrestrained passengers.

• The proposed implementation timetable in the RIS is not 
achievable, and the BIC proposes these alternative 
dates: 

• 1 November 2021 for applicable new model vehicles

• 1 January 2024 for all applicable new vehicles.

• The RIS underestimates the complexity and costs of 
AEBS systems, especially as such systems are typically 
only available on Euro VI chassis.

• Overall the BIC believes that AEBS should only be

ITEM 8: RIS, Reducing Heavy Vehicle Rear Impact Crashes: AEBS



• Several concerns were raised from BIC members that 
exemptions to the Regulation No 131 were being sort by 
the BIC and that this would increase the costs of 
regulation.

• But to explain that is not the case and that the BIC 
submission was actually proposing the full adoption of the 
R 131 set of regulations without alteration, the following is 
provided (apologies for having to review European 
bureaucracy).

• In Europe the technical requirements for AEBS are 
specified as ACTS ADOPTED BY BODIES CREATED BY 
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS.

• That is Regulation No 131 of the Economic Commission 
for Europe of the United Nations (UN/ECE) — Uniform 
provisions concerning the approval of motor vehicles 
with regard to the Advanced Emergency Braking 
System.
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• But AEBS is also specified as a GSR (General Safety 
Regulation) in Europe via EU regulation EU 347-2012.

• This specification allows for exemptions on the use of 
AEBS based on the primary use and the road conditions 
where the vehicle operates.

• For example where the primary use is in other than 
highway conditions, AEBS systems are not required. 

• This EU Reg means that AEBS is not used on buses with 
standing passengers, which is also supported by BIC.

• The RIS was not clear that it was proposing the full 
adoption of the EU AEBS regulations, therefore the BIC 
responded that the adoption of R 131 also needed to 
include the adoption of EU 347-2012.

• For manufactures this means full alignment with the EU 
requirements, 

ITEM 8: RIS, Reducing Heavy Vehicle Rear Impact Crashes: AEBS
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ITEM 9: National Heavy Vehicle Safety 
and Technologies with Wider Vehicles 
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ITEM 9: National Heavy Vehicle Safety and Technologies with Wider 
Vehicles 
• A SVSEG agreed paper titled: OTHER CRITICAL ACTION L –

IMPROVING SAFETY (AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
PERFORMANCE) WHILE MINIMISING REGULATORY 
BARRIERS (INCLUDING OVERALL WIDTH).

• This paper allows for wider Trucks to be investigated if 
they can provide safer technologies and or outcomes.

• A number of the technologies the truck industry are 
seeking require wider overall width (due to add-on’s such 
as impact protection, access steps, or aerodynamic aids), 
but not necessarily wider bodies.

• Buses have been excluded from this process as:
• The types of technologies being sort for trucks are 

already available and in common use in the bus 
industry.

• That is a common misconception by regulators that the 
width of a bus or coaches’ body is somehow linked to 
the technology and safety that is available on a bus or 
coach was not correct



ITEM 9: National Heavy Vehicle Safety and Technologies with Wider 
Vehicles 
• Buses have been excluded from this process (continued) 

as:
• Buses already have a path for alternative configuration 

buses, including wider buses, via the PBS.

• The BIC presentation on this is available.
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ITEM 10 – Three Axle Bus Mass Limits

• Following work in NSW and then a project undertaken 
by the NTC, a national 22 tonne limit for three axle 
buses has been introduced.

• This has occurred via the NHVR amending the Heavy 
Vehicle (Mass, Dimension and Loading) National 
Regulation to include a new bus type:
• Eligible 3-axle bus with a 22t mass limit.

• An eligible bus has to have a dual drive and signal 
tyred tag, plus be one of the following:

• A complying bus (ADR 44, 59, 68 with air 
suspension).

• A bus longer then 12.5 m but not more then 14.5m.
• An ultra low floor bus
• A bus, other then an ultra low floor, that is 

authorised to carry standing passengers.



ITEM 10 – Three Axle Bus Mass Limits

• To be classed as an Eligible 3-
axle bus additional safety 
features are required

• Built before 1 January: 
• ABS; or
• ESC

• Built after 1 January 2015:
• ABS and;
• EBS or 
• For buses other then low 

floor buses ESC.

https://www.nhvr.gov.au/law‐policies/heavy‐vehicle‐national‐law‐and‐regulations



ITEM 10 – Three Axle Bus Mass Limits

• The BIC is still pushing for 23 
tonne three axle so to align 
with the modular mass axle 
concept of:

• 7 tonne front.
• 7 tonne single tag.
• 12 tonne signal dual.
• 23 tonne gross (with 

floating axle masses)



Questions?
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ITEM 11: School Bus Sign Vic and 
External Mirrors

Technical Session – BIC 2019 Conference



ITEM 11 – School Bus Sign Vic

• The School Bus sign specifications are State based and 
vary across each State.

• BIC ran a government funded project to developed an 
Advisory that was aimed at a national standard and 
although we did draft a national set of regulations, 
complete and consistent agreement could not be 
reached by all States.

• The standards used in Victoria are unique in several 
areas, the main variation is that, like Qld, they use the 
mother and child sign on the front and rear.

• However they do allow the front mother and child to be 
replaced with the destination sign.



ITEM 11 – School Bus Sign Vic

• The front can be the words SCHOOL BUS or the Mother 
and Child (W6-3 sign).

• The sign on the rear of a school bus must display the W6-
3 sign.

• The W6-3 sign must—
• be a rectangular shape at least
• in any other case—400 millimetres wide and 250 

millimetres high; and
• have a black border; and
• have black graphics and be coated with yellow retro 

reflective material of class 1 or 2 that meets Australian 
Standard AS 1906 Retro-reflective Materials and 
Devices for Road Traffic Control Purposes.

• So yes if buses are using rear destination signs, then they 
would not meet this requirement.

• So as this is State based and we could not get Vic 
agreement on any changes then operators would need to



ITEM 11 – External Mirrors

• Australian Design Rules are relevant to this section:
• ADR 14 Rear vision mirrors
• ADR 58 Requirements for omnibuses designed for hire and reward

• ADR 58.9. EXTERNAL MIRROR – External vision for doors.

• ADR 14 REQUIREMENTS FOR MD3; MD4; ME; NB; AND NC VEHICLES ONLY
• ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS

• 8.1. UNECE R46 UNIFORM PROVISIONS CONCERNING THE APPROVAL OF 
DEVICES FOR INDIRECT VISION AND OF MOTOR VEHICLES WITH REGARD TO THE 
INSTALLATION OF THESE DEVICES.

• Therefore, you could apply for a minor and inconsequential to use just R46 type 
systems as opposed to meeting Appendix C Clause 4?



End of Session


