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About Doctors for the Environment Australia

Doctors for the Environment Australia (DEA) is an independent, non-government organisation of medical
doctors in all Australian states and territories.

DEA’s work is based on the premise that humans need a future with clean air and water, healthy soils capable
of producing nutritious food, a stable climate, and a complex, diverse and interconnected humanity whose
needs are met in a sustainable way. We are therefore interested in environmental protection and restoration
to promote human health and social stability.

Acknowledgement of Country

Doctors for the Environment Australia's members live and work around Australia. We would like to
acknowledge Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples as the Traditional Owners of these lands, in the
spirit of reconciliation.

We recognise that First Nations peoples have cared for Country and lived sustainably for millennia, and that
sovereignty of this land was never ceded. We pay our respects to First Nations Elders past and present, and
to emerging leaders.

Summary

The transition to electric road transport must not be disincentivised by a road user charge (RUC). This is
because tailpipe emissions from internal combustion engines (ICE) vehicles cause significant health harms in
our communities, including disease, deaths, and economic burdens. Any RUC on electric vehicles (EVs)
should recognise the larger context of benefits to society of rapid health improvements from reduced
exposure to tailpipe emissions. Promoting the electrification of transport will have additional benefits by
reducing healthcare sector burdens and associated government spending on health conditions caused by air
pollution and a heating climate. Improved health on multiple indices and environmental health will bring

productivity and economic benefits across the NSW economy.

Recommendations

e Incorporate vehicle mass and category for ICE vehicles as well as EVs into the RUC calculation, to
account for road wear, health impacts and pedestrian safety.

e Ensure the RUC does not disadvantage low to middle-income earners or regional drivers switching
to EVs.

e Avoid creating perverse incentives for ICE vehicles by not replacing fuel excise revenue entirely
through the RUC during the early transition period.

e Offer incentives to BEV uptake, such as:
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o setting the RUC for battery electric vehicles (BEVs) at a lower base level that keeps them
more cost-competitive than hybrids or ICE vehicles per km when an RUC is compared to the
fuel excise.

o afirst-year RUC holiday for first-time BEV (not plug-in electric vehicle — PHEV) buyers to
signal government commitment to the EV transition

o astaggered per km rate for new BEV buyers, starting low and rising to the base rate over 2—3
years.

o applying a reduced RUC, such as 80%, to PHEVs, acknowledging their partial electric
capability.

o introducing a fuel efficiency threshold below which fuel-efficient hybrids and diesels would
also incur a RUC.

Background

An RUC should be a fair contribution by road users that recognises that more efficient vehicles still contribute
to the expansion of road infrastructure and the cost of its upkeep. All vehicles, whether they be a BEV, PHEV,
or an ICE vehicle, generate emissions and pollution directly or indirectly through tyre particle shedding and
waste, and in their manufacture, maintenance, use, and disposal. Therefore, all vehicle owners using public
roads should contribute to the state’s revenue. Currently, the RUC is directed into Consolidated Revenue.
However, RUC revenues generated from payments made by EV drivers can be directed toward measures to
increase EV uptake. This recognises that while most transport methods generate pollution in some way, EVs
are a better option for health and the environment. Targeted use of RUC revenue should be allocated to
support the expansion of EV charging stations and associated infrastructure. This is important, as consumers’
confidence in the availability of EV charging stations is known to influence their willingness to choose an
electric vehicle. ? Targeted use of RUC revenues would be more effective in achieving the aim of cleaner
transport in NSW.

Vehicle weight and height

We note that the increased weight of EVs is sometimes cited when discussing the need for an RUC. However,
large petrol and diesel sport utility vehicles (SUVs) are often as heavy (or heavier) than their EV equivalents
and certainly heavier than smaller EVs. SUV-style utility vehicles (utes) are an example of common, very
heavy vehicles on our roads; often these are purchased predominantly or solely for private use rather than
commercial use. It seems logical that any RUC should take into account the extra road wear and tear
associated with heavy ICE vehicles and should encompass these in its application, meaning these vehicles
should also incur an RUC to some extent. This consideration of vehicle mass in RUC calculation could also
apply across the spectrum of EVs. Applying a new road user charge on small EVs, such as a BYD Dolphin or
Atto 1, and excluding newly purchased large Range Rovers or Toyota Land Cruisers from the RUC equation
would be illogical.

! Gifford T, Barbier E. The role of charging infrastructure and income on electric vehicle adoption. Energy Policy. 2026;
211. 115098,ISSN 0301-4215,https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2026.11,SUV-style5098.

2 Peng Y, Fazeli R, Ye W, and Bai X. Consumer insights on EV policy towards accelerated adoption — Canberra case study.
Case Studies on Transport Policy. 2025; 21.101540,ISSN 2213-624X,,https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2025.101540.
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Adding vehicle mass to the RUC calculation would be favourable at several levels. A flat rate calculated using
cents per kilometre travelled is less equitable and does not generate sufficient public compensation for the
greater road damage and health impacts of heavier, higher-set vehicles. It is not equitable if the driver of a
light hatchback pays the same RUC rate as the driver of a heavy SUV or utility vehicle.

Additionally, high bonnet design vehicles such as SUVs and light truck vehicles (LTVs) are increasingly
recognised as contributing to higher pedestrian deaths and injuries, especially for children®. As a public
health-focused organisation, DEA supports policy measures that have multiple health benefits in the
transition to cleaner, safer transport. Incorporating vehicle category in the RUC calculation is an opportunity
to encourage NSW'’s road users to choose lower bonnet vehicle designs associated with fewer road injuries
and fatalities on average.

Recommendation

e Incorporate vehicle mass and design category for ICE vehicles as well as EVs into the RUC
calculation, to account for road wear, health impacts, and safety for pedestrians and other road
users.

Social equity

The RUC should not create new barriers to switching to EVs for lower and middle-income road users or those
living in outer urban or regional areas. It is no longer the case that only wealthier drivers aim to acquire an
EV, with outer suburban postcodes now leading BEV sales.* Western Sydney is a typically middle-income
population that is often less well served by effective public transport options. As personal vehicle use is
higher in areas with lower access to public transport,® ® people in those areas are likely to continue to need to
drive for work, accessing medical care, education, and recreation, and therefore experience transport
disadvantage without access to vehicles.” An incentive for them to choose EVs will be especially valuable for
equitable access to lower emissions transport options. If the RUC is kept at a comparatively lower level,
reduced fuel expenditure will ultimately provide cost-of-living relief for such road users.

3 Robinson E, Edwards P, Laverty A, et al. Do sports utility vehicles (SUVs) and light truck vehicles (LTVs) cause more
severe injuries to pedestrians and cyclists than passenger cars in the case of a crash? A systematic review and
meta-analysis. Injury Prevention. 2026. 32:16-24. https://pmc.ncbi.nIm.nih.gov/articles/PMC12911616/

4 National Automotive Leasing and Salary Packaging Association. Top 10 postcodes driving EV uptake revealed. NALSPA.
Accessed May 28, 2026. https://nalspa.org.au/news/top-10-postcodes-driving-ev-uptake-revealed/

®> Cheung, H, McLeod, B, Rayner, J, Veldre, D and Ardnt, D. Next Stop Suburbia: making shared transport work for
everyone in Aussie cities, Climate Council. 2024.
https://www.climatecouncil.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Next-Stop-Suburbia.pdf

® Infrastructure Australia. Outer Urban Public Transport. Infrastructure Australia. Australian Government. 2018.
https://www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/publications/outer-urban-public-transport-improving-accessibility-lower-den
sity-areas

” Rosier, K and McDonald, M. ( 2011). The relationship between transport and disadvantage in Australia. Australian
Institute of Family Studies. Australian Government. 2018.
https://aifs.gov.au/resources/policy-and-practice-papers/relationship-between-transport-and-disadvantage-australia
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Recommendation

e Ensure the RUC does not disadvantage low to middle-income earners or regional drivers switching
to EVs.

Avoiding perverse incentives for ICE vehicles

Regarding the specific settings for an RUC, DEA considers that charges on efficient vehicles should not create
perverse incentives favouring hybrid vehicles or ICE vehicles over fully electric vehicles. The road user charge
should be set at a low enough base level to promote EV uptake in preference to ICE vehicles. As Australia is
early in the transition to a lower-emissions transport system, RUCs on EVs should not aim to fully replace
falling revenues from the fuel excise. The balance in consumer costs between the fuel excise and the
combined costs from a RUC and electric charging should also favour the choice of a BEV over a hybrid vehicle,
and all EV types over ICE vehicles. Full BEVs are preferred over hybrid vehicles, as the latter are often still
associated with significant tailpipe emissions.

EV owners should therefore not be paying for reductions in fuel consumption from ICE vehicles. An RUC
should absolutely not have the potential to effectively charge more tax per kilometre on a BEV driver than an
ICE driver pays via fuel excise. The current proposal, unfortunately, does just that.

Recommendation

e Avoid creating perverse incentives for ICE vehicles by not replacing fuel excise revenue entirely
through the RUC during the early transition period.

Incentivising BEV uptake

Given the overarching importance of promoting electrification of transport, there are various ways that the
NSW Government could incentivise BEV rather than ICE vehicle uptake. This would indicate in real terms the
good faith emphasis of the NSW Government on promoting the EV transition for the benefit of the
community's health, cost of living and achievement of legislated emissions targets.

For first-time BEV (not PHEV) buyers, the government could offer a ‘holiday’ from their first year of an RUC.
An additional method would be to stagger the per kilometre rate, starting at a lower cost per kilometre than
the baseline charge after vehicle purchase, and increasing over the first 2 to 3 years up to the base rate.

Application of an (80%) RUC to PHEVs is commendable because it recognises they can be run predominantly
on electric power if the user so chooses, saving on fuel use. This setting encourages that practice. There are
increasingly efficient current and upcoming hybrid vehicles using significantly less fuel than previous ICE and
hybrid vehicles. These cleaner entrants to the market will be contributing significantly below the long-term
average to fuel excise. The price of hybrids is very close to or exactly equal to that of BEVs. They can,
however, be more expensive to maintain. Such hybrids and many diesel vehicles, by virtue of their relative
fuel efficiency in litres per 100 km terms, would pay significantly less tax via the fuel excise than EV users
would pay via a RUC. A threshold in fuel consumption for such vehicles should exist below which a road user
charge would apply, similar to EVs.
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DEA commends the NSW Government on not rushing through an RUC before substantial new BEV uptake has
been established and verified, and for taking the time to re-evaluate its RUC proposal details to ensure that it
is implemented thoughtfully and effectively to promote the health benefits of a more rapid transition to
electric road transport.

Recommendations
Offer incentives to BEV uptake, such as:

e afirst-year RUC holiday for first-time BEV (not PHEV) buyers to signal government commitment to
the EV transition

e setting the RUC for battery electric vehicles (BEVs) at a lower base level that keeps them more
cost-competitive than hybrids or ICE vehicles per km when an RUC is compared to the fuel excise.

e applying a reduced RUC, such as 80%, to PHEVs, acknowledging their partial electric capability.
introducing a fuel efficiency threshold below which fuel-efficient hybrids and diesels would also
incur an RUC.

Addressing the terms of reference

Whether the policy objectives of the Act remain valid

The policy objectives of the Act to administer a system of distance-related road user charges for persons who
use zero and low-emissions vehicles remain valid, as zero and low-emissions vehicle users drive on public
roads and should contribute to the costs of building and maintaining road transport infrastructure. However,
the paradigm has changed; EV charging infrastructure should be included in road maintenance and general
road infrastructure.

DEA supports policy objectives that promote lower emissions, improved health outcomes, and greater
equity. Increased EV uptake aligns with these goals as a preferred transport outcome compared to the
continued use of polluting internal combustion engines.

Whether the terms of the Act remain appropriate for securing those objectives

The terms of the Act will remain appropriate if the principle of a fair charge on users of public roads supports
a rapid transition to cleaner and safer transport in NSW. The Act’s implementation must result in public
benefits. Specifically, and relevant to our organisation, public benefit flowing from the terms of the Act
should include lower carbon emissions and air pollution, greater equity in access to cleaner transport options
for road users and safer vehicles on public roads. Therefore, the terms of the Act should ensure that the
uptake of fully electric cars is not hindered, but actively promoted. Perverse incentives favouring hybrid or
lower-emitting ICE vehicles over BEVs must be avoided.

The terms of the Act will be strengthened if it directs RUC revenue to expanding EV charging infrastructure,
supports EV uptake for lower and middle-income road users, and includes cost equity and safer vehicle
design in methods used to calculate the Road User Charge by incorporating vehicle mass and design category
in addition to distance travelled.
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DEA also notes that a challenge to the NSW government analogous to the decision in Vanderstock v. The
State of Victoria (2023) could have implications for the NSW Act and its future applicability to an electric
vehicle Road User Charge.

DEA



	About Doctors for the Environment Australia 
	Acknowledgement of Country 

	Summary 
	Recommendations 

	Background 
	Vehicle weight and height 
	Recommendation 

	Social equity 
	Recommendation 

	Avoiding perverse incentives for ICE vehicles 
	Recommendation 

	Incentivising BEV uptake 
	Recommendations 


	Addressing the terms of reference  
	Whether the policy objectives of the Act remain valid 
	Whether the terms of the Act remain appropriate for securing those objectives 


