
 

 
 Learn more at ipro.net 

 
 

Are you ready 
for the Chain of 
Responsibility 
(CoR) Changes?  
 

Changes in CoR laws, effective August 2018 hold all 

parties in the supply chain responsible for safe work 

practices involving heavy vehicles.   

 



 

 
 Learn more at ipro.net 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2018 Changes to CoR Law 
Responsible to Do, Not to Avoid 
Previously, organisations were responsible to avoid  
a negative outcome – a breach of safety regulations. 
Now, organisations must ensure safety. 

 This new, positive language means organisations 
must be able to show that they are actively 
managing and enforcing safety, as opposed to 
merely avoiding liability. 

From “Reasonable Steps” to  
“Reasonably Practicable” 

Previously, organisations were held to the 
“reasonable steps” standard, meaning an 
organisation had to prove that all reasonable steps 
were followed to avoid a safety breach, and they did 
not know and could not reasonably have known 
about the breach. 

Now, parties must take steps as far as is “reasonably 
practicable” to uphold heavy vehicle safety 
regulations. Again, this positive phrasing represents 
a higher standard of active safety and risk 
management. This wording is repeated from WHS 
legislation so that there is just one single, simple rule 
for organisations to implement, whether it’s for their 
own facilities or for a third party contractor. 

 
For example, previously the law contained a list of 
factors that could legally be brought before a court 
as evidence that reasonable steps were taken. 
These factors included whether or not the 
organisation employed practices for handling 
fatigue, speed, mass of the load and so on. 
Organisations could use the list as a best practices 
guide. 

Under the new language, it is the responsibility of 
the organisation to identify risks and hazards, 
evaluate what they can do about it, and put 
controls in place. In other words, organisations are 
required to perform risk management, not only for 
themselves, but for the other companies in the 
supply chain, including third parties. 

 
 
 
 

What is CoR? 
CoR stands for Chain of Responsibility and it refers 
to the idea that all parties in the supply chain are 
responsible for ensuring compliance with HVNL 
laws. We have road laws to enforce driver safety on 
the road, and WHS and HVNL laws also enforce the 
safety practices of organisations directly involved in  

  heavy vehicle transport.  CoR recognises and targets 
the responsibility of “off road” organisations who do 
not directly employ drivers or operate in the 
transport industry, but whose policies and business 
practices influence whether or not safety procedures 
are properly followed. 
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No “Contracting Out” 

Previously, organisations could contractually assign 
responsibility for safety practices to third parties. 
This is no longer the case. Any contractual clauses 
to this effect (or intent) are legally void.  

Now, the HVNR states that anyone who has “control 
or influence” over heavy vehicle operations is 
responsible to ensure that road transport laws are 
not breached. In short, those who can do, must do. 
This includes anyone responsible for arranging 
contracts and schedules, logistics such as packing, 

 

 

 

loading and weighing, and/or communicating with 
other duty holders and parties in the supply chain. 
For example, when hiring a third party freight 
logistics vendor, organisations should make sure to 
include clauses in their contract not only requiring 
that the contractor follow all internal safety and 
transport practices, but reserving the right to 
enforce by conducting audits and random 
inspections. As documentation, the results of the 
audits should be recorded and reported to senior 
management. 

Vehicle Standards & Maintenance 
Previously, organisations were only responsible  
for practices influencing speed, fatigue, mass, and 
dimensions.  This would cover things like setting 
demanding schedules that would require a driver  
to breach speed limits or failing to weigh or properly 
load a vehicle. 

Now, organisations will also be responsible for 
ensuring that transport vehicles meet relevant 
standards and are properly maintained. 

 Because this responsibility cannot be “contracted 
out”, it also applies to the vehicles of third party 
contractors. 

For example, keeping in mind that workplace safety 
requirements now apply to third party contractors 
and other parties, in this case an organisation is 
recommended to simply present their internal 
vehicle maintenance program as a contractual 
requirement for third-party contractors, with an 
enforcement program and documentation. 

Broader Definition of “Executive” 
Previously, executives could be held personally  
liable for safety breaches if they had very high-level 
authority (“executive officer” as defined by the 
Corporations Act).  

Now, the definition of an “executive” includes anyone 
with director or manager responsibilities for a 
company that has transport operations (including 
hiring or overseeing third party freight logistics). 

For example, many managers handling third party 
transporters would not fit the old definition of an 
“executive”, but would certainly fit the new definition, 

 as they have influence over transport operations. 
These managers would now be personally liable 
and are required to do due diligence to avoid safety 
breaches. For people who oversee third party 
transporters, this would mean making sure their 
safety practices, certifications, insurance 
requirements etc. are up to standard, using a 
formal and documented system of inspections  
and controls.  

For specific guidelines about who is considered 
responsible for transport operations, NHVR has 
created a handy checklist. 
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How iPRO Can Help 
Documentation 

Many organisations are already trying to implement 
safe practices. The main theme of the new CoR law 
is to encourage organisations to formalise and 
strengthen those practices using recognised risk 
management approaches. Any risk management 
system should be set up according to the principles 
outlined in International Risk Management Standard 
IS0 31000.  

For most organisations, the difference between a 
new risk management system and their existing 
practices is documentation. 

 

 Rules of thumb, verbal conversations and silently 
accepted standards must become formal records, 
policies, and protocols. Records keeping is the 
foundation of risk management because it is 
evidence of your practices. When it comes to 
records, most organisations will instinctively reach 
for a form or a spreadsheet, but these approaches 
are cumbersome, time consuming and subject to 
error. It is preferable to implement an automated 
software system to take out the element of human 
error and put repetitive tasks, like performing pre-
qualification tasks and verifying documentation, on 
autopilot. 

Communication 

Under new CoR laws, organisations can be held 
responsible for breaches by other parties in the 
supply chain.  So, it’s best to try to share information 
and communicate effectively with the other parties 
your organisation may deal with. 

 
A compliance technology system can help by 
making it possible to collect, organise, analyse, and 
share large amounts of data while maintaining 
appropriate security measures.  

This approach “shares the load” of the resources 
required for the system, while adding value to the 
system for each party involved. 

Find out more at ipro.net. 
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