


 

 
The second is the limitation of currently available data is the absence of exposure data. For 
motor vehicles, this could easily be collected by recording odometer readings in registration 
data and linking registration data to the hospital and crash record. Other methods are 
required to be developed for other road users, and this should also be an important 
consideration if there are to be new data collection initiatives implemented.  
 
While good mass crash data is essential for examining temporal trends, it is impossible for 
this level of data to contain sufficient information to understand in detail failures of the safe 
system. In-depth crash investigation is the only way this type of detail can be collected. 
There is a need to establish a national network or collection of this level of detailed data for 
fatal and high priority serious injury crashes. Currently state-based police organisations do 
conduct detailed forensic investigations of most fatal and serious injury crashes for the 
purposes of identifying whether any chargers should be laid and if so who should be charged. 
Police briefs covering these detailed investigations are often rich sources of information 
about system failures but currently there is no routing collection of the information contained 
in these reports. The fact that police in most jurisdictions are undertaking these 
investigations also provides an opportunity to collect additional detail relevant to 
understanding system failures, but this is often beyond the scope of the police investigation. 
If legislative powers allowed, there is opportunity to collect safe system level in-depth 
information by including road safety investigations as an adjunct to these investigations and 
collating this information in a nationally consistent way. Benefits of in-depth data are that it 
can provide detailed information on factors such as the use and performance of protective 
equipment, vehicle maintenance, role of impairment, speed and infrastructure etc in the 
crash. While this is useful for understanding system failures, for good countermeasure and 
policy development and evaluation it is important to know the prevalence of these factors 
across the entire community. Historically, there were routine collection of data related to 
observed seat belt use for example, but this type of data is no longer routinely collected. 
Strong consideration should be given to re-instating this type of data collection and 
extending this to routine collection of prevalence data across other known risk factors. 
 
 
Question 2: Targets: The 2018 Inquiry into the National Road Safety Strategy 2011-20 
Report recommends the Commonwealth and states commit to an interim target of 
vision zero for all major capital city CBD areas, and high volume highways by 2030. 
Does your organisation support the Commonwealth and state governments adopting 
this target? 
 
We support the adoption of vision zero for all major capital city CBD areas and high volume 
highway as soon as possible. 
 
We also believe it is important to set targets for action across the entire network moving 
towards vision zero across the whole system. This is particularly relevant on roads where 
injury burden is high such as on rural roads outside of major capital city CBDs and high 
volume highways. In addition, in areas outside of those noted above, we believe it important 
to set targets related to actions that we know will reduce risk of death and serious injury such 
as use of seat belts and other protective equipment, impaired driving, speed management 
and infrastructure treatment. 
 
 
Question 3: Speed Management: Does your organisation support the installation of 
point to point speed cameras on all Commonwealth funded roads in the future? 



 

Should the Commonwealth Government make the allocation of funding to the states 
conditional on this commitment being met? 

 
We support installation of point-to-point speed cameras on all Commonwealth funded roads 
for all vehicles, and believe allocation of funding should be conditional on this commitment 
being met. 
 
We also believe it is important to extend this approach of conditional funding to other areas 
of speed management such as speed limit setting. Appropriate speed limits for existing and 
new infrastructure are at the very core of the safe system approach and the Commonwealth 
funding should be conditional on States ensuring that an appropriate and consistent 
approach to speed limit setting is taken across their entire jurisdictions. This includes 30km/h 
limits in urban areas with high levels of mixed road users, and 70km limits on non-divided 
regional roads where infrastructure treatments cannot be implemented to ensure safer 
higher speed limits. 
 
 
Question 4: Road Standards: To what safety standard should all Commonwealth 
funded road projects be built? Should funding for projects be conditional on a 
particular safety standard being met? 
 
All Commonwealth funded roads should be built to a nationally agreed world’s best practice 
safe system standard and all funding should be conditional on this safety standard being met. 
 
We also believe it is important that the federal government shows leadership in strongly 
encouraging safe system approaches to existing infrastructure. There should also be a 
nationally agreed world’s best practice safe system standard for infrastructure treatments 
and where such treatments are not possible, speed limits should be set appropriately as 
noted above. Further, innovative funding strategies should eb explored to facilitate low socio-
economic local government areas achieve the same level of safety standard in existing 
roads as the rest of the road network. 
 
 
 




