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26/08/2020 

Joint Select Committee on Road Safety 
Department of the Senate 
Parliament House 
CANBERRA ACT 2600 
 

Via email: roadsafety.sen@aph.gov.au 

 

IPWEA Submission to the Joint Select Committee on Road Safety 

 

Dear Committee Secretariat, 

The Institute of Public Works Engineering Australasia (IPWEA) welcomes the opportunity to present 
its submission to the ‘Joint Select Committee on Road Safety’.  

IPWEA is a peak not-for-profit association covering essential public works and services delivered by 
local, state and federal tiers of government.  Representing more than 4,750 members and an online 
community in excess of 30,000, IPWEA is an industry leader in infrastructure planning, delivery and 
operation and has a keen interest in the area of road management and safety.   

On behalf of the IPWEA group, our response is focussed on the: 

1. Vision Zero target 
2. Policy direction; 
3. Safe System approach;  
4. Importance of local government 
5. Priorities for consideration; and 
6. Recommended Actions 

Our submission is yet to be considered by the IPWEA Board and any amendments arising from such 
deliberations will be communicated as soon as possible. 

Our experience has shown that with the right legislative framework, supportive guidance, training 
and follow up, significant improvement in the performance and management of infrastructure will 
lead to effective road safety outcomes and that additional investment may not be required in all 
instances. 

IPWEA is proud to promote professionalism, education and knowledge sharing to enhance the 
quality of life for our communities and we look forward to working with the Office of Road Safety in 
this endeavour. 

Should you have any queries regarding our submission please by all means contact me directly or 
our technical advisor Mr Steve Verity for further discussion. 

Yours sincerely 

 

David Jenkins 
IPWEA CEO 

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
http://www.ipwea.org/
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Who are we? 

The Institute of Public Works Engineering Australasia (IPWEA) is a peak not for profit professional 
association. It provides member services and advocacy for those involved in delivering public works 
and engineering services to the community.  The IPWEA provides representation to State and 
Commonwealth agencies on key issues affecting the public works sector as well as providing 
technical support, education programs and networking opportunities for public works practitioners.   

Our mission is: 

 

To be the peak Australasian professional association that leads public works and 
services, infrastructure planning, delivery and operations. 

 

 

 

Our membership base is predominately made up of professional engineers and technical staff in local 
government and the consulting sector.  Subsequently our members play a key front-line role in 
determining road safety outcomes in their communities. 

 

IPWEA is a Technical Society of Engineers Australia, providing savings and additional benefits to 
members including accreditation of qualifications, training, networking and exchange of specialist 
expertise. The IPWEA Divisions are at the coalface providing support to members and addressing the 
challenges faced by public works professionals in the various regions.  

We have representation on various International Standards Organisation (ISO), Standards Australia 
technical committees and working groups plus representation on various State and Federal policy 
reform agenda committees. 
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Our Submission to the Joint Select Committee on Road Safety 

1. The Vision Zero target  

The National Road Safety Strategy for 2021-2030 direction is based on the Swedish parliamentary 
decision from 1997 of a Vision Zero for road traffic safety that states “… no one shall be killed or 
seriously injured due to road traffic accidents within the road transport system.”(Swedish 
Government Bill, 1996/97:137, our translation) and the policy aims at reducing risks in stages. 

Vision Zero is internationally seen as a promising road traffic safety policy (International Transport 
Forum/OECD, 2016; Kim et al., 2017).  This impression has been strengthened by official statistics in 
Sweden showing that the number of road deaths was halved and that the number of deaths among 
car users decreased by 60% during 2000–2010.  While the decrease has stagnated somewhat after 
2010 (Swedish Transport Administration, 2016), Sweden’s roads are still among the world’s safest, 
with only 3 of every 100,000 Swedes dying on the roads during 2016, compared to 10 in the USA 
(OECD, 2016).  Australia in comparison reported 5.37 deaths per 100,000 in 2016 (BITRE, 2017).   

This positive reduction in road fatalities has been seen by many as proof of the policy’s effectiveness.  
It should be noted though, that few studies show a direct cause-and-effect between the Vision Zero 
policy as a whole and the positive development, but the few studies that have been  undertaken 
indicate such a connection may exist (c.f Strandroth, 2015). 

The Australian Government’s Transport Infrastructure Council states the transportation system 
should produce zero deaths or serious injuries and that safety should not be compromised for the 
sake of other factors such as cost or the desire for shorter transportation times.1 

While it is acceptable to make comparisons, it is not a league ladder.  Australia’s road network is very 
different from that of Sweden and other countries.  The intent of a National Road Safety Strategy 
should target a realistic goal and the assertion that ‘zero is possible’ distorts public policy: it has 
potential for the adoption of ineffective actions at considerable cost and imposes restrictions on the 
community that have potentially no useful purpose.   

Zero deaths and serious injuries are not possible without an extreme curtailing (or radical change) of 
mobility options resulting in extreme financial cost to the community. 

Zero deaths and serious injuries is not possible on Australian roads. 

 

To achieve a Vision Zero target by 2050 questions what degree of social change is required in areas 
of education, restriction, enforcement and/or treatment (and at what price) will be necessary to 
achieve zero fatalities and serious injuries in less than 30-years, in what is an inherently risky activity.   

Such interventions on individuals without good community purpose is likely to be questioned and 
some will argue it is little better than tyranny. 

The objective should be to align perceptions of risk with actual risk and to take actions which are 
effective in minimising the number and severity of all crashes.  The Consultation Paper fails to 
recognise the level of change required to achieve a Vision Zero target. 

Recommended Action: Rethink the Vision Zero target of zero fatalities and serious injuries by 
2050 and underpin aspirational goals with concrete operational targets. 

  

 

1 In August 2019, the Council committed to developing the new Strategy based on a target of zero fatalities and 
in November 2019, committed to positioning Australia to achieve the vision zero target by 2050. 

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
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2. Policy direction  

Within the community of Vision Zero advocates, everyone has different ideas for what 
improvements need to be made first.  But most would agree that with more funding and new ways 
to consolidate road safety efforts, our communities will or should be better off in a decade than 
what they are now. 

To deliver on the task, we need to understand the problem and credible, accurate and up to date 
data is essential for effective problem analysis. 

Due to the number of fatalities being a sensitive statistic (rightly so) and the easiest to analyse, 
safety technologies and initiatives have tended to focus on saving lives.  This is a good thing for the 
community but the best available data from the Bureau of Infrastructure, Transport and Regional 
Economics suggests road related hospitalisations in Australia has been increasing since 2001. 2 

 

The 2018 Inquiry into the National Road Safety Strategy 2011- 2020 identified: 

1. In 2017, 1,226 people died on Australia’s roads.   
2. Every year, at least another 36,000 people are admitted to hospital. 
3. Road crashes cost the Australian economy more than $30 billion a year. 

In statistical terms, fatality numbers are small compared to hospitalisations and are likely to be 
subject to noticeable annual variations.  There are much larger numbers of serious injury crashes and 
‘other’ (i.e. lower severity) injury crashes at considerable social, health and financial cost to the 
Australian community.  If there were a focus on reducing all crash types, then the strategies and 
actions may be somewhat different and possibly result in a reduction of fatal and serious injuries. 

Recommended Action: Focus effort on reducing all crashes. 

 

Interestingly, the Office Road Safety states: ‘Australia does not presently have the systems in place to 
reliably measure national indicators of serious (non-fatal and disabling) injuries from road crashes, in 
part because of jurisdictional differences in injury definitions and reporting arrangements.’3  

IPWEA acknowledges the following concerns regarding data and information: 

1. Lack of data regarding the severity of injury crashes which limits  state and local road 

authorities’ ability to calculate the costs of crashes and prioritise treatments.  

2. The locations of the crashes are not always pinpointed as the data  is not always entered 

by Police at the scene of the crash making it difficult to accurately determine the cause 

of crashes later on. 

3. Under reporting of crashes, especially off-road crashes, as many people do not want 

Police involved in what they consider minor incidents or to avoid possible prosecution. 

 

2 BITRE provides a summary sheet for hospitalised injuries enabling hospitalisation/population analysis. 
3 https://www.roadsafety.gov.au/performance/serious-injuries (accessed 12th August 2020) 

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
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These issues continue to inhibit the ability of state and local road authorities’ and policy makers 

to truly make informed decisions and develop strategies to address road safety.  These are not 

the fault of the Police, rather are more a reflection on what and the way the data is gathered. 

Recommended Action: Ensure nationally consistent road safety data terminology is adopted. 

 

Since 1990, non-injury (or Property Damage Only - PDO) crashes have not been reported in Victoria, 
similarly in Queensland since 2010 and NSW since 2014.  Given every crash will result in a different 
severity, we have a very poor idea of the incidence and type of crashes occurring on the road 
network.   

This means it is impossible to get a true picture of the total number and type of crashes (and their 
cause) occurring at any given location.  For example, a greater proportion of rear-end collisions tend 
to be non-injury crashes and are not officially reported. 

Recommended Action: Improve crash data by recording non-injury crashes. 

 

IPWEA believes that improving the collection and reporting of detailed crash data on a 

consistent basis will foster a better understanding of the extent of crash related injuries.  This 

would assist state and local road authorities’ and communities to determine exactly where the 

burden of injury is occurring and how much it is costing.  It would also greatly assist all road 

authorities to prioritise road upgrades and develop other strategies and programs - to prevent 

or lessen the effects of all vehicle crashes. 

In saying this, IPWEA would also like to recognise the enormous improvement in the availability 

of crash data over the past few years. 

 

 

 

  

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
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3. Safe System approach 

The consultation paper recognises that road transport is a complex system and that humans, vehicles 
and road infrastructure must interact in a way that ensures a high level of safety.  The Transport and 
Infrastructure Council agreed all investment for road infrastructure planning, design and 
construction will require the application of safe system principles and inclusion of safety treatments 
that align with these principles. 

There are several guiding principles to this approach as highlighted on the Office of Road Safety 
website: 

1. People make mistakes.  Humans will continue to make mistakes, and the transport system 
must accommodate these.  The transport system should not result in death or serious injury 
as a consequence of errors on the roads. 

2. Human physical frailty.  There are known physical limits to the amount of force our bodies 
can take before we are injured. 

3. A ‘forgiving’ road transport system.  A Safe System ensures that the forces in collisions do not 
exceed the limits of human tolerance. Speeds must be managed so that humans are not 
exposed to impact forces beyond their physical tolerance.  System designers and operators 
need to take into account the limits of the human body in designing and maintaining roads, 
vehicles and speeds. 

The Safe System approach seeks a transportation system that anticipates and accommodates human 
errors and prevents consequential death or serious injury i.e. reduces the severity when they occur.  
Enforcement and lowering speeds limits appear to be priority tactics in achieving this objective. 

Since 1994 road safety audits of road designs and treatments have sought to reduce or eliminate 
potential crash problems of all severities.  The diagram below illustrates this:  in the left column the 
different crash severities are listed in order.  On the right side, the blue shaded area shows how road 
safety audits look at potential crashes of any severity.  You can also see the smaller area outlined in 
red – this is the 1% of crashes that the Safe System concerns itself with: fatalities and serious 
(disabling) injuries. 

Focus is on the 1% of all crashes 

 

 

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
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Due to the commitment of all jurisdictions and all agencies to the Safe System, Austroads (the 
umbrella grouping of state and territory road authorities) has recently published a revised guide to 
conducting road safety audits (Austroads 2019). It includes the following: 

‘Road safety audits . . . are completed by applying Safe System principles . . . by eliminating 
fatal and serious injury crash potential’, and 

‘The focus of the audit will be to consider key crash types that may lead to fatal or serious 
injuries and kinetic energy generation and their management’ 

In other words, adopting the proposed Safe System approach requires that road safety audits no 
longer consider the whole range of potential crashes (the large blue shaded area in the right 
column), and only those in the small pink shaded area in the next column to the left are considered.  
Our observation is, more fatal and serious injury crashes will be eliminated if we consider all crash 
severities, and the current Safe System approach means fewer potential serious crash problems are 
likely to be addressed. 

Further items that need clarity from the current Safe System approach include: 

1. How human tolerance to complexity and scale of road layouts affects decision making, what 
happens when there is too much, too little or misleading information; 

2. The need to understand road user behaviour in road and traffic design; 
3. Seeking to provide consistency in road design and management;  
4. The need for adequate resources; 
5. Recognising that laws need to be effective; 
6. Encouragement for road users; 
7. Road safety in urban planning; and 
8. Using the physical design of roads to achieve desired speed outcomes, rather than relying on 

speed limit signs. 

Our observation is people do make mistakes and our recommendation is to employ a risk-based 
approach.  That is, it may be easier and cheaper to stop something happening in the first place (the 
likelihood) than to repair the damage after it has happened (the consequence).   

Prevention is better than cure 

 

The Safe System approach is primarily concerned with the second part: reducing the consequences 
of mistakes.  

Recommended Action: Review the suitability of the Safe System as an effective strategy: 
identify its strengths and weaknesses, as well as any potential areas of effective input that 
are not presently included. 

The Safe System’s aim of achieving a ‘population-wide’ shift in behaviours, rather than focusing on 
the unreasonable minority needs to be tested.  Some Safe System proponents argue that road safety 
should be addressed as a ‘public health issue’. 

What this term is commonly understood to mean is applying a population-level strategy whenever a 
low-level risk is spread widely across a community.  The aim is to reduce the total community risk by 
lowering the amount of risk for everyone by a small amount.  

An alternative approach is to identify high-risk individuals and seek to reduce their risk by a large 
amount.  We call this ‘high risk intervention’. 

These strategies, in theory, result in a lower average risk across the community.  Harper, 2009 
describes the application of both strategies to a disease such as glaucoma.  So, while medicine uses 
both strategies, when road safety proponents talk about ‘the public health approach’, it means the 

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
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former strategy: reducing the total community risk by shifting everyone’s (including low-risk group’s) 
risk down by a small amount. 

An example of applying these strategies in road safety is with speed: 

• Lowering speed limits (to lower than typical travel speeds) and enforcing those lower limits is 
an example of the ‘public health strategy’ approach: it’s applied to the whole community 
which already has a low risk.  Reducing the speed enforcement tolerance (as was done with 
‘Wipe Off 5’ in 2000-2002) is another example.  

• Focusing speed enforcement on drivers who exceed reasonable speed limits by a significant 
amount is an example of the ‘high risk intervention’ approach. 

The Safe System approach to speed management is about ‘harm minimisation’.  This sounds sensible 
however, it means taking action to avoid fatal or serious injury crashes even where the likelihood is 
extremely low: if a crash could happen, then we’ll assume it will happen.4  The issue to consider is: ‘Is 
this sustainable – or cost-effective?  Is the saving of every life on our roads (the pursuit of Zero) 
economically achievable and is it any more worthwhile to spend that money on road safety, rather 
than on, say, medical education, training nurses or preventing suicides?  

The Safe System approach to speed management is unsustainable. 

 

It is this absence of likelihood which makes the Safe System approach to speed management 
unsustainable. 

The Queensland Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices opening paragraphs state: The control of 
speed is an important aspect in effective management of traffic and the involvement of speed-related 
factors in road crashes is well established and generally understood by road users.  

It should not be assumed that the provision of a lower speed limit will address all perceived road 
safety problems or even alter travel speeds.  Experience and research in Australia and overseas have 
demonstrated that arbitrarily imposed limits that are too low attract poor levels of compliance.  
Actual speeds may remain at the same levels as before unless the road environment is changed to 
support the lower speed, road users understand and accept the reasons for the lower speed, or 
substantial and continued enforcement is undertaken. 5 

Authorities need to ensure that the method of setting speed limits can be justified as being 
appropriate for the environment, the function of the road and prevailing traffic speeds for all road 
users. 

Safe Speed is one of the pillars of the Safe System approach and has become a means to lower 
speeds: at times an arbitrary response to the ‘public health issue’ that some proponents argue. 

To build a safe road system, speed limits should be set appropriately, guided by knowledge of the 
human body’s tolerance to external forces while ensuring compliance with appropriately set limits.  

Recommended Action: Ensure speed limits are set: 

a) in accordance with best practice standards; and 
b) by people trained in undertaking speed limit reviews.  

 

4 For example, a car could run off the road on a 50 km/h local street or on a 60 km/h undivided arterial road 
and it could hit a pedestrian. At these speeds the result would be serious, or even fatal. It could happen, but 
across the whole road network, experience shows it is extremely unlikely. The Safe System says that if it can 
happen, then we must manage speeds so that result of such an unlikely collision is not serious or fatal. 
5 Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (Qld, MUTCD, Part 4, clause 1.1) 
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4. The importance of local government 

Local Government had a total income in 2016-17 of around $45bn,6 this is dwarfed by the $345bn7 in 
fixed assets it needs to manage and maintain.  This represents an investment of approximately 
$14,000/person.8  Local government, like other levels of government and any other asset intensive 
organisation are often large and complex businesses. 

Of the three levels of government, local government is the most asset intensive 

 

The greatest proportion of local government infrastructure by value is roads.  Local government 
manages approximately 80% of the Australian road network by length.  These roads 
accommodate around a third of all travel in Australia and have more than half of all crashes at a 
rate nearly double that of the state-controlled road network. 

The Australian Local Government Association’s Strategic Plan 2017-2020 (Australian Local 
Government Association, 2017a) identifies four core strategic priorities.  Of relevance to local 
government and community road safety, these priorities include strengthened regions and 
cities, and infrastructure that meets the needs of local communities.  

Local government is integral to the success of the National Road Safety Strategy 

 

The National Local Roads Data System (NLRDS) is the only credible source of consolidated 
inventory, financial and expenditure data of local government-controlled roads in Australia. 

The NLRDS is designed to aggregate existing sources of local road information, to provide a 
simple consolidated national report across eight performance measures endorsed by the ALGA 
Roads and Transport Advisory Committee (RTAC). 

One of the road safety performance indicators is Number of Fatal Road Crashes per 1,000 km of 
road length. 

 

A downward trend indicates an improvement in road safety as measured by the number of fatal 
crashes per 1,000 km road length per year.  A correlation test with other road indicators such 
as performance (condition, function and capacity) and expenditure will warrant that targeted 
investment will improve road safety performance and outcomes. 

Recommended Action: Include the NLRDS Road Safety indicator as a NRSS reporting measure. 

Despite this positive trend, we know the rate of hospitalisations are increasing and L ocal 
Government faces challenges that limit its ability to achieve safety outcomes.  In 2010, 

 

6 ABS Cat. Nº 5512.0, Table 339, 2016-17 Operating Statement. 
7 ABS Cat. Nº 5512.0, Table 339, 2016-17 Balance Sheet, less $81bn in non-depreciable land assets. 
8 24.6 million population, ABS Cat. Nº3101, June 2017. 
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Austroads published a Research Report (Austroads 2010) that detailed a range of issues 
endemic to local roads including: 

• Crashes are sparsely distributed over a vast network. 
• Those tasked with addressing safety within local government often do not have the 

time or means to access relevant safety guidance and expertise.  
• There are data issues (particularly relating to access and interpretation of crash data) 

that make addressing road safety difficult for local government. 
• It is difficult to fund treatments (especially given the dispersed nature of crashes on 

local government roads). 
• There is a need to gain community and political buy-in and convert this to action. 
• There are shortages of skilled staff for delivering affordable safety outcomes. 
• There are network planning issues, including a greater need for use of road safety audit 

and network assessments. 
• Responsibility/liability for improving safety appears to be unclear in some jurisdictions, 

and this can be a barrier to improving safety. 
• There appear to be competing policy demands within local government (e.g. for 

funding; between safety and environmental issues, as in the case of roadside tree 
removal). 

• The changing population structure, traffic volumes and composition need to be 
considered. 
 

Local government has the greatest burden in reducing all road crashes 

 

A 2020 Austroads road safety management document states local government tends to receive 
less funding and has fewer staff dedicated to improving road safety than their state 
counterparts.  Industry guidance has also largely mirrored the flow of safety investment i.e. 
towards situations more commonly found on state roads.  As a result, much of the road safety 
guidance available to the industry is not directly relevant to local government. 

It is worth noting, 360 (two thirds) of the 540 local councils in Australia have a population less 
than 30,000 therefore demonstrating the resource capacity of most local governments is 
constrained. 

IPWEA believes road safety actions should be: 

• Evidence-based, 
• Effective in their crash and severity reduction outcomes, 
• Cognisant of other community objectives, and 
• Cost-effective 

It should therefore be an imperative that adequate numbers of people with enough expertise 
and experience in the engineering, scientific and other professional areas relevant to road 
safety are engaged in improving road safety outcomes. 

Recommended Action: Conduct an independent inquiry to establish the scale and extent of all 
necessary professional expertise required in the state and local road authorities for road 
safety to be carried out effectively. 
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IPWEA welcomes the Ministers decision that ‘…all jurisdictions will work with local governments 
to improve engagement and resourcing for road safety.’ 

To achieve this aim, IPWEA supports the introduction of a formal instrument of agreement that 
will enable regular and meaningful consultation and engagement with the Local Government 
sector. 

Recommended Action: Introduce a formal structure, instrument and processes that will enable 
regular and meaningful consultation and engagement with the Local Government sector.  

 

Councillors elected to a local council have obligations in a wide range of areas that impact on 
road safety.  They are required to make decisions in the best interests of their communities.  
Councillors are elected from a variety of backgrounds and possess different skills, but in general 
they are not road safety experts.  They are expected to run a large business that operates in an 
environment of increasing costs and responsibilities with a constrained revenue base.   

Given these circumstances it is critical that elected representatives have access to factual and 
up to date information and are provided with the opportunity to undertake training to increase 
their awareness levels.  This is particularly true in the case of the need to make policy decisions 
on road safety for their communities. 

In summary, there is a wide range of community representatives that can contribu te to the 
development of a local community road safety policy.  It is critical that the local road authority 
engages with all these organisations to ensure that the widest possible range of inputs is 
considered in the development of a Local Road Safety Action Plan. 

Recommended Action: Initiate a program that supports accessible road safety awareness 
training for local government elected members and community safety advocates.  

 

IPWEA welcomes the Federal Government’s in principle commitment to a minimum $3 b illion a 
year road safety fund.9  A fund of this size will help resource local government (if funds are so 
directed) to deal with the challenges of achieving road safety targets set in the next Strategy. 

 

  

 

9  Represents 10% of the $30 billion plus annual cost of road trauma to the Australian community as reported 
in the 2018 Inquiry into the National Road Safety Strategy. 
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5. Priorities for consideration 

 

The need for a nationally consistent functional road hierarchy classification and reporting 

system 

The aggregation of road information in the form of a common road classification system is 

essential for road planning and management. 

A function-based road classification system allows comparison of roads across the network 

performing a similar function despite carrying different traffic types and volumes.  

Most if not all road engineers agree a functional road classification system will : 

• Promote greater consistency of travel for road users; 

• Improve planning processes, such as Integrated Regional and Local Transport Planning, 

Local Government Planning Schemes, and state-wide planning processes; 

• Provide a basis for effective asset management processes; 

• Provide greater consistency in responses for traffic management, road safety and day-

to-day operations of the road network. 

An initial road hierarchy was published in Australia by the National Association of Australian 

State Road Authorities (NAASRA, now Austroads) in 1989.  The NAASRA hierarchy dealt 

primarily with the National, State and Regional Road network but did not adequately address 

the local road end of the spectrum, nor did it deal qualitatively with the unsealed network.  

A 1998 Austroads report ‘AP-129-98 Responsibilities for local roads’ attempted to clarify 

responsibilities for local roads across the three tiers of government and identify areas where 

greater consistency may be beneficial. 

Although much progress has been made in this area, the responsibilities for local roads remain 

inconsistent across the nation. 

A consistent road classification and reporting system remains an issue 

 

While administrative responsibilities are clear, the lack of functional definitions betwe en the 

State and Local Government controlled road network introduces uncertainty in areas of policy, 

standards, funding and road safety outcomes. 

It is proposed to use the work published by Austroads as a basis to reinvigorate the 

development of a nationally consistent functional road hierarchy and reporting system to 

address issues that have persisted for many years.  This will make meaningful comparisons of 

road safety outcomes across all jurisdictions  

Recommended Action: Develop and implement a nationally consistent functional road 

hierarchy and reporting system. 
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Recognising technical capacity and application needs to improve 

Road managers need the skills and experience in conducting road safety audits, speed limit reviews 
and developing road safety action plans.   

Whilst investment is always welcome, it needs to be targeted to where the greatest need is.  There is 
plenty of anecdotal evidence to suggest the road safety technical skills and experience has been 
diminishing in the local and state road agencies despite an increase in infrastructure investment.   

Successive state governments since the early 1990s who, while saying road safety is so important, 

have regularly eroded the technical skills of the government agencies responsible for the safety of 

our roads. 

The biennial Road Asset Benchmarking Project (IPWEA NSW) asks all 128 NSW Councils if they have a 

Formal Road Safety Plan in place.  For the 121 responding councils in 2019 the reply was that 80 

(66%) do not have a Road Safety Plan while 41 (34%) have an adopted Road Safety Plan.  Of the 41 

(34%) who had one in place, 25 (60%) have reviewed the Plan in the last two years. 

This is not simply a ‘skills shortage’ issue that can be solved by importing skills.  It is the loss of 

experience and skills that many road agencies (including local government) once had, and the de-

engineering culture that replaced them.  Experience cannot be restored overnight – it takes years or 

even decades. 

It is crucial that day-to-day activities in road design and traffic management include the provision of 

road safety-related engineering skills and experience. 

Road safety needs to be a part of the everyday functions and activities of all road authorities.  Those 

skills need to be in-house.  There are countless consulting companies that will inform government 

agencies they have all the capabilities in road safety, as in all other fields.  But if the skills don’t exist 

in-house, how will an agency know if it is getting effective and cost-effective advice? 

This is a strategic issue that needs to be dealt with and the scarce finance should be directed to 

building and maintaining technical skills to improve road safety outcomes. 

Recommended Actions: 

• Road Safety Auditing be encouraged in all lifecycle activities of road management; 

• Amend local government legislation requiring all councils to develop and implement a 

Road Safety Strategic Plan in accordance with best practice; and 

• Federal and State Governments provide increased support for a Local Government Road 

Safety Program. 
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Emerging technologies is an imperative 

IPWEA is actively seeking developments in Technology and Innovation including the impact of 
Disruptive Technologies and is supportive of the development of emerging technologies that 
prevent road crashes. 

The widely consulted and Commonwealth-sponsored IPWEA Street Lighting and Smart Controls 
Roadmap (2016) concluded that the, “National Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020 goals could be 
substantially enhanced by a road lighting strategy.”  The sections of most relevance to road safety 
are 3.2.1 Road Safety and 7.5 Road Crashes at Night.  There are footnotes to the studies and sources 
referenced. 

The key points from this document are that: 

• AS/NZS 1158, the road lighting standard used throughout Australia, notes that good quality 
road lighting can reduce night time road accident rates by some 30% based on a review of a 
wide range of international road safety studies (and much of the legacy road lighting in 
Australia would not meet current standards and is generally at lower levels than 
international peers); 

• The globally recognised Handbook of Road Safety Measures (Elvik et al) recognises improved 
street lighting as having amongst the highest, if not the highest, cost-benefit ratios of all 
available road safety measures; and 

• Research by Clanton & Gibbons in the USA (and others in NZ and elsewhere) has identified 
that significant reductions in driver reaction times can be achieved from deploying high 
quality white light as found in LEDs as compared to the yellow low colour rendition lighting 
of high pressure sodium lighting which currently dominates the Australian road network. 

Because of reduced driver reaction times, more uniform lighting distribution, dramatically improved 
reliability and other road safety benefits of LED lighting, enhanced road safety is widely cited as a key 
benefit of the large-scale LED lighting deployments going on around the world.  

In Australia, the LED deployment is at approximately 20-25% of the national portfolio of the 
estimated 2.4 million street lights in the national road lighting portfolio and LED deployments are at 
lower percentages on the high order roads that carry the greatest exposure to road safety risks.   

Smart controls add road safety benefit by being able to adapt lighting levels to the time of night and 
road conditions (see Roadmap).  Smart controls can also substantially reduce long-term outages by 
immediately reporting faults.   

Smart control deployments in Australia are at less than 3% of the national lighting portfolio (due 
largely to the split incentives of the utilities owning the lights and some regulatory barriers).  New 
Zealand is well ahead of Australia on both counts and the UK has reached perhaps 40% smart 
controls deployment at this point. 

Recommended Actions: 

• Adopt a National Road Lighting Strategy that: 

 

o Require a design review of existing and new road lighting layouts 
Lighting design reviews should be undertaken in conjunction with lighting upgrades 
on high-order roads to identify legacy gaps in lighting, mismatches in lighting sub-
category with current road classification and under/over lighting.  In other countries, 
this kind of design review is taking place in a semi-automated fashion as LED 
upgrades are planned using LiDAR and other sophisticated technologies.  
 

o Increase incentives for road authorities and lighting owners to deploy LED and 

Smart Controls 

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
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Local government and state road agencies have exclusive powers to determine 

whether to provide road lighting, to what lighting level and in what manner to light a 

roadway.  However, at present up to 90% of Australian road lighting is owned by 

electricity distributors.  With pricing oversight of the utilities but limited service-level 

regulation, road authorities have little control over lighting technology decisions and 

service levels and, there are currently no contestable alternatives in all Australian 

States.  

 

In contrast, the Territory government in the ACT retained control of its street lighting 

and the Northern Territory transferred control of lighting back to local governments 

in 2018.  In both territories there is now widespread deployment of LEDs and these 

two jurisdictions account for most of the smart controls deployments in Australia to 

date.  

 

Put simply, the poorly aligned incentives under the current utility ownership model 

of public lighting are hampering timely adoption of LEDs and smart controls.  Utilities 

have no formal responsibility for road safety (nor should they) and face several 

disincentives in adopting new lighting technology.  Consideration should therefore 

be given to either reform of the current system to offer greater incentives to 

upgrade lighting or that allow for contestable alternatives so that the road 

authorities can choose their own service providers. 

 

• Mandate LED deployment for all road lighting 
The National Road Safety Strategy should call for a complete conversion, particularly of 
Category V lighting, to LEDs with smart controls to maximise road safety outcomes.  This 
would be entirely consistent with the recommendations of the IPWEA SLSC Programme 
Roadmap of 2016 (which the Commonwealth was the prime sponsor of) and would help 
meet a wide variety of other public policy objectives beyond road safety (e.g. public security, 
energy efficiency, GHG reductions, better control of obtrusive light, reductions in light 
pollution to the night sky and elimination of mercury from public lighting). 
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6. Recommended Actions 

Our key focus is the role of smart data, information and knowledge application by skilled 

practitioners to guide sensible and affordable decisions on road safety priorities.   

The 2018 Inquiry into the National Road Safety Strategy ‘demands large-scale action, with a disaster 

response that reflects the true measure of the problem’. 

IPWEA has reviewed the priorities listed in the Consultation Paper, consulted with each of the IPWEA 

State Divisions and our Technical Reference Committee known as NAMS Council.   

in summary, we submit the following recommended actions for consideration in the development of 

the next National Road Safety Strategy. 

Recommended Actions: 

1. Rethink the Vision Zero target of zero fatalities and serious injuries by 2050 and 
underpin aspirational goals with concrete operational targets. 
 

2. Focus effort on reducing all crashes. 
 

3. Ensure nationally consistent road safety data terminology is adopted. 
 

4. Improve crash data by recording non-injury crashes. 
 

5. Review the suitability of the Safe System as an effective strategy: identify its strengths 
and weaknesses, as well as any potential areas of effective input that are not 
presently included. 
 

6. Ensure speed limits are set: 
a. in accordance with best practice standards; and 
b. by people trained in undertaking speed limit reviews. 

 
7. Include the NLRDS Road Safety indicator as a NRSS reporting measure. 

 
8. Conduct an independent inquiry to establish the scale and extent of all necessary 

professional expertise required in the state and local road authorities for  road safety 
to be carried out effectively. 
 

9. Introduce a formal structure, instrument and processes that will enable regular and 
meaningful consultation and engagement with the Local Government sector.  
 

10. Initiate a program that supports accessible road safety awareness training for local 
government elected members and community safety advocates.  
 

11. Develop and promote a nationally consistent functional road hierarchy and reporting 

system. 

 

12. Road Safety Auditing be encouraged in all lifecycle activities of road management. 

 

13. Amend local government legislation requiring all councils to develop and implement a 

Road Safety Strategic Plan in accordance with best practice. 
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14. Federal and State Governments provide increased support for a Local Government Road 

Safety Program. 

 

15. Adopt a National Road Lighting Strategy that: 

a. Require a design review of existing and new road lighting layouts; 

b. Increase incentives for road authorities and lighting owners to deploy LED and 

Smart Controls; and 

c. Mandate LED deployment for all road lighting. 
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What we do 

IPWEA provides guidance material and training solutions for public works officers and professionals 
on asset and financial management in the context of managing and delivery of services from 
infrastructure assets. We work closely with our State and Special Divisions, other public works 
associations and government agencies in the development and provision of these services. 

 

IPWEA also provides members with opportunities to network with colleagues at local, state, national 
and international conferences.   

IPWEA lobbies state and federal governments for policy improvement and funding to undertake 
projects that benefit the public works industry. 

IPWEA provides guidance material and training solutions for public works officers and professionals 
on asset and financial management in the context of managing and delivery of services from 
infrastructure assets.   

 

IPWEA’s publications and resources promoting the sustainable management of public infrastructure 
assets include the: 

• International Infrastructure Management Manual (IIMM),  

• Australian Infrastructure Financial Management Manual (AIFMM),  

• Professional Certificate in Asset Management Planning (ProCertAM),  

• Guided Pathway for Asset Management Planning (NAMS.PLUS), and 

• A series of peer reviewed guidance documents known as Practice Notes.   

 

 

 

mailto:admin@ipwea.org
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Training for writing asset management plans, strategy and policy is provided using NAMS+,10 an 
online guided pathway for Asset Management Planning, and Long-Term Infrastructure Financial 
Management and Planning throughout Australia and internationally. 

 

Since its implementation in 2007, NAMS+ has an increasing subscription base in the Australian Local 
Government sector with more than 300 councils (55 per cent) currently subscribed.  Organisations 
outside of local government, including international clients, brings the total number of subscribing 
organisations close to 600. 

Building capacity and competency in asset management and financial planning and reporting for the 
local government sector is a key focus of our work with growing interest emerging from other 
sectors. 

  

 

10 NAMS+ is an internationally recognised capacity building toolkit aligned with IIMM and ISO 55000, 
supporting Asset Management practices and consistency between financial and asset management data. 
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Important Research Material 

7. The National Assessment Framework 

A key part of the Asset Management Strategy is an assessment of the organisation’s maturity and 
capability to sustainably manage its community infrastructure through effective asset management 
and financial planning. 

The National Assessment Framework (NAF) developed for Australian local government by the former 
Australian Centre of Excellence for Local Government (ACELG) and the Institute of Public Works 
Australasia (IPWEA) provides the core asset management competencies required for local 
government to determine progress in implementing the Local Government and Planning Ministers’ 
Council (LGPMC) Financial Sustainability Nationally Consistent Frameworks otherwise known as the 
National Asset Management Framework (NAMF).11 

The NAF is a structured online questionnaire developed by the IPWEA to evaluate progress with 
implementing the elements of the LGPMC NAMF. 

The main objective is for local government to focus on achieving, maintaining (and hopefully 
surpassing) ‘core’ level asset management and financial planning maturity under the NAMF to 
ensure it can at the very least: 

• Record and report on the state of all assets to the community; 
• Meet current statutory reporting requirements; 
• Ensure community safety; and 
• Provide management information to guide decisions by councils on the cumulating 

impact of decisions. 

 

8. National State of the Assets (NSoA) Report  

Since 2012, the Australian Local Government Association has encouraged all Australian councils to 
participate in an annual self-assessment survey of their infrastructure performance and management 
practices known as the National State of the Assets (NSoA) Report.   

Whilst optional, participation has increased with 408 (>75 per cent) local governments across 
Australia providing data for the 2018 National State of the Assets Report. 

To date, the NSoA Project has delivered significant outcomes: 

• Proof of the concept that local government can provide consistent, evidence-based 
infrastructure performance reporting for use by all levels of government (ref: NSoA Pilot 
2012); 

• A complete performance reporting result for sealed and unsealed road assets and concrete 
and timber bridges in terms of condition, function, and capacity indicators (ref: NSoA Report 
2013 & NSoA Report 2014); 

• An updated and complete performance reporting result for all key infrastructure groups for 
which local government has responsibility (ref: NSoA Report 2015); and 

• Consistent trend analysis enabling past comparisons and projections for future investment in 
local government infrastructure in Australia (ref: NSoA Report 2018). 

 
As the peak association for the professionals who deliver public works and engineering services to 
communities in Australia, IPWEA believes now is the appropriate time to continue the project in 
partnership with ALGA. 

 

11 Local Government Financial Sustainability Nationally Consistent Frameworks, Framework 2, ASSET 
PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT, May 2009. 
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9. The National Local Roads Data System 

The National Local Roads Data System (NLRDS) is a valuable tool for the development of cases for all 
levels of government for assistance and financial support for local roads. It is designed to 
demonstrate local government’s credibility, capacity, and leadership at a national level and is the 
only credible source of inventory, financial and expenditure data in Australia. 

Whilst an Australian Local Government Association initiative, the NLRDS is operated by the Institute 
of Public Works Engineering Australasia (IPWEA) on behalf of ALGA. IPWEA provides day-to-day 
operational services for NLRDS including first point of call and help desk services. 

Data is collected and aggregated from existing sources from each State Local Government Grants 
Commission office and Australian Transport Safety Bureau since 1999 and compliments the next 
steps of the NSoA Project. Further information can be found here. 

Access to the data is available on a ‘low cost, high value’ basis. Access to basic data is freely available 
on the web, with more detailed requests considered on a case by case basis. 

 

10. Road Asset Benchmarking Project – IPWEA (NSW) 

The IPWEA (NSW) Roads & Transport Directorate commissioned the Road Asset Benchmarking 
Project to provide a snapshot of the current reported condition of Regional and Local Roads in NSW, 
an estimate of the shortfall in funding necessary to bring them to a satisfactory condition and 
specific recommendations about rectification of the problems identified. 

The first report was launched in 2005 resulting in the publication of two reports titled:  

1. Road Management; and 
2. Timber Bridge Management. 

Additional Benchmarking Surveys have been carried out every two years to identify changes that 
have occurred and to establish trends in asset management. 

These reports have been used to support the need for increased funding to ensure that road and 
bridge assets are adequately maintained, and that local government is financially sustainable into 
the future.   

The data has supported decisions by other levels of government to extend the Roads to Recovery 
program and to establish the Regional Road Timber Bridges Program. The data has been referenced 
by other reports e.g. Engineers Australia Infrastructure Report Cards and the Australian Rural Roads 
Group report detailing the rural local roads crisis. 

Further information can be found here. 
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