24 October 2025

PGA Submission
to the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development,
Communications and the Arts on the

Regulatory Impact Analysis:
Reducing default speed limits outside of built-up areas

INTRODUCTION

The Pastoralists and Graziers Association of WA (PGA) is a non-profit industry organisation
established in 1907, that represents primary producers in both the pastoral and agricultural
regions of Western Australia.

Current membership numbers equate to 84% of all pastoral leases, excluding Indigenous and
conservation leases, and 21% of broadacre producers in the agricultural regions of Western
Australia. This includes grain, livestock and mixed enterprises.

The Western Australian pastoral and broadacre agriculture industries are major contributors to the
agrifood sector and the Western Australian economy. Western Australia produces on average 13
million tonnes of grains each year, with this year’s harvest estimated to exceed 22 million tonnes,
generating more than S5 billion to the WA economy each year.

Western Australia’s livestock industries contribute over $2.5 billion at the farm gate. The WA beef
industry is comprised of approximately 4000 cattle businesses with a total herd of approximately
two million head distributed throughout the state. By number, the largest herd are in the
Kimberley region of the State, followed by the Pilbara and then Southern Rangelands. The majority
of these properties are pastoral lease hold.

As an organisation which consists solely of primary producers from both the pastoral and
agricultural regions, we are pleased to provide this submission outlining some of the comments
and concerns our members have raised over the proposed reduction to default speed limits
outside of built-up areas.

By default, PGA members represent many of the individuals and business entities who will be
negatively affected by reduced speed limits outside of built-up areas.
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RESPONSE TO THE REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS

Having reviewed the Consultation Regulatory Impact Analysis — Reducing default speed limits
outside of built-up areas, we submit the following arguments:

e The Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) is a blunt, irrational instrument that relies on flawed
logic in current road safety policy:

o

o

The RIA itself admits the primary problem is a reversal of a long-term positive trend
in road safety, largely attributed to factors like distracted driving (Sec 2.1.1, 2.1.3).
Penalising all drivers with drastically lower speed limits is an irrational response that
fails to target the actual, changed cause of the problem.

The RIA focuses on a single variable—speed—while acknowledging that "collectively
these [other] factors may be more important than speed, alcohol or fatigue" (Fig 9,
Pg 23). This makes the proposed solution fundamentally misaligned with the
modern problem.

e The Core Issue of Driver Distraction is acknowledged but ignored in the solution:

@)

The RIA identifies "distracted driving" as a key "other determinant" of crashes (Pg
25). In today's world, this is largely due to mobile phones and complex in-car
infotainment systems that draw a driver's attention away from the road.

The RIA states that reducing one factor (like speed) can mitigate the impact of
another (like distraction) by giving more reaction time (Pg 25-26). This is an
admission that the policy is designed to compensate for poor driver behaviour
rather than addressing the behaviour itself. It is irrational to slow down an entire
continent to accommodate for failure to enforce laws against mobile phone use and
to regulate distracting vehicle technology.

The proportion of vehicles with complex, connected infotainment systems has
roughly doubled from around 50% of the national fleet prior to 2020, to nearly 100%
of new cars and a rapidly increasing share of the total fleet in 2025.

This timeline correlates directly with the problem identified in the RIA which
states: "However this trend has reversed in recent years. In 2024 there were 1,291
recorded road deaths, the highest annual toll in 12 years and an increase of 18.6%
compared with 2020." (Page 8)

This is not a coincidence. The dramatic increase in the prevalence and complexity of
in-vehicle technology, designed to capture and hold driver attention, is a primary,
unaddressed causal factor in the reversal of road safety trends. The government's
proposal to lower speed limits is an attempt to treat a symptom (the outcome of
crashes) while ignoring this major new cause (driver distraction from technology).
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The RIA ignores the successful international model of “Driver Training, Not Speed
Enforcement”.

o

The RIA ignores the stark contrast between Australia and Germany, the latter which
has a lower road fatality rate (3.35 per 100,000 vs. Australia's 4.54) despite

having higher default speed limits, including sections of highway with no limit at all.
This proves that speed itself is not the primary determinant of road safety.

The key differentiator is the rigour of driver training. Obtaining a driver's licence in
Germany is a stringent process costing at least 5,000 Euro and includes mandatory
professional driver training and first-aid courses.

In stark contrast, as well as no requirement for driver training on country roads,
Australia relies heavily on parents teaching or supervising their children who are
learning to drive.

Australia (and this analysis) fails to acknowledge that licensing inadequately trained
drivers is a key contributor to the national road toll. Instead, this country now
proposes trying to manage the road safety risk by enforcing reduced speed limits - a
fundamentally flawed approach.

The Modelling is based on extreme and unrealistic hypotheticals, not lived experience:

o

The entire cost-benefit analysis is built on a "scenario-based approach" due to a
complete lack of data on how much driving actually occurs on these "default" roads
(Pg 10, 37-38). The government is proposing a major, impactful change without even
knowing the basic scale of the issue.

The "upper estimate" scenario assumes that up to 30% of all personal travel on rural
sealed roads occurs on these un-signposted back roads (Table 21, Pg 45). For
residents of regional and remote areas, this is a gross overestimation that artificially
inflates the perceived benefits and understates the massive travel time costs that
would be imposed on millions.

Inadequate Capture of Travel Time Costs (response to Page 64 questions):

The RIA models travel time as a direct cost, but it fails to capture the significant secondary
and tertiary costs that this increased time creates.

Increased Fatigue and Safety Risk: A 20% speed reduction equates to roughly 200
additional hours per year spent on the road for the average farm operations. This is
not merely "lost time"; it directly translates to increased driver fatigue, as the work
to be done before and after the trip remains the same, compressing rest periods and
potentially creating a new safety risk that counters the policy's intended benefits.

Cascading Cost Increases: The model does not account for how this lost time
multiplies through the economy:
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e Freight and Cost of Living: To maintain the same level of service and delivery
schedules, businesses will need to hire more staff and deploy more vehicles.
These massive operational costs will inevitably be passed on, contributing to an
estimated 20% rise in freight costs, which would flow through to higher costs of
living for all Australians.

e Service Industry Costs: For mobile mechanics and other "on the road" services,
increased travel time means higher charges for customers (e.g., workshop rates
for driving time plus mileage), making essential services more expensive in
regional areas.

e Public Transport Overhaul: The policy has unworkable implications for school
bus routes, which are often governed by maximum allowable time for students
on the bus. Lower speeds would breach these limits, forcing state governments
to fund additional buses and drivers to maintain current service levels, at a
tremendous and unquantified cost.

o Significant Impost on Specific Industries and Competition (response to Page 73 questions):

The analysis does not adequately consider the disproportionate burden on industries vital to
regional Australia.

e Livestock Transport: For long-haul livestock transport, every additional hour on
the road has implications for animal welfare, operational costs, and driver
viability. This proposal presents a significant impost that threatens the
sustainability of these essential supply chains.

e Competitive Disadvantage: Businesses reliant on rural road networks will be
placed at a severe competitive disadvantage compared to those operating solely
on signed highways or in urban areas. This will disproportionately impact
regional economies.

e The RIA is untenable for regional and remote livelihoods and lifestyles:

o

The RIA concedes that lower speed limits "impose additional travel time costs and
may generate equity concerns for regional and remote communities with fewer
transport alternatives" (Pg 76). This is a profound understatement.

For those living outside cities, cars are not a convenience but a necessity. These
travel time costs accumulate daily for work, education, healthcare, and essential
supplies, directly impacting productivity, income, and quality of life. The regulatory
burden tables (Pg 72-73) quantify these costs in the billions but treat them as an
acceptable trade-off. Such assumptions are completely unacceptable.

Driving long distances at inappropriately low speeds (e.g., 80km/h on long, straight,
rural roads) is monotonous and increases the risk of fatigue, largely due to the
increased duration of time spent behind the wheel. In contrast, higher, appropriate
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speeds on suitable roads can actually improve driver focus and alertness, thus
making them safer.

The RIA ignores the fact that reduced speed limits will often increase driver
frustration. This contributes to the issue of “road rage” which is frequently identified
as an underlying factor in inappropriate and even dangerous driver behaviour.

e The "Safe System" argument is misapplied to vast, low-traffic road networks:

o

The Safe System approach is cited to justify a 70 km/h limit, based on crash
survivability thresholds (Pg 31). However, this logic is designed for environments
with multiple road users and conflict points.

Applying this to long, straight, visual roads in rural areas with extremely low traffic
density is irrational. The risk profile is completely different from an urban
intersection or a city freeway.

e Modern vehicle safety technology makes lower speed limits increasingly redundant.

@)

Improvements in road safety technology in modern cars, including Anti-lock Braking
Systems (ABS), Automatic Emergency Braking (AEB), Electronic Stability Control
(ESC), and lane-keeping assist, are far more effective at preventing crashes than a
blanket, low-speed limit. The RIA’s focus on speed is outdated and fails to account
for the advanced crash-avoidance technology that is now standard in the vehicle
fleet.

e The core philosophy is contradictory: we have safer cars than ever, but we're told to drive
them slower.

@)

It is irrational that speed limits be lowered to levels below those that were in
place decades ago when cars had drum brakes, no seatbelts, and no crash
protection. The federal government’s reaction to make speed limits much lower
than they were when cars were far less safe and more difficult to drive
demonstrates a complete lack of logic and ignores all technological progress.

e Compliance is rightly identified as a major risk, making the policy ineffective:

o

The report admits that "not all drivers comply fully with default speed limits" and
that "larger reductions are likely to face stronger community resistance" (Pg 75-76).
A law that lacks public legitimacy and is widely flouted is bad policy and erodes
respect for all road rules.
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o

The assumed speed reductions in the model are "conservative" because a drop to 70
km/h "has few precedents" (Pg 53). Proposing a policy with no proven precedent for
acceptance or effectiveness is a reckless gamble with public compliance.

e Conclusion: INVEST IN COMPETENCE, NOT COMPLIANCE

o

The policy attempts to solve a complex, modern problem (driver distraction) with a
simplistic, outdated solution (blanket speed reductions) that will disproportionately
and unfairly burden the one-third of Australians who live outside major cities.

A more rational approach would focus on targeted measures addressing the actual
causes of the recent increase in fatalities, such as enhanced enforcement against
mobile phone use, public education on the dangers of distraction, and reviewing the
safety of in-car technology interfaces.

An essential element of the solution should be to improve driver training standards,
and to include minimum hours of required driver training outside of “built up areas”.

The billions of dollars in economic cost from increased travel time (as modelled in
the RIA) could be far better spent on a comprehensive overhaul of our driver
education system, moving it towards a German-style model of mandatory
professional training.

The government must address the root cause—poor driver training and
distraction— rather than imposing a broad, ineffective, and economically damaging
speed reduction that punishes responsible motorists for the failures of a weak
licensing system.

Yours faithfully

Tony Seabrook
PGA President
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