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Audit snapshot

Is the distracted driver and seatbelt detection camera program contributing to
road safety?

Why we did this audit

Using a mobile device while driving significantly increases the risk of road accidents. Not wearing a seatbelt
increases the risk of serious injuries or death if an accident happens. Both are illegal in Victoria.

The distracted driver and seatbelt detection camera program (the program) aims to improve road safety by:
e raising awareness of the risks and laws around using mobile devices and not wearing a seatbelt
e increasing enforcement of these laws

e reducing behaviours that raise the risk of road accidents, serious injuries and death.

Information about the number of road deaths from using a mobile device or not wearing a seatbelt is not separated from
other behaviours, but since the program began, the number of deaths from road accidents in Victoria has increased.

We did this audit to look at how the program is being delivered and if it is improving road safety.

Key background information

308

camera sites

1
=7

¥

160,754

camera hours

=

188,493

infringements issued:
around </

45%

for mobile
device use -

around

55%

for not wearing ﬁ
a seatbelt

Note: Figures cover the period from July 2023 to September 2025. Camera sites and hours are for planned deployment locations and scheduled hours, so
actual figures may vary. Each lane of traffic is counted separately, so a camera covering 2 road lanes for one hour counts as 2 camera hours.
Source: VAGO, based on data from the Department of Justice and Community Safety and Jenoptik Australia.

What we concluded

It is not clear how much the program is contributing to road safety.

The Department of Justice and Community Safety (the department) does not know if or how the program is
reducing road accidents, serious injuries and deaths. It does not have a clear approach for how it will measure this.

The department did not gather data about the number of accidents, serious injuries and deaths linked to mobile
devices and seatbelts before the program started to compare results against. Linking accidents to specific
behaviours is complex, and the department will not work out how to get this data until at least mid-2026.

The department has also changed the benefits it expects the program to achieve and has not consistently reported
on its performance. This makes it difficult to assess how well the program is working over time.

The department, its contractor Jenoptik Australia and Victoria Police’s process to verify images of offences and issue
infringements is working as intended. But Victoria Police does not always record evidence when it identifies
potential camera sites. This means it cannot always show that camera locations are based on sound evidence.

The department’s administration of the program could be improved, particularly for meeting privacy requirements in
the Road Safety (General) Regulations 2079 and independently verifying Jenoptik Australia’s performance data.
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Our key findings

What we examined

Our audit followed 2 lines of inquiry:

1. Are the Department of Justice and Community Safety (the department) and Victoria Police managing the
distracted driver and seatbelt detection camera program (the program) appropriately?

2. Is the department evaluating the program's contribution to road safety?

To answer these questions, we examined:
e the department
e Victoria Police

e Jenoptik Australia (Jenoptik).

Identifying what is working well
In our engagements we look for what is working well — not only areas for improvement.

Sharing positive outcomes allows other public agencies to learn from and adopt good practices. This is an
important part of our commitment to better public services for Victorians.

Identifying changes made during our audit
Agencies sometimes make changes while we are auditing them.

This shows that agencies take action based on our work without waiting until we have fully completed our report.

Terms used in this report
Distracted driver

A distracted driver is someone who is not paying full attention while driving a vehicle. In this report, we use this term for drivers
who are distracted because they are using a mobile device.

Infringements
Infringements are fines and demerit points issued by Victoria Police when someone is found to have broken the law.
Mobile devices

Mobile devices are portable devices such as mobile phones, tablets, laptops, media/game players and cameras. Drivers are not
allowed to hold or touch them while driving.

Serious injuries

Serious injuries are injuries that require someone to be treated at hospital.
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Background

The program’s road safety objectives

In 2021, the then Department of Transport developed the Victorian Road Safety Strategy 2021-2030 to address
deaths and serious injuries on Victorian roads.

Its main objective is to halve road deaths and significantly reduce serious injuries by 2030. One of the ways it aims to
do this is to run targeted initiatives to improve road safety.

The program is one of these initiatives. The program aims to improve road safety and contribute to reducing death
and serious injuries by:

e raising awareness of the risks and laws around distracted driving and not wearing a seatbelt
e increasing enforcement

e reducing behaviours that can increase the risk of road accidents, serious injuries and death.

How the program works

The program started on 31 March 2023 with a 3-month trial period. During this time, people committing an offence
received advisory letters.

Full enforcement began on 1 July 2023 for an initial period of 2 years, that is until July 2025. In December 2024, the
government extended the program to June 2030. People committing an offence receive infringements, which
include fines and demerit points.

The program uses distracted driver and seatbelt road safety cameras (cameras), which are mounted in mobile trailers.

Jenoptik places the cameras in different locations across Victoria. Victoria Police and Jenoptik work together to create
a list of agreed camera sites, known as the ‘master list'. Victoria Police creates a monthly roster that tells Jenoptik
which sites from the master list it should place cameras.

Each camera has image recognition software, referred to in the program as artificial intelligence (Al). Cameras take
images of every vehicle that passes by on the road. The Al then scans and analyses images to find:

e drivers who are using mobile devices

e people who are not wearing seatbelts properly.

If the Al finds someone who ... it... then ...

appears to be committing an sends the image to Jenoptik for several  Victoria Police decides whether to
offence stages of human review issue an infringement.

does not appear to be rejects and automatically deletes the no further action is taken.
committing an offence image

Jenoptik’s Al

Jenoptik's image recognition software scans images and uses built-in rules to decide if an offence appears to have been
committed. While it is called Al, it is different from generative Al models (such as ChatGPT) that create new information.

See Section 4 for more details about the program’s camera rostering and image verification process.

Roles and responsibilities

The program is jointly delivered by the department, Victoria Police and Jenoptik. Figure 1 shows the roles and
responsibilities for the program.
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Figure 1: Roles and responsibilities for the program

Organisation Roles and responsibilities

The department e Responsible for delivering the program
e Administers the program and outsources operations to its contractor, Jenoptik

e Manages Jenoptik's performance

Victoria Police e Identifies potential sites and proposes where cameras should be located
e Works with the department and Jenoptik to verify images
e Decides whether to issue infringement notices

Jenoptik e Operates mobile camera trailers
e Manages the Al

e Responsible for the IT systems and processes used to record and verify data and images

Jenoptik manages some of these activities through a subcontractor, including part of the
verification process.

Source: VAGO.

What we found

This section focuses on our key findings, which fall into 3 areas:
1. The department does not know if the program is reducing road accidents, serious injuries and deaths.

2. Victoria Police's process for identifying camera sites is not well designed and it does not record its decisions
consistently.

3. There are gaps in how the department administers the program, including privacy and data assurances issues.

The full list of our recommendations, including agency responses, is at the end of this section.

Consultation with agencies
When reaching our conclusions, we consulted with the audited agencies and considered their views.

You can read their full responses in Appendix A.

Key finding 1: The department does not know if the program is reducing road
accidents, serious injuries and deaths

The department started its evaluation later than it first planned

The program’s business case expected the department to confirm, within 12 to 24 months of enforcement starting,
whether the program was reducing road deaths and accident costs. The department did commission an independent
evaluation of the program to measure its contribution to road safety. But the evaluation started in early 2025, which
is 2 years into the program. The evaluation plan now calls for 4 years of data before it can assess whether the
program is reducing accidents, serious injuries and deaths.

The department did not collect complete data at the start of the program and does not have a clear
method to do this

It is not clear if the department will be able to assess if and how the program is contributing to road safety over time.

The department did not collect baseline data on accidents, serious injuries and deaths linked to distracted driving or
not wearing a seatbelt before the program started. Current available data does not show if road accidents are caused
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by these specific behaviours. The department does not have a clear method for getting this information and will not
develop one until at least mid-2026.

This means the department cannot be sure it can:
e get the data needed to fully understand the program’s contribution to road safety

e track the program’s impact on road accidents, serious injuries and deaths since it started.

Another way the program aims to improve road safety is to educate the public on the risks and laws around
distracted driving and not wearing a seatbelt. But the department also did not collect baseline data about people’s
knowledge or attitudes towards this.

Baseline data

Baseline data is information about a situation before a program starts. It can provide a starting point to measure if the program is
working as intended by allowing comparisons of data before the program started with data after.

The department changed how it will measure the program’s contribution to road safety

The department has changed the benefits it expects the program to deliver.

In 2022 before the program started, the department developed a business case that outlined the benefits and targets
it expected the program to achieve. In 2026 the department released a new benefits management plan (the new
plan) to replace the 2022 business case.

But the new plan ... which means ...

has fewer expected benefits than the 2022 business case the program’s benefits are not consistent, so it is difficult
to assess how it is performing over time.

is still being refined. The plan does not have targets or the department cannot track whether the program is
measures against all of its benefits (including road delivering these benefits.

accidents, serious injuries and deaths) which the

department is still finalising

The department does not consistently report on the program'’s performance

The department has not consistently or completely reported on how the program is performing since it started.

In August 2025 the department set up a governance committee to oversee the program. The department is
reporting to the committee on the program'’s performance. But its reporting has not been regular and information
has been limited or incomplete. This is because of:

e changes to the program’s benefits and gaps in how the department measures them

e alack of available data to support its reporting (such as data for accidents, serious injuries and deaths linked to
distracted driving and not wearing a seatbelt).

This makes it difficult for the department to assess how well the program is performing since it began.

Addressing this finding

To address this finding, we made one recommendation to the department about:

e improving how it measures and reports on the program’s contribution to road safety.
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Key finding 2: Victoria Police’s process for identifying camera sites is not well
designed and it does not record its decisions consistently

Victoria Police does not always have enough evidence to assess potential camera sites

Victoria Police’s procedures say that camera sites must meet at least one of 4 criteria. But the data Victoria Police
needs to assess potential sites against these criteria is not always available.

For example, the most-used criterion says a site should have a history of accidents that involve distracted driving or
not wearing a seatbelt. But available data does not always show if those behaviours have contributed to accidents.

There is also one criterion that requires information about road characteristics, but that data does not currently exist.
This means Victoria Police cannot reliably use its criteria when identifying where camera sites should be.

Victoria Police also does not use site information to assess if there are road conditions or characteristics that make
offences more or less likely. This is a missed opportunity for Victoria Police to collect and use the program’s
information to improve its criteria and make sure it selects camera sites consistently.

Victoria Police does not always keep complete records when selecting camera sites

Victoria Police mainly uses accident data to identify camera sites. But it does not have records of this data for some
sites in its rostering system. This means Victoria Police cannot show that it always considered a location’s relevant
accident history before selecting it as a camera site.

Victoria Police does not always assess camera sites against the program's 4 criteria correctly. For example, it
sometimes says that a member of the public referred the site, when it was referred by a police officer. It does not
keep complete records of how it makes its decisions during its site-selection process.

Addressing this finding
To address this finding, we made 2 recommendations to Victoria Police about:
e reviewing and updating its site selection criteria

e improving its record-keeping.

Key finding 3: There are gaps in how the department administers the program,
including privacy and data assurances issues

The department and Jenoptik kept images for longer than regulations allow

Under the Road Safety (General) Regulations 2079 (the regulations), the department and Jenoptik must delete images
that do not show an offence being committed within:

e 24 hours after being taken, if rejected by the Al
e 30 days after being taken, if rejected later in the review process

e 6 months after being taken, if the department and Jenoptik need them for monitoring purposes.

But the department held some images for longer than allowed in 2025 when it was assessing the Al's accuracy. It has
now deleted those images. The department also held some images for longer than allowed when it was reviewing
Jenoptik's processes.

The department has procedures that say it can keep some images indefinitely as part of its contract management
processes. But this creates a risk that it will continue to breach the regulations’ privacy rules.

We also found that Jenoptik archived images for 7 years as part of its data backup processes. Jenoptik fixed this issue
in February 2026 because of this audit.
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The department does not verify data that Jenoptik uses to report on its own performance

The department uses 21 key performance indicators (KPIs) to measure Jenoptik's performance. The KPIs are in
Jenoptik’s contract. They include the time it takes to give images to Victoria Police and how accurately it finds
potential offences.

For some of the KPIs, the department relies on Jenoptik to provide self-reported data. But it does not verify that this
data is accurate and complete. This means the department is not fully managing the risk that Jenoptik’s data may be
inaccurate or its results may be unreliable for those KPIs.

Addressing this finding

To address this finding, we made 2 recommendations to the department about:
e complying with the regulations for keeping images

e verifying the data that Jenoptik uses for self-reported KPIs.
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Our recommendations

We made 5 recommendations to address our findings. The relevant agencies have
accepted 4 recommendations in full and one recommendation in part.

Agency
response(s)
Finding: The Department of Justice and Community Safety does not know if the distracted driver and
seatbelt detection camera program is reducing road accidents, serious injuries and deaths
Department of Justice 1 Improve how it assesses the distracted driver and seatbelt detection Partially
and Community camera program'’s contribution to road safety by establishing: accepted
Safety e away of measuring accidents that can attribute serious injuries and
deaths to distracted driving and seatbelt non-compliance as soon as
practicable
e  consistent, regular reporting on the distracted driver and seatbelt
detection camera program'’s performance against expected benefits
to departmental stakeholders (see Section 3).
Finding: Victoria Police’s process for identifying camera sites is not well designed and it does not
record its decisions consistently
Victoria Police 2 Review and revise its camera site selection criteria to make sure they are Accepted
evidence-based, including by:
e amending or removing criteria that rely on data that cannot be
reliably linked to relevant behaviours
e clearly defining what would be sufficient and complete evidence to
meet each criterion (see Section 4).
3 Strengthen its documentation and quality assurance processes to make Accepted
sure it can demonstrate how it identifies camera sites, including by:
e  keeping complete records of the evidence it uses to identify all sites
e accurately recording referral sources and assessment outcomes
e  periodically reassessing sites to check they still meet the criteria (see
Section 4).
Finding: There are gaps in how the Department of Justice and Community Safety administers the
distracted driver and seatbelt detection camera program, including privacy and data assurances issues
Department of Justice 4 Review its procedures to make sure it does not keep images for longer Accepted
and Community than allowed under the Road Safety (General) Regulations 2019 (see
Safety Section 4).
5 Independently verify Jenoptik's data where Jenoptik self-reports on its key ~ Accepted
performance indicators (see Section 4).
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3.

Improving road safety

The department commissioned an independent evaluation of the program in early 2025,
2 years after it began. But the department did not collect baseline data about road
accidents, serious injuries and deaths linked to distracted driving or not wearing a seatbelt,
or on public attitudes.

Existing data does not reliably identify which accidents, injuries and fatalities are caused by
distracted driving or not wearing a seatbelt. The department will not establish a method to
get this information until at least mid-2026.

In 2025, the department changed its plan for how it will measure the program'’s benefits.
But the new plan has fewer benefits than the one it replaced, and the department is still
continuing to refine it. The department has also not consistently reported on the
program’s performance.

These issues mean the department cannot fully measure how well the program is
performing against its expected benefits, or if it has contributed to road safety.

Covered in this section:

e [tis not yet clear how the program is contributing to road safety

e The department does not have complete baseline data to assess the program

e The department is still developing how it will measure the program’s contribution to road safety

e The department has not consistently reported on the program'’s performance

It is not yet clear how the program is contributing to road safety

Challenges to There are many behavioural, environmental and technological factors that influence road safety.
measuring
contributions to
road safety

Attributing a reduction in road deaths and serious injuries to a specific program is inherently
difficult. An increase in overall road trauma does not mean the program is having no effect.

But this difficulty was known from the start of the program, and one of the program’s main
expected benefits is a reduction in road accidents, serious injuries and deaths. The department has
not yet been able to measure this.
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Contributing to  The department cannot yet show that the program is contributing to reducing accidents, serious

road safety injuries and deaths.

In 2022 the department prepared a business case that identified benefits it expected the program

to deliver.

The department expected the

program to ...

generate $81 million from
infringements between April
2023 and June 2025.

reduce accidents, serious
injuries and deaths.

reduce distracted driving and
seatbelt non-compliance over
time, halving approximately
every 12 months.

Since it started ...

we estimate the program has generated around $89 million in
fines revenue from July 2023 to June 2025.

e the department has not measured, and does not have a
methodology to measure, the number of deaths and serious
injuries from distracted driving and not wearing a seatbelt

e overall deaths from road accidents have increased from
266 in 2022-23 to 295 in 2024-25. This increase cannot be
directly attributed to distracted driving and may be the result
of other causes.

evidence about if this is happening is mixed, for example:

e the government’s Cameras Save Lives website reports that
0.69 per cent of road users did not comply with the laws in
July to September 2023, which decreased to 0.47 per cent in
July to September 2025

o self-reported behaviour has not improved according to public
surveys, as Figure 2 shows.

Figure 2: Surveyed drivers and passengers reporting using a mobile phone and improper seatbelt use

60
52.0 51.0 52.0
50
40
£ 30
o
9]
[a W
20
1
0 36 42 4.7
0 22 27 3.0
2022 2023 2024

Driver seatbelt improper use

Passenger seatbelt improper use Mobile phone use

Note: Figures show the percentage of drivers and passengers of the total surveyed by the Transport Accident Commission.
Source: VAGO, based on Transport Accident Commission data.
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Evaluation
timing

Progress to date

The 2022 business case said that the department would confirm whether the program had
reduced crashes, injuries and deaths within 12 to 24 months of enforcement starting (that is, by
late 2024 or 2025). If this had happened, the impact of the program on accidents, injuries and
deaths would have been evaluated before the program’s initial funding ended in July 2025.

The department commissioned an external agency to evaluate the program in February 2025.

The department has shown good practice by appointing an independent evaluator. However, the
evaluation was not commissioned until well into the initial funding period, and later than the
department planned in its 2022 business case. Evaluation of whether the program has reduced
accidents, injuries and deaths has not yet been done.

The department commissioned the external evaluator to complete the evaluation in 2 phases.

Phase 1 of the evaluation is complete. It looked at the number and patterns of infringements since
before the program started, and re-offending rates. It found that the program:

e s effective at catching offences on a large scale, given the volume of images and checks it can
process

e s less effective at changing individual offenders’ behaviour compared to receiving an
infringement directly from a police officer or by going to court

e may not achieve long-term changes in driver and passenger behaviour by itself. The
evaluation report suggested the department could increase the program'’s effectiveness by
combining it with:

- other types of enforcement, for example police officers on highway patrol

- more public education and awareness campaigns.

Phase 2 of the evaluation is due to finish in May 2027. It will assess the program’s overall impact,
including:

e whether cameras are deployed fairly across regional and metropolitan areas
e how road safety results compare to initial forecasts

e if the program has reduced the number of road accidents, serious injuries and deaths.

The department does not have complete baseline data to assess the program

Missing baseline
data

The department could have established an evaluation approach from the start of the program
using the measures and targets from its original business case. This would have allowed it to
gather baseline data to report against later.

But it did not do this. Instead, it developed an evaluation approach while the program was already
running and commissioned the evaluation 2 years into the program.

The department'’s evaluator has baseline data about infringements that goes back to 2018. But
other critical baseline data is missing. This impacts the quality of the evaluation.
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The evaluation ... This means ...

did not survey the public's attitudes and it will be more difficult to know if attitudes and
behaviours before the program started because behaviours have changed because of the

it was not commissioned to do the evaluation ~ program.

until 2 years into the program.

will not start working out how to measure the it will not be able to track this information since
number of accidents, serious injuries and deaths the start of the program and fully understand
caused by distracted driving or not wearing a the program'’s impact.

seatbelt until mid-2026.

Complete and accurate baseline data to evaluate if road accidents, serious injuries and deaths are
caused by distracted driving or not wearing a seatbelt does not currently exist. The department
has acknowledged this.

The department is still developing how it will measure the program’s contribution
to road safety

The 2022
business case

The new plan

The department’s 2022 business case for the program:

identifies the benefits it expected the program to deliver, including behavioural changes and
road safety benefits

e includes measures and targets to track progress against these benefits

e says the department would work with a research organisation to confirm reductions in road
deaths and accident costs within 12 to 24 months after the program started.

This set an expectation that the program’s contribution to road safety would be measurable,
including the program'’s contribution to reducing serious injuries and deaths.

Although the business case did not quantify the expected reductions, research referenced in the
business case suggested that large-scale rollout of cameras could avoid up to 95 accidents per
year.

The research also indicated that the program could result in up to $21 million per year in cost
savings relating to accidents. The department has not identified cost savings relating to accidents
as a benefit.

In 2025 the department decided that the program’s benefits, measures and targets from the 2022
business case were no longer appropriate.

It told us this was because of changes to the program, including the government'’s decision to
extend the program in late 2024.

In January 2026 it released the new plan for the program, which describes:
o the benefits the department expects the program to achieve that will contribute to road safety

e how and when the department will measure if the benefits are being achieved.

The department’s external evaluator will review and refine the new plan to confirm that its benefits
are:

e measurable and reportable (for example, relevant data is available)

e ready for reporting from July 2026.
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Until it has done this, the department will not know if baseline data exists to measure progress
against the new plan’s benefits. The department has acknowledged this.

As of April 2026, the department is still refining the new plan. It is due to complete this in June
2026. But this means the department does not have a final set of benefits, measures and targets to
assess how much the program is contributing to road safety.

Comparing the  The department has changed the benefits it expects the program to deliver and the department's

new plan to the  new plan has less benefits than the 2022 business case.
2022 business

case
For example, the 2022 business case included ... But the new plan does not ...

targets for reducing offence rates and using include targets for some of its benefits and will
offence rate data from early 2023 as the baseline. not get baseline data until the program
evaluation is complete.

plans to track the number of infringements plan to measure infringement numbers.
issued between 2023 and 2025.

expected fines revenue generated by the discuss fines revenue.
program.

expected cost savings from accidents prevented  discuss savings from prevented accidents.
by the program.

These changes to the program'’s benefits mean that:

e the department is not assessing as much of the program'’s contribution to road safety than it
originally planned

e itisdifficult for the department to measure the program’s contribution to road safety
between 2023 (when it started) and 2026 (when the benefits measures changed) because
some of the 2022 business case measures will no longer be used

e the department has a limited view of how well the program is delivering its expected benefits
until the evaluator's results are available and a baseline is established.

While there are fewer benefits in the new plan, the department has identified benefits that align
with the program’s broader objectives and focus on its contribution to road safety. For example,
the new plan includes benefits such as ‘A reduction in distracted driving and seatbelt
non-compliance related fatalist and serious injuries’ and ‘Improvement in compliance with driver
seatbelt and passenger seatbelt use’. This means the new plan’s benefits are useful to assess the
program’s contribution to road safety, if the department can measure and report against them.

The department has not consistently reported on the program’s performance

Operational The department has operational data that measures the program'’s activities, including:
data reporting KPI data for Jenoptik’s activities
e the number of infringements issued through the program, including where and when

e fines revenue generated by the program.
The department reports some of this data to external stakeholders, including other agencies

involved in delivering the Victorian Road Safety Strategy 2021-2030. Some data is also published
quarterly on the Cameras Save Lives website.
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The department's internal reporting has focused on how Jenoptik is performing against its KPIs.
This can show how the program is being delivered, for example whether cameras are operating for
the required number of hours per month.

But this operational data is not designed to give a full picture of how the program is performing or
contributing to road safety.

New The department is reporting to its governance committee, but reporting has not been consistent
governance and has limitations.
committee and

When the program was first established, it was funded from July 2023 to June 2025. In December
2024 the government extended the program to June 2030. To support the program over this
extension, the department created a new governance committee in August 2025.

reporting

Its role is to oversee the program and make sure that its benefits are being delivered. The
committee has representatives from the department, Victoria Police and other road safety
stakeholders such as the Traffic Accident Commission.

In March 2026, the department reported to the committee against operational metrics, including
the number of:

e camera hours delivered

e infringements issued.

It also reported against one of its performance measures around road-user behaviour change and
compliance.

The department's reporting in March 2026 shows improvements from its previous reports to the
committee, which did not include this detail. But:

e the March 2026 report was the first that contained this type of information, so we cannot
confirm this is going to be a regular, standard approach

e there are still gaps and limitations in the department’s reporting because of the known issues
around baseline data and incomplete targets.

This lack of consistent reporting makes it difficult for the department and other stakeholders to
fully understand how the program is contributing to road safety.
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4

Delivering the program

Victoria Police does not consistently use evidence when it identifies camera sites. This is
because its criteria for identifying camera sites cannot always be supported by evidence. It
also does not always keep complete records during this process.

Jenoptik and Victoria Police’s processes to capture images, verify offences and issue
infringements work well. But the department and Jenoptik breached the regulations’
privacy requirements by keeping images for longer than allowed.

The department does not validate Jenoptik’s self-reported KPI data, which means it cannot
be sure the results are accurate.

Covered in this section:
e Victoria Police’s process for identifying camera sites is not always supported by evidence
e Camera rostering and image verification processes reduce the risk of incorrect infringements

e There are gaps in how the department administers the program

Victoria Police’s process for identifying camera sites is not always supported by
evidence

Criteria for Victoria Police has 4 criteria to assess, prioritise and identify locations for camera sites, as Figure 3
camera sites shows. A site can meet more than one criteria. The department and Victoria Police developed the
criteria before the program started.

Figure 3: The 4 criteria to identify camera sites

Criteria Requirement

1 Documented history of collisions or road trauma within the previous 3 years that can be
linked to driver distraction or illegal seatbelt wearing.

2 Validated complaints of drivers using portable devices illegally, or with the improper wearing
of seatbelts. For example, through feedback from the general public or local councils.

3 Anywhere deemed necessary by Victoria Police for the effective enforcement of distracted
driving or seatbelt offences and the overall improvement to driver behaviour and road safety.

4 The road environment and physical characteristic is likely to encourage a higher frequency of
driver distraction or improper wearing of seatbelts behaviour.

Source: VAGO, based on Victoria Police's information.
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Issues with the
criteria

Issues with how
Victoria Police
uses and records
evidence

Results not used
to improve site
selection

There are issues with the criteria that make it difficult for Victoria Police to assess a location or
gather the evidence needed to recommend it as a camera site.

The issues are:

¢ Available data cannot always link accidents to specific behaviours (such as distracted driving
and not wearing a seatbelt), which is needed for criterion 1.

e Victoria Police does not know the type of road environment or physical characteristics that
increase the likelihood of distracted driving or seatbelt offences. This means a location cannot
be assessed against criterion 4, which has never been used.

e  When the department initially developed the criteria it did not outline what evidence is
needed to support Victoria Police’s decision-making. Without this guidance, Victoria Police
does not have a standard of evidence to help it decide if the criteria apply to potential sites.

Because of these issues, Victoria Police cannot show it is prioritising camera sites based on the
likelihood or risk of distracted driving and seatbelt offenses taking place.

When Victoria Police identifies a camera site, it records the site in its rostering system with the

criteria it used to make its decision. But Victoria Police does not always include enough

information to show why it recommended a site or how the site meets the criteria.

Between July 2023 and September 2025, Victoria Police marked 90 per cent of its recommended

camera sites as meeting criterion 1.

This criterion requires Victoria Police to check if a location has a history of accidents linked to

distracted driving or seatbelt offences. Victoria Police uses mapping software to find locations with

a history of road accidents to do this. It then records this information in the rostering system. But:

e out of 33 sites we sampled, 15 did not have accident records against them. This means
Victoria Police cannot show it always considered a site’s accident history before
recommending it

e available data does not always directly attribute accidents to distracted driving or seatbelt
offences. This means Victoria Police may not have enough evidence to show a site has a
history of these offences.

We also found 8 cases where Victoria Police did not correctly classify a site under the criteria. For
example, it marked a site as meeting criterion 2 (a referral from the public) when it was referred by
a police officer (which is criterion 3).

This inaccurate record-keeping means that Victoria Police's decisions may not always be based on
sound evidence.

Victoria Police told us that it reviewed how it documents it camera site decisions in 2025. But we
still found that evidence was not sufficient for the sites we looked at.

Victoria Police is not using data from the program to plan for or improve how it selects sites.

Victoria Police does not review camera information to get insights about sites or its criteria. For
example, it does not know if there are road conditions or characteristics that make a particular site
more or less effective at finding distracted driving or seatbelt offences. This particularly affects
criterion 4, which asks for this information to assess a site.

This is a missed opportunity for Victoria Police to collect and use information to improve its criteria
and make sure that it is consistently selecting sites.
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Camera When Victoria Police has identified a potential camera site, it passes it on to Jenoptik to assess if
rostering the site is practically suitable. This includes whether:

e it is safe for staff to put up and take down the camera on the site

e there is any suitable parking space nearby.

Victoria Police records all sites onto the master list in the rostering software. It uses the master list
to create a monthly roster of ‘sessions’ for Jenoptik to set up cameras.

Session

A specific location and time that a camera is operating. Cameras are mobile and move between sites,
according to the monthly roster.

If Jenoptik finds that a session on the monthly roster is not feasible (for example, because of
roadworks or bad weather) it notifies Victoria Police that it cannot follow the roster and uses
another site on the master list instead.

To avoid delays to camera deployment, Jenoptik can swap unsuitable sites for another site without
waiting for approval from Victoria Police. Victoria Police approves these changes later, checking
that Jenoptik has relocated to a valid site that is on the master list.

Working well: Finalising site selection and rostering

Once Victoria Police has identified a potential camera site, the rest of the site selection and rostering processes
work well.

Jenoptik makes consistent decisions about whether a proposed site is suitable. Victoria Police's monthly rostering
process is effective to produce workable plans for Jenoptik to set up cameras.

Jenoptik and Victoria Police work well together to dynamically manage camera deployment when Jenoptik cannot
use a site on the roster and must use an alternative site.

Work in progress: The department has updated the Cameras Save Lives website

The Cameras Save Lives website is the public portal for Victoria's whole camera safety program, including for this
program. It has a form for the public to recommend where cameras should be located.

We identified that the website did not accurately describe how public suggestions for potential camera sites were
managed.

In December 2025, the department updated the website and it now correctly describes the process.
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Camera rostering and image verification processes reduce the risk of incorrect
infringements

Verifying images Jenoptik’s process for verifying images is identifying offences effectively.

Jenoptik makes sure multiple staff independently verify images through different stages of its
process. This is to cross-check decisions and confirm that images have enough detail and clarity to
be enough evidence of a potential offence.

Victoria Police then makes the final decision about whether an offence has been committed. If it
has, Victoria Police issues an infringement.

Figure 4 shows this process.

Figure 4: Overview of the program's image verification process

Jenoptik places cameras at selected sites, as per the monthly roster

Cameras detect vehicles throughout the session and take images of each vehicle

|

Al CHECK
Jenoptik's Al scans each image for offences — No offence > ITERR B EEEiEy |mmed|ate!y
and not passed to human review
1ST HUMAN REVIEW ‘ May be an offence

A Jenoptik staff member does an initial Image is deleted within 30 days
. — No offence > .
check of each image of being taken

2ND HUMAN REVIEW ‘ May be an offence

y (€g. within 6 months of being taken

in the right location)
A

3RD HUMAN REVIEW ‘ Session valid No offence No offence
] |

Staff disagree A Jenoptik team leader checks

Two Jenoptik staff members independently

verify each image and both must agree on the image and decides —
an outcome —| the outcome
|
DECISION ‘ May be an offence SRR Not\;ure
Victoria Police decides if an offence Jenoptik sends the image to
has been committed May be an offence  Victoria Police for review
%

No offence

Offence committed

Victoria Police issues an infringement

Source: VAGO, based on Jenoptik and Victoria Police's processes.

18 | Reducing the Harm Caused by Distracted Drivers | Victorian Auditor-General’s Report 2025-26



Between July 2023 and September 2025, the program’s cameras photographed
31,437,979 vehicles. Of these, Victoria Police issued 188,493 infringements for distracted driving
and seatbelt offences.

Figure 5 shows the proportion of vehicles photographed that progressed through each stage of
the process.

Figure 5: The proportion of vehicles photographed that resulted in infringements between July 2023 and September 2025

Out of every 1,000 vehicles photographed

ssed 147 images to human review ...

... human review passed 7 potential offences to Victoria Police ...
[ [ [ [ [ ]

... and Victoria Police issued 6 infringements.
| [ [ [ ]

Source: VAGO, using data from the department.

Low-confidence If Jenoptik staff are not sure whether an image shows an offence being committed, they can reject
images the image during the verification process. These images are known as low-confidence images.

An image may be low-confidence when, for example, it does not clearly show if a driver is holding
a mobile device or something else. Figure 6 shows an image Jenoptik gave us as an example of an
object that could be a mistaken for a mobile device.

This approach helps to make sure Jenoptik does not incorrectly say an offence may have been
committed.

Figure 6: Example of an object that could be mistaken for a mobile device

Source: Jenoptik.
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Working well: Jenoptik and Victoria Police working together to improve verification

Jenoptik and Victoria Police work well together to improve Jenoptik's verification processes based on review of
low-confidence images.

This is done systematically, including through joint meetings between Jenoptik and Victoria Police to review trends
in images that Jenoptik has sent to Victoria Police.

Jenoptik uses Victoria Police's decisions about low-confidence images to improve its verification procedures.

Issuing Victoria Police decides whether to issue an infringement. Its approach to decision-making is
infringements  effective and reduces the risk of it issuing an incorrect infringement.

Victoria Police uses the same team, procedures and processes to issue infringements for:
e distracted driving and seatbelt offences

e other road safety camera infringements.

This makes sure that Victoria Police is consistent across all its road camera safety programs.

Staff who make decisions on whether to issue infringements get assistance from their supervisors
for images they are unsure about.

People who receive an infringement can contest it in court. In these cases, Victoria Police carries
the cost and risk of legal proceedings. This gives Victoria Police an incentive to make sure its
decision-making is accurate when assessing whether to issue an infringement.

There are gaps in how the department administers the program

The regulations’ The department routinely checks images from Jenoptik's verification process as part of its contract

privacy and performance monitoring.
requirements
brc:ached The regulations allow Jenoptik and the department to keep images for up to 6 months for those

purposes (regulation 40C).
We found cases where the department breached the regulations:

e The department shares images with Jenoptik as part of its performance management process.
For example, the department emails rejected images to Jenoptik to check how it made its
decisions. We found examples of documents and emails with images that the department had
kept for longer than 6 months. The department has since deleted these images. But we have
not seen evidence that it has processes to routinely delete images from its email databases or
internal filing systems.

e The department has a procedure to check how Jenoptik’s Al is performing. It retrieves images
from the cameras and reviews them for accuracy. The procedure says when the department
uses the images to check the Al's performance, it must delete them within 6 months. But:

- the procedure also allows the department to keep images indefinitely when it uses them

to improve the Al's performance. This creates an exception that results in the department
breaching regulation 40C

- the department did not fully follow the procedure and held some images it was using to
check the Al's performance for longer than 6 months. The department has since deleted these
images.
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The department told us that it had kept images relating to the Al's performance for longer than
allowed because it needed them to comply with an information request in a different VAGO audit.
That audit was assessing the department's processes for validating fines revenue.

But the department did not inform VAGO that the information request would result in it holding
images for longer than 6 months. The department told us that it was not aware it could decline

VAGO's request. But we have not seen any evidence that the department considered regulation
40C requirements when responding to VAGO's request.

These examples show that the department needs to strengthen its administrative processes to
make sure it meets regulatory requirements on how it retains images.

regulations.

Work in progress: Jenoptik has changed its archiving software so that it no longer breaches the regulations

Jenoptik archives files in a cloud storage system. This provides a storage and recovery process in case Jenoptik's
data, including any images, are lost or corrupted. The system's retention period for all data is 7 years. This means
that by including images in this archive, Jenoptik was breaching the regulations.

As a result of our audit, Jenoptik changed how its system archives images. Jenoptik deleted older images and new
images will no longer be retained for longer than 6 months. This means that Jenoptik now complies with the

The department The department uses 21 KPIs to make sure Jenoptik is delivering the program as expected.

does not
validate all of
Jenoptik's KPIs

Jenoptik must meet targets for each of them. Figure 7 shows the types of KPIs used.

Figure 7: Program KPlIs

Type of KPI Number of KPIs Example

Timeliness 3 KPI 2.2: Jenoptik must send images it
How quickly Jenoptik processes images verifies to Victoria Police within

before passing them to Victoria Police. 10 business days.

Performance 8 KPI 1.3: Jenoptik's cameras must capture
How accurately the cameras, Al and human clear and usable images for at least 95%
review decide if images show offences of cars passing through.

being committed or not.

Compliance 10 KPI 3.4: Jenoptik must follow its Disaster
How well Jenoptik manages its operations Recovery requirements and procedures.
to deliver the program.

Note: There are 22 KPIs in the contract between the department and Jenoptik. But KPI 1.2 measures the performance of fixed-point
cameras, which are not currently part of the program. The department does not use this KPI.
Source: VAGO, based on the contract.

The department cannot be sure that results against all its KPIs are accurate. This is because for
some KPlIs, it relies on Jenoptik to self-report results and does not verify them.

The department receives monthly reports on all of Jenoptik’s KPIs. It checks Jenoptik is meeting
them differently, depending on the KPI.
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Al performance
improvement

For some KPIs, the department ... which means for these KPIs, it ...

directly samples Jenoptik's data and can be sure results are reliable.
checks whether it is meeting its targets

relies on Jenoptik reporting its own cannot be sure:
performance data and does not verify
Jenoptik's data

e that Jenoptik's reporting is accurate

e how well Jenoptik is performing against all its KPIs.

This shows that the department needs to strengthen its administrative controls over Jenoptik's
performance.

If the Al can effectively identify and reject images that do not show an offence being committed,
fewer images will need human review.

As human review is time and labour-intensive, this means upgrading the Al can improve the
program'’s efficiency.

The department uses a third-party company to test changes to the Al and see if it can improve
performance. This is good practice as it separates Al testing from Jenoptik, which operates the Al.

In March 2024, the department approved a change to the Al software as a result of the company's
testing. Jenoptik then trialled the changes with 2 cameras. But the department does not have
records to show what happened after May 2024.

This lack of record-keeping means the department could not be certain of the version of the Al
software that was deployed from March 2024.

This situation was remedied in December 2025, when the department approved a new version of
the Al software as a result of this testing. Jenoptik rolled out the software to all cameras and the
department monitored these changes.

It is too soon to assess if these changes improved the performance of the Al as intended.
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5.

Appendices

There are 3 appendices covering responses from audited agencies and information about
how we perform our work.

Appendix A: Submissions and comments
Appendix B: Abbreviations, acronyms and glossary

Appendix C: Audit scope and method
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Appendix A:
Submissions and comments

We have consulted with the department, Victoria Police and Jenoptik, and we considered
their views when reaching our audit conclusions. As required by the Audit Act 1994, we
gave a draft copy of this report, or relevant extracts, to those agencies and asked for their
submissions and comments.

Responsibility for the accuracy, fairness and balance of those comments rests solely with
the relevant agency head.

Responses received

Agency Page
Department of Justice and Community Safety A-2
Jenoptik Australia A-5
Victoria Police A-6
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Response provided by the Secretary, Department of Justice and Community Safety

Department of Justice and Community Safety

Secretary Level 26
121 Exhibition Street
Melbourne Victoria 3000
Telephone: (03) 9915 3759
www justice.vic.gov.au

Our ref: 26045333

Mr Andrew Greaves
Auditor-General

Victorian Auditor-General’'s Office
By email:

Dear Mr Greaves
Proposed report: Reducing the harm caused by distracted drivers

Thank you for your letter of 24 April 2026 providing the proposed report for the audit on
Reducing the harm caused by distracted drivers for final comment.

The Department of Justice and Community Safety (the department) remains committed to
improving road safety and reducing deaths and serious injuries through the delivery of the
distracted driver and seatbelt road safety camera program.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the audit. The department has
requested changes from your audit team on the representation of research estimates as
targets. The department has no further comment on your report.

The attached action plan, due for completion in December 2026, addresses the three
recommendations directed to the department. Many of the actions are in progress, including
a review of the benefits management plan, updates to baseline data and more frequent
reporting against benefits. The department is also currently reviewing all the program’s
procedures for compliance with privacy requirements.

Executive Director and Chief Statistician, Data, Performance and Governance

- or via email to

Yours sincerely

Emma Cassar
Secretary

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Fiona Dowslei,

11705 /2026
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Response provided by the Secretary, Department of Justice and Community Safety, continued

v
DJCS action plan "

Reducing the harm caused by distracted drivers

# | VAGO recommends that Response | # DJCS will:
DJCS:
1 | Improve how it assesses the Partially 1.1 | Review the DDS Benefits 30-Jun-
program’s contribution to road | accept Management Plan and: 26
safety by establishing: « in collaboration with Transport
e away of measuring Accident Commission, explore
accidents that can attribute introducing a benefit to measure
serious injuries and deaths how public awareness and
to distracted driving and education contributes to DDS
seatbelt non-compliance as deterrence and compliance
soon as practicable e update benefits reporting

e consistent, regular frequency commencing 1 July
reporting on the program’s 2026

performance against
expected benefits to
departmental stakeholders.

e update baseline data to make use
of available historical and program
data where possible.

1.2 | Commission Monash University 30-Jun-
Accident Research Centre to 26
independently review the BMP to
ensure the benefits (KPI, measure,
baseline, target and data source) are
fit for purpose and measurable and
update the plan if necessary.

1.3 | Complete the BMP Power Bl 31-Jul-
dashboard, that includes baseline 26
data, to support ongoing BMP
reporting.

1.4 | Complete. DJCS does not accept the | 08-
second dot point as it currently May-26

provides, and will continue to provide,
regular reporting on program

performance
4 | Review its procedures to make | Accept 4 ¢ Review all DDS processes and 31-Jul-
sure it does not keep images procedures against image 26
for longer than allowed under retention and privacy
the Road Safety (General) requirements.

Regulations 2019. e Review the DDS Privacy Impact

Assessment and update, if
required.

e Implement required changes to
storage, retention and deletion
processes and procedures to
adhere to privacy requirements.

Page 1 of 2 ORIA
m&
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Response provided by the Secretary, Department of Justice and Community Safety, continued

-\ Y

# | VAGO recommends that Response | # DJCS will:
DJCS:

5 | Independently verify Jenoptik’'s | Accept 5.1 | Procure an independent third-party 01-Jul-
data where Jenoptik self- auditor, available under the existing 26
reports on its key performance DDS Services Agreement, to audit
indicators. the accuracy of Jenoptik’s data and

associated reporting.

5.2 | Address the recommendations of the | 31-Dec-
independent audit. 26

5.3 | Explore the requirement for DJCSto | 30-Jun-
implement a ‘DDS Data Quality 26
Statement’ and a ‘DDS Data Quality
Management Plan’.

Page 2 of 2 ORIA
mmm
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Response provided by the Interim Managing Director, Jenoptik Australia

—_————
JENOPTIK

MORE LIGHT

JENOPTIK Australia Pty Limited - Unit 13, 12 Mars Road - Lane Cove NSW 2066

VAGO Your reference 35013 26
Your letter dated 24 April 2026

Victorian Auditor-General's Office Our reference

Andrew Greaves
Level 31, 35 Collins Street

Contact Ritchie Jones
Melbourne VIC 3000 Phone
Fax
E-mail
Re: Proposed report - Reducing the harm caused by distracted drivers 07/05/2026

Dear Mr Greaves,
Thank you for providing the proposed report. We confirm receipt and acknowledge its contents.

Best regards

Ritchie Jones
Interim Managing Director
Smart Mobility Solutions

JENOPTIK Australia Pty Limited - Unit 13, 12 Mars Road - Lane Cove NSW 2066 - Australia - Phone +612 9420 2500 - www.jenoptik.com Page 1 0f 1
ABN: 87 086 821 696 - ACN: 086 821 696
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Response provided by the Chief Commissioner, Victoria Police

OFFICIAL: Sensitive

Vi eToRrRlA PELEICE

04 May 2026

Victoria Police Centre
Our Ref: FF279985 311 Spencer Street

Docklands VIC 3008

Mr Andrew Greaves
Victorian Auditor-General
Level 31, 35 Collins Street
Melbourne VIC 3000

Dear Mr Greaves

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response to the provisional report Reducing the harm
caused by distracted drivers, dated 24 April 2026.

Victoria Police welcomes the review of the Distracted Driver and Seatbelt (DDS) program as
the road safety partnership looks to mature this aspect of the road safety camera program.

As identified by road safety experts, and acknowledged during the audit process, there is
currently limited specific data linked to distraction and seatbelt related offences. As part of
furthering improvement Victoria Police commits to intelligence-informed approaches and
building an evidence base of environmental and behavioural factors to better inform site
selection processes.

Victoria Police accepts that governance processes to manage the identification of potential sites
for camera locations could be improved. A contemporary review of the site selection criteria and
general record-keeping processes will be conducted to improve confidence that enforcement
operates in a manner which positively supports compliance with the road rules and aligns with
the objectives of the program.

| am pleased to advise that work on these improvements is already underway. The attached
action plan outlines Victoria Police’s commitment to delivering on the intent of recommendations
2 and 3 by 30 June 2027.

As identified by VAGO, Victoria Police has collaborated well with the Department and Jenoptik
to ensure the integrity of the camera program. Victoria Police remains committed to maintaining
this collaboration to improve the operation and outcomes of the DDS program.

Victoria Police thanks the VAGO audit team for the professionalism and collaborative approach
throughout this audit process.

OFFICIAL: Sensitive
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Response provided by the Chief Commissioner, Victoria Police, continued

S RO T T e

In closing, Victoria Police reiterate that ‘Anytime, Anywhere’ enforcement is a critical road safety
lever to drive behaviour change in motorists. Across the 300 locations used for DDS
enforcement to date non-compliance has been detected at all sites, supporting the continued
need for this vital asset.

Yours sincerely

Mike Bush
Chief Commissioner CNZM

OFFICIAL: Sensitive
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Response provided by the Chief Commissioner, Victoria Police, continued

SANISUSS YIDIH40

‘(7 uonoag 29s)

B14811J0 21 198W |15 Aay 3oay2
01 sa1)s Bujssasseal A||eojpolied

SOWODINO JUBWISSOSSE pUR
$20.Un0s |ellajal Buipiooal Aj@jeindoe

s9Is ||B AJl3Usp] O] S8SN ]| S2USPINS

3y3 Jo spiodas a39|dwod Buidaa
a(diound u) 4330 5P it [Gesy e
*U0J399|9s 21IS O q :Aq 8uipn|ou| ‘sa3is BJaWIED
Jedu
1UBA3|2J S3559204d SUXEW-UOISIOSP 4O UOIIRIUSWNDCP 3 g S314/IUSpP] 31| MOY S1BJISUOLISP UED 1] 24NS
Juaiedsuel] pue JUL]S|SUOD ainsua 0] seoj1oeld ON [ oyew o] sessacoud aouensse Ajjjenb
£z0z 8unr | Bujdasy-piodas panoidul Juswis|dwy ||IM 83]|0d BIIOIDIA S9A X pue uoneIUBWNIOP S1] UsY1Buails €

‘{7 UDI1035 335) UOLIAILIY YoeS 193w

01 20UapIAR 918|dWED pUR JUBIRILNS
aq pjnom 1eym Bujujyap Auesp e

SINojABL S 1UBAS|S4 O] PadUl|

Ajgerj24 8q 10uued 1ey1 elep uo Ajgu

sjdpud u) [ |qele4=q 1 1Byl ElEp |
"9oue)|dLO2-UOU 1|9q1EaS PUR UO10RAS|P JOALP d 1eY1 els1LD Buirowa) U0 Bulpuswe e
Jedu
0] pa1e|2J $8W0IN0 A8)es peod Ylm Juswus]|e ainsus } g :Aq Bulpnpul ‘peseg-aouspiae
01 20uapiAd Suilioddns pue elI21140 UOID3|S 31IS By} ON [ 2.1k A2Uj} 24NSUS 0] BLID1IIO UOI}09|3s
/207 Yyodey 1O M3lASJ AleIOdUISIUCD B 10NPUOD ||IM 32]|0d BIIOIDIA $9A X 915 BJWED S]] ISIASI PUR MIADY z

ajep uonajdwod ja8ie] suoj}e JuawaSeuew paaiSy asuejdaddy uoljepuawiwodal QOVA

Mpne aduewiopad siAUp pajonaisip Aq pasnoa ulioy ay3 BupNPay Wy SUCIEPUIWILIOID] ssaIppe 0} uejd uonoe 391jod BHOIA

SARISUIS Y[DI440

Appendix A-8 | Reducing the Harm Caused by Distracted Drivers | Victorian Auditor-General’s Report 2025-26



Appendix B:

Abbreviations, acronyms and glossary

Abbreviations ~ We use the following abbreviations in this report:

Abbreviation

Full spelling

cameras
Jenoptik

the department
the new plan
the program

the regulations

distracted driver and seatbelt detection cameras

Jenoptik Australia

Department of Justice and Community Safety

the department’s 2026 benefits realisation plan

the distracted driver and seatbelt detection camera program

Road Safety (General) Regulations 2019

Acronyms We use the following acronyms in this report:
Acronym Full spelling
Al artificial intelligence
VAGO Victorian Auditor-General's Office
Glossary The following terms are included in or relevant to this report:
Term Explanation
Level of This is a measure of the confidence we have in our conclusions. The quality and
assurance quantity of evidence we obtain affects our level of assurance.
We design our work programs with the information needs of our report users in mind.
We consider if we need to provide them with reasonable assurance or if a lower level of
assurance may be appropriate.
Limited We obtain less assurance when we rely primarily on an agency's representations and
assurance other evidence generated by that agency. However, we aim to have enough confidence
in our conclusion for it to be meaningful. We call these types of engagements
assurance reviews and typically express our opinions in negative terms. For example,
‘nothing has come to our attention to indicate there is a problem.’
See our assurance services fact sheet for more information.
Reasonable We achieve reasonable assurance by obtaining and verifying direct evidence from a
assurance variety of internal and external sources about an agency's performance. This enables us

to draw a conclusion against an objective with a high level of assurance. We call these
performance audits.

See our assurance services fact sheet for more information.
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Appendix C:
Audit scope and method

Scope of this audit

Who we
examined

Our audit
objective

What we
examined

Aspects of
performance
examined

We examined the following agencies:

Agency Their key responsibilities

The department Has overall accountability for the delivery of the program.

Manges Jenoptik's performance through provisions in contract.

Victoria Police Proposes camera locations and issues the roster.

Exercises prosecutorial discretion on whether to issue infringements.

Jenoptik Operates the trailers containing the cameras, manages the Al, is responsible for
the IT systems and processes used to record and verify data for offences.

To determine if the distracted driver and seatbelt camera program is contributing to road safety.

We examined how effectively:

e Victoria Police and Jenoptik work together to identify camera sites, roster cameras to those
sites and deploy cameras according to the roster

e Jenoptik manages the cameras and Al, and conducts verification activities
e Victoria Police issues infringements

e the department manages and oversees of the program, including managing Jenoptik and
providing overall strategic direction.

Our mandate for performance audits and reviews includes the assessment of economy,
effectiveness, efficiency and compliance (often referred to as the ‘3Es + C').

In this audit we focused on the following aspects:

Economy Effectiveness Efficiency Compliance

O o O O

Key:
. Primary focus
Secondary focus

O Not assessed
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Conducting this audit

Assessing
performance

Line of inquiry

To form a conclusion against our objective we used the following lines of inquiry and associated
evaluation criteria.

Criteria

1. Are the department and 1.1 For camera rostering:

Victoria Police managing the

e the program's criteria for locating cameras align with road safety objectives

program appropriately?

e  Victoria Police ensures that cameras are rostered according to those criteria
e the department and Victoria Police monitor, report and act on Jenoptik's
compliance with the rosters.

1.2 For identifying offences:

e the department and Victoria Police ensure the program processes images
and issues infringement notices effectively.

2. Isthe department evaluating 2.1 The department has an evaluation framework that measures the program's
the program'’s contribution to contribution to road safety.

road safety?

Our methods

Compliance

Cost and time

2.2 The department is collecting reliable data and evaluating the performance of the
program.

As part of the audit we:

e reviewed the department, Victoria Police and Jenoptik's documentation for the program

e conducted site visits at Jenoptik's premises and observed how staff performed verification
tasks

e conducted interviews and briefing sessions with department, Victoria Police and Jenoptik staff

e attended demonstrations of processes and systems by the department, Victoria Police and
Jenoptik.

Level of assurance

In an assurance review, we primarily rely on the agency's representations and internally generated
information to form our conclusions. By contrast, in a performance audit, we typically gather evidence from
an array of internal and external sources, which we analyse and substantiate using various methods.
Therefore, an assurance review obtains a lower level of assurance than a performance audit (meaning we
have slightly less confidence in the accuracy of our conclusion).

We conducted our audit in accordance with the Audit Act 71994 and ASAE 3500 Performance
Engagements to obtain reasonable assurance to provide a basis for our conclusion.

We complied with the independence and other relevant ethical requirements related to assurance
engagements.

We also provided a copy of the report to the Department of Premier and Cabinet.

The full cost of the audit and preparation of this report was $780,000.

The duration of the audit was 11 months from initiation to tabling.
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Auditor-General's reports tabled in 2025-26

Report title Tabled
Delivering Savings Under the COVID Debt Repayment Plan (2025-26: 1) July 2025
Planned Surgery in Victoria (2025-26: 2) August 2025
Financial Management of Local Councils (2025-26: 3) August 2025
Responses to Performance Engagement Recommendations: Annual Status Update 2025 September 2025
(2025-26: 4)

Relief and Recovery Funding for the 2022 Floods (2025-26: 5) October 2025
Cybersecurity of IT Servers (2025-26: 6) October 2025
Accessibility of Tram Services: Follow-up (2025-26: 7) November 2025
Auditor-General's Report on the Annual Financial Report of the State of Victoria: 2024-25 November 2025
(2025-26: 8)

Service Delivery Performance 2025 (2025-26: 9) December 2025
Managing the Transition to Renewable Energy (2025-26: 10) December 2025

Ravenhall Correctional Centre: Rehabilitating and Reintegrating Prisoners — Part 2 (2025-26: 11)  February 2026

Major Projects Performance Reporting 2025 (2025-26: 12) March 2026
Modernising myki (2025-26: 13) March 2026
Timely Payments Performance (2025-26: 14) March 2026
Results of 2024-25 Audits: Local Government (2025-26: 15) March 2026
Supporting the Transition from Native Timber Harvesting (2025-26: 16) April 2026
Enhanced Maternal and Child Health Program Performance (2025-26: 17) April 2026
Free TAFE (2025-26: 18) May 2026
Responses to Performance Engagement Recommendations 2026 (2025-26: 19) May 2026
Sustainability Reporting by Water Corporations (2025-26: 20) May 2026
Out-of-Home Care Services (2025-26: 21) June 2026
Results of 2025 Audits: TAFEs and Universities (2025-26: 22) June 2026
Reducing the Harm Caused by Distracted Drivers (2025-26: 23) June 2026
Follow-up: Reducing Bushfire Risks (2025-26: 24) June 2026

All reports are available for download in PDF and HTML format on our website at www.audit.vic.gov.au
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Our role and contact details

The Auditor- For information about the Auditor-General's role and VAGO's work, please see our online fact
General'srole  sheet About VAGO.

Our assurance  Our online fact sheet Our assurance services details the nature and levels of assurance that we
services provide to Parliament and public sector agencies through our work program.

Contact details  Victorian Auditor-General's Office
Level 31, 35 Collins Street
Melbourne Vic 3000
AUSTRALIA

Phone +613 8601 7000
Email enquiries@audit.vic.gov.au
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