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In November 2012, the Royal Australasian College of 
Surgeons facilitated the symposium and workshop 2020 
Vision Zero: to share or not to share the way which 
attracted a wide range of participants and experts in 
road safety. The workshop reviewed, discussed and 
evaluated ideas to eliminate death and injury as a result 
of interactions between various road users – pedestrians, 
cyclists, motorcyclists, cars and trucks. Speakers included 
international road safety experts such as Professor Fred 
Wegman from the Netherlands, politicians, researchers, 
traffic engineers and representatives of road user groups. 
At the end of the day, participants agreed to the following 
resolutions that it is hoped will assist our governments 
to set some road safety priorities. These resolutions 
complement the RACS position statements on these 
matters.

General resolutions

The meeting supports the vision of zero deaths and serious 
injuries on our road system and believes that governments 
should adopt this vision with respect to the design and 
operation of the road system. We strongly maintain this 
vision is the only moral approach to the carnage on 
our roads and should constitute the basis of all future 
infrastructure planning, design and management. It is noted 
that not all road safety strategies in Australia explicitly 
endorse this vision. Worldwide there now exists sufficient 
understanding of road system management to enable the 
progressive eradication of death and serious injury. 

This vision has a strong ethical basis and has been adopted 
by those countries that lead the world in road safety:

• Economic gain should not be traded for community 
life and health

• There exists a professional duty of care

• There is nothing inevitable about road trauma – it is 
foreseeable and, therefore, avoidable

• Everyone has the right to use roads and streets without 
risking life or health (Tylösand Declaration, 2007)

• There is a responsibility not to pass on our traffic 
safety problems to the next generation.

One of the major determinants of road trauma is the kinetic 
energy in the system and, as such, speed management plays 
a crucial role in road safety strategies. The RACS supports 
measures by governments which reduce vehicle travelling 
speeds to levels more likely to minimise death and serious 
injury.

New technologies have the potential to enhance the safety 
of road systems and the RACS supports the rapid adoption 
of proven technologies. In some circumstances, these 
technologies have greater potential to be effective if made 
mandatory.

The RACS believes that shared paths should only be 
used simultaneously by pedestrians and cyclists when 
it is safe to do so. This generally entails low travelling 
speeds and sound geometric path design. Where these two 
cannot be achieved, segregation should be implemented. 
While cognisant of fiscal constraints at any point in time, 
the meeting nonetheless maintains that shared spaces, in 
which cars mix at low speed with pedestrians and other 
unprotected road users, should only exist under conditions 
where low risk can be achieved.

The meeting believes there should be a national point of 
reference for road safety issues which is accessible to all 
groups involved in road management. This group should 
address the concerns of the various road and pathway 
users and, by its composite nature, facilitate solutions 
with regard to the interests of all parties. This body may 
also be involved in the education of the various road 
users, highlighting their concerns and promoting a culture 
of understanding between these groups. This could be 
achieved by means of both formal education programs and 
media discussion. 

Specific resolutions

Speed Control

The meeting acknowledges that speed is an ever present 
factor in deaths and injuries on our roads. It can, however, 
be measured, legislated and enforced. Evidence indicates 
that as speed increases so does the mortality rate, and 
as speed decreases, mortality diminishes. The meeting 
supports a speed that is safe for the prevailing conditions, 
in terms of human tolerance to injury and the protection 
offered by vehicles.
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Specifically:

• The introduction of point to point speed cameras for 
all vehicle types was supported.

• The greater vulnerability of older people should be 
recognised and any measures to manage speed and 
consequent risk in the road system would benefit this 
group significantly.

• Speed limits should be adjusted to take into account 
areas of high pedestrian activity and in some situations 
be as low as 30 km/h for all vehicles. A more rational 
and location-specific system of speed limits is 
required, based on threshold of injury. 

• Where collisions between pedestrians and cyclists are 
foreseeable, travel speeds of 10 km/h are considered 
necessary. If this cannot be achieved, the environment 
should contain design elements that reduce speeds to 
low collision-risk levels.

• The introduction of ‘black box’ technology (ie. Similar 
to flight data recorders which record speed, altitude 
etc at the time of a crash) may also be helpful in 
enforcement of speed limits. 

• The greater use of demerit point penalties rather 
than monetary penalties might be more effective in 
achieving community support for road safety laws and 
should be explored further. 

• The meeting expressed dismay at the proposal by the 
new Northern Territory government to repeal speed 
limits on their main highways and unanimously agreed 
that current speed limits should not be raised.

Application of available technology

It is acknowledged that where there is a human element in 
any activity there is a risk of error. If the human element 
can be minimised by reliable technology, then the risk 
of error diminishes. This meeting therefore supports the 
development of any technology proven to enhance road 
safety.

This meeting notes that multiple technologies are available 
but until now their application has been fragmented and 
largely optional. 

• The compulsory introduction of ‘black box’ 
technology to both heavy vehicles and motor cars 
may act as a deterrent to unsafe driving practices, 
particularly with respect to heavy vehicle drivers. In 
addition to enabling the enforcement of regulations, 
the technology can be useful in the analysis of crashes, 
facilitating the understanding of crash and injury risk 
factors and mechanisms. 

• The fitting of detection devices to all cars and trucks 
will enhance driver awareness of the presence of other 
road users, particularly motorcyclists, cyclists and 
pedestrians, in blind spots and at junctions. 

• The introduction of countdown signals for pedestrian 
crossings might be effective in discouraging 
pedestrians from crossing roads against traffic. This 
should be investigated further to determine if their 
widespread use is likely to be effective in Australian 
cities and towns.

• Pedestrian-only crossing phases at major intersections 
are supported because, by design, they eliminate the 
potential for high-risk conflict with vehicular traffic. 

• Moderate to heavy tinting on vehicle windows should 
not be allowed as it impedes visual communication 
between road users, particularly at intersections at 
night. Windscreen tinting also reduces the ability of 
drivers to see pedestrians at night or in low daytime 
light.

• All new vehicles should be fitted with rear vision 
cameras.

All these technologies are already available. We believe the 
universal application of these technologies will decrease the 
cost of their installation, as has occurred with devices such 
as electronic stability control, which is now standard in 
most new vehicles. 

It is acknowledged that the slow turnover of the Australian 
vehicle fleet means it will be some time before many 
of these technologies penetrate the fleet, however any 
measures to encourage early or compulsory adoption of the 
technologies is supported.

Segregation

This meeting believes that where a low speed environment 
between road users cannot be achieved, separation is 
essential. The meeting acknowledged that this criterion is 
not presently being applied in current road and pathway 
systems and a further review of the provision of segregated 
facilities in infrastructure design and management is 
required. Whilst the option of differential surfaces for 
bicycles and pedestrians was discussed, the meeting did not 
support this as an adequate degree of separation and there 
was a view that physical barriers such as fences should also 
be used. 

The separation of bicycles from motor cars was supported 
and separate bicycle lanes are recommended. These lanes 
should not be adjacent to parked cars but rather separated 
from parked cars by a strip of at least 1.5 metres in width. 

Opportunities to segregate heavy vehicles from other 
traffic and road users should be explored and heavy vehicle 



Journal of the Australasian College of Road Safety – Volume 24 No.4, 2013

59

operating speeds reduced where conflicts in the road system 
are foreseeable.

The meeting noted recent controversy relating to at-grade 
rail level crossings and supported the progressive reduction 
in the overall number of such crossings. 

It is acknowledged that whilst segregation is desirable, it 
is not always feasible and should this be the case, it is vital 
that efforts are made to control the speed environment.

Conclusion

It is noted that in spite of legislation and advanced 
technology, the culture on our roads is one of complacency. 
This meeting supports any initiative that encourages 
personal or community ownership of behaviour on our 
roads and views this as a key to overcoming complacency.

Whilst achieving the elimination of road crash injuries 
and deaths would require major expenditure, it was noted 
the measures discussed in the meeting utilise existing 
technology or practices.

There are some measures that can be highly effective, at 
a low cost. As an example, speed management has been 
proven to be highly effective in reducing death and severe 
injuries on the road system at a relatively low cost. It can be 
implemented quickly and its benefits realised immediately. 
This contrasts with infrastructure and vehicle based 
measures which can take more than a decade to realise a 
significant level of their potential benefits. Lower travel 
speeds also have the potential to reduce transport energy 

use, harmful emissions and noise. They enhance public 
health by enabling active travel to take place at low risk, 
and facilitate social connection, especially among young, 
ageing and other Australians with restricted mobility.

The thoughtful rearrangement of what is essentially existing 
infrastructure was considered achievable but required a 
coordinated system involving all road users. We believe 
the adaptation and reorganisation of much of the existing 
infrastructure would represent good value for money. This 
should be viewed as an investment, not simply a cost. It 
is money well spent, not only on the alleviation of human 
grief and suffering but also to achieve the economic savings 
made possible by the reduced incidence of road crashes and 
the improved health and liveability of Australian cities and 
towns. 

The resolutions are supported by the College’s existing 
positions on road trauma that address topics such as – 
licensing, speed, motor cycling, pedal cycling, vehicle 
safety, quad bikes and alcohol and drugs. These positions 
have informed the work of road safety advocacy groups and 
can be found on the College website.
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Australasian College of Surgeons, the RACS Trauma 
Committee, the National Critical Care and Trauma 
Response Centre and the Transport Accident Commission.
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Have you thought about contributing to the journal? All readers are encouraged  

to help make the journal more valuable to our members and to the road safety community.

By writing for the journal, you have the opportunity 
to contribute to the important exchange of views and 
information on road safety. Articles on any aspect of road 
safety are welcome and may be submitted as papers for 
the peer-reviewed section of the journal or as contributed 
articles. Articles are now invited for issues in 2014.

When preparing articles for submission, authors are asked 
to download and follow the ACRS Instructions for authors, 
available at http://acrs.org.au/publications/journals/author-
guidelines.  
 
Please contact the Managing Editor for further information,  
and for publication dates and deadlines. 

Letters to the Editor and items for the News section will 
also be considered for publication; feedback or suggestions 
about journal content are also welcome. Please submit 
all articles/contributions to the Managing Editor at 
journaleditor@acrs.org.au. 

The next issue of the Journal v25 No. 1 will be a Special 
Issue show casing a selection of the best papers presented 
at the 2013 ACRS Conference in Adelaide from 6-8 
November. The conference theme is “A Safe System:  
the road safety discussion”. Articles are invited on this 
theme or other road safety related issues to be published  
in February 2014.


