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Dear Ms Faehrmann 
 
NSW Legislative Council – Inquiry: Use of e-scooters, e-bikes and related mobility options 
 
Please find below our submission to your inquiry. 
 
It’s made up of three parts: 
 
1 Key Points (NSW) 
2 Position Statement (National) 
3 Presentation  
 
All the relevant documents and reference material can be accessed here: 
 

 
 
Thank you for allowing us to make this submission. 
 
I request permission to appear before the Committee. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

Harold Scruby 
CEO 
Pedestrian Council of Australia Limited 
The Walking Class 
Registered Charity (ACNC) No: 18075106286 

 
 



 
 

NSW Legislative Council – Inquiry: e-Rideables 
 

Key Points 
(August 2024) 

 
• Most e-Rideables are NOT Active Transport 

"Active Travel" or “Active Transport” are terms that must be confined to trips where walking, or 
cycling, are used for at least part of the trip, as they involve health-enhancing levels of large 
muscle activity with an energy expenditure commensurate with health benefits.  e-Rideables 
such as e-scooters, e-Monocycles, e-Hoverboards, Segways, e-Skateboards and modified e-
Bicycles are the very antithesis of Active Transport.  They reduce Active Transport.  
Attempting to define them as such is false and misleading (see advice from four leading 
experts in our Submission).  TfNSW continue to promote these vehicles as Active Transport 
and they are included within their Active Transport Department.  This is false and misleading.  
The department must be renamed Micromobility.  Walking and Cycling are Active Transport. 
 

• e-Scooters and most e-Rideables actually reduce Active Transport and impair our 
Health 
1. E-scooter trips largely replace walking and cycling trips, as well as trips by public transport 
which typically involve walking - 2. E-scooters ridden on the footpath or parked in a way that 
obstructs the footpath may deter walking by intimidating or obstructing people on the footpath, 
especially older people and people with limited mobility.  Data from Europe shows that half of 
e-scooter trips in cities would have been walked or cycled before the trials were introduced – 
By swapping active travel for e-scooters, we’re removing the health benefits that come from 
walking or cycling those journeys. This decline in physical activity will not only impact our 
health, but it can have an economic impact on cities. 
 

• Shared Paths and Children 16 years and under on Footpaths 
The speed limit on Shared Paths (unless otherwise sign-posted) is the same as the adjacent 
road.  REPEAT: The speed limit on Shared Paths (unless otherwise sign-posted) is the same 
as the adjacent road. Children under 16 can ride on ALL footpaths in NSW (again where the 
speed limit is the same as the adjacent road).  This is utterly absurd, potentially lethal and 
does not meet Safe Systems standards.  The default speed limit must be 10 km/h.  Evidence 
is provided in our Submission 
 

• E-Scooter rules and regulations  must comply with the recommendations of the NSW 
Ministerial e-Scooter Advisory Committee 
In 2020, following a year of meetings and deliberations the Ministerial ESA Advisory 
Committee produced its recommendations (see Presentation).  The Committee included all 
key stakeholders including:  Transport for NSW, NSW Police, NSW Ambulance, State 
Insurance Regulatory Authority, Pedestrian Council of Australia, Guide Dogs NSW, NRMA, 
Youthsafe, Bicycle NSW, Office of Local Government, Council of the Ageing NSW and nine 
Sydney Councils along with representatives from all the major e-Scooter providers. Its 
recommendations were unanimous.  The Upper House should provide reasons and evidence 
and data if it wishes to change any of these recommendations 

 



• Melbourne City Council has banned Share Hire e-Scooters 
Following a 2 year trial, numerous complaints and over $2 million in hospital costs, the MCC 
has banned Share-Hire e-Scooters.  The Parliamentary Committee must carefully study the 
reasons.  A referendum in Paris last year resulted in 90% of the voters wanting them banned 
and Paris has also banned them.  Data was also released that in the two year trial, e-Scooter 
hospital admissions had cost over $2 million 
 

• There has been NO enforcement of the  NSW Share-Hire e-Scooter Trial  
There are Three-E’s in road safety.  Education, Enforcement and Engineering.  Without all 
three we are not safe. Our recent FoI discovered that in a two-year trial, only 2 e-Scooter 
penalty notices have been issued.  There can be no reliable evaluation of this so-called “trial” 
if there’s been no enforcement.  Yet in this 60 minute Zoom of TfNSW and Council 
representatives, the word Enforcement was not mentioned once.  The word Enforcement 
seems to have been banned from politics and the public service in recent years. 
https://youtu.be/TrrW-7__pYA  Unless there’s significant importance placed on Enforcement, 
then these trials are a farce.  Councils must be required to have written confirmation from 
NSW Police that they have the time, inclination and resources to Enforce e-Scooters before 
any trial can begin 
 

•  Share Hire e-Scooter Providers cannot be trusted 
The lead article in the Australian of 24 August 2024 stated:  ‘Running Hot Project’: e-scooter 
firm Beam accused of audacious  scam. 
 
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/governments-in-australia-and-nz-probe-beam-for-
phantom-scooters-scheme/news-story/546f243fb509d910840330fe44d15769 

 
In 2020, following a complaint by the PCA, the ACCC found: “Lime e-scooters undertakes to 
address concerns about safety misrepresentations”.  See our Submission.  Yet all these e-
Scooters Share-Hire companies robotically bleat: “Safety is our number one priority”.  They 
cannot be trusted. 

 
• Drunk (Intoxicated) e-Scooter riders 

A recent study by the Royal Melbourne Hospital found that 58% of e-Scooter rider admissions 
were intoxicated.  This does not include illicit drugs.  A study from researchers at Broome 
Hospital has found there were 190 e-scooter-related injuries at the West Australian tourist 
town in 12 months. The study found 76 per cent of patients were Broome residents, 53 per 
cent of whom said they were intoxicated while riding. 
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2024-08-24/broome-escooter-injuries-health-report/104250306 
In NSW, Police do not have the right to conduct RBT on e-Scooter or e-Rideable riders  

 
• 500 Watt Pedelecs 

In 2022, then Transport Minister Rob Stokes, changed the maximum wattage on pedelecs (e-
Bikes) from 250 watts to 500 watts.  250 watts is the standard in all other states and 
territories, in the UK and throughout Europe.  We conducted a GIPA (FoI) and discovered only 
two stakeholders were consulted: The e-Scooter Assn (who did not respond) and Bicycle 
Retailers Assn who opposed the idea as did TfNSW.  Our request to discover who wanted the 
change was either not provided or redacted.  This now means that anyone riding a 500 watt 
e-Bicycle outside NSW (eg) from Albury to Wodonga, will be riding and Unregistered and 
Uninsured motor-vehicle.  This secret and completely unsupported decision should be 
reversed. 

 
• Enforcement and Data 

Tens if not hundreds of thousands of private e-Scooters have been sold in NSW over the past 
five years.  We all see them everywhere.  They are illegal on all public roads, footpaths and 
public places generally.  Similarly tens of thousands of FatBoy e-Bikes have been sold.  A 
huge percentage have been souped up.  Except for the very limited six Share Hire e-Scooter 
trials all other e-Rideables are illegal in NSW.  While our GIPA discovered that except for 
helmet offences - over 50% of all penalties), Police have issued very few other bicycle 
penalties and two, repeat two e-Scooter penalties.  And the number of bicycle penalties 
issued has dropped over 20% since FYE 2022.  The penalty which NSW Police should issue 

https://youtu.be/TrrW-7__pYA
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/governments-in-australia-and-nz-probe-beam-for-phantom-scooters-scheme/news-story/546f243fb509d910840330fe44d15769
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/nation/governments-in-australia-and-nz-probe-beam-for-phantom-scooters-scheme/news-story/546f243fb509d910840330fe44d15769
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2024-08-24/broome-escooter-injuries-health-report/104250306


for the use of these illegal e-Rideables is use Unregistered/Uninsured motor vehicle.  The 
penalties exceed $1600.  Our FoI-GIPA also revealed that there is no data at all on the 
number of penalties issued for Unregistered-Uninsured Motor-Vehicle, for private e-Scooters 
and souped up Pedelecs.  This is because there are no Law Part Codes separating these e-
Rideables from ordinary motor vehicles.  Additionally, we also discovered that police cannot 
issue penalties or warnings to children under 16 years of age.  The Fatboy e-Bikes can be 
souped up with the twist of the throttle and pressing a button, allowing them to travel at up to 
50 km/h without pedalling.  It’s widely known that many Food Delivery Riders have souped up 
e-Bikes.  This issue is literally out of control in some areas with absolutely no enforcement, no 
rules and no insurance.  The only option apparently is for Police to confiscate these illegal e-
Rideables, which they appear reluctant to do.  The Committee must put Enforcement as the 
number one priority of this inquiry. (see our Submission) 

 
• Penalties 

The penalties for Bicycle and e-Scooter offences are farcical.  Most are the same as penalties 
for parking meter offences.  They do not reflect the potential for harm.  Apart from being very 
rarely enforced (and only for people 16 years of age and over), they do not act as an incentive 
to obey the law.  Over 90% are $129.  For example, the penalty for fail to give way to 
pedestrian on Shared Path for cyclists and e-Scooter riders or riding on a footpath is $129 
while the penalty for not wearing a helmet is $387.  It’s all about the safety of the rider and 
pedestrians be damned. 

 
• People with Disabilities 

Vision Australia’s survey has found that over 90% of their members feel less safe when going 
for a walk due to e-Rideables.  Australia has signed and ratified the UN Convention on the 
Rights of Persons with Disabilities, and as such is bound to promote, respect and uphold the 
rights that it asserts. Domestically, the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) makes it unlawful to 
discriminate against (treat less favourably) persons on the basis of disability in key areas of 
life, including access to premises.  The NSW Government must realise that allowing e-
Rideables on footpaths (for children) and on Shared Paths could be discriminatory. Unless 
proper consideration is given to people, there could be serious consequences. 
 

• Elderly People and Falls 
The highest cause of avoidable death after 50 years of age is from a fall.  The idea that riders 
can now ride on footpaths and shared paths on vehicles weighing as much as 60 kgs, with 
little or no enforcement and at the same speed limit as the adjacent road defies imagination.  
To show such utter contempt for pedestrians and turn footpaths into hostile and potentially 
lethal environments defies belief.   
 

• Insurance and Speed Limits on Shared Paths 
In 2002, Mrs Maria Guliano was struck on a Shared Path in Balmain (Sydney). She was 
permanently brain damaged and required a full-time carer. The cyclist left the scene. An 
expert witness testified that the cyclist was travelling at less than 20 km/h. It took her husband 
6 years in court to sue the RTA and Leichhardt Council. They finally settled out of court. 
Read the Slater & Gordon advice: 
https://www.walk.com.au/pedestriancouncil/page.asp?PageID=3125&SiteID=1  
(QUOTE): I am therefore of the opinion that local government road authorities may be found 
to be in breach of duty of care for failing to impose safe speed limits for bicyclists on Shared 
Bicycle Paths although any such finding of breach of duty of care must necessarily depend 
upon the particular facts of the case before the Court.  There is generally no insurance for 
pedestrians hit by cyclists and most private E-Rideables on footpaths & Shared Paths. 
Studies by renowned road safety expert, Professor Raph Grzebieta led him to conclude:  Our 
analysis showed that any cyclist-pedestrian impact speed above 10 km/h can result in serious 
head injury for younger adults and death for older adults. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.walk.com.au/pedestriancouncil/page.asp?PageID=3125&SiteID=1


• Dismount Zones 
All e-Rideables must be banned in areas of High Pedestrian Activity such as shopping strips 
and parks etc..  Councils have this power.  In Hobart, for instance, they have signs on the 
footpath requiring e-Scooter riders to dismount. 

 
• Shared Zones (as opposed to Shared Paths) 

The maximum speed limit in Shared Zones in NSW is 10 km/h.  This was confirmed in 2002 
by the then CE of the RTA.  (QUOTE):  … as vehicle speeds increase, the risk of serious 
injury or death to pedestrians involved in a collision with vehicles increases. In order to 
minimise the risk to pedestrians in Shared Zones, the RTA has mandated that a speed limit of 
10 km/h will apply. This speed closely represents the walking speed of pedestrians (85th 
percentile speed of 4.3 km/h) in contrast to a speed limit of 20 km/h.  A speed limit of 20 km/h 
in a Shared Zone would introduce a difference five times in magnitude in 85th percentile 
speed between vehicles and pedestrians.  Conclusion:  Bicycles are vehicles.  The same 
rules and regulations must apply to e-Rideables (and cyclists) on Shared Paths.  There must 
be a default speed limit of 10 km/h on ALL Shared Paths (unless otherwise signposted). 
 

• Share-Hire (SH) e-Scooters vs Private e-Scooters (and other Private e-Rideables)  
There is a huge difference between these two systems.  SH e-Scooters are far more 
regulated through geo-fencing, knowing who the rider (hirer) is, some insurance, governed 
speeds etc..  However, users tend to dump them anywhere when their journeys are over. And 
riders tend not to wear helmets because they don’t want to wear helmets which have been 
used by scores of other riders.  Private e-Scooters (and e-Rideables) have no identification, 
they are rarely governed and are for sale now advertising speeds of 120km/h, there’s rarely 
any insurance, but they do tend to park them safely and wear helmets more often.  Fat Boys 
are getting faster and faster as are many other e-Rideables.  No training.  No licence.  No 
rules.  No number-plates.  Pathetic penalties.  No enforcement.  Pure anarchy. 
  

• Technology 
Technological devices must be developed and made available to allow Police to quickly 
assess whether any e-Rideable is legal (like RBT technology).  Currently Police have to 
estimate speeds or lack of pedalling over 6km/h or over 25 km/h to prove 
unregistered/uninsured offences in court. 
 
There are many more Key Points (most of which have been covered in our Presentation and 
(National) Position Statement. 
 
Other issues will evolve before the Hearings. 
 
We request the right to address the Committee. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Harold Scruby 
CEO 
Pedestrian Council of Australia 
A Registered ACNC Charity 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Position Statement 
 

E-RIDEABLES 
 
Preamble: The rapid emergence and proliferation of e-rideables, including but not limited to e-scooters, e-bikes, e-
skateboards, hoverboards, e-monocycles, Segways and other battery-powered personal mobility devices, marks a signi�icant 
shift in urban transportation.   While these devices offer potential bene�its in terms of convenience and reduced emissions, 
their integration into our urban fabric has been hasty and poorly managed, raising serious concerns about public safety, 
accessibility, and long-term public health. 
 
As we stand on the cusp of a transportation revolution, the rapid evolution of e-rideable technology presents both 
opportunities and challenges. The emergence of more advanced and diverse e-rideable vehicles in the coming years is not just 
likely, but inevitable. It is virtually impossible to predict what e-rideables will look like in �ive years, let alone a decade from 
now. This uncertainty underscores the critical importance of the decisions governments are making today, as these choices, 
many of which might be irreversible, will shape our urban landscapes and transportation systems for years to come. 
 
The current state of affairs demands immediate attention and thoughtful regulation, as the potential consequences of 
mismanagement are severe. If not properly addressed, the proliferation of e-rideables could lead to a safety crisis akin to a 
public health pandemic, with far-reaching impacts on urban mobility, pedestrian safety, active transport and public space 
usage. The regulatory frameworks established now will be challenging to reverse in the future, making it imperative that we 
act with foresight and caution. 
 
Governments across Australia have failed to provide adequate laws, penalties, training, education, enforcement, and 
infrastructure to safely accommodate these new modes of transport. The lack of standardised national regulations has 
resulted in a patchwork of inconsistent rules across states and territories, creating confusion for users and enforcement 
challenges for authorities. 
 
Moreover, the trials conducted thus far have been insuf�icient and ineffective, failing to fully address the complex issues arising 
from the introduction of e-rideables into our public spaces. Of particular concern is the glaring oversight in considering the 
needs and safety of vulnerable road users, especially people with disabilities. Those with vision or hearing impairments face 
increased risks and challenges navigating shared spaces with silent, fast-moving e-rideables. Similarly, the elderly population, 
already at higher risk of serious injury from falls, now face additional hazards on footpaths and shared paths. 
 
Perhaps most alarmingly, there has been little consideration given to the long-term health implications of replacing active 
modes of transport, particularly walking, with e-rideables. The potential negative impacts on public health, due to reduced 
physical activity are a serious concern that must be addressed. 
 
As we move forward, it is imperative that we develop a comprehensive, national approach to e-rideable regulation that 
prioritises safety, accessibility, and public health. This approach must be based on rigorous research, meaningful public 
consultation, and a commitment to creating inclusive public spaces that serve all members of our community. Only through 
such a thoughtful and measured approach can we hope to harness the bene�its of e-rideable technology while mitigating its 
risks and negative impacts. 
 
De�inition of E-Rideables 
An e-rideable is de�ined as any personal mobility device that is powered by an electric motor. This category includes a variety 
of vehicles such as electric scooters, electric bicycles, electric skateboards, hoverboards, monocycles, and Segways. E-rideables 
are designed for individual use and are often employed for short-distance travel, providing an alternative to traditional modes 
of transportation like walking or driving.  To ensure clarity and distinction from Personal Mobility Devices (PMDs) used by 
people with disabilities, e-rideables are speci�ically de�ined as devices intended for general personal mobility and recreational 
use, rather than for assisting individuals with mobility impairments. PMDs for people with disabilities are designed to meet 
speci�ic medical and accessibility needs and are regulated under different standards and guidelines to ensure they provide the 
necessary support and safety for their users. 



 
People with Disabilities 
Over 90% of Vision Australia members feel less safe walking due to e-rideables, highlighting the need for regulations 
prioritizing pedestrian safety, especially for those with disabilities. Australia's commitment to the UN Convention on the Rights 
of Persons with Disabilities requires equal access to the physical environment. The rapid introduction of e-rideables without 
considering people with disabilities threatens these commitments. Regulations must ensure the safety and equal access of 
public spaces for people with disabilities 
 
Micromobility NOT Active Transport 
Many advocates of these vehicles refer to them as “Active Transport”.  This is utterly false and misleading.  Except for some 
legal Pedelecs (e-bikes), nearly all other e-rideables are the very antithesis of Active Transport.  They are “Inactive Transport”.  
Active Transport requires health-enhancing levels of large muscular activity with an energy expenditure commensurate with 
health bene�its.  The correct word is “micromobility”. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

1. Prohibition on Footpaths 
• E-rideables must be prohibited on all footpaths. They should only be allowed on shared paths and on roads 

where the speed limit is less than 50 km/h. 
2. Shared Path Compliance 

• Ensure that all shared paths comply with Austroads guidelines to provide safe and accessible pathways for 
both pedestrians and e-rideable users 

• All riders must understand that pedestrians have absolute right of way on a shared path: the law states that 
riders must slow down and give way to pedestrians at all times, even if that means coming to a stop. 

• All e-rideables must be equipped with a bell or horn. They must only be permitted to be used when there is 
an emergency.  This must include e-rideables such as e-skateboards, e-hoverboards and e-monocycles.  They 
must never be used to coerce, harass or intimidate pedestrians. 

3. Speed Limits 
• Unless otherwise sign-posted, the Speed Limit on a Shared Path is the same as the adjacent road.   
• Implement a national default speed limit of 10 km/h for e-rideables on all shared paths. 
• The same speed limit must apply for all footpaths where children are permitted to ride 

4. Infrastructure 
• Improve infrastructure to create safe, dedicated pathways for e-rideables, separate from pedestrian paths. 
• Develop dedicated on-road parking bays for e-rideables to prevent obstruction of footpaths. 

5. Enforcement 
• Ensure consistent enforcement of e-rideable rules and regulations, including speed limits and proper use of 

designated paths. 
• Engage contractors to impound inappropriately parked e-rideables, similar to towing vehicles parked in 

clearways. 
• Empower police to conduct random breath testing of e-rideable users to ensure compliance with alcohol and 

drug regulations. 
• Allow council rangers to assist in enforcing e-rideable laws, including issuing �ines for offences. 

6. Lights and Indicators 
• All e-rideables must be equipped with front and rear lights that are visible from at least 200 metres away. 
• E-rideables should have indicators or turn signals to improve visibility and communication with other road 

users. 
• Lights must be used at all times when operating in low-light conditions or at night (if night-time use is 

permitted). 
• Promote the use of high-visibility helmets, clothing and lights to increase user visibility, especially at night. 

7. Rider Education 
• Implement public awareness campaigns to educate e-rideable users about the rules, penalties and safe 

practices. 
• Provide training programs for new users to ensure they understand how to operate e-rideables safely. 

8. Data Collection 
• Collect and publish independent data on all aspects of e-rideable use, including crashes, deaths, injuries, and 

penalties issued. 
• Regularly evaluate the effectiveness of regulations and make necessary adjustments based on data. 
• Measure the health and adverse effects of e-rideables on walking and active transport, ensuring that e-

rideables are classi�ied as micromobility and never as active transport. 
9. Insurance 

• Provide a no-fault insurance cover for pedestrians injured by e-rideable users, ensuring coverage even if the 
rider was breaking the law at the time of the incident. 

10. Public Consultation 
• Engage in meaningful public consultation, particularly with vulnerable groups most affected by e-rideables 

(particularly people who are vision or hearing impaired), to inform policy development. 



 
 
 

11. National Consistency 
• Develop standardised national rules and regulations for e-rideables to ensure consistency across states and 

territories. 
• Include clear de�initions and classi�ications for different types of e-rideables to avoid regulatory confusion. 

12. Accessibility 
• Ensure that the needs and safety of people with disabilities, especially those with vision and hearing 

impairments, are considered in all e-rideable regulations and infrastructure. 
• Design public spaces to be inclusive and accessible for all users, including those who rely on walking aids or 

wheelchairs. 
13. Trial Evaluations 

• Conduct thorough and transparent evaluations of e-rideable trials, considering all impacts, including those on 
vulnerable road users. 

• Use �indings from trials to inform future regulations and infrastructure planning. 
14. Licensing and Registration 

• Require all e-rideable users to have a valid driver's licence, with a minimum age requirement of 17 years. 
• Implement a registration system for e-rideables, including a clearly visible unique identi�ier for each device. 
• Ensure that registered operators are liable for certain offences, such as parking offences and camera-detected 

offences. 
• Mandate that e-rideables meet minimum safety standards, similar to other motor vehicles, to ensure 

roadworthiness and compliance with safety regulations. 
15. Penalties and Enforcement 

• Implement a penalty system for e-rideable users that mirrors those for motor-scooter riders, including 
demerit points on licences and licence suspension for repeat offenders. 

• Empower local council rangers to assist police to enforce these penalties consistently across all jurisdictions. 
• Implement a system for identifying and tracking repeat offenders, potentially including temporary or 

permanent bans on e-rideable use for severe or repeat-offenders. 
• Ensure that rental companies are held accountable for their users' behaviour, with potential �ines or 

operating restrictions for companies that fail to adequately educate or monitor their customers. 
• Establish a clear process for reporting offences, making it easier for pedestrians and other road users to 

report dangerous e-rideable behaviour. 
• Conduct regular enforcement blitzes to raise awareness and encourage compliance with e-rideable laws and 

regulations. 
• Create technological devices which can allow police to easily determine if an e-rideable does not comply with 

the prevailing legislation. 
• Require police to con�iscate the e-rideables of children in jurisdictions where they are not permitted to issue 

penalty notices and encourage con�iscation when the e-rideable is an unregistered, uninsured motor-vehicle 
• Create new Offence Codes for unregistered-uninsured motor-vehicles which differentiate e-rideables from 

ordinary motor-car and motor-cycle offence codes.  Currently there is no differentiation, hence there’s no 
data available. 

16. No-Ride Zones 
• Require local councils to declare all shopping centre strips and areas of high pedestrian activity as No-Ride 

zones, with clear signage stating that riders must dismount. 
• Ensure that e-rideables cannot be used on pedestrian crossings unless they are traf�ic light controlled 

crossings with bicycle signage 
17. Speed Governance and Anti-Tampering Measures 

• Mandate that all e-rideables are governed so that they cannot exceed 25 km/h under any circumstances. 
• Implement very high penalties for tampering with e-rideable motors or speed governors. 
• Equip enforcement agencies with the necessary technology to test whether e-rideable motors have been 

tampered with or modi�ied to exceed governed limits. 
• Require manufacturers and retailers to implement tamper-proof designs and provide warranties that become 

void if speed governors are modi�ied. 
 
By implementing these recommendations, we can create a safer, more inclusive environment for all road users while 
accommodating the bene�its of e-rideables. 
 
We must put pedestrians �irst and ensure that e-mobility for some doesn’t result in the immobility of others. 
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THE ROAD TOLL















In Australia, we are born with EIGHT 
railway gauges in our DNA



The Australian Road 
Rules provide rules to be 
followed by all road 
users. 

They are part of a 
national scheme 
designed to provide 
uniform road laws 
throughout Australia. 



We now have 
different Rules and 
Regulations for 
Schoolzones in every 
State and Territory





And we now have different 
Rules and Regulations for 
E-Scooters in every State 
and Territory





DATA ON DEATHS AND INJURIES
What’s really alarming is that the jurisdictions define E-Scooter 
riders differently.  Queensland has recently re-defined them from 
“pedestrians” to “motor-vehicles”.  It means that BITRE does not 
have accurate data on E-Scooter deaths, let alone injuries, across 
Australia.

Injuries to pedestrians are grossly under-reported as hospitals 
have no boxes to tick and anecdotal evidence suggests many 
pedestrians with minor injuries go to a GP.

A significant number do not report these injuries to Police because 
many E-Scooter riders do not stop and identifying the riders, 
especially those on Private E-Scooters is almost impossible.

In fact, there is an incentive to ride off, because a law suit involving 
a seriously injured pedestrian could cost the rider millions of 
dollars.





Electric-Rideable technology is advancing at an alarming 
rate.  It is years ahead of the required infrastructure and 
legislation and enforcement requirements.

An electric bike is as lethal and dangerous as an electric 
scooter.  Yet electric bikes (pedelecs) can be ridden by 
children (and in many jurisdictions by adults) on footpaths 
all over Australia.

We need to understand that pedestrians are as vulnerable 
on a Footpath as they are on a Shared Path.

And we need standardised National Rules, Regulations and 
Enforcement which place the Safety and Amenity of 
Pedestrians FIRST, not LAST.

 



 

(QUOTE): While we support innovation and recognise that electric scooters can be a convenient 
way of travelling short distances in CBD areas, it is our strong view that there is no justification 
whatsoever for allowing any rideable vehicle such as an electric scooter to travel at speeds 
greater than 10 km/h on footpaths that are available for use by pedestrians. The raising of this 
speed limit to 25 km/h, as has been done in Queensland, is in our view completely irresponsible 
and shows a wanton disregard for pedestrian safety, especially pedestrians who are blind or 
have low vision. 



 



 

In 2018 the Queensland and South Australian Governments 
gave permission for the Brisbane and Adelaide Councils to 
allow E-Scooters to be ridden on all footpaths (with some 
exceptions).

In Adelaide the maximum governable speed (not speed limit) is 
15 km/h.  In Brisbane it was 25 km/h.

In Brisbane all kinds of E-Rideables are still permitted, 
including Segways which weigh up to 60kgs.  If accompanied 
by an adult a 12 year old child can also ride one of these 
Segways.

Most other jurisdictions only allow a maximum of 45 kgs





Submission to NTC – 14 March 2019



 

In spite of our vociferous protestations, all these E-Rideables were 
permitted to be ridden on Brisbane footpaths at up to 25 km/h – only 
after three years and numerous serious injuries and several deaths, the 
government reduced the speed limit to 12 km/h – without apology.   



 

In Queensland the police turned their collective blind eyes to E-Rideable 
offences – there have been scores of serious injuries and one death ... It’s utter 
anarchy!



The highest cause of 
avoidable death after 50 
is from a fall ...





Electric scooters capable of  speeds in excess of 110 
km/h are readily available all over Australia.  



NOTE:  Disqualified drivers, many of whom are alcoholics, can rent or buy an E-
Scooter, some capable of 150 km/h and ride them anywhere in Victoria



INTOXICATION

Just imagine how many E-Scooter riders are out there riding 
intoxicated.

In all the jurisdictions there’s nothing stopping an alcoholic 
or drug addict who has been disqualified from driving, 
riding an E-Scooter or any E-Rideable.

And in most jurisdictions Police are not allowed to 
randomly test riders for drunk or drugged riding.



The footpath has 
become a very 
hostile place ...



It’s not only when they are being 
ridden that E-Rideables are 
dangerous ... It’s when and where 
they are dumped!

And not one state or territory has 
properly legislated or enforced where 
E-Scooters can be “parked” after a 
journey



Imagine being blind (or vision 
impaired) and trying to navigate 
through this ...



 



 



 



 



There were no risk assessments.  Consultation with Key 
Stakeholders was farcical.  Our concerns were ignored.  Multi-
national E-Scooter and E-Rideable companies arrived on our 
shores and took over Queensland footpaths.  Motor vehicles 
weighing up to 65 kgs were permitted and encouraged on 
Brisbane footpaths, crossings and parks with a speed limit of 25 
km/h.  It was all based on some misguided ideology that E-
Rideables would fix all transport problems.  It was …

POTENTIAL FOR HARM – DUTY OF CARE?



GROUPTHINK

Groupthink is a phenomenon that occurs when a group of individuals 
reaches a consensus without critical reasoning or evaluation of the 
consequences or alternatives. Groupthink is based on a common desire 
not to upset the balance of a group of people.











On 6 August 2019 where, Nelson Savanh of Lime Scooters said:
 "Lime scooters are 100% safe."  on Channel 9 News (Brisbane) 

View video clip here:  https://youtu.be/TeKzoRvFnV4 

The PCA immediately filed a complaint wit the ACCC

https://youtu.be/TeKzoRvFnV4












WHAT DO THE PEOPLE THINK OF E-SCOOTERS

WHY HAVEN’T ANY AUSTRLIAN GOVERNMENTS ASKED THE PEOPLE?



Parisians vote to ban rental e-
scooters from French capital 
by huge margin

Results show 90% support for ridding Paris of ‘self-
service scooters’ whose riders are accused of flouting 
rules of the road

Angela Giuffrida and agencies
The Guardian - Mon 3 Apr 2023 

Parisians have voted to rid the streets of the 
French capital of rental electric scooters, with an 
overwhelming 90% of votes cast supporting a 
ban, official results show.

https://www.theguardian.com/profile/angela-giuffrida


Paris was a pioneer when it introduced e-scooters, 
or trottinettes, in 2018 as the city’s authorities 
sought to promote non-polluting forms of urban 
transport.

But as the two-wheeled vehicles grew in popularity, 
especially among young people, so did the number 
of accidents: in 2022, three people died and 459 
were injured in e-scooter accidents in Paris.

In what was billed as a “public consultation” voters 
were asked: “For or against self-service scooters?”







In 2019, the NSW Government appointed a 
Working Group of expert “stakeholders” to 
advise on the Regulations for an E-Scooter trial.

The PCA was part of the Group and our Report 
was released in March 2020.











In late 2018, NSW Transport Minister 
Andrew Constance returned from 
overseas where he had studied 
E-Rideables and stated he did not want 
them in NSW because he saw no 
significant benefits and many serious 
issues ...



Then NSW Transport Minister Rob 
Stokes held an Active Transport 
Symposium which declared that E-
Scooters would save the world 





In April 2022, Transport 
Minister Rob Stokes 
launched the “ACTIVE 
TRANSPORT” Mobility 
Summit – It was all about 
E-Scooters

He created an entire Active Transport 
department.  And E-Scooters were 
touted as the Number One form of 
Active Transport



QUOTE:  Minister 
Rob Stokes.  Minister 
for Active Transport: 
“E-Scooters are an 
affordable, 
convenient and 
sustainable active 
transport option …”

  



COULD WE ALL AGREE ON ONE THING?

E-SCOOTERS ARE THE 
VERY ANTITHESIS OF 
ACTIVE TRANSPORT

YOU GET MORE EXERCISE WALKING TO 
YOUR CAR

THIS IS WHAT THE EXPERTS SAID ABOUT 
MINISTER STOKES’ VIEW:











Jon Usher, from Sustrans, said: “While we support 
alternatives to using a car for short journeys in 
Bristol, this data shows that half of e-scooter trips in 
the city would have been walked or cycled before the 
trial was introduced – a similar outcome to what we’ve 
seen in e-scooter schemes across Europe.

“By swapping active travel for e-scooters, we’re 
removing the health benefits that come from walking 
or cycling those journeys.

“This decline in physical activity will not only impact 
our health, but it can have an economic impact on the 
city.”







 
EXCLUSIVE 

E-bike law changes prompt safety warning in 
NSW over increased power to 500 wattage 
A quiet decision made just before the NSW election earlier this year to beef up the 
power of e-bikes to double has road safety experts up in arms. 

Clarissa Bye 
@clarissa_bye 
September 7, 2023  

A “sneaky” change to NSW laws in the dying days of the former Coalition 
Government to allow e-bikes to double their engine power to 500 watts – unlike 
every other jurisdiction in Australia, UK or Europe – has been slammed as “unsafe” 
by road safety groups and medical experts. 

Road safety expert and trauma surgeon Dr John Crozier says there’s already an 
“epidemic” of injuries caused by bikes with electric motors, known as e-bikes, as well 
as from e-scooters. He warned of increased risks with the new, higher-powered 
engines, to pedestrians and riders. 

Secret documents uncovered in a Freedom of Information request by Pedestrian 
Council founder Harold Scruby reveal safety concerns raised by transport 
bureaucrats about the move, which increased the output allowed on e-bike motors 
from 250 watts to 500 watts, although to the be legal they still must have their 
engine cut out above speeds of 25km/h. 



This now means that anyone riding a NSW 500 watt 
E-Bike (pedelec) into any other Australia jurisdiction, 
will be riding an unregistered, uninsured motor-
vehicle.

It will also require the rider to wear a motor-cycle 
helmet and have a motor cycle licence.

The penalties can be thousands of dollars.



THE FAT BOY
These are the latest E-Bikes.  It costs about $250 to soup 
them up and many can exceed speeds of 40 km/h.  Scores of 
young children can be seen riding these motor-vehicles all 
over the northern beaches of Sydney.  There is NO 
enforcement.  Most children riding these machines do not 
wear helmets.  The Police have no way of proving they have 
been souped up or whether they comply.  

It’s utter anarchy on steroids.



















Pyrmont Bridge Sydney
All Share – No Responsibility

Fluoro clad men with Darth Vader sticks pretending to enforce the law



 

Daily Telegraph – 19 Oct 2014

Pyrmont Bridge: This is the only 
Shared Path in NSW where 
there’s an enforceable Speed 
Limit of 10 km/h.  A study in 
2014, by SHFA, found that the 
“lowest average speed was 
23 km/h and the highest was 
27 km/h.

To our knowledge, to date, not 
one cyclist has been booked for 
speeding.



 

Enforceable Speed 
Limits in Australia are 
in steps of 
10 km/h – they must 
end in Zero – and be 
within a red circle (an 
annulus).  

Advisory Speed limits 
are in steps of 10 
km/h and end in  5 -  
they are in black on a 
yellow background.



ENFORCEMENT AND 
PENALTIES

LET’S BE HONEST -
ACROSS AUSTRALIA 

THEY ARE A JOKE

It’s enough to make Monty Python blush



ENFORCEMENT







We requested a GIPA (FoI) from NSW Police recently.  We 
wanted to know how many e-Rideable riders had been booked for 
riding unregistered/uninsured motor-vehicles, especially 
considering that private e-Scooters are banned in public places in 
NSW and so many e-Bicycle riders are souping up their vehicles.  
The reply was (quote):

23 July 2024 - Our Ref: REV-2024-0596390 - Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 
(NSW) - Internal Review Notice of Decision DW. - I have decided under section 58(1)(b) of the 
GIPA Act, that the information is not held by this agency. Statistical Services advised that it cannot 
provide an answer for those items because e-rideable vehicles are not extractable vehicle types in 
EDW. Additionally, Statistical Services also advised that it is unable to identify offences that cater 
specifically to e-rideable vehicles for the types of categories you have requested, for example, 
offences specifically for unregistered and uninsured e-rideable vehicles.

In simple terms, there’s no data available because there are no 
Law Part Codes which differentiate between these e-Rideables 
and ordinary motor-vehicles.  So in spite of tens of thousands of 
illegal private e-Scooters and souped up e-Bikes being ridden in 
NSW, there’s no way of knowing if there’s been any enforcement.



Now watch the TfNSW video and listen for the word “Enforcement”:

https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/projects/current-projects/nsw-shared-e-scooter-trial-program

https://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/projects/current-projects/nsw-shared-e-scooter-trial-program


Results from our GIPA (FoI – copy attached) for e-Scooter 
penalties

300,00 trips, 570,000 kms travelled, equivalent of 38 laps of 
Australia – and how much Enforcement?

Two, repeat, two Penalty notices issued since the trial began 
two years ago - 



Results of our GIPA (FoI) Bicycles and e-Scooter Penalties 
issues for the 4 years 2021 to 2024 – see attached for details







KEEPING UP APPEARANCES

ACROSS AUSTRALIA, MOST E-SCOOTER 
PENALTIES ISSUED ARE FOR HELMET 
OFFENCES

IT’S ALL ABOUT THE SAFETY OF THE E-
SCOOTER RIDERS

AND PEDESRTIANS BE DAMNED



Why do Politicians and Bureaucrats 
always put ENFORCEMENT last?

The most efficient way of 
EDUCATING people who flout the 
law is to ENFORCE the law and 
penalise them.  It’s an ancient and 
proven system.

That way, the law-abiding public 
does not have to pay for expensive 
EDUCATION campaigns.

But there is national political  
GROUPTHINK that 
ENFORCEMENT loses votes.

 



NON-ENFORCEMENT OF 
THE LAW ENCOURAGES 

ITS DISOBEDIENCE

And that’s the main reason E-Scooters and 
E-Rideables are literally – 

OUT-OF-CONTROL



E-SCOOTER PENALTIES ACROSS 
AUSTRALIA ARE FARCICAL AND DO NOT 
REFLECT THE POTENTIAL FOR HARM

For instance, why are the E-Scooter penalties for 
speeding,  doubling and riding on the footpath in 
NSW less than one third of the penalty for not 
wearing a helmet? 

In a crash with a pedestrian, a rider wearing a helmet 
has far greater protection.  Yet most of the penalties 
throughout Australia are about protecting the rider.

And most of the penalties which protect pedestrians 
are the same as parking meter penalties, where there is 
no potential for harm.



NOTE: MAY
 APPLY – NOT
 WILL APPLY

NSW



Shared Zones
Shared Paths
A Major Misnomer

Pedestrian Council of Australia
The Walking Class



Barriers to Walking
Shared Paths 

(Bicycles and E-Rideables)

All Share – No Responsibility

Pedestrian Council of Australia
The Walking Class



AUSTRALIAN ROAD RULES
19 October 1999

Division 5 Crossings and shared zones

83 Giving way to pedestrians in a shared zone

A driver driving in a shared zone must give way to any 
pedestrian in the zone.

Offence provision.
Note 1 Shared zone is defined in rule 24.

Note 2 For this rule, give way means the driver must slow down and, 
if necessary, stop to avoid a collision — see the definition in the 
dictionary.



The Australian Road Rules state categorically that when on a Shared Path:

(2)  The rider of a bicycle riding on a footpath or shared path must:

(a)  keep to the left of the footpath or shared path unless it is impracticable to do 
so, and 

(b)  give way to any pedestrian on the footpath or shared path.

Note 2. For sub-rule (2), give way means the rider must slow down and, if 
necessary, stop to avoid a collision



In a study conducted in 2008, 
over 40% of respondents 

believed that motorists and 
pedestrians have equal rights 

in Shared Zones.



Macquarie Dictionary
share1 
/ (say shair)

--verb (t) 

3. to divide and distribute in shares; apportion.
4. to use, participate in, enjoy, etc., jointly.

--verb (i) 
5. (sometimes followed by in) to have a share or part; take part.
--phrase 
6. share and share alike, to divide things or benefits equally.
 
[Middle English; Old English scearu cutting, division. See shear 
(verb)] 
--sharer, noun



Shared Zones

Double Jeopardy:  Apart from the 
confusing name, the Australian Standards 
logo features a young girl running away 
from a futuristic driverless car.



Where there’s confusion, there’s 
Potential for Harm.

And when over 40% of Road-Users 
don’t know that Pedestrians have 
Absolute Right of Way in a Shared 
Zone ... there’s very serious Potential 
for Harm.
 



http://www.walk.com.au/a/content_page.asp


In 1998, the CE 
of the RTA 
supported our 
campaign and 
agreed there 
was merit in 
changing the 
name of 
“Shared Zone” 
to one which 
conveys to 
drivers the 
priority which 
pedestrians 
have in those 
zones.



The RTA tried three 
times to get the name 
Shared Zone changed 
to Pedestrian Priority 
Zone, without success.

But the CE confirmed 
the maximum speed 
must remain at 10 
km/h because it 
represents the 
walking speed of 
pedestrians (85th 
percentile speed of 4.3 
km/h)



QUICK QUIZ:

What is the Speed Limit on 
Shared Paths in Australia (if 

not sign-posted)?



ANSWER:

It’s the same as the adjacent road.



This is the busiest Shared Path in NSW, connecting North and 
South Sydney across the Harbour Bridge.  Children are forced to 
walk here to School where the speed limit on the footpath is ...



 

Pedestrian Council of Australia
The Walking Class

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oltvTip-TLY
Watch the video from September 2013 and realise nothing has changed ...

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oltvTip-TLY


 

Pedestrian Council of Australia
The Walking Class

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oltvTip-TLY

PEDESTRIAN CONTEMPT:
Thirteen years later and nothing has 
changed except the date

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oltvTip-TLY


All Share – No Responsibility
These are the lawful signs required by the Australian Road Rules



THE GOOD NEWS
At a Transport for NSW Masterplan meeting held in Sydney on 20 
Sept 2012, the President of Bicycle NSW, Alex Unwin, stated that 

“Shared Paths should be a maximum speed of 10 km/h”
  



In 2002, Mrs Maria Guliano was struck on a Shared Path in Balmain 
(Sydney).  She was permanently brain damaged and required a full-time 
carer.  The cyclist left the scene.  An expert witness testified that the cyclist 
was travelling at less than 20 km/h.  It took her husband 6 years in court to 
sue the RTA and Leichhardt Council.  They finally settled out of court.

Read the Slater & Gordon advice:

https://www.walk.com.au/pedestriancouncil/page.asp?PageID=3125&SiteID=1 

 (QUOTE):  I am therefore of the opinion that local government road authorities may 
be found to be in breach of duty of care for failing to impose safe speed limits for 
bicyclists on Shared Bicycle Paths although any such finding of breach of duty of care 
must necessarily depend upon the particular facts of the case before the Court. 

There is no insurance for pedestrians hit by 
cyclists or most E-Rideables on Footpaths 
& Shared Paths.

https://www.walk.com.au/pedestriancouncil/page.asp?PageID=3125&SiteID=1


ANZAC Bridge (West) – Shared Path
Sydney



Cyclists ride on wild side
JORDAN BAKER

 The Sunday Telegraph -  16 December 2012
”CYCLISTS are clocking speeds of up to 47km/h on paths shared with

pedestrians, and walkers are terrified. … Most were travelling between 30km/h 
and 40km/h, but more than a dozen clocked more than

40km/h and the fastest flew past at 47km/h.”

Watch the video:

 www.youtube.com/watch?v=fZBHrKZGixE  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fZBHrKZGixE


Question:  

How are blind people to know they 
are on a Shared Path?

How are people who are deaf 
expected to know there are cyclists 
behind them ringing their bells (as 
instructed by many authorities)?



People who are blind can’t 
drive.

They must use the footpath to 
reach public transport and/or 

their destination.



This is clearly discriminatory:    

The PCA intends taking these 
very serious issues of 

discrimination to the Human 
Rights and Equal 

Opportunities Commission.



MICROMOBILITY 
SOLUTIONS:

EVERY E-RIDEABLE 
(ANYTHING WITH A 
MOTOR) MUST COME 
UNDER THE ONE LEGAL 
DEFINITION



Watch this video and be convinced:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wdlMmDAY9Aw

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wdlMmDAY9Aw


In New Zealand they correctly and sensibly call Shared 
Paths “Pedestrian Priority” zones.  “The misnomer, 
“Shared” creates the impression of equal rights, not 

pedestrian priority.



Recommendation:

    That there be an urgent and independent 
inquiry into Shared Paths by the Federal 
Dept of Infrastructure to consider:

the name, the logo, a mandatory default 
speed limit of 10 km/h, insurance, risk 
assessment, enforcement, identification of 
cyclists, penalties etc..



A WARNING TO ALL COUNCILS AND 
GOVERNMENTS

The courts are now proving that Councils must be very 
careful to comply with the Austroads Guidelines when 

proclaiming Shared Paths.

Once proclaimed, they have a Duty of Care to maintain them.

Unlike pedestrians, cyclists require a far smoother, regularly 
maintained , well lit, shared path, if injuries are to be 

avoided.

Over time, they will also be required to ensure the laws are 
vigorously enforced.

With a rapidly ageing population, Councils must be 
reminded that the greatest cause of death for people over 50 

is from a fall.



SOLUTIONS:

WE MUST ADOPT MOST OF THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE NSW 

E-SCOOTER COMMITTEE



FUTURE DIRECTIONS

PUT PEDSTRIANS FIRST



Any E-Rideable (a micromobility vehicle – including bicycles - with a motor)

A current driver’s licence – minimum age 17

Maximum weights – to be determined – current pedelec regs to apply

A maximum output of 300 watts

An approved helmet

No riding on any footpaths or pedestrian crossings throughout Australia

A national default speed limit of 10 km/h on Shared Paths unless otherwise sign-
posted

On-the-Spot drunk and drug testing

Penalties which reflect the potential for harm, particularly to pedestrians

Third party insurance (up to $20 million)

Number-plates (as in many overseas jurisdictions)



The Commonwealth 
Government must ban the 
importation of all E-
Rideables which do not 
meet the Australian 
regulations  



Let’s remove “Shared” from the Road Safety lexicon.

Let’s 

DEDICATE
&

SEPARATE 

Pedestrian Council of Australia
The Walking Class



walk.com.au

Pedestrian Council of Australia
The Walking Class Heroes
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