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Dear Mr McDonald

Thank you for your letter of 26 March 2026 requesting additional information to assist the
State Development, Infrastructure and Works Committee (the committee) with the
examination of the Transport and Other Legislation (Managing E-mobility Use and
Protecting Our Communities) Amendment Bill 2026 (the Bill).

The enclosed summary provides information about the analysis undertaken by the
Department of Transport and Main Roads (TMR) (refer Enclosure 1). For consistency with
the previous Parliamentary Inquiry into e-mobility safety and use in Queensland process,
TMR has provided responses to themes raised, rather than to individual submitters.

At the public briefing held on 2 April 2026, a Question on Notice was taken regarding
membership of the E-mobility Safety Reference Group. Please find the response to the
question enclosed (refer Enclosure 2).

| would like to take this opportunity to thank the committee for its examination of the Bill.

Yours sincerely

Sally Stannard
Director-General
Department of Transport and Main Roads
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Department of Transport and Main Roads DELIVERING
FOR QUEENSLAND

State Development, Infrastructure and Works Committee

Transport and Other Legislation (Managing E-mobility Use and Protecting Our
Communities) Amendment Bill 2026

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT AND MAIN ROADS

Response to public submissions

The Department of Transport and Main Roads (TMR) reviewed 111 organisational submissions and a form submission representing 1,774 individuals as part of the State
Development, Infrastructure and Works Committee's review of the Transport and Other Legislation (Managing E-mobility Use and Protecting Our Communities) Amendment Bill
2026. The submissions were provided by a diverse range of stakeholders, including businesses, advocacy groups, local governments, health professionals, academia, and legal
and community associations, with interests spanning active transport, e-mobility, cycling, road safety, tourism, disability inclusion, and sustainable transport infrastructure across
Queensland.

The analysis addresses key themes raised in the submissions to assist the Committee’s consideration of the Bill. These themes include compliance with EN15194 standards,
age and licensing requirements, shared path speed limits, police powers for seizure and destruction, parental responsibility for young riders, industry obligations, increased
penalties for unsafe behaviours, expanded PMD road access, enforcement of parking offences, and calls for greater investment in active transport and e-mobility infrastructure.
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Key theme

Summary of Issue/s Raised

TMR Response

Version of
EN15194

While most submissions that addressed e-bike standards supported
adoption of EN15194, several submissions expressed concern about the
restriction to the most recent version of EN15194 (updated in 2023).

Submissions that raised this issue include, by way of example,
submissions from Bicycle Queensland (1599), Zero Emissions Noosa Inc
(1932), Zipidi and eMobility Australia Limited (1933), Brisbane West
Bicycle User Group (1937), Ecotekk Pty Ltd (1942), Transport
Professionals Association (1950), Zwart Transport Planning (1953),
Queensland Advocacy for Inclusion (2454), and Australian Transport
Research (11).

Submitters highlighted that this would mean that most e-bikes in
Queensland would become non-compliant as they were manufactured
before the 2023 update.

The current Bill requires Electrically Power-Assisted Cycles (EPACs) to
meet the latest EN15194:2017+A1 (updated in 2023) safety standard.
However, TMR recognises that this would unintentionally make many
existing e-bikes in Queensland non-compliant, as they were built to comply
with earlier versions of the standard (for example, EN15194:2009,
EN15194:2009+A1:2011, and EN15194:2017). This was not the intended
outcome.

To address this, and subject to Government approval and parliamentary
process, TMR proposes amending the Bill to allow compliance with the
version of the EN15194 standard that was in place when the EPAC was
manufactured. This approach ensures safety standards continue to evolve
while minimising impacts on current e-bike owners.

Affixing EN15194
labels

A few submitters noted that the Bill currently requires EPAC compliance
labels to be applied by the EPAC manufacturer. These submissions raised
concerns that this approach is impractical and too restrictive, as other
parties, such as retailers, may also be capable of certifying and labelling
compliant EPACs.

Submissions that raised this issue include, by way of example,
submissions from Get Around Caboolture (82), CRUZR (1315), RACQ
(1898), Better Transport Queensland Inc (1907), Logan City Council
(1918), and Brisbane City Council (1936).

TMR acknowledges this concern and will explore options to allow other
parties, such as retailers, to affix EPAC compliance labels.

Existing compliant
e-bikes that cannot
comply with
EN15194

Many submissions raised concerns about e-bikes that meet current safety
and performance standards (25km/h speed limit and 250-watt motor) but
cannot be retroactively certified to EN15194. This includes e-bikes with
conversion kits that are currently legal in Queensland.

Submitters highlighted that requiring retroactive compliance would impose
significant financial burdens on owners and is considered impractical.

Submissions that raised this issue include, by way of example,
submissions from Bicycle Queensland (1599), Bicycle NSW (1909),
Toowoomba Region Bicycle Users Group Inc (432), All Ride MTB (564),
Cycling without Age Australia Inc (1318), DT Recumbents Australia (1860),
Everybody eBikes (1888), and Bicycle Industries Australia (1908).

To address these concerns, submitters proposed solutions, including:

¢ Introducing a buy-back scheme to compensate affected owners.

TMR acknowledges that adopting EN15194 will impact some owners of e-
bikes that are currently legal.

The Bill already proposes a limited permitting process to approve the use
of special e-bikes that cannot comply with EN15194, such as e-trikes.

Other suggestions are acknowledged and TMR welcomes the Committee’s
consideration of the:

e value of alternative certification pathways for existing e-bikes that
meet key safety requirements (25km/h speed limit and 250-watt
motor).

o suitability of the proposed six-month transition period.

In considering if amendments to the Bill are required, it will be critical not to
undermine the enforceability of the broader reforms by allowing e-bikes to
be used without a compliance label or exemption permit beyond the
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e Creating an alternative certification pathway for these e-bikes,
allowing them to meet key EN15194 requirements (e.g., motor
power and speed limits) and apply a compliance label to assist
with enforcement.

o Extending the proposed six-month transition period to provide
more time for compliance.

e Establishing an accessible exemption process for three-wheeled
cycles or adaptive e-bikes, which are used by people with
disabilities.

transition period. This is essential to support police in undertaking e-bike
compliance and ensuring effective enforcement.

TMR is committed to working with the Committee and the Government to
ensure the Bill balances safety, practicality, and community needs.

Age limit

A large number of submissions opposed the proposed minimum age limit
of 16 years for e-mobility device riders. Key concerns include the impact
on young people who rely on legal devices for independent travel to
school, sports, and social activities, which could create significant
challenges for families.

Submissions also noted that the proposed rules could negatively affect
families who ride socially, particularly on rail trails, where younger riders
often participate under adult supervision. Suggestions were made to
consider a lower age limit or exemptions for supervised activities.

Concerns were raised about the potential economic impact on local
communities that benefit from cycling tourism, which often involves families
with young riders. Additionally, submitters claimed that the proposed age
limit would not address the issue of illegal devices.

Submissions that were in opposition to the proposal include, by way of
example, submissions from Brisbane Valley Rail Trail Users Association
Inc (18), Brisbane South BUG (108),Qld Tourism Industry Council (697),
Ampd Bros (1311), Bicycle Queensland (1599), MAIC-QUT Road Safety
Research Collaboration (1608), DT Recumbents Australia (1860),
EveryBody eBikes (1888), Bicycle Industries Australia (1908), City of Gold
Coast (1913), Logan City Council (1918), Endeavour Foundation (1915),
YFS Legal (1931), Zipidi and eMobility Australia Limited (1933), Pedal
Group Pty Ltd (1946), Queensland Advocacy for Inclusion (2454), as well
as 1,774 individuals who submitted a form letter.

Some submissions supported the proposed age requirement. These
included submissions from the Royal Automobile Club of Queensland
(RACQ) (1898), 3KM Technology Pty Ltd trading as Ario Australia (1934),
Insurance Council of Australia (1917), Vision Australia (1952), Australian

The Bill introduces a new requirement for all riders to be a minimum age of
16 years. This aims to address the significant safety risks to young riders,
as highlighted by hospital injury data and community concerns. This age
requirement is intended to ensure that riders have the cognitive maturity
and skills needed to navigate the complexities of the road environment
safely.

The proposed age limit of 16 years aligns with most other jurisdictions for
e-scooters and PMDs, and with Western Australia for e-bikes. It also sets a
clear and consistent benchmark for all e-mobility devices in Queensland,
allowing the rules to be communicated and complied with easily. TMR
understands that other jurisdictions are also considering e-bike age limits.

TMR acknowledges the concerns raised by submitters. While the age limit
is designed to enhance safety, TMR welcomes the Committee’s
consideration of any approaches to minimise negative impacts.
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Medical Association Queensland (1906), Queensland Chinese Forum
(1569), and Yorkeys Knob State School P&C (976).

Licensing
requirement

Most submissions opposed the proposed requirement for e-mobility riders
to hold a driver licence.

Submissions that were in opposition to the proposal include, by way of
example, submissions from The Bike Hire Company (19), Sunshine Coast
Bicycle User Group (371), Tribe Bikes (159), Bundaberg to Gin Gin Rail
Trail Development Committee (716), South Burnett Mountain Bike Club
(781), CRUZR (1315), SL Power Services (1571), Bicycle Queensland
(1599), Eljay Freestyle Entertainment (1784), EveryBody eBikes (1888),
RACQ (1898), Better Transport Queensland Inc (1907), Bicycle Industries
Australia (1908), City of Gold Coast (1913), Endeavour Foundation (1915),
Logan City Council (1918), Office of the Public Advocate (1922), Zipidi and
eMobility Australia Limited (1933), Queenslanders with Disability Network
(1948), Somerset Regional Council (1949), Uber Eats (2458), Lime and
Neuron (2461), as well as 1,774 individuals who submitted a form letter.

Concerns were raised about the impact on:

o People with disabilities or medical conditions who cannot obtain a
licence.

¢ Older Queenslanders who no longer drive.

¢ Individuals without cars.

e people struggling financially.

e Tourists without a Queensland licence.

e Shared e-mobility operators who would need to enforce licensing.

Submitters claim the requirement would reduce independence, discourage
active transport, and create unnecessary barriers to mobility. It was noted
that few jurisdictions globally require licences for bicycles or e-bikes.

Alternatives suggested included:
e An e-mobility-specific licence focused on road rules and safety.
e School-based education campaigns.

e Exemptions for supervised riders, short commutes, people with
disabilities, and tourists.

e Exemptions for shared e-mobility device riders.

The Bill requires all e-mobility device riders to hold at least a valid learner
driver licence. This includes Queensland, interstate, and overseas
licences, to ensure there are no adverse impacts on tourism.

The licensing requirement is intended to improve rider safety by ensuring
all riders are medically fit to operate a device and have a basic
understanding of road rules, which is critical for navigating shared road
environments safely.

TMR acknowledges the concerns raised in submissions regarding the
potential impacts on certain groups, including people with disabilities, older
Queenslanders, and those suffering financial difficulties.

To address these concerns, the Committee may wish to consider an
exemption process for specific cohorts, such as individuals with disabilities
or older riders. This approach could balance the need for safety and road
rule knowledge with the importance of maintaining accessibility and
mobility.

TMR also recognises the key role of shared scheme operators in ensuring
rider safety and compliance with licensing and age requirements. It is
essential that all parties, including operators, work together to promote
safe and responsible use of e-mobility devices.
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Shared e-mobility operators also warned the proposal could unintentionally
remove third-party liability insurance currently protecting riders and the
community.

Some submissions supported the proposed licensing requirement. This
included submissions from the Federal Chamber of Automative Industries
(1944), the Insurance Council of Australia (1917), and Vision Australia
(1952).

10km/h speed limit
on shared paths

Many submissions opposed the proposed 10km/h speed limit for e-mobility
device riders on all footpaths and shared paths.

Submissions that were in opposition to the proposal include, by way of
example, submissions from Brisbane Valley Rail Trail Users Association
Inc (18), Out There Cycling (54), Tribe Bikes (159), Rail Trails Australia
(1201), Bicycle Queensland (1599), MAIC-QUT Road Safety Research
Collaboration (1608), Caloundra Off Road Cycling Association (1818),
EveryBody eBikes (1888), RACQ (1898), Australian Electric Vehicle
Association Ltd (1905), Bicycle Industries Australia (1908), City of Gold
Coast (1913), Logan City Council (1918), Queensland Transport Academic
Community (1925), Zipidi and eMobility Australia Limited (1933), Noosa
Council (1945), and Vision Australia (1952) as well as 1,774 individuals
who submitted a form letter.

Key concerns raised include:

¢ Impacts on low-congestion infrastructure such as bikeways and
rail trails, where pedestrian traffic is minimal, with potential
negative effects on regional tourism.

e Safety risks, as riding at 10km/h may cause balance issues for
some riders and could force them onto unsafe, heavily congested
roads without dedicated or separated infrastructure.

e Financial impacts on councils, which would need to install signage
to designate paths where speeds greater than 10km/h are
permitted.

¢ Widespread impact on shared paths, riverside and foreshore
paths, and long-distance rail trails, potentially disrupting legal e-
bike commuting and recreational use across the state.

Submitters suggested several alternatives to the proposed blanket 10km/h
speed limit, including:

e Exempting rail trails from the speed limit.

The Bill proposes a uniform 10km/h speed limit on footpaths and shared
paths for both EPACs and PMDs. This does not apply to dedicated bike
lanes or cycleways where pedestrians are prohibited.

The proposed change is intended to address significant public safety
concerns about pedestrians sharing infrastructure with e-mobility device
riders. By introducing a lower speed limit, the proposal aims to reduce
crash and injury risks in areas with high pedestrian activity and encourage
riders to use higher-quality active transport infrastructure where available.

The proposed 10km/h speed limit applies to both footpaths and shared
paths, as there is no practical distinction between the two in Queensland.
Both types of infrastructure are used by pedestrians and riders, and the
risks associated with speed can be similar in these shared environments.
A consistent speed limit ensures clarity for all users and simplifies
enforcement, reducing confusion and promoting safer interactions between
pedestrians and riders.

However, TMR acknowledges that applying a blanket 10km/h speed limit
may have unintended impacts on high-quality shared paths, such as
bikeways and rail trails, where pedestrian volumes are typically lower.

To address these concerns, the Committee may wish to consider options
for a more balanced and flexible approach. Options could include
excluding certain shared paths through signage or defining a subset of
paths to target the reduced speed limit more effectively. It should be noted
that both options have challenges in communicating and enforcing the
rules.
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e Introducing a safe passing speed rule to manage interactions with
pedestrians.

e Setting a default 20km/h speed limit (un-signed) with lower
signposted limits in high-pedestrian areas.

Some submissions supported the proposed 10km/h speed limit on shared
paths — by way of example, submissions from E-bike Safety Australia
(1941), Vision Australia (1952), and Australian Medical Association
Queensland (1906).

Police seizure and
destruction powers

Several submissions expressed support for the proposed police powers to
seize and destroy prohibited bikes, by way of example, submissions from
Caloundra Residents Association Inc (448), Bicycle Queensland (1599),
Amys Foundation (1859), Australian Medical Association Queensland
(1906), BikeHero (1910), Logan City Council (1918), Vision Australia
(1952), and Lime and Neuron (2461). These stakeholders recognised the
importance of these powers in addressing safety risks posed by non-
compliant devices.

However, a small number of submissions raised concerns or challenged
aspects of the proposed powers, including:

e Concerns about devices being seized and destroyed solely due to
the absence of a compliance label, even if they meet safety
standards.

e A belief that existing police powers are already sufficient to
address non-compliant devices.

e A suggestion to require police to leave a physical seizure notice at
the location where an unattended prohibited bike is confiscated.

By way of example, submissions from E-Bike Safety Australia (1941),
Foucault Dynamics (1916), the Australian Electric Vehicle Association
(1905), and Legal Aid Queensland (2464).

TMR notes that police powers are the responsibility of the Queensland
Police Service (QPS).

The Bill introduces new police powers to seize and destroy prohibited
bikes to address safety risks posed by non-compliant e-mobility devices
and unregisterable motorbikes.

To support the implementation of these powers, TMR is working closely
with the QPS to ensure they are applied consistently, fairly, and
transparently. An operational agreement between TMR and QPS will guide
the transport, storage, and disposal of seized devices. Police will rely on
clear processes, including visual inspections, measurements, and testing,
to identify prohibited bikes, and owners will have the opportunity to provide
evidence to demonstrate compliance.

To ensure fairness, owners of seized devices will receive a seizure notice
or, if the device is unattended, a notice will be published on the QPS
website. Owners will have 30 days to apply for the return of their device,
with review mechanisms available through QPS and the Queensland Civil
and Administrative Tribunal (QCAT). If no application is made or all are
refused, the device will be forfeited and may be destroyed or sold to cover
costs.

TMR is committed to working with QPS to ensure these powers are well
understood by officers and applied in a way that balances public safety
with fairness and transparency. This collaborative approach will help
ensure the effective and equitable enforcement of the new rules.

Parental
responsibility

Some submissions directly supported the proposed parental responsibility
offence, by way of example, submissions from Ampd Bros (1311),
Insurance Council of Australia (1917), Amys Foundation (1859), Logan
City Council (1918), Vision Australia (1952), and Logan City Council
(1918).

A small number of submissions raised concerns about the proposed

The proposed parental responsibility offence aims to reduce non-compliant
behaviour, by holding parents or guardians accountable for children under
the age of 16 who unlawfully ride e-mobility devices.

Safeguards are built into the Bill, allowing parents to defend themselves if
they were unaware of the child’s actions or took reasonable steps to
prevent the offence. The offence is narrowly focused, applying only to

TMR response to submissions — Transport and Other Legislation (Managing E-mobility Use and Protecting Our Communities) Amendment Bill 2026 — April 2026




Key theme

Summary of Issue/s Raised

TMR Response

parental responsibility offence. This included:

e Australian Medical Association Queensland (1906) highlighted
potential disproportionate impacts on marginalised communities,
including vulnerable families, First Nations, and CALD
communities.

o E-Bike Safety Australia (1941) argued the changes may not drive
meaningful behaviour change and could create unnecessary legal
risks for parents.

e YFS Legal (1931) recommended focusing on education and
support for families instead of penalties and, if retained, including
safeguards like warnings for first offences.

parents, step-parents, and guardians. It also focuses on actions within the
parent's control and not the behaviour of the child, such as helmet or
speed offences.

This approach ensures that parents are not unfairly penalised for actions
outside their control while promoting responsible supervision and safer e-
mobility use.

Industry obligations

A small number of submissions raised issues with the proposed industry
obligations within the Bill including:

e Brisbane City Council (1936) noted that the requirements for
shared e-mobility providers to check a rider's age and licence
could impose significant administrative burdens and increased
costs.

e Urban Wheelz (1951) raised concerns about the practicalities for
retailers, including challenges with age verification, the legal
authority to request ID from minors, and data handling obligations.

The Bill introduces new responsibilities for sellers and shared e-mobility
providers to prevent children under 16 years from accessing devices.
Sellers must verify age, train staff, and display prohibition signs, with
penalties for non-compliance. Shared e-mobility providers must ensure
riders meet age and licensing requirements, with defences available if
false information is provided. These obligations are critical to ensuring all
parties do their bit to improve e-mobility safety in Queensland.

TMR acknowledges stakeholder concerns about challenges like age
verification, requesting ID, data handling, and administrative burdens. To
support compliance, TMR will provide clear guidance on verification
methods, staff training, and data management.

The requirement for shared providers to validate rider age and licence
status will commence on 1 January 2027, allowing time for necessary app
updates.

Increased penalties

A small number of submitters questioned the effectiveness and fairness of
the proposed penalty increases, including:

e Logan City Council (1918) opposes matching e-mobility speeding
penalties to motor vehicle penalties, citing disproportionate risks
and impacts.

o E-Bike Safety Australia (1941) notes that penalties without
effective enforcement will not achieve desired outcomes.

e MAIC-QUT Road Safety Research Collaboration (1608) notes that
higher penalties have limited impact, while better detection and
enforcement are more effective.

The proposed penalty increases aim to improve safety and deter high-risk
behaviours like speeding and riding on prohibited roads.

While concerns are noted, it is essential to send a clear message that
unsafe and antisocial riding will not be tolerated.
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PMD road access

A small number of submitters raised concerns about the proposed
expansion of PMD access to roads with speed limits of up to 60 km/h,
citing increased safety risks for vulnerable road users.

It was suggested that additional funding be allocated to develop dedicated
infrastructure to improve safety and support the proposed changes.

By way of example, see submissions from Bicycle Queensland (1599),
MAIC-QUT Road Safety Research Collaboration (1608) Logan City
Council (1918), Brisbane City Council (1936), Noosa Council (1945),
Queensland Consumers Association (1947), and Queenslanders with
Disability Network (1948).

The proposed changes will allow PMD riders to access roads with speed
limits up to 60 km/h, aligning their access with that of bicycle and e-bike
riders.

This approach promotes consistency across active transport modes,
enabling greater choice for riders and encouraging the use of lower-speed
roads which helps improve pedestrian safety on footpaths.

Riders will still have the option to use footpaths if they feel more
comfortable doing so.

Parking
enforcement

Some submissions supported the new parking offence, by way of example
- submissions from the Australian Institute of Architects (1935),
Queenslanders with Disability Network (1948), Vision Australia (1952), and
Zwart Transport Planning (1953).

Two local governments expressed concern about the potential for
increased demand on local government enforcement resources (see
submissions from the Brisbane City Council (1936) and Noosa Council
(1945)).

The new parking offence aims to improve safety and accessibility on
footpaths. TMR will work with local governments to address any
enforcement challenges, noting enforcement will be at the discretion of
local governments.
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Question on Notice

State Development, Infrastructure and Works Committee

Transport and Other Legislation (Managing E-mobility Use and
Protecting Our Communities) Amendment Bill 2026

Asked on 2 April 2026

The State Development, Infrastructure and Works Committee asked the Department of Transport
and Main Roads —

QUESTION:

Who is on the E-mobility Safety Reference Group and what will the engagement with them going
forward look like?

ANSWER:

The E-mobility Safety Reference Group, chaired by the Department of Transport and Main Roads
(TMR), includes representatives from the following organisations:

Department of Transport and Main Roads
Office of Fair Trading

Queensland Police Service
Queensland Rail

Brisbane City Council

Bundaberg Regional Council

Cairns Regional Council

Douglas Shire Council

Fraser Coast Regional Council

Gold Coast City Council

Livingstone Shire Council

Mackay Regional Council

City of Moreton Bay

Redlands City Council

Sunshine Coast Council

Townsville City Council

Local Government Association of Queensland
Queensland University of Technology
University of Queensland

University of the Sunshine Coast
Jamieson Trauma Institute

Royal Australasian College of Surgeons
Bicycle Queensland

Queensland Walks

Royal Automobile Club of Queensland



Scooter Squad
Queenslanders with a Disability Network
Vision Australia

Ario

Beam

Benzina Zero

Bicycle Industries Australia
E-mobility Australia
Everybody e-Bikes

Evolve Skateboards

Lime

Neuron

TMR will continue to consult with the E-mobility Safety Reference Group moving forward,
including in the development of key communications material.



