
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Staysafe (Joint Standing Committee on Road Safety) 

Parliament House 

Macquarie St 

Sydney NSW 2000 

          8 July 2013 

 

 

Email: staysafe@parliament.nsw.gov.au         

 

 

Dear Mr. Nordin, 

 

  Non-registered Motorised Vehicles Submission – Additional Questions 

 

I refer to your letter dated 27
th

 June 2013, enclosing a proof transcript of evidence given on 

Monday 24
th

 June 2013 and two additional questions raised by the Committee. 

 

As common letters were sent to both Mr Williams and me we have agreed to respond in a 

single reply.  

 

In relation to the transcript I wish to confirm that I have no issues with the document 

provided. Mr Williams also confirms that he has no issues with the transcript provided. 

 

In response to the questions raised I advise as follows: 

 

1. Your submission refers to a number of other mobility devices, such as electric cycles 

and the increasing demand for other mobility devices for specific user groups. 

 

•  How great is the range of additional mobility devices referred to in the submission? 

 

A. The range of additional mobility devices referred to in our submission is limited by the 

experience of member councils that have responded to our requests for information. 

By far the major concern for local councils is the number and distribution of mobility 

scooters. We do not have any data on other mobility devices other than anecdotal 

evidence that there are occasionally other devices being used on public streets from 

time to time. Most councils that we have had contact with are aware of the occasional 

electric cycle but in all cases these are considered not to be a problem as they are 

incorporated into the existing cycle network. 

 

There is (again anecdotal) evidence of a steady increase of mobility scooters in both 

regional and metropolitan areas. As discussed at the hearing, some form of registration 

/ tracking is required to provide accurate data in this respect. 
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In relation to other types of device there appears to be a small number of a variety of 

devices which have generally not been a significant problem to date. Our only source 

of reliable information relates to the current trial being carried out on the Macquarie 

University campus by the City of Ryde and Macquarie University.  

 

•  What, in your opinion is the level of demand for these alternative modes of transport? 

 

A. The fact that the above trial has been established indicates that there is a perceived 

demand for other forms of personal mobility device. If these devices prove successful 

in this trial there will most likely be an ongoing demand to expand their use throughout 

the community. At the present time Councils have not identified these other modes of 

transport as being a problem. 

 

 

2. The submission refers to a range of activities being undertaken by local councils to 

trial the use of various motorised devices in their council areas. 

 

•  Which council do you think is conducting the most productive work in the area of 

mobility device and vehicle safety? 

 

A. The report prepared by GTA Consultants for Parkes, Forbes and Lachlan Shire 

Councils is fairly comprehensive and incorporates experience gained over a number of 

years. 

 

Blayney Shire Council has also been active over several years in identifying the needs 

of users of mobility scooters and delivering education packages aimed at meeting 

those needs.  

 

In the metropolitan area Holroyd City Council has also gathered information and has 

prepared a report to support the delivery of an education programme for mobility 

scooter users. 

 

•  Are the results of these council activities being shared between councils and 

communicated to road safety authorities? 

 

A. The councils referred to above that have prepared reports do not appear to have 

actively shared the results with other councils. The reports referred to, for example, are 

not available on the council websites. This is not to suggest that the councils don’t 

want to share the information – more that the reports have been prepared to address a 

local need and this has been their initial application. 

 

I am unable to determine if this information has been shared with road safety 

authorities other than to note that this work has been carried out by Council Road 

Safety Officers whose positions are partly funded by RMS under the NSW Local 

Government Road Safety Programme. There is an opportunity for information sharing 

with RMS / Transport for NSW through this programme. 

 

 

•  Are particular councils giving consideration to the certification, regulation and 

registration of such vehicles? 

 



A. Given the expected costs and councils reluctance to undertake Federal and / or State 

Government tasks (resulting in cost shifting) it is highly unlikely that any councils 

have given consideration to the certification, regulation and registration of such 

vehicles. 

Our initial view is that while implementation might be carried out by councils the 

certification, registration and regulation of these vehicles is one for consideration on a 

national basis with any introduction being carried out through the state road 

authorities. These are not matters to be considered on a council by council basis by the 

existing 500+ councils. 

Once again, IPWEA (NSW) and the Roads & Transport Directorate appreciate this 

opportunity to have input into the Staysafe Committee inquiry into non-registered motorized 

vehicles and would be happy to provide additional information arising from the above 

submission. 

 

For further information in relation to the submission please do not hesitate to contact the 

undersigned on:

 

 

 

 

 

Mick Savage 

Manager Roads & Transport Directorate 

IPWEA (NSW) 

 

Telephone:   

Mobile:   

Fax:    

Email:    

 

cc. Brendyn Williams 

 

 

 

























Inquiry into non-registered motorised vehicles – 
Additional questions 

 

1. Under current NSW legislation motorised wheelchairs and mobility scooters should 
be used solely for the conveyance of a person with a disability that substantially 
impairs the persona’s mobility, rather than as an alternative form of transport for 
the able-bodied. 

 Do you think this definition is too restrictive? 
 
NRMA Motoring & Services (NRMA) believes that the definition of motorised wheelchair 
and mobility scooter users under the current NSW legislation is not enforceable. Many 
parts of NSW have very limited transport options especially in rural areas. It is important 
that people are still able to get around and are able to use all forms of alternative 
transport including mobility scooters whether they are able-bodied or not. 
 

 Your submission states that mobility scooters were one of the topics 
discussed at the Ageing Forums the NRMA held across NSW in 2011 (page 2). 
Did attendees view mobility scooters as a transport aid or as a transport 
alternative? 

 
NRMA did not specifically ask Members who attended the Ageing Forums how they 
viewed the use of mobility scooters. 
 

 The need for better footpaths to accommodate mobility scooters was an issue 
NRMA members raised at the Forums (page 2). Do you think that there will be 
an increasing demand for improved footpath infrastructure and what impact 
might this have on the maintenance and improved of local road infrastructure? 

 
In July 2011, NRMA held Ageing Forums across NSW where 800 NRMA Members raised 
issues they faced getting around when they can no longer drive. The use of mobility 
scooters was an issue that was consistently raised. NRMA Members raised the need for 
better footpaths to ensure they are safe and can accommodate users of motorised 
scooters. 
 
NRMA believes that there will be an increasing demand for improved footpath 
infrastructure which will not only benefit mobility scooters users but all other pedestrians, 
including wheelchair users and parents with prams. 
 
NRMA understands that there is a high cost of maintaining and improving footpaths. 
However, improved footpath infrastructure provides pedestrians with a safe walking 
environment and may help ensure that pedestrians are not forced to use the road instead 
of a footpath which is unsafe for all road users. 
 

2. The submission states that the majority of minor incidents involving mobility 
scooters are not reported in crash data (page 2).  

 Can you provide the Committee with more information about the under-
reporting of minor incidents? 

 
NRMA does not have any further information of the under-reporting of the minor 
incidents. However, NRMA believes that this should be investigated to understand the 
seriousness of the issue. 



 
 
 
 

3. The Mobility scooter usage and safety survey, a 2012 project in which the NRMA 
collaborated, found that many scooters users live in rural areas, which affected 
training, safety and servicing (Survey report page 2). 

 Are the safety issues primarily to do with lack for appropriate footpath 
infrastructure? 

 How difficult is it for people in rural areas to get their mobility scooters 
regularly serviced? 

 
The Mobility scooter usage and safety survey report was written by the Australian 
Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC). The NRMA undertook the fieldwork for 
the extended survey. 
 
The lack of appropriate footpath infrastructure was raised at NRMA’s Ageing Forums 
which were held in various regional areas across NSW. 
 
People that live in rural areas of NSW generally have difficulty accessing many services 
and NRMA believes that this could extend to mobility scooter services. 
 

4. The survey found that scooter users blamed factors out of their control, for 
example environmental factors, for any lack of safety (Survey report page 2). Does 
this indicate that more needs to be done to raise the competency of scooter uses 
so that they have the capacity to cope with environmental challenges? 
 
NRMA believes that more information for mobility scooters users would be beneficial to 
ensure the safety of all road users, in particular how to deal with environmental 
challenges.  
 

5. The survey says on page 4 that ‘potentially, large number of users have never been 
licensed.’ This would mean that many users are not familiar with the road rules. 

 Do you think that the issue is adequately addressed in education programs for 
mobility scooter users? 

 Has there been further work done in relation to the education and training of 
mobility scooter users following the publication of the survey report? 

 
NRMA believes that more mobility scooter education programs should be available that 
provides users with information such as how to use a scooter and the current road rules for 
scooter users. NRMA continues to run education programs for older road users that covers 
safe mobility scooter use.  
 
NRMA is not aware of any further work by other road safety stakeholders that has been 
done in relation to the education and training of mobility scooter users following the 
publication of the survey report. 
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