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The proposed Transport and Other Legislation (Managing E-mobility Use and Protecting Our
Communities) Amendment Bill 2026 introduces several sweeping reforms that have attracted
significant negative reviews from active transport advocates, legal experts, community groups, and
political opposition. Their opposition relates to - mandatory licensing and age limits; the proposed
10Km/h speed limit; proposed definitions and standards; and parental liability clauses.

Opponents argue the government has fundamentally misdiagnosed the problem and drafted
legislation that punishes everyday Queenslanders rather than addressing the actual dangers. The core
criticisms include:

1. Punishing Safe, Legal Riders Instead of lllegal Motorbikes Groups like Bicycle
Queensland and the Sunshine Coast Bicycle User Group (SCBUG) argue the government
has conflated safe, low-powered pedal-assist e-bikes with illegal, high-powered "electric
motorbikes" (which feature throttles and high speeds). Critics, including Greens MP
Michael Berkman, state that the laws unfairly target those relying on legal devices for
affordable transport rather than focusing enforcement on the illegal devices causing the
harm.

2. Retrospective Criminalisation of 200,000+ Legal E-Bikes The Bill mandates that e-bikes
comply with the EN 15194:2017+A1 standard. Bicycle Queensland and the Queensland
Law Society point out that this specific iteration of the standard is very recent, meaning
more than 90% of the 230,000 currently safe and legal e-bikes in Queensland will
instantly become illegal to use on public roads without compensation.

3. Discriminatory Licensing Requirements The Queensland Law Society and disability
advocates argue that forcing riders to hold a driver's licence creates an unjustifiable,
discriminatory barrier. This requirement locks out older individuals, migrants, and
people with disabilities who cannot pass the medical tests required for a car licence but
can safely operate an e-mobility device for their independence.

4. Dangerous and Unworkable Speed Limits Applying a blanket 10 km/h limit to all
footpaths and shared paths - which includes billions of dollars' worth of dedicated
bikeways and rail trails - is viewed as highly impractical. Reviewers warn this will
effectively shut down e-mobility as a commuting option and dangerously force
vulnerable riders onto high-speed roads with heavy motor vehicle traffic.

5. Unfair Reversal of the Onus of Proof The Queensland Law Society strongly criticised the
parental liability provision, noting it represents a significant departure from
fundamental legislative principles by attributing criminal liability to a parent for the
conduct of a child and forcing the parent to prove their innocence.


https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/html/bill.first.exp/bill-2026-014
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/html/bill.first.exp/bill-2026-014

6. Ignoring Infrastructure and Cost of Living The Queensland Labor Opposition and
community groups argue the Bill is a "nanny state" overreaction that fails to address the
root causes of safety conflicts - namely, a lack of separated infrastructure - and offers
zero new funding for bikeway upgrades.

Final Report from the Committee on Friday 8 May 2026

The EMobility Final Report directly addresses the community backlash to the draft legislation by
recommending several key amendments to soften the Bill's most restrictive measures, while holding
firm on other controversial provisions. Here is how the committee's report assesses and responds to
the primary issues raised by the community:

a. Dangerous and Unworkable Speed Limits (Modified)

The Issue: The community argued that a blanket 10 km/h speed limit would make shared
paths and bikeways unusable for commuting.

The Proposed Change: The committee agreed that a "more nuanced approach is required"
and recommended amending the Bill so the 10 km/h speed limit does not apply to shared
paths, unless specifically signed. Instead, they recommend a speed limit of 15 km/h when
within 10 metres of a pedestrian on a shared path. For footpaths, the committee
recommends applying the 10 km/h limit only to defined "high pedestrian areas," and
implementing a 10 km/h limit when within 10 metres of a pedestrian on all other footpaths.

b. Discriminatory Licensing Requirements (Modified)

The Issue: Advocates highlighted that requiring a driver's licence would unfairly lock out
older people and individuals with disabilities who cannot pass medical driving tests but rely
on e-mobility for independence.

The Proposed Change: The committee acknowledged this would limit human rights and
recommended amending the Bill to include a specific legal "pathway." This pathway would
permit individuals who cannot obtain a driver's licence because of a disability, medical
condition, or age, but who are still capable of safely riding, to legally operate an e-mobility
device.

c. Retrospective Criminalisation of 200,000+ Legal E-Bikes (Held Firm)

The Issue: The community and retailers warned that mandating the very recent EN
15194:2017+A1:2023 standard would instantly make the vast majority of existing, safe, and
currently legal e-bikes illegal to ride.

The Committee's Assessment: The committee majority held firm on this requirement. They
concluded that the goal of improving community safety "justifies the impacts on individual
property rights and the restrictions on freedom of movement". Instead of grandfathering
older bikes, the committee noted that "special circumstances permits" would be used to
help mitigate the impacts on existing owners.


https://www.parliament.qld.gov.au/Work-of-the-Assembly/Tabled-Papers/docs/5826t0616/5826t616.pdf

d. Unfair Reversal of the Onus of Proof for Parents (Held Firm)

The Issue: Legal experts argued that holding parents criminally liable for their children's
actions and forcing parents to prove they took reasonable steps to prevent the offence was
a departure from fundamental legal principles.

The Committee's Assessment: The committee rejected these concerns, stating that "On
balance, the committee is satisfied that the parental responsibility framework proposed by
the Bill is justified". They concluded that reversing the onus of proof is necessary to support
police enforcement and motivate parents to restrict their children from riding prohibited
devices.

e. Minimum Age Limits (Held Firm but Exploring Alternatives)

The Issue: The community highlighted the negative impact an outright ban for those under
16 would have on youth independence and family cycling.

The Proposed Change: The committee acknowledged the impact this will have on families
whose children currently ride legal e-bikes. While not recommending the age limit be
scrapped entirely, they highlighted that "safety training at some schools providing education
and rider identification plates for students" has positively changed rider behaviour and
"should be implemented as a solution" moving forward.

The report includes a dissenting statement from the Queensland Labor Opposition, which strongly
aligns with the community's negative reviews. Labor argues that the Bill "does nothing to prevent
the sale and use of already illegal devices," is unnecessarily burdensome, and effectively punishes
the vast majority of safe, compliant riders. They warn that failing to redraft the legislation to focus
on the truly dangerous illegal devices risks "the death of safe legal e-biking in this state".

The Queensland Government now has three months to respond to the committee’s latest report.
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