EAPC Consultation

Annex C – Response Form 

Title: Mr

Name: Chris Peck

Organisation (if applicable): CTC, the national cyclists’ organisation
Address: Parklands, Railton Road, Guildford, Surrey

Postcode: GU2 9JX
E-mail address: chris.peck@ctc.org.uk
Date: 22/3/2010
	Please note:

The Department will prepare and publish a summary of all the responses to this consultation letter. Copies of individual responses may also be made available to anyone that requests them.

I am/am not* content for a copy of my response to be made available if requested. Please note that if you ask for your response to be kept confidential this will only be possible if it is consistent with our obligations under the Freedom of Information Act 2000




*please delete as appropriate
Your answers to the following questions will help us to better understand the issues and decide the best way forward.  The options referenced in the questions are fully explained in the impact assessment included with this consultation and we will use the replies to develop these options and improve our understanding of the costs, benefits and risks.
	Q1.Do you support raising the continuous rated power of the electric motor for bicycles and tandems from 0.2 kilowatts to 0.25 kilowatts (Options 2 & 3)?
Note. There are no plans to amend the GB maximum speed at which electrical assistance may be provided (15 mph). 

	Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No, 
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

Harmonisation allows ease for manufacturers, reflects existing practice and ensures that cycles are more practical.




	Q2.  Should the current weight limit of 40 kg for bicycles and tandems be removed (Option 2 & 3)?

	Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

As discussed in the consultation, the weight limit for bicycles serves little purpose since this market is mostly self-regulating.



	Q3.  Should the current unladen weight limit of 60 kg for electrically assisted tricycles be retained (Option 2)? 

Note. Tricycles have the potential to be used for carrying loads. We believe that there is a safety justification for limiting the size and therefore load capacity of such vehicles. A weight limit provides a simple and easily enforceable method to ensure safety.

Heavier electric tricycles may still be approved as motor vehicles and used on public roads (if they comply with the relevant motor vehicle safety requirements).


	Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

We see no justification for retaining the current weight limit for tricycles. Our reasons are set out in answer to Q4 and 5.



	Q4.  If you consider that the unladen weight limit for electrically assisted tricycles should be increased, what limit, if any, should be applied? Please provide information to support your answer in the space below.

	80 kg

 FORMCHECKBOX 

100 kg 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

150 kg           FORMCHECKBOX 

No limit
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

150kg would cover many of the existing products on the market (e.g. Cycles Maximus, Cargocycles), allowing them to be considered as cycles rather than motor vehicles and equating to the weight limit currently imposed on mobility scooters. We note that a loaded tandem bicycle, together with riders could easily exceed 200 kg, while the current framework would allow EAPC bicycles to haul trailers of any weight.

We firmly believe that freight cycles have a greater contribution to make, especially in distribution within inner city core areas and vehicle restricted zones. Transport for London (TfL) research suggests that freight cycles could play a much greater role in inner cities distribution and courier services than the currently do.
 

The TfL research shows that while cycle freight using heavy (80+ kg) delivery trikes has become established in various locations in France, it is still very limited in Britain. Indeed a trial conducted by the Royal Mail with electric assist Cycles Maximus trikes had to be withdrawn because those vehicles fell outside British regulations, although they remain inside those of the EU. The weight restrictions on tricycles therefore creates an unfair disadvantage to UK operators of cargo trikes and leaves them in a regulatory vacuum. Regulating these vehicles as motor vehicles would significantly erode their advantage.




	Q5.  Do you consider that electrically assisted tricycles should be defined by another criterion other than by a prescribed weight limit?  Some suggestions are included below or alternatively please add ideas of your own.

	Axle width   FORMCHECKBOX 

Maximum overall width   FORMCHECKBOX 

Maximum payload   FORMCHECKBOX 

Maximum gross vehicle mass   FORMCHECKBOX 

Commercial activity (e.g. hire and reward)   FORMCHECKBOX 
 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

We urge that the DfT seek to deal with the issue of pedicabs. Whilst we believe that these regulations should be enough to cover their construction, we suggest that as vehicles for public carriage they need additional regulation of operators to ensure the safety of occupants. The DfT should not fudge these construction regulations in order to deter their use: the pedicabs has a growing role in society and inclusion of an element of electrical assist can substantially improve their performance without endangering other road users.



	Q6.  Is the most sensible way to provide effective enforcement and to differentiate between cycles manufactured before and after a change in the GB Regulations, to require the date of manufacture to be included on the identification plate for new products? 

	Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

Unless this is already required for other EU markets we fear that the imposition of this regulation will undermine other aspects of harmonisation (ie, easing the marketing of products in the UK and the rest of the EU).



	Q7.  If you do not agree that adding the date of manufacture to the identification plate is the best way to ensure effective enforcement and to differentiate between cycles manufactured before and after a change in the GB regulations. Please suggest alternative options.


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

Seek a means of identification that can be applied after production, e.g. a permanent sticker.



	Q8.  If the GB Regulations are amended so that new EAPCs must only provide power assistance when the rider is pedalling - how long would retailers and manufacturers need to sell or convert existing stocks of “twist-and-go” type EAPCs?

Under EU rules, “Twist-and-Go” cycles are required to be approved for use on the road in the same way as electric mopeds. We recognise that the current GB requirements are unclear and we are considering transitional provisions to reduce the impact on manufacturers, retailers and importers.  

	6 months


 FORMCHECKBOX 

12 months


 FORMCHECKBOX 

18 months


 FORMCHECKBOX 

More than 18 months
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

This question is best answered by the cycle industry. However, we support the alternative proposal that twist and go should be permitted up to 6 km/h and we hope that some twist and go cycles will still be permitted on the market for those registered disabled. 
CTC members have informed us that they value twist and go because it permits them to walk alongside their bikes and not have to push them up steep hills, while the are others who may need the benefits of a twist and go cycle but who may be forced to use a mobility scooter or electric motorcycle if the regulations go through as suggested. It is therefore our preference that those who need twist and go should be permitted to use them.



	Q9.  Can you give an indication of the current sales volumes of EAPCs in GB?  An indication of the split between twist-and-go and pedal assist cycles would be useful.



	No.



	Q10.  Are manufacturers and retailers likely to suffer any additional costs as a result of these changes?  If so can you quantify them?



	Yes 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

No comment.



	Q11. Do you see these proposals creating new opportunities for the use of EAPCs?  If so what would they be? 


	Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

We believe that if the tricycle weight limit is lifted the proposals could greatly increase the take up of electrically assisted human powered vehicles such as velomobiles, cargo trikes and pedicabs. Each of these types of vehicles have the potential to contribute to sustainable transport in the UK but suffer from a regulatory vacuum.



	Q12.  Do you think these proposals will offer consumers a greater choice of product? 


	Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

As discussed above, we believe that if the tricyle weight limit is lifted the market in cargo trikes and pedicabs can be extended. Greater harmonisation with the EU, including uprating of power, means that it will be easier for retailers to offer models currently on the market in the rest of the EU. We note that around a third of cycle sales in the vast market of the Netherlands are currently pedelecs.
We fear that if the twist and go cycles are not permitted to exist some current users will be forced to give up cycling altogether, to the detriment of their health. A possible solution would be to class twist and go electric cycles and the possible (if undesirable)



	Q13.  What groups do you think will most benefit from these proposals? E.g. young, older people, commuters, etc.



	Young (over 14)


 FORMCHECKBOX 

Adults (18 to 35)


 FORMCHECKBOX 


(36 to 50) 


 FORMCHECKBOX 


(51 and over)


 FORMCHECKBOX 

Less able 



 FORMCHECKBOX 

Commuters 



 FORMCHECKBOX 

Others



 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any additional comments you wish to make:

We believe that all users can benefits from a relaxation of weight limits and increase in available models. Under ‘others’ we suggest the inclusion of the freight and passenger transport industries as potential beneficiaries.



	Q14. Do you have any other comments on the issues raised in this consultation document? 



	As discussed above, we believe that this consultation will be helpful to the growth of a pedelec market in Britain and may also help generate a market for pedelec trikes shifting passengers and freight. However, for pedicabs to operate successfully further regulation and licensing regimes are required to support their use and ensure the safety of the public.
Also, as discussed above, we suggest that the power assistance be permitted up to 6 km/h without pedalling. CTC members have informed us that they greatly value the ability to walk alongside their bikes when gradients become too steep for them to pedal, but they cannot push the heavier weight of a (potentially loaded) electric bike.




Please return this form by 30 MARCH 2010 to:

EAPC Consultation
Department for Transport

2/04 Great Minster House

76 Marsham Street

London 

SW1P 4DR

Tel: 020 7944 2086
Fax: 020 7944 2196
Email: eapcconsultation@dft.gsi.gov.uk












� TfL, Cycle Freight in London: A Scoping Study. May 2009





