Annex V        
Consultation Response Form

PART 1 - Information about you

	Name
	Dr. Isidore Margaronis

	Address
	office: 180 Piccadilly

	Postcode
	W1J 9HF

	email
	margaronis@sinoragram.co.uk

	Company Name or Organisation
(if applicable)
	personal capacity


	Please tick one box from the list below that best describes you / your company or organisation.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Member of the public

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Small to Medium Enterprise (up to 50 employees)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Large Company

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Representative Organisation

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Interest Group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Local Government

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Central Government

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Police

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe):

	If you are responding on behalf of an organisation / interest group how many members do you have and how did you obtain the views of your members:

Personal Response

	If you would like your response or personal details to be treated confidentially please explain why (and please see the Freedom of Information advice on page 10 of the consultation package):

     



PART 2 - Your Comments  (If you feel unable to answer any of the questions, just leave those boxes blank.)  

This consultation is considering whether changes to legislation should be made, so as to permit small electric personal vehicles which do not comply with current road traffic law (described as ‘non-compliant’ EPVs below) to use public roads, and also to use cycle tracks. Consideration does NOT include use of pedestrianised areas or pedestrian footways (except in the context of existing shared pedestrian / pedal cycle use).
	1.   In principle, do you think that the use of currently ‘non-compliant’ EPVs on public roads should be permitted?
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

We live in a time of great technological change.  The way legislation is framed restricts advances which are to everyone's benefit. Provided EPVs meet safety requirements they should not face unwarranted restrictions. If they have the same performance as a bicycle, the absense of pedals is an illogical and pointless barrier. See also my comments at the end.



	2.   In principle, do you think that the use of EPVs on public cycle lanes / tracks should be permitted here?
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

Provided they are safe and unintrusive there is no reason why a device that has the same performance as a bicycle and at least equivalent safety, should not be treated as one. 



	3a.  Please tick the method(s) of transport you currently use.
3b.  Please also tick any transport method(s) you feel you would, given the opportunity, replace or supplement with an EPV for some journeys.

	
	3a: transport method(s) you use now
	3b: transport method(s) you would replace or supplement by using an EPV

	Car
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Motorcycle
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Pedal cycle
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Bus
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Train
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Tube
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Taxi
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Walking
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	
	None  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons and add any further comments you wish to make: I have replaced a motorcycle with such a device (see my comments at the end of this form). It is safe, convenient, time saving and has a very low impact on the environment. It would add personal mobility to many people unwilling or unable to cycle and has certainly reduced my car use for short distance travel.


	4.   If ‘non-compliant’ EPVs were permitted to use public roads and / or cycle facilities, should they (so that they and their owners / users can be traced) be required, in the same way as other powered vehicles, to be registered and fitted with a registration plate?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

An EPV of the type under discussion is little different from a bicycle or an electrically assisted bicycle. Why treat it differently? There is an argument for registering bicycles- perhaps it would reduce the level of traffic light jumping and reckless cycling that is so prevelant.



	5.   If ‘non-compliant’ EPVs were permitted to use the carriageway of public roads and / or cycle facilities, should they be required, in the same way as normal motor vehicles, to be insured?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

The ability of such devices to cause damage is no greater than for a bicycle or electrically assisted bike. See my comments at the end concerning kinetic energy. The same rules should apply, although insurance for third party risks should be encouraged for all, bikes and EPVs.



	6.   If ‘non-compliant’ EPVs were permitted to use the carriageway of public roads and / or cycle facilities, should their users be required, in the same way as those using other motor vehicles, to hold a driving licence of some kind (so as to demonstrate a level of competence relating to road/vehicle use)?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

Their performance is like a bike, why differentiate and put unwarranted barriers in way of their use? A driving test is inappropriate for a vehicle doing less than 15 mph, although training as for cyclists should be encouraged.



	7.   Should there be a minimum age for EPV users riding EPVs on public roads and cycle tracks?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

There is no limit for cyclists so there should be no limit. On the other hand, perhaps there should be a limit for cyclists also? 14?



	8.  Cycles and electrically-assisted pedal cycles (EAPCs) are sometimes permitted to share space prohibited to other traffic.  In some instances pedestrians also use such shared space. Should the use of such shared facilities be extended to EPVs?


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

Most definitely. In the case of the Segway, this is far safer in mixed environments than a bicycle. See my additional comments at the end. Remember that a Segway can stand still or even travel backwards and can certainly travel at walking speed without difficulty.



	9.   Cyclists are permitted to use the carriageway of public roads (with exceptions such as motorways). They therefore share space with other traffic such as cars, vans and lorries. Do you think EPVs would be more at risk than cycles when sharing space with other road traffic?  


	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

A Segway rider is standing and so has a better view forward and can look behind him more easily than a cyclist-his eye level is about the same as that for a bus driver. For the same reasons he is much more visible. Furthermore, he can brake and accelerate better than a cyclist. There is no reason to believe he would not be, if anything, safer than a cyclist, although of course he is just as vulnerable to 'white van man'.  



	10.    If ‘non-compliant’ EPVs were permitted on the carriageway of public roads, which roads should they be permitted to use? Please tick relevant box or boxes (tick as many as you like).


	
	

	motorways
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	dual carriageways
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	other roads with speed limits over 30mph 
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


	other roads with speed limits up to 30 mph
	YES
 FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO
 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

The same rules as for bicycles should apply. It would be irrational given a Segway's characteristics to treat it differently. At the same time, only a lunatic would cycle, or Segway round the North Circular in the Rush Hour. There will be users in rural areas who need to use very low traffic roads which have speed limits greater than 30 mph.



	11. For what sort of road journeys do you think it most likely that EPVs would be used?  Please tick relevant boxes (tick as many as you like).

	a. commuting (up to about 5 miles)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b. commuting over 5 miles
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c. leisure activities
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d. shopping trips
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e. use by emergency services
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f. other
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

The advantage of a device like the Segway is that it is very convenient, it places almost no stress on the environment- it has low energy use and takes up almost no space- and it saves time, the  one absolutely non-renewable resource. In other countries it has had a very broad take up in the the security and police services and uses also for commuting and leasure uses. It has also been used extensively by those with reduced mobility. I would expect it to do the same here.



	12. If legislation to permit road use of ‘non-compliant’ EPVs was to be considered, what requirements do you think should be specified in defining the type of vehicles to be permitted?



	a. maximum power
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b. power source (electric motor)
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c. number of wheels
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d. length and width
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e. height
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f. stability
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	g. maximum speed
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	h. braking / acceleration
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	i. other
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

The regulations should be concerned with the safety of the device and an overall performance envelope. The means of attaining these benchmarks should not be defined. A maximum mass should be set so that the total kinetic energy at the maximum speed is defined. Max power should not be limited as this limits good acceleration which is needed for safety in road use and penalizes designs like the Segway that use high instantaneous power for stability and braking. Power limits have been used in the past to limit the maximum speed but this is crude and ineffective.  A Segway in contrast has a maximum speed set electronically and this cannot be exceeded uphill or downhill. The power source should be specified as non polluting, not merely electric. There have been designs of motive power using flywheel energy storage or even compressed air and certainly in the near future fuel cells which will only exhaust a trickle of steam, will be economically feasable. Such power sources should definitley not be excluded. 


	13. Most motor vehicles used on public roads must meet certain minimum safety and environmental standards.  Once they are three years old they are subject to annual in-use assessment (MOT).  Pedal cycles are subject to pre-sale regulations and to product safety regulations, but not to MOT requirements.  Should ‘non-compliant’ EPVs be subject to:



	a. initial roadworthiness approval
	YES  FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO  FORMCHECKBOX 


	b. roadworthiness testing annually, once each vehicle is three years old
	YES  FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO  FORMCHECKBOX 


	c. other
	YES  FORMCHECKBOX 

	NO  FORMCHECKBOX 


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

These are intrinsically low speed devices. There is no point in generating a bureaucratic banquet when bicycles are not subject to such requirements other than to meet general product safety rules. 



	14.   Most two- and three-wheeled motor vehicles used on public roads fall within the scope of the European Type Approval regime (or a national equivalent) which sets minimum safety and environmental requirements for such vehicles.  This question is directed mainly to consultees with knowledge in this field but views from others would also be welcome.  Should EPVs be required to achieve type approval before being permitted to use the public carriageway?
	YES  FORMCHECKBOX 


	NO  FORMCHECKBOX 



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


These devices are essentially equivalent to a bicycle. It is entirely inappropriate  to apply rules designed for anything else. 




Please add below any further comments, including views on any potential benefits, concerns about possible misuse, ideas on enforcement issues, points about regulatory burdens, costs or any other relevant matters. Use a further sheet or sheets if necessary.
I have been commuting in Central London on a Segway for over 6 years, and have covered approximately 10,000 miles. I have treated the device as a bicycle, using cycle paths where possible, but often having to use the public highway. I have no financial connection with the company (which incidentally is now British owned) and although I am obviously an enthusiast for the device, there would be little point in making comments that were unsustainable or would lead to danger to myself or others. If we are to move people away from dependence on cars for short journeys, a use which causes an enormous amount of pollution and congestion, it is important to allow modern technology to produce solutions which are ‘outside the box’. The main problem the Segway has is not that it is unsafe or somehow unsound as an idea, but that it is different. Just imagine what the DfT would say if the bicycle were invented today.

Anyone who rides a Segway for any time, soon concludes (as is documented by the Dutch, German and Canadian trials, which reports you have seen) that the Segway is spiritually a bicycle, but better. Most cyclists see this and their response is 99% positive. I also get daily positive comments from motorists and from pedestrians. Inevitably there are some who would prefer us to return to the days of the Red Flag Act and they reflect this position In their attitude to anything new. Although most of what I have said relates to how a Segway is like a bicycle, there are some important ways in which it is much safer, both for its user and for those with whom it interacts. As well as improved vision and visibility and better braking and acceleration than a bicycle, there are important ‘human factors’ issues: A segway is easier and more intuitive to control than a bicycle and travels at the speed of a very fit running man (you would just fail to beat the marathon record time on a Segway), so your brain is designed to cope with travel at that velocity. The control system is almost entirely intuitive; you lean back to brake and to the side to turn. This leads to very fast emergency responses and a very quick learning process. Braking in particular is much better than a bike and as you are doing a maximum of 12.5 mph you have a much better chance of stopping. If you compare the kinetic energy of a 70kg rider on a Segway at 12.5 mph and the same rider on a bicycle doing 20 mph you will see at once that the total kinetic energy for the Segway and therefore its capacity to do damage, is about half that of the cyclist. At 30 mph the cyclist, without licence, registration, MOT or type approval has almost 4 times the energy of the Segway rider. The other important ‘human factors’ issue is the response of riders to danger or obstacles. Cyclists are generally unwilling to slow down, both to avoid the effort of braking and because of the work required to regain their cruising speed. This is part of the reason they jump traffic lights. On my route across Hyde Park/ Kensington Gardens on the cycle path, I often see cyclists approaching small children or animals without any diminution of speed, and I have seen the unfortunate consequences of this. This just doesn’t happen on a Segway, you lean back and slow down, pass the danger and lean forward and accelerate. There is no effort or physical stress, and no excuse for putting those around you in danger.

While a lot of what I have said applies specifically to the Segway, it serves to illustrate a more general point, that the regulations should be framed to require certain performance attributes rather than certain technical solutions. The type of regulation we currently have allow legal ‘solutions’ like the Sinclair C5! Instead, you  should state that an EPV should be pollution free rather than it must have pedals or be electric. It should have a maximum speed, not a maximum power. It should need to achieve a certain minimum retardation, not that it should have mechanical brakes- the Segway for example has no brakes and slows down by using its motors. The result is far better braking than achieved by a bicycle and no possibility of worn out or wet brakes- the same mechanism that makes it go and balance, makes it stop. What will happen if in 2 years time some company makes a one wheeled gyroscopically balanced machine powered by a fuel cell? Will they have to go through the same struggle as Segway and others are suffering now? This class of device has the potential to radically reduce congestion and energy use for commuting and other short distance travel. The carbon footprint is far lower than for any other powered means of transport, including public transport, while at the same time avoiding the very poor experience that public transport unfortunately provides. 

I urge you to create a classification catering for such solutions. This will allow innovation to improve the quality of city life for all of us. To reflect the extremely low impact of such systems on other road users and the environment and to encourage their development and uptake, such rules should be as simple and unoppressive as those for bicycles and cyclists.
Please send your completed response, by Tuesday 30 March 2010, to EPV Consultation at the Department for Transport:
by e-mail to: EPVconsultation@dft.gsi.gov.uk
or in hard copy to: zone 2/04, Great Minster House, 76 Marsham Street, LONDON SW1P 4DR
PAGE  
7

