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Voting Result on 125/29/NP 
Circulation Date: 2020-07-17 Closing Date: 2020-10-09 
Project: PNW 125-29 

PNW 125-29: Personal e-Transporters - Terminology and classification 
 

Country Status Vote CD CDV Participation Comments Received 
Australia O -      
Austria O A Y  N - 2020-10-07 
Belgium P Y Y  Y Y 2020-10-09 
China P Y Y  Y Y 2020-09-27 
Czech Republic O -      
Denmark P Y Y  N - 2020-10-05 
Finland P Y Y  N Y 2020-10-08 
France P Y Y  Y - 2020-10-09 
Germany P Y Y  N - 2020-10-08 
Greece - A   N - 2020-10-09 
India O -      
Italy O A Y  N - 2020-10-01 
Japan P Y Y  Y Y 2020-10-02 
Korea, Republic of P Y Y  N - 2020-08-03 
Netherlands P Y Y  N - 2020-10-05 
New Zealand O -      
Norway O -      
Pakistan O -      
Poland O -      
Portugal - A Y  N - 2020-10-09 
Russian Federation - Y  Y N - 2020-10-09 
South Africa O -      
Spain P Y Y  N Y 2020-10-09 
Sweden O -      
Switzerland P N Y  N Y 2020-09-24 
Ukraine O -      
United Kingdom P Y Y  Y Y 2020-09-09 
United States of America P Y Y  Y Y 2020-10-02 

 

Approval 
P-Members Voting P-Members Approving Approval % Criteria Result 

13 12 92.3 >=66.7% APPROVED 

Participation 
Number of P-Members P-Members approving and participating Criteria Result 

13 6 >=4 (if <= 16) 
>= 5 (if >= 17) 

APPROVED 

 

Notes 

The final result of voting will be indicated in the Report of Voting (RVN), as P-members have the possibility to nominate an expert within four weeks after 
the closing date. 
 
1. Vote: Does the National Committee approve the addition of the new proposal to the program of work of the committee?  
 Y = In favour; N = Against; A = Abstention. 
2. Abstentions are not taken into account when totalizing the votes. 
3. Only votes received from P-members before the closing date are counted in determining the decision. 
4. If approved, should the next stage be a Committee Draft or a Committee Draft for Vote? 
5. Is the National Committee prepared to participate in the development of the project? [Y/N]  
 Note: Only the participation of those voting in favour of the proposal are taken into account. 
 
P-members not voting: (0) 
*Comments not included in the compiled table, available as a separate file, because they were not submitted using the template Form-Comments. 
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Experts: Document  125/29/NP 

Country: BE 

First name Last name Email 
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Zhiying Zhang zhiying.zhang@ninebot.com 

du Chao chao.du@ninebot.com 
Country: FR 

First name Last name Email 
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Country: GB 

First name Last name Email 
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Country: JP 
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Satake Yoshimi satake-yoshimi@meti.go.jp 
Country: US 
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Robert Mitchell rmitchell@us.tuv.com 
 

Justification statement 

Switzerland For a document which should only deal with "Terms and definitions" and "Classification", a TR is 
sufficient. It is not necessary to carry out the entire complex process of an IS. Change document 
to TR 
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Date Document Project Nr. 
 125/29/NP  

 
 

MB/N
C 

Line 
number 
(e.g. 17) 

Clause/ 
Subclause 
(e.g. 3.1) 

Paragraph/ 
Figure/ Table/ 
(e.g. Table 1) 

Type of 
comment 

Comments Proposed change Observations of the secretariat 

BE-
0

 

   ge The BE NC is in favour of this NP.   

BE-
02 

   ge The BE NC nominates Mr Rotthier and Mrs 
Roetynck as Belgian experts for this project. 

  

BE-
03 

164   te The term ‘rated laden’ seams a misspelling Replace ‘laden’ by ‘load’  

        

CH    ge For a document which should only deal with 
"Terms and definitions" and "Classification", a TR 
is sufficient. It is not necessary to carry out the 
entire complex process of an IS. 

Change document to TR  

CN  

   

Lin xing(xingl@seari.com.cn) 

Junqi zheng(zhengjq@seari.com.cn) 

Zhiying Zhang(zhiying.zhang@ninebot.com) 

Chao du(chao.du@ninebot.com) 

Boli lu(polly.lu@gwell.tech) 

Shuping(yangshp@riamb.ac.cn) 

  

        

ES 212   General Seating positions does not specify for what type 
of vehicles applies 

Only the self-balanced vehicles should have the 
option of fitting a seat 

 

ES 117  Paragraph 3 General The reduced mobility vehicles are not specified in 
the document. 

It must be a definition of this kind of vehicles and 
the vehicles that do not apply to them 

 

ES    Technical  Does not appear any classification according to 
the vehicle power 

A classification according to the vehicle rated 
power should be included, establishing maximum 
and minimum limits for each vehicle type 
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MB/N
C 

Line 
number 
(e.g. 17) 

Clause/ 
Subclause 
(e.g. 3.1) 

Paragraph/ 
Figure/ Table/ 
(e.g. Table 1) 

Type of 
comment 

Comments Proposed change Observations of the secretariat 

FI01    ge The Finnish NC is in principle in favour of this 
proposal, but lot of improvement is required. 

  

FI02    ge We are of the opinion that existing principles and 
rules mentioned in ISO/IEC Directives, Part 
2:2018 should be followed when drafting IEC 
documents.  

Check the whole proposal and improve it.  

FI03 136-138   te There are two concepts in one term. Separate 
them into two different concepts. 

Replace the existing term and definition with two 
terms. One term and definition for a folding system 
and another term and definition for an unfolding 
system. 

 

FI04 149-151 
and 
160-162 

  te Concepts “autonomous mode” and “Unmanned 
Pets” are too close to each other.  

Make a clear difference between these terms or 
remove one of them. 

 

FI05 164   te Is “laden” a correct word?  We would propose to replace a word ”laden” by 
the word “load”. 

 

FI06 172-173   te Term “brake” is already defined in doc. 
125/31/CD. The same definition shall be used in 
all documents falling under the scope of TC 125. 

Replace the existing term and a definition by the 
following:  
Brake: an action by which an electrical PeT 
automatically induces its wheels to stop or slow 
down. 

 

FI07 189-191   te Is a “cruising range” the same as a “rated 
mileage” which is defined in doc. 125/31/CD. 
If so then align these terms and definitions. 

Align terms and definitions between this document 
and doc.125/31/CD if necessary. 

 

FI08 234-235 4.8  te Charging modes (Built-in and external) should be 
defined because this is a terminology standard.  

Clarify and define charging modes. See e.g. IEC 
61851 -series. 

 

FI09 256 4.12 d) ed An expression “Super large load” does not follow 
the philosophy of the previous classes (a, b and 
c).   

We propose to replace the existing text “Super 
large load” by the following: 
Extra heavy load: …. 

 

GB 110 1  ge The paragraph refers to steering that is 
‘electrical/electronic’.  

Please clarify what the difference is between 
electrical and electronic? 

 

GB 126-127 3  te There is an alternative definition in another standard. 
IEC 60335-2-114 defines personal e transporter as 
‘This device may have one or more wheels, self-
balancing provisions, provisions for the transport of 
cargo and may be private or commercial (including 
sharing) use.’  
 
The definition does not need to state where it might 
be used.  

Replace the definition ’electrically powered 
transport device which is used in the public space 
where the speed control and or the steering 
control is electrical/electronical’  
 
with the definition:  
 
‘This device may have one or more wheels, self-
balancing provisions, provisions for the transport 
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MB/N
C 

Line 
number 
(e.g. 17) 

Clause/ 
Subclause 
(e.g. 3.1) 

Paragraph/ 
Figure/ Table/ 
(e.g. Table 1) 

Type of 
comment 

Comments Proposed change Observations of the secretariat 

of cargo and may be private or commercial 
(including sharing) use.’ 

GB 127 3  ed Incorrect word used electronical should be replaced by electronic  

GB 132 
 

3  ge There is an additional definition in another standard. 
IEC 60335-2-114 Part 2-114: Particular requirements 
for self-balancing personal transport 
devices for use with batteries containing alkaline 
or other non-acid electrolytes’ additionally defines a 
self-balancing PeT, ‘self-balancing transport devices 
with or without a seat (also known as hover boards). 

  

GB 130 3  ge IEC 60335-2-114 includes a NOTE, ‘An electric scooter 
with a seat is classified as an electric Moped and an 
electric Moped without a seat is 
a classified as an electric scooter.’ If the term, 
‘moped, is used elsewhere it would be worth 
including a note about this term here.   

Add a note, ‘An electric scooter with a seat is 
classified as an electric Moped and an electric 
Moped without a seat is a classified as an electric 
scooter.’ 

 

GB 150 3  ed The proposed standard on Connected Automated 
Vehicles Vocabulary 2020 includes a similar definition 
of autonomous mode, but includes the additional 
words referring to the need for direct human 
intervention. For consistency, I suggest the additional 
words are used here.  

Between the words ‘without’ and ‘direct’ add the 
words’ the need for’ 

 

GB 164 3  ed Incorrect word used  Replace ‘laden’ with ‘load’  

GB 165 3  te Rated load is given a different definition in IEC 60335-
2-114, namely, ‘rated load – load assigned to the 
appliance by the manufacturer’. The rated load is 
determined by the manufacturer, who needs to take 
into account the performance of the vehicle at a 
given maximum load.  

Replace the definition, ‘The maximum loading 
mass under normal operating conditions that acts 
on the PeTs without degrade its performance. ‘ 
with ‘load assigned to the appliance by the 
manufacturer’. 

 

GB 172 3  te The definition of ‘brake needs more detail. I suggest 
the definitions in draft BS EN17128 are worth 
considering. These include: 
Brake - device to reduce the speed of the vehicle 
direct braking system - system actuated directly by 
the user (for example, a brake handle or a brake 
pedal) 
indirect braking system - system actuated without 
voluntary action by the user (for example, braking 
activated by a gyroscopic system or through the 
detection of obstacles/anomalies) 
parking device - device to maintain the vehicle in a 
stationary position 

Replace words in line 173, ‘Stopping or 
decelerating the wheels of the PeTs by manual 
operation or self-induction’ with: 

‘Brake - device to reduce the speed of the vehicle 

direct braking system - system actuated directly by 
the user (for example, a brake handle or a brake 
pedal) 

indirect braking system - system actuated without 
voluntary action by the user (for example, braking 
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MB/N
C 

Line 
number 
(e.g. 17) 

Clause/ 
Subclause 
(e.g. 3.1) 

Paragraph/ 
Figure/ Table/ 
(e.g. Table 1) 

Type of 
comment 

Comments Proposed change Observations of the secretariat 

 
 

activated by a gyroscopic system or through the 
detection of obstacles/anomalies) 

 
parking device - device to maintain the vehicle in a 
stationary position 

GB 182   ge The text refers to pose point.  Please clarify what ‘pose point’ is and consider 
including a definition. 

 

GB  249   ge The classification for Cargo PeTs is given as 
transporting goods or cargo. What is the difference 
between goods and cargo? When there has been a 
reference to cargo in this document, there has not 
been an additional reference to goods.  

Remove the word ‘goods’  

        

        

        

JP 
01 
 

90 Introduction  Ed ‘Steering’ is not good word Change to  
‘Steering control’ 

 

JP 
02 

102 0  GE This NP is conflict with the WG1 proposal for 
Classification (New chapter and contents based 
on NP8 (JP proposal)), which has already been 
submitted to WG1. 
In addition, some of the classification elements of 
this NP's shown in following JP02 to JP15 do not 
make sense when considering the requirements 
of NP63281. 
If there are elements in this NP that are not in the 
JP proposal, they should be clarified. 

Clarify missing elements which is not exist in the 
JP proposal and to determine whether the 
elements are necessary or not for classification for 
NP63281. 

 

JP 
03 

153 3 semi-
autonomous 
mode 

TE It is not appropriate to handle this definition for as 
Semi-autonomous mode. 
This is inappropriate to define the definition of 
semi-autonomous mode, since these example 
are part of the input method, and it does not 
show the state of the PeTs' driving mode. 
In addition, Clause 4.7, b) "Indirectly operation 
(*meaning remote operation?) should not be 
included in the semi-autonomous mode. 

Change to as following, 
operational mode in which the PeT function 
accomplishes its mission with partial human 
intervention, such as Lane keep steering, Speed 
control, distance control 
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MB/N
C 

Line 
number 
(e.g. 17) 

Clause/ 
Subclause 
(e.g. 3.1) 

Paragraph/ 
Figure/ Table/ 
(e.g. Table 1) 

Type of 
comment 

Comments Proposed change Observations of the secretariat 

 *Remote control should be classified as 'manual 
mode'. 
See Annex of end of this comment sheet,. 

JP 
04 

158 3 Cargo pets TE The definition of Cargo pets is still under 
discussion. 

Follow the discussion result of the definition of 
Cargo pets at ahG3. 

 

JP 
05 

160 3 Unmanned 
Pets 

TE Unmanned Pets is not a proper term. 
 

Change to 
Autonomous driving PeT 

 

JP 
06 

164  Rated laden TE Rated laden is not a proper term. 
And to avoid misunderstandings, add the 
wordings "excluding the rated weight of a driver" . 

Change to 
Maximum rated load 
The maximum loading mass excluding the driver's 
rated weight under normal operating conditions 
that acts on the PeTs without degrade its 
performance. 

 

JP 
07 

168  Monitoring 
& alarm 
system 

TE It is not appropriate to handle as one definition 
monitoring, alarming, status indicating, recording 
and displaying systems in unison as their roles 
are different. 

Remove them all, or separate the definitions for 
each function/device. 

 

JP 
08 
 

172  Brake TE It is not appropriate to simply handle just 'brake' 
as a single definition. 
In the JP proposal, functions related to brakes  
defined separately according to their functional 
characteristics: brake, braking device, service 
brake system, parking device. 

Remove them all, or separate the definitions for 
each function/device. 

 

JP 
09 

185 & 
189 

 Cruising 
capability, 
Cruising 
range 

TE These terms are not used in either the CD 
(125/31) and/ or the JP proposal. 

Delete all  

JP 
10 

198 4.2 Wheels TE It is not appropriate to use the number of wheels 
on the PeT as the classification factor. 
The factor of whether the PeT is statically stable 
or unstable by cutting off the PeT's drive power 
(or posture control) is more important issue. 
 
As indicated in the JP Proposal, the first priority 
factor should be With self-balancing system 
or/not, and the second priority factor should be 
Inherently Stable design or not. 

Replace with the contents of the JP Proposal 
(Clause 4) 
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Line 
number 
(e.g. 17) 

Clause/ 
Subclause 
(e.g. 3.1) 

Paragraph/ 
Figure/ Table/ 
(e.g. Table 1) 

Type of 
comment 

Comments Proposed change Observations of the secretariat 

JP 
11 

216 4.5 Steering 
mode 

TE An important factor relevant to PeT's safety 
requirements is whether the driver 1) directly 
controls the mechanical handlebars or steering, 
or 2) the PeT's sensor system detects the driver's 
posture changes and electrical signals by 
electrical devises (e.g., joystick). 
The 125/29CD option of four classification factors 
is too many. 
Therefore, the two options presented in the JP 
proposal are appropriate. 

Replace with the contents of the JP Proposal 
(Clause 4) 

 

JP 
12 

222 4.6 Approved 
passenger 
capacity 

TE There is no clear consensus of IEC/TC125 on 
whether PeTs scope should include only single or 
multiple passengers in the scope of PeTs. 
If we intend to include multiple passengers in the 
scope of  IEC/TC125, it should be considered the 
same as PeTs loading (considering to safety for 
instability during embarkation/disembarkation of 
JP proposal Clause 6.2.2.2). 

Delete this from classification factor  

JP 
13 

226 4.7 Operation 
mode 

TE The intended important issue of this Clause 
should be the inclusion or non-inclusion of 
automatic driving functions as a factor for 
classification. 
The JP proposal establishes three levels of 
supplemental letters. 
Two major classification factors are 1) the use or 
not of "automatic braking and obstacle detection" 
devices, which should be established before a 
fully autonomous driving level PeT can be 
reached, and 2) the use or not of autonomous 
driving functions. 

Replace with the contents of the JP Proposal 
(Clause 4) 

 

JP 
14 

236 4.9 Folding 
system 

TE JP is not opposed to making folding mechanism 
a classification factor, but does not consider it an 
important factor. 
It is appropriate to handle it as a sub-
supplementary letter. 

Delete or handle it as a sub-supplementary letter.  

JP 
15 

240 4.10 Driving and 
transmissio
n mode 

TE This content does not make sense as a 
classification factor. 
They are handled as common requirements for 
all classes of PeTs in Clause 6.5 of the JP 
proposal. 

Delete this from classification factor  
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Line 
number 
(e.g. 17) 

Clause/ 
Subclause 
(e.g. 3.1) 
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Figure/ Table/ 
(e.g. Table 1) 

Type of 
comment 

Comments Proposed change Observations of the secretariat 

JP 
16 

246 4.11 Usage TE This Clause classification method is not 
appropriate. 
The factors of passenger or cargo use should be 
considered in the same way as in Clause 4.6 and 
It seems not so important factor.  
Rather, it should be simply considered as PeT 
have autonomous driving function or not. 
Alternatively, it should be classified as 1) 
Privately owned or 2) Public sharing, as shown in 
the Sub-Class (means "intended use case") of 
the JP proposal.  

Delete or change to JP Proposal of Sub-class 
factor. 
 
TBD 

 

JP 
17 

251 4.12 Load 
capacity 

TE Classification by weight is not appropriate. 
Considering the harm caused by a collision with 
human being, it should be considered for total 
energy levels of PeTs motion. 
However, this is a common factor for all classes 
and should not be handled as the classification 
factor of PeTs. 

Delete this from classification factor  

        
US01    ge Reading through this document it looks like this standard is 

meant to include vehicles that are not meant to ever 
transport people.  See lines: 126, 127, 157, 249.   

Including vehicles that are not meant to transport people 
significantly broadens the scope of this document, opening 
it up to include autonomous, unmanned cargo carrying 
vehicles.  While such vehicles should have a standard I 
believe that it would be wise to separate that from a 
standard for vehicles that transport people.    

PeT stands for Personal e-transporter.  The word “personal” 
implies that a person is being transported.  I believe that this 
standard should limit itself only to vehicles carrying people, 
and should leave unmanned vehicles to a different standard.    

Expressly limit this standard to vehicles designed to carry 
people.  Though there may be times when an autonomous 
vehicle designed to carry people is operating with no one in it.   

 

US02 93   ed  Add “has” between “proposal” and  “been”  

US03 94   ed  Replace the word “global” with “the world”  
US04 95, 96, 97   ed The following sentence should be reworded to improve its 

clarity.  “For a long time, personnel e-transporters does not 
have a complete and unified standard of classification, this 
gives personnel e-transporters production management, 

Replaced with: “To date personnel e-transporters have not 
had a complete and unified standard of classification.  This 
has created challenges for engineers, producers, operators, 
and others of personnel e-transporters. 
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marketing management and other defined to bring many 
difficulties.” 

US05 97, 98, 99, 
100, 101 

  ed The following sentence should be reworded to improve its 
clarity.  “To develop a terminology and classification 
standard which actual applicable to industry and markets of 
personnel e-transporters, will powerfully promote industry 
standardization of personnel e- transporters, promote the 
progress of science and technology, improve the level of 
quality and safety work.” 

Replaced with: “The development of a terminology and 
classification standard applicable to personnel e-transporters, 
will promote the standardization of personnel e- transporters, 
aid the progress of technology, improve product quality, and 
increase safety.” 

 

US06 126, 127   te There is no mention of people in the definition of what a 
PeT is.  This may be intentional on the part of the authors 
but this significantly broadens the scope of the document, 
opening it up to include autonomous, unmanned cargo 
carrying vehicles.   

PeT stands for Personal e-transporter.  The word “personal” 
implies that a person is being transported.  I believe that this 
standard should limit itself only to vehicles carrying people, 
and should leave unmanned vehicles to a different standard.    

Add “intended to carry people” between “device” and 
“which” 

 

 

US07 132   ed “instable” is an uncommon form of the word “unstable” Replace “instable” with “unstable”  
US08 154, 155   ed Suggest to edit for clarity Replace existing sentence with: “Operational mode in which 

the PeT is operated by indirect human intervention such as 
voice, gesture, etc.; not direct physical intervention.” 

 

US09 157   te This sounds like it’s talking about unmanned vehicles that 
carry cargo.  This may be intentional on the part of the 
authors but this significantly broadens the scope of the 
document, opening it up to include autonomous, unmanned 
cargo carrying vehicles.   

PeT stands for Personal e-transporter.  The word “personal” 
implies that a person is being transported.  I believe that this 
standard should limit itself only to vehicles carrying people, 
and should leave unmanned vehicles to a different standard.    

Remove this definition or leave it in but make clear that it is 
outside of the scope of this standard.   

 

US10 161, 162   te The definition of “Unmanned” overlaps with the definition 
of Autonomous but ignores the implication that the word 
“unmanned implies that there are no people in/on the 
vehicle.  On the other hand an autonomous vehicle could 
still have a person present as long as they are not in control.   

Replace sentence with: “A PeT which operates in autonomous 
mode and is not carrying any people.” 

 

 

US11 164   te  Replace “laden” with “Load”  
US12 196, 170   ed The following sentence should be reworded to improve its 

clarity. “It is composed of sensing equipment, transmission, 
Replace sentence with: “A system composed of sensing 
equipment, alarms, displays, motor controllers, etc., which is 
used to ensure the performance and safety of the PeT.” 
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alarm, display, record, etc., which is used to ensure the 
transportation safety of the PeTs.” 

US13 173   ed The following sentence should be reworded to improve its 
clarity.  “Stopping or decelerating the wheels of the PeTs by 
manual operation or self-induction.” 

Replace sentence with: “A device used to stop or decelerate 
the PeT.  Can be activated manually or by the PeT itself.” 

 

US14 185   te it is unclear from the term or the definition what the 
“cruising capability” is.  Is this the maximum speed? 

need to consult the original drafters for clarity  

US15 192   te this definition of cruising range conflicts with the definition 
starting on line 190.  On line 190 the range is evaluated 
under a “typical use scenario” this implies some amount of 
stopping and starting.  The definition on line 192 is simply 
speed times battery life.  These two definitions should be 
harmonized.   

Remove the definition on line 192  

US16 195, 199, 
208, 217, 
223, 227, 
233, 237, 
241, 241, 
247, 252,    

  ed The lines references should be reworded to improve clarity.  Remove “According to the” on all lines listed  

US17 203   te The following section should be reworded to improve its 
clarity.  “in parallel of one another” 

Replace “in parallel of one another” with” axially alined”  

US18 213   ed The following section should be reworded to improve its 
clarity: “According to whether the PeTs with seating 
position, it can be divided into:” 

Replace with: “Seating position can be divided into:”  

US19 214   ed The following section should be reworded to improve its 
clarity: “a) With seating position” 

Replace with: “a) With a seat”  

US20 215   ed The following section should be reworded to improve its 
clarity: “b) Without seating position” 

Replace with: “b) Without a seat”  

US21 218-221   ed  Remove “The” from each line  
US22 222 4.6  te Right now most PeTs are single rider only but I can imagine 

that two person PeTs could be common in the future.  It 
might make sense to have three categories here: 1 rider, 2 
rider, 3 or more riders 

Change category b to 2 riders, and add a third category for 3 
or more riders 

 

US23 249 4.11  te Not sure this standard should include vehicles that only 
transport goods and not also people.   

remove category b.    

US24 250 4.11  ed “Utility PeTs” are not defined in the definitions section add a definition for “Utility PeTs” in the definitions section  
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