
Response to the Law Commissions’ preliminary consultation on Automated Vehicles 

(Law Commission Consultation Paper 240; Scottish Law Commission Discussion Paper 166)  

 

Please note that this consultation response has been reproduced from information entered on the 

Citizen Space online portal.  

 

Any personal email addresses and phone numbers have been excluded from this document.  

 

Unanswered questions have been deleted from this document.  

 

 

What is your name?  

 

Stephen Conway 

 

What is the name of your organisation? 

 

DeafblindUK 

 

Are you responding to this consultation in a personal capacity or on behalf of your 

organisation?  

 

[Respondents chose from the following options:  

- Personal response; 

- Response on behalf of your organisation; 

- Other.] 

 

Response on behalf of your organisation 

 

 

CHAPTER 9: “MACHINE FACTORS” – ADAPTING ROAD RULES FOR ARTIFICIAL 

INTELLIGENCE DECISION-MAKING 

 

Should automated vehicles ever mount the pavement? 

 

Consultation Question 39 (Paragraphs 9.6 - 9.37): 

 

We seek views on whether a highly automated vehicle should be programmed so as to 

allow it to mount the pavement if necessary: 

(1) to avoid collisions; 

(2) to allow emergency vehicles to pass; 

(3) to enable traffic flow; 

(4) in any other circumstances? 

 

[Answers chosen from list of options above:] 

 

(2) to allow emergency vehicles to pass; 

(3) to enable traffic flow; 

 



Vehicles mounting the pavement would only be acceptable provided all the 

systems that would avoid collision with a pedestrian on the pavement would still 

be active, and limited to low speed maneuvers .   Such restrictions would be 

essential in order to minimise the risk to pedestrians who are blind, deaf or 

deafblind or have a physical disability that would prevent them from reacting to 

avoid a vehicle encroaching in what the individual could otherwise perceive as 

being a traffic free safe space. 

 

Edging through pedestrians 

 

Consultation Question 42 (Paragraphs 9.49 - 9.55): 

 

We seek views on whether it would ever be acceptable for a highly automated vehicle 

to be programmed to “edge through” pedestrians, so that a pedestrian who does not 

move faces some chance of being injured. If so, what could be done to ensure that this 

is done only in appropriate circumstances? 

 

This would only be acceptable if the sensors were able to stop the vehicle before any 

contact to ensure people who are deaf, blind, deafblind or restricted in their ability to 

move out of the way were not touched by the vehicle. 

 

Avoiding bias in the behaviour of automated driving systems 

 

Consultation Question 43 (Paragraphs 9.68 - 9.74): 

 

To reduce the risk of bias in the behaviours of automated driving systems, should there 

be audits of datasets used to train automated driving systems?   

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Yes; No; Other.] 

 

Yes 

 

Audits will be essential to ensure that all behaviours can be reviewed.  Although the list 

in paragraph 9.73 is probably not exhaustive I would ask that the data sets include 

people who are deaf or deafblind are included with those who are blind. 

 


