
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?  

 

George Economides 

 

What is the name of your organisation? 

 

Oxfordshire County Council 

 

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.] 

 

Other (please state) 

 

As part of the innovation Hub at Oxfordshire County Council. This response should not 

be regarded as a polical statement of OCC, rather as an informed opinion of iHUB 

which provides innovation services to OCC. 

 

CHAPTER 3: HUMAN FACTORS 

 

A new role in driving automation: the “user-in-charge” 

 

Consultation Question 1 (Paragraphs 3.24 - 3.43): 

 

Do you agree that: 

 

(1) All vehicles which "drive themselves" within the meaning of the Automated and 

Electric Vehicles Act 2018 should have a user-in-charge in a position to operate the 

controls, unless the vehicle is specifically authorised as able to function safely 

without one?  

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 



Yes, and the authorisation should be relevant to the specific ODD. 

 

(2) The user-in-charge:  

(a) must be qualified and fit to drive;  

(b) would not be a driver for purposes of civil and criminal law while the 

automated driving system is engaged; but 

(c) would assume the responsibilities of a driver after confirming that they are 

taking over the controls, subject to the exception in (3) below? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

There might be a need for specialised training so the user in charge is able to 

accurately and timely understand the need to take over. 

 

(3) If the user-in-charge takes control to mitigate a risk of accident caused by the 

automated driving system, the vehicle should still be considered to be driving itself 

if the user-in-charge fails to prevent the accident. 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

Yes, but the UIC needs to understand when such actions are beneficial even if 

well intented. I believe the CAV supplier should guarantee (training/qualification) 

the user in charge (UIC) has sufficient understanding not just of the car, but of 

the ACS system. 

One question that arises here is the need for handover advanced warning. The 

CAV should make it easy and intuitive to its UIC, and surroundings (other 

vehicles, road users, enforcement and potentially traffic management), when it is 

likely to not be able to continue in AV mode. This could simply be a 

Green/Amber/Red sign/warning. 

 

Consultation Question 2 (Paragraph 3.45): 

 

We seek views on whether the label “user-in-charge” conveys its intended meaning. 

 

Yes to anyone how has read the Law Commission document (it is well explained there), 

yet I am not sure it is intuitive that the UIC is not required to be "in charge" during AV 

mode. To me, it seems more of "complimentary driver", to the AV system. 

 

Consultation Question 3 (Paragraphs 3.47 - 3.57): 

 

We seek views on whether it should be a criminal offence for a user-in-charge who is 

subjectively aware of a risk of serious injury to fail to take reasonable steps to avert that 

risk.     

  

[Respondents chose from the following options: 

- Yes, it should be a criminal offence; 



- No, it should not be a criminal offence; 

- Other.] 

 

No, it should not be a criminal offence 

 

No, as this would imply the UIC is liable for anything the AV potentially decides to do, 

and will stop the transition to full (no UIC) AVs. This responsibility is better placed on 

the ADSE. 

 

When would a user-in-charge not be necessary? 

 

Consultation Question 4 (Paragraphs 3.59 - 3.77): 

 

We seek views on how automated driving systems can operate safely and effectively in 

the absence of a user-in-charge.   

 

AVs can only be safe within specific ODDs, that the ADSE is responsible for, and 

adequate insurance is secured. Therefore, while within the ODD, ADSE remains 

responsible, with the provision for failures of supporting systems (road side units. 

connectivity etc depending on the AV design). 

Thus the question becomes of how the AV can be safe and effective in absence of UIC 

when ODD is no longer valid. One aspect that seems to be absent from this consultation 

is the role of engaging with enforcement (police, ambulance, traffic management centre, 

fire & rescue). There needs to be a system level thinking- where adequate warning is 

given to road authorities, emergency services and surrounding vehicles when the AV is 

to move to a least risk position.       

 

Consultation Question 5 (Paragraphs 3.59 - 3.77): 

 

Do you agree that powers should be made available to approve automated vehicles as 

able to operate without a user-in-charge? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

 

When should secondary activities be permitted? 

 

Consultation Question 6 (Paragraphs 3.80 - 3.96):  

 

Under what circumstances should a driver be permitted to undertake secondary 

activities when an automated driving system is engaged? 

 

When the AV states (and ADSE is responsible) that the ODD is, and will forseeably be, 

with the level 4 capabilities. Level 5 is, to my opinion, a goal rather than an achievable 

target, as we cannot deterministically state that all possible ODDs are catered for. 

 

Consultation Question 7 (Paragraphs 3.80 - 3.96): 

 



Conditionally automated driving systems require a human driver to act as a fallback 

when the automated driving system is engaged. If such systems are authorised at an 

international level:  

 

(1) should the fallback be permitted to undertake other activities? 

 

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

 

Other 

 

That question should rest with the ADSE, who should guarantee best operation.  

More studies are needed for the law to decide I believe. 

 

(2) if so, what should those activities be? 

 

Depends on the ADSE  

 

CHAPTER 4: REGULATING VEHICLE STANDARDS PRE-PLACEMENT 

 

A new safety assurance scheme 

 

Consultation Question 8 (Paragraphs 4.102 - 4.104): 

 

Do you agree that: 

 

(1) a new safety assurance scheme should be established to authorise 

automated driving systems which are installed:  

(a) as modifications to registered vehicles; or 

(b) in vehicles manufactured in limited numbers (a "small series")?  

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

 

(2) unauthorised automated driving systems should be prohibited? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

Yes for public roads. 

 

(3) the safety assurance agency should also have powers to make special vehicle 

orders for highly automated vehicles, so as to authorise design changes which 

would otherwise breach construction and use regulations?   

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 



 

 

Consultation Question 9 (Paragraphs 4.107 - 4.109):  

 

Do you agree that every automated driving system (ADS) should be backed by an entity 

(ADSE) which takes responsibility for the safety of the system?   

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

Yes, this is essential.       

 

Consultation Question 10 (Paragraphs 4.112 - 4.117): 

 

We seek views on how far should a new safety assurance system be based on 

accrediting the developers’ own systems, and how far should it involve third party 

testing. 

 

I believe there should be a combination: A number of accreditation schemes should 

become available that a ADSE needs to obtain a selection/combination of. However, 

these schemes demonstrate capabilities rather and ADSE will need to make safety 

claims on different ODDs at their own risk and and the accreditation should be part of 

due dilligence rather than guarantee. 

The problem is that we need some indication that it is fit for purpose (third party 

certification), yet that cannot be exhaustive so self certication is needed that the third 

party is suffiecient for the intended use. 

 

Consultation Question 11 (Paragraphs 4.118 - 4.122): 

 

We seek views on how the safety assurance scheme could best work with local 

agencies to ensure that is sensitive to local conditions. 

 

I would expect that the AV alerts the traffic management of their position and RAG 

condition of fitting the ODD they are operating in. There is the SMMT position paper on 

data (https://www.smmt.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/SMMT-CAV-position-paper-

final.pdf) that shows "Data for public good". This should be extended on the self-

certification that AV will be able to cope with the current ODD. 

Then, if problems arise, or are expected to arise, the traffic management will link to the 

emergency services.  

Moreover, at early (experimental stages), a standardised safety case should be 

approved by the local agencies. 

Finally, there should be standardised ways that emergency services can safely deal 

with a CAV. 

 

CHAPTER 5: REGULATING SAFETY ON THE ROADS 

 



A new organisational structure? 

 

Consultation Question 12 (Paragraphs 5.30 - 5.32): 

 

If there is to be a new safety assurance scheme to authorise automated driving systems 

before they are allowed onto the roads, should the agency also have responsibilities for 

safety of these systems following deployment?  

 

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

 

Other 

 

The agency authorising the ACS systems will be focusing on reducing the risk of failure 

of a single vehicle at a theoretical ODD. 

What is needed is an agency that is able to monitor the real time deployment of AVs to 

reduce the risk of failure of the system as it works in the real world. Therefore that should 

be in a combination of the agency that sets the standards for deployment of the roads, 

in combination with traffic management that will monitor and respond to how the road 

situation develops (system level, informed by changes in ODD, other road users' 

behaviour and if insurance is still valid) and emergency services for when that is 

needed. 

 

If so, should the organisation have responsibilities for:  

(1) regulating consumer and marketing materials?  

(2) market surveillance? 

(3) roadworthiness tests? 

 

[Answers chosen from list of options above:] 

 

(1) regulating consumer and marketing materials. 

(2) market surveillance. 

(3) roadworthiness tests. 

 

Yes, but the above only monitors when the vehicles are fit to get on the road. We need 

a way to monitor that the AV is still fit for purpose for the real world conditions. 

 

We seek views on whether the agency’s responsibilities in these three areas should 

extend to advanced driver assistance systems.  

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: 

- Yes, extend to advanced driver assistance systems; 

- No, do not extend to advanced driver assistance systems; 

- Other.] 

 

Other 

 

Yes, but mostly for marketing claims and if the ADAS is capable to overide the human 

actions. 



 

Driver training 

 

Consultation Question 13 (Paragraphs 5.54 - 5.55): 

 

Is there a need to provide drivers with additional training on advanced driver assistance 

systems?  

 

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

 

Yes 

 

Yes, the drivers need "informed safety" (understanding of what is appropiate and 

where/when) for ADAS. 

 

If so, can this be met on a voluntary basis, through incentives offered by insurers? 

 

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

 

No 

 

 

Accident investigation 

 

Consultation Question 14 (Paragraphs 5.58 - 5.71): 

 

We seek views on how accidents involving driving automation should be investigated.  

 

Police and existing emergency services should be retrained on how to deal and 

investigate AV incidents. 

 

We seek views on whether an Accident Investigation Branch should investigate high 

profile accidents involving automated vehicles? Alternatively, should specialist 

expertise be provided to police forces. 

 

There should be a Accident Investigation Branch to aggregate and implement the 

learnings from the accidents. Police should be the first line of responce, yet if for 

example it is found that a specific ODD (location, environmental conditions, other users 

combination) is causing many accidents there should a branch to look at this and ensure 

actions are taken. 

 

Setting and monitoring a safety standard 

 

Consultation Question 15 (Paragraphs 5.78 - 5.85): 

 

(1) Do you agree that the new safety agency should monitor the accident rate of 

highly automated vehicles which drive themselves, compared with human 

drivers? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 



 

Agree 

 

per ODD 

 

(2) We seek views on whether there is also a need to monitor the accident rates 

of advanced driver assistance systems. 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options:  

- Yes, monitor advanced driver assistance system accident rates; 

- No, do not monitor advanced driver assistance system accident rates; 

- Other.] 

 

Yes, monitor advanced driver assistance system accident rates 

 

This will be critical to see if any driver input is causing more failures. 

 

The technical challenges of monitoring accident rates 

 

Consultation Question 16 (Paragraphs 5.86 - 5.97): 

 

(1) What are the challenges of comparing the accident rates of automated driving 

systems with that of human drivers? 

 

-breaking it down by ODD and compairing across different providers and different 

models. Defining what constitutes ODDs is the critical missing piece. 

-Data collection to allow comparison 

-GDPR considerations 

 

(2) Are existing sources of data sufficient to allow meaningful comparisons? 

Alternatively, are new obligations to report accidents needed? 

 

No, they need to include reference to ODD, sensor availability and ADSE 

explanation of the accident. 

 

CHAPTER 6: CIVIL LIABILITY 

 

Is there a need for further review? 

 

Consultation Question 17 (Paragraphs 6.13 - 6.59): 

 

We seek views on whether there is a need for further guidance or clarification on Part 

1 of Automated and Electric Vehicles Act 2018 in the following areas:  

 

(1) Are sections 3(1) and 6(3) on contributory negligence sufficiently clear?  

 

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

 

Other 

 



Yes with respect to drivining. However, the "driver" in public transport has a range 

of other responsibilities, including enforcing the disabilities act, and how this 

would work if a number of systems perform the work of a "driver". 

 

(2) Do you agree that the issue of causation can be left to the courts, or is there 

a need for guidance on the meaning of causation in section 2?   

 

[Respondents chose from the following options:  

- Leave to courts;  

- Need for guidance;  

- Other.] 

 

Need for guidance 

 

 

(3) Do any potential problems arise from the need to retain data to deal with 

insurance claims? If so: 

(a) to make a claim against an automated vehicle’s insurer, should the injured 

person be required to notify the police or the insurer about the alleged 

incident within a set period, so that data can be preserved?  

(b) how long should that period be? 

 

Apply a similar approach to buses 

 

 
CHAPTER 7: CRIMINAL LIABILITY 

 

Offences incompatible with automated driving 

 

Consultation Question 20 (Paragraphs 7.5 - 7.11): 

 

We seek views on whether regulation 107 of the Road Vehicles (Construction and Use) 

Regulations 1986 should be amended, to exempt vehicles which are controlled by an 

authorised automated driving system. 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: 

- Yes, amend regulation 107 in this way; 

- No, do not amend regulation 107 in this way;  

- Other.]  

 

Yes, amend regulation 107 in this way 

 

Offences relating to the way a vehicle is driven 

Consultation Question 22 (Paragraphs 7.14 - 7.19): 

 

Do you agree that where a vehicle is: 

(1) listed as capable of driving itself under section 1 of the Automated and Electric 

Vehicles Act 2018; and 

(2) has its automated driving system correctly engaged;  



the law should provide that the human user is not a driver for the purposes of criminal 

offences arising from the dynamic driving task? 

 

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

 

Other 

 

At 7.9 (p.21) for the Summary of the Preliminary Consulation Paper: 

-" These would include requirements to be qualified and fit to drive" Yes 

-"They might also include the requirement to take reasonable steps to avert a risk of 

which the user is subjectively aware" No, unless ADSE-approved training is provided 

 

Consultation Question 23 (Paragraph 7.21): 

 

Do you agree that, rather than being considered to be a driver, a user-in-charge should 

be subject to specific criminal offences? (These offences might include, for example, 

the requirement to take reasonable steps to avoid an accident, where the user-in-charge 

is subjectively aware of the risk of serious injury (as discussed in paragraphs 3.47 to 

3.57)).  

 

Yes, when ADSE is happy to take responsibility. 

 

Consultation Question 24 (Paragraphs 7.23 - 7.35): 

Do you agree that: 

 

(1) a registered keeper who receives a notice of intended prosecution should be 

required to state if the vehicle was driving itself at the time and (if so) to authorise 

data to be provided to the police? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

Yes, regarding the data that should refer to personnal data of the user. The OEM, 

ACS (ADSE) etc should have standard agreements that data should be made 

available if needed by authorities. SMMT paper (https://www.smmt.co.uk/wp-

content/uploads/sites/2/SMMT-CAV-position-paper-final.pdf) has a useful 

distinction of data sources. 

 

(2) where the problem appears to lie with the automated driving system (ADS) 

the police should refer the matter to the regulatory authority for investigation? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

 

(3) where the ADS has acted in a way which would be a criminal offence if done 

by a human driver, the regulatory authority should be able to apply a range of 

regulatory sanctions to the entity behind the ADS? 



 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

 

(4) the regulatory sanctions should include improvement notices, fines and 

suspension or withdrawal of ADS approval? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

 

Responsibilities of “users-in-charge”  

 

Consultation Question 25 (Paragraphs 7.37 - 7.45): 

 

Do you agree that where a vehicle is listed as only safe to drive itself with a user-in-

charge, it should be a criminal offence for the person able to operate the controls (“the 

user-in-charge”): 

(1) not to hold a driving licence for the vehicle; 

(2) to be disqualified from driving; 

(3) to have eyesight which fails to comply with the prescribed requirements for driving; 

(4) to hold a licence where the application included a declaration regarding a disability 

which the user knew to be false; 

(5) to be unfit to drive through drink or drugs; or 

(6) to have alcohol levels over the prescribed limits?      

 

[Answers chosen from list of options above:] 

 

(1) not to hold a driving licence for the vehicle; 

(2) to be disqualified from driving; 

(3) to have eyesight which fails to comply with the prescribed requirements for driving; 

(4) to hold a licence where the application included a declaration regarding a disability 

which the user knew to be false; 

(5) to be unfit to drive through drink or drugs; or 

(6) to have alcohol levels over the prescribed limits. 

 

To my understanding, UIC is performing all complimentary actions except from the ACS 

system's (as defined by ADSE). Therefore, if ADSE is not taking responsibility (or 

practically AV is L0), then it needs to be able to perform all actions as in a L0 vehicle 

today. 

 

Consultation Question 26 (Paragraphs 7.37 - 7.45): 

 

Where a vehicle is listed as only safe to drive itself with a user-in-charge, should it be a 

criminal offence to be carried in the vehicle if there is no person able to operate the 

controls. 

 



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

 

Other 

 

Yes but who takes responsibility? The operator? ADSE? passenger? 

 

Responsibilities for other offences 

 

Consultation Question 27 (Paragraphs 7.48 - 7.65): 

 

Do you agree that legislation should be amended to clarify that users-in-charge: 

(1) Are “users” for the purposes of insurance and roadworthiness offences; and 

(2) Are responsible for removing vehicles that are stopped in prohibited places, and 

would commit a criminal offence if they fail to do so? 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: Agree; Disagree; Other.] 

 

Agree 

 

Consultation Question 28 (Paragraphs 7.59 - 7.61): 

 

We seek views on whether the offences of driving in a prohibited place should be 

extended to those who set the controls and thus require an automated vehicle to 

undertake the route. 

 

There is the question of routing versus driving. Ultimately, ADSE should be responsible 

for accepting a destination if it self-qualifies that it can do it. UIC (including teleoperator) 

if ADSE states/makes it clear it cannot do it, but goes there anyway (failure to take 

over). The latter is critical in case the ODD changes due to change in the road 

conditions. 

 

Obligations that pose challenges for automated driving systems 

 

Consultation Question 29 (Paragraphs 7.71 - 7.88): 

 

Do you agree that legislation should be amended to state that the user-in-charge is 

responsible for: 

(1) duties following an accident; 

(2) complying with the directions of a police or traffic officer; and 

(3) ensuring that children wear appropriate restraints? 

 

[Answers chosen from list of options above:] 

 

(1) duties following an accident; 

(2) complying with the directions of a police or traffic officer; and 

 

Yes, as well as ADSE- depends on who has access to perform the actions. 

(3) is more complicated as this might be another automated system performing 

another part of "driver" role. 



 

Consultation Question 30 (Paragraphs 7.71 - 7.88): 

 

In the absence of a user-in-charge, we welcome views on how the following duties might 

be complied with: 

(1) duties following an accident; 

(2) complying with the directions of a police or traffic officer; and 

(3) ensuring that children wear appropriate restraints. 

 

ADSE, OEM, or alternative automated system if deployed. 

 

Consultation Question 31 (Paragraphs 7.71 - 7.88): 

 

We seek views on whether there is a need to reform the law in these areas as part of 

this review. 

 

 

Aggravated offences 

 

Consultation Question 32 (Paragraphs 7.92 - 7.123): 

 

We seek views on whether there should be a new offence of causing death or serious 

injury by wrongful interference with vehicles, roads or traffic equipment, contrary to 

section 22A of the Road Traffic Act 1988, where the chain of causation involves an 

automated vehicle. 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: 

- Yes, new offence; 

- No, no new offence; 

- Other.] 

 

Yes, new offence 

 

 

Consultation Question 33 (Paragraphs 7.113 - 7.123): 

 

We seek views on whether the Law Commissions should review the possibility of one 

or more new corporate offences, where wrongs by a developer of automated driving 

systems result in death or serious injury. 

 

[Respondents chose from the following options: 

- Yes, review new corporate offences; 

- No, do not review new corporate offences; 

- Other.] 

 

Yes, review new corporate offences 

 

 



CHAPTER 8: INTERFERING WITH AUTOMATED VEHICLES 

 

Consultation Question 34 (Paragraphs 8.1 - 8.58): 

 

We seek views on whether the criminal law is adequate to deter interference with 

automated vehicles. In particular: 

 

(1) Are any new criminal offences required to cover interference with automated 

vehicles?  

 

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

 

Yes 

 

Intentional interference with AI/ML (eg road signs) 

 

 

Tampering with vehicles 

 

Consultation Question 35 (Paragraphs 8.28 - 8.31): 

 

Under section 25 of the Road Traffic Act 1988, it is an offence to tamper with a vehicle’s 

brakes “or other mechanism” without lawful authority or reasonable cause. Is it 

necessary to clarify that “other mechanism” includes sensors? 

 

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

 

No 

 

 

Unauthorised vehicle taking 

 

Consultation Question 36 (Paragraphs 8.32 - 8.39): 

 

In England and Wales, section 12 of the Theft Act 1968 covers “joyriding” or taking a 

conveyance without authority, but does not apply to vehicles which cannot carry a 

person. This contrasts with the law in Scotland, where the offence of taking and driving 

away without consent applies to any motor vehicle. Should section 12 of the Theft Act 

1968 be extended to any motor vehicle, even those without driving seats?  

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

 

Yes 

 

             

Causing danger to road users 

 

Consultation Question 37 (Paragraphs 8.6 - 8.12): 

 

In England and Wales, section 22A(1) of the Road Traffic Act 1988 covers a broad 

range of interference with vehicles or traffic signs in a way which is obviously 



dangerous. In Scotland, section 100 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 covers depositing 

anything a road, or inscribing or affixing something on a traffic sign. However, it does 

not cover interfering with other vehicles or moving traffic signs, even if this would raise 

safety concerns. Should section 22A of the Road Traffic Act 1988 be extended to 

Scotland? 

 

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

 

Yes 

 

This should be extended to communication between traffic management/road authority 

directly with the vehicle, not just through traffic signals. We are examining how we can 

make traffic signals available through the internet for vehicles, and falsifying such 

information should also be covered. 

 

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

INTELLIGENCE DECISION-MAKING 

 

Rules and standards 

 

Consultation Question 38 (Paragraphs 9.6 - 9.27): 

 

We seek views on how regulators can best collaborate with developers to create road 

rules which are sufficiently determinate to be formulated in digital code. 

 

Need to have: 

-standards for data to be shared with authorities and made available to other road users 

-liabilities for supply chains 

-accessibility requirements 

-definition of ODDs 

 

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; 

(4) in any other circumstances. 

 

Practically for "force majeure". 

 



Consultation Question 40 (Paragraphs 9.6 - 9.37): 

 

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

programmed never to mount the pavement.    

 

No, it should be down to ADSE to program appropiate behaviour. This would be very 

challenging in shared spaces and rural areas. Also limiting to future applications such 

as dynamic lanes.  

 

Should highly automated vehicles ever exceed speed limits? 

 

Consultation Question 41 (Paragraphs 9.40 - 9.47): 

 

We seek views on whether there are any circumstances in which an automated driving 

system should be permitted to exceed the speed limit within current accepted 

tolerances. 

 

The existing system was based on the speed of 80% of the vehicles passing by- the 

principle behind it being that it reflects best practice. I believe this principle should be 

kept, allowing greater flow if safely possible, therefore establishing new limits might be 

needed. 

For AVs specifically, these limits could have a variance to allow overtaking, and slowing 

down as needed to respond to road conditions. The overtaking permission could be 

linked to a limited time to exceed the speed limit.     

 

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? 

 

No, this would be prioritising vehicles on top of healthier travel options. Jaywalking could 

be adapted to CAVs, but modern shared spaces work well even if vehicles have to slow 

down to accomondate other road users. 

 

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.] 

 

Other 

 



Only as part of special investigations or due dilligence. The ADSE should self-certify 

but if needed for investigation they may want to examine the data sets, with the 

provision they would need to examine the Machine Learning in depth and holistically, 

not assuming knowlegde of what the impact is. 

 

Transparency 

 

Consultation Question 44 (Paragraphs 9.76 - 9.88): 

 

We seek views on whether there should be a requirement for developers to publish their 

ethics policies (including any value allocated to human lives)? 

 

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

 

Other 

 

There should be Code of Conduct/ Boundary Conditions (no-go areas) that all ADSE 

should guarantee their system abides to. Ethics policies can be meaningless as can be 

outweighted by other factors in the system's operation 

 

Consultation Question 45 (Paragraphs 9.76 - 9.88): 

 

What other information should be made available?   

 

1) SMMT's suggestion of data for public good (position, speed etc) 

2) ODDs that ADSE is accepting responsibility for 

3) Likelihood for need of a handover   

 

Future work and next steps 

 

Consultation Question 46 (Paragraphs 9.91 - 9.93): 

 

Is there any other issue within our terms of reference which we should be considering 

in the course of this review?  

 

The role of traffic management, over the air communication, emergency planning and 

emergency services need more exploration. Also, any special considerations for public 

transport (CAV buses, shuttles etc). 

 


