
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?  

 

Jonathan Flower 

 

What is the name of your organisation? 

 

Centre for Transport and Society, University of the West of England, Bristol 

 

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.] 

 

Personal response 

 

 

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 

 

 

(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.] 

 

Disagree 

 

The user-in-charge should be a driver for purposes of civil and criminal law while 

the automated driving system is engaged if the vehicle has not been specifically 

authorised as able to function safely without one 

 

(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.] 

 

Disagree 

 

Unless the vehicle has been specifically authorised as able to function safely 

without a user in charge, the user in charge should be fully responsible at all 

times , like a driver. 

 

Consultation Question 2 (Paragraph 3.45): 

 

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

 

Yes, if combined with answers in Q1 

 

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.] 

 

Yes, it should be a criminal offence 

 

To the same degree as a driver would be liable if they drive a vehicle with known faults 

such as wore tyres or defected brake lights 

 



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.   

 

Once a vehicle has been specifically authorised as able to function safely without a user 

in charge because it  has been proved to operate at a  safety level that exceeds all 

human drivers, then this of itself is already a high threshold. Additionally, there could be 

external third party monitoring of CAVs, included but not limited to:  

1/ AI monitoring of CAV data looking for any anomalies in CAV 'driving' for the location 

and current road conditions; 

2/ City-wide CCTV monitoring by traffic authorities 

3/ Monitoring and safe removal from the road network of any vehicle with any detected 

faults and the safe recovery of occupants       

 

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 

 

However, the safety threshold should be very high - vehicles that are specifically 

authorised as able to function safely without a user in charge because must have been 

proved to operate at a  safety level that exceeds all human drivers,  

 

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? 

 

Only when they are in a vehicle that has been specifically authorised as able to function 

safely without a user in charge because it  has been proved to operate at a  safety level 

that exceeds all human drivers, 

 

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 

 

If the vehicle in question has been specifically authorised as able to function 

safely without a user in charge because it  has been proved to operate at a  safety 

level that exceeds all human drivers, and this threshold has been agreed 

internationally, then yes. the fallback should not be expected to 'jump in' in an 

emergency to complex for the vehicle to handle, as it will likely be too complex 

for the human to handle. Rather if the automated operation fails, the vehicle 

should be safely stopped and the 'all back' able to manually take over the system, 

from which point the vehicle would once again become a driven vehicle. 

 

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

 

Anything that did not render the 'fall back' unfit for driving, eg drinking alcohol.  

 

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 

 

 

(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 

 

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.] 

 

Yes 

 

 

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:] 

 

(3) roadworthiness tests. 

 

 

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.] 

 

No, do not extend to advanced driver assistance systems 

 

. 



 

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.] 

 

Other 

 

There is a fundamental problem with 'advance driver assistance systems' as many of 

them are designed to take over functions previously carried out by the driver. Some 

such as ABS brakes, potential make the car safer to those within and outside without 

impairing the driver (who still has to control the application of the brake pedal). Others 

however, by design (eg cruise control, lane holding, etc) can make the driver less alert 

and therefore these features could lead to impairing drivers and making them less safe 

as vehicle operators. When using such features they should legally be fully responsible 

for the operation fo the vehicle, but inevitably they pay less attention as the features are 

taking over tasks which were previously the driver's. The less the driver does in say a 

motorway situation, the less alert they will become with potentially dangerous 

consequences. So although the features may be valuable when it comes to fully 

autonomous vehicles (level 4 and 5) their value in highly automated manually driven 

cars needs to be careful assessed. I do not believe that additional driver training is the 

answer, rather some features may need to be deactivated in vehicles that are being 

manually  driven if they risk making the driver less alert. 

 

Accident investigation 

 

Consultation Question 14 (Paragraphs 5.58 - 5.71): 

 

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

 

In the same way as all other collisions (which are almost never accidents - someone is 

responsible and has usually made an error of judgement). While vehicles are driven 

manually the driver is fully responsible and therefore liable in the usual way. If the 

vehicle is being driven autonomously then liability changes, but normal procedures of 

investigation should be followed. 

 

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 may be a transition period where learning from such collisions is pooled. If an 

Accident Investigation Branch could help facilitate this then that may be worth 

considering. 



 

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 

 

One of the big 'selling' points for CAVs has been that they are safer. We know 

that human error is currently the reason behind about 90% of collisions and we 

have said that CAVs can eliminate this. The expectation of many members of the 

public is that when CAVs become a reality on our roads that will already be far 

safer than manually driven vehicles. It is critical that there is transparency about 

this from the outset and that the data is collected. 

 

(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.] 

 

Other 

 

Yes, this would be good in the light of my responses above. We must avoid a 

scenario (that we may already be in) whereby a transition phase with increasing 

level of 'advanced driver assistance systems' leads to more collisions rather than 

fewer collisions. We need to be careful about what we measure though. The 

operation of the systems may prove to be safer (ie holding lanes, keeping a 

constant appropriate speed and distance) then human's carrying out the same 

tasks unaided. However, the drivers themselves may become worse and cause 

more collisions when these assistive systems are added to their vehicles. So 

perhaps we should monitor drivers with and without the technology rather than 

just vehicles using the technology. 

 

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? 

 

see response above 

 



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

Alternatively, are new obligations to report accidents needed? 

 

 

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.] 

 

No 

 

The example of the bike with no lights is a good one. I believe that more 

clarification is still needed here.  There is potentially to greatly enhance safety 

(and compensation) for pedestrians and cyclists. For too long there have been 

problems with court decisions involving the death or serious injury of pedestrians 

and cyclists as jurors and judges are almost all drivers that have all had lapses 

of judgment while driving, often similar to the ones brought before them in court.   

More often than not these result in no harm to anyone, but the same actions could 

also end up with tragedy and hence a court appearance. Due to this set up courts 

are often very lenient towards drivers and often transfer some responsibility to 

the pedestrian or cyclist: "the pedestrian was twice the legal limit (for driving) and 

staggering when hit by a car on a dark country lane, whose driver was 

momentarily blinded by the cars of an oncoming vehicle", rather than "the young 

man who had done the sensible thing and decided to walk home after drinking at 

the pub was hit by a car which was being driven too fast for the conditions." It will 

be a challenge to get the courts to think of cars operating without drivers. It is 

also troubling to think that 'drivers' (passengers) will now receive additional 

compensation and protection when they are involved in a collision in a vehicle, 

with no responsibility or liability placed on them (even though their choice to be 

in a car may have been for an unnecessarily short journey to a friend's that could 

have easily been walked). There should be some responsibility taken by people 

who chose to make a journey in a personal vehicle that has the potential to kill 

and maim others and this should be counterbalanced in the law with people who 

could be on the receiving end of the harm who chose to walk (which has almost 

no potential to kill and maim) or cycle (minimal potential to harm others). The 

circumstances in which pedestrians and cyclists could bear any responsibility for 

collisions with CAVs should be articulated and extremely limited (eg wilfully 

throwing themselves or cycling in the path of the vehicle with the express purpose 

of self harm).. 

 

(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 

 

see response above 

 

(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? 

 

Reporting should be the same as with collisions currently, but the insured person 

(who may or may not be present at the collision) becomes the one responsible 

for the reporting. 

 

 
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 

 

 

Consultation Question 21 (Paragraphs 7.5 - 7.11): 

 

Do other offences need amendment because they are incompatible with automated 

driving?  

 

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

 

Yes 

 



 

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.] 

 

Yes 

 

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 

 

Presumably this data would need to be recorded for every CAV (times and dates 

when the vehicle was being driven autonomously/manually) 

 

(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? 

 

And these should be severe, with the power to apply them to the same technology 

in other vehicles, eg removing similar vehicles  from the road until a defect was 

corrected or component failed. 

 

(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 

 

see above 

 

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. 

 

 

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.] 

 

Yes 

 

This needs to be apparent to people. 

 

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 

 

 

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 

(3) ensuring that children wear appropriate restraints. 

 

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 

 

And knowingly using such a vehicle 

 

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: 

 

(2) Even if behaviours are already criminal, are there any advantages to re-enacting the 

law, so as to clearly label offences of interfering with automated vehicles? 

 

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

 

No 

 

 

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 

 

 

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; 

(4) in any other circumstances. 

 

CAVs should be programmed not to break the Highway Code. However, it may 

be sensible to consider scenarios when this could be over-ridden. I would suggest 

that this only happens in a situation where the vehicle has first come to a 

complete halt and there is no immediate alternative, such as to allow an 

emergency vehicle to pass or the traffic si completely gridlocked and not moving. 

At all times this should only occur if there are NO pedestrians or other pavement 

users present. 

CAVs will need to be able to cross pavements to enter some side roads where 

continuous footways are in place and to access some driveways. In many towns, 

villages and cities the distinction between where carriageway ends and footway 

begins is not clear and CAVs need to be able to cope with that ambiguity. They 

need also be able to cope with 'shared space' and pedestrian or cycle priority 

streets. 

 

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.    



 

See comments above  

 

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. 

 

No. There are no acceptable tolerances. Rather we have chosen as a society not to 

enforce our own rules. We know that speed kills and that generally vehicles are driven 

at speeds and in ways that are not fuel efficient or good for the environment or pollution. 

We can address some of these issues with CAVs.     

 

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. CAVs should eb part of the UK's move to zero tolerance for injuries and deaths on 

our roads. This suggestion is objectionable. 

 

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 

 

 

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.] 

 

Yes 



 

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?  

 

We should ensure that the move to CAVs is people and not technology lead.  As a 

society we need to decide the role of CAVs and when they are safe and ready to deploy 

and in what circumstances.  The vision we are heading towards needs to be an 

improvement for safety, the environment and active travel and so the application of 

policies need to bear all of these elements in mind. Commercial interest should not be 

allowed to compromise safety or the interests of people not in CAVs, but using the 

streets. 

 


