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About the RAC 
With more than eight million members, the RAC is the oldest and one of the UK's most 
progressive motoring organisations, providing services for both private and business motorists. 
As such, it is committed to making driving easier, safer, more affordable and more enjoyable for 
all road users.  

The RAC, which employs more than 1,600 patrols, provides roadside assistance across the 
entire UK road network and as a result has significant insight into how the country’s road 
networks are managed and maintained.  

The RAC is separate from the RAC Foundation which is a transport policy and research 
organisation which explores the economic, mobility, safety and environmental issues relating to 
roads and their users. 

The RAC website can be found at www.rac.co.uk.  

In September 2018, the RAC published its latest Report on Motoring.  

 
RAC Response 
The RAC has only responded to questions where we feel we can give constructive feedback. 
 
Question 1 
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? 
 
Yes 
 
(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? 
 
Yes 
 
(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. 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
Consultation Question 2 (Paragraph 3.45) 
We seek views on whether the label “user-in-charge” conveys its intended meaning. 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 

http://www.rac.co.uk/
https://www.rac.co.uk/report-on-motoring
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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. When would a user-in-charge not be necessary? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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. 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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? 
When should secondary activities be permitted? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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? 
 
 
The RAC is not qualified to respond on this. It will be dependent on the secondary activities 
which the driver is undertaking and the level of automation engaged. 
 
 
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? 
(2) if so, what should those activities be? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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")? 
(2) unauthorised automated driving systems should be prohibited? 
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(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? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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. 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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. 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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? 
If so, should the organisation have responsibilities for: 
(1) regulating consumer and marketing materials? 
(2) market surveillance? 
(3) roadworthiness tests? 
We seek views on whether the agency’s responsibilities in these three areas should 
extend to advanced driver assistance systems. 
 
The RAC does not feel there is sufficient information on the remit on overseeing the safety of 
these systems. The DVSA and DVLA, it can be argued, can continue to oversee 
roadworthiness and driving standards, so long as they are part of the continued discussion 
on how the safety of autonomous vehicles is regulated.  
 
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? 
If so, can this be met on a voluntary basis, through incentives offered by insurers? 
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The RAC believes that presently, there is a significant level of public mistrust about fully 
autonomous vehicles, despite many vehicle owners already having access to driver 
assistance systems on their vehicles (AEB, lane assist etc), though many choose not to use 
these because they either do not understand what these systems do or are nervous about 
giving away control. 
 
Research from the RAC Report on Motoring found that 62% of drivers are ‘scared by the 
thought of truly driverless cars’ and only 27% believe that they would make the roads safer. 
This indicates that there is more work that needs to be done to encourage ‘buy-in’ from 
consumers.  
 
Initially, incentives through insurance incentives may encourage some to take-up additional 
training, however Government may need to legislate to make this mandatory at some point 
so that all drivers are conforming to the same levels of knowledge, similar to what is required 
in the practical and theory driving tests.  
 
Accident investigation 
Consultation Question 14 (Paragraphs 5.58 - 5.71) 
We seek views on how accidents involving driving automation should be investigated. 
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. 
 
The RAC believes that in principle this sounds like a good idea – and the Law Commission 
should look to collaborate with the RAC Foundation who are currently investigating the 
merits of a roads collision investigation board to see how autonomous vehicles could fit into 
this scope.  
 
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? 
 
Yes – this would provide consumers with greater trust in automated vehicles and build a 
picture of specific issues, problems or circumstances relevant to automated vehicles. 
 
(2) We seek views on whether there is also a need to monitor the accident rates of 
advanced driver assistance systems. 
 
Yes – for the same reasons stated in our response to Q15 (1).  
 
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? 
(2) Are existing sources of data sufficient to allow meaningful comparisons? 
Alternatively, are new obligations to report accidents needed? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
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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? 
(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? 
(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? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
Civil liability of manufacturers and retailers: Implications 
Consultation Question 18 (Paragraphs 6.61 - 6.116) 
Is there a need to review the way in which product liability under the Consumer 
Protection Act 1987 applies to defective software installed into automated vehicles? 
Consultation Question 19 (Paragraphs 6.61 - 6.116) 
Do any other issues concerned with the law of product or retailer liability need to be 
addressed to ensure the safe deployment of driving automation? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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. 
 
The RAC does not feel fully qualified to respond to this, however as stated in the 
consultation, the person attending the vehicle need not be driving, therefore this may need 
amending.   
 
 
Consultation Question 21 (Paragraphs 7.5 - 7.11) 
Do other offences need amendment because they are incompatible with automated 
driving? 
 
Clarification would be required if any system malfunctioned – for example if the autonomous 
vehicle went through a red light with the driver not controlling the vehicle -where would 
liability rest.  
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On specific offences such as driving without insurance, unroadworthy vehicles, 
careless/dangerous driving, driving while using a handheld mobile phone, we would ask for 
absolute clarity on what is permissible during full and partial automation. 
 
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? 
 
This depends on the required control that the user needs to engage in when in the car, 
however if the vehicle is not being ‘driven’ by the user than this seems sensible.  
 
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)). 
 
The RAC does not feel fully qualified to respond to this, however these offences relating to a 
requirement to take ‘reasonable steps’ should be defined more clearly. It would also depend 
on the level of autonomy of the vehicle as to what reasonable steps would constitute.  
 
 
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? 
(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? 
(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? 
(4) the regulatory sanctions should include improvement notices, fines and 
suspension or withdrawal of ADS approval? 
Responsibilities of “users-in-charge” 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
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-incharge, 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 
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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? 
 
Yes to all. We would also add user not having the required level of insurance to this too. 
 
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? 
 
Yes. 
 
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? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
 
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. 
 
Much of this depends on the ability of the vehicle to understand what a ‘prohibited place’ is 
and whether the up-to-date software recognises this. If there is evidence the user has 
attempted to stop the vehicle using prohibited places, then the law should recognise this.  
 
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? 
 
The RAC would not oppose the driver having any of these responsibilities as this is already 
the case presently with conventional vehicles. 
 
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. 
 
The RAC would encourage the Commission to discuss this more fully with manufacturers 
and technology/software providers as we are not fully qualified to answer this question. It 
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may be the case that technology like e-Call advances to include minor incidents which are 
reported and logged with telematics devices. In relation to ensuring children wear seatbelts, 
again technology may advance where by a user is detected not wearing a seatbelt and the 
vehicle is unable to start its journey, however practical considerations may prevent this – for 
example shopping bags on seats may prevent the vehicle moving, or children clip the belt in, 
however do not have it strapped around them.  
 
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. 
 
The RAC does not feel fully qualified to respond to this, however we have given our 
feedback to questions 29 and 30. 
 
 
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. 
 
This would appear to be a sensible step however this would require more thought on how 
such an offence would be enforced and policed. We would probably need clarification on 
what constitutes ‘wrongful interference with vehicles’, as if this is written in a certain format 
could relate to the user-in-charge where they resume or override a control for what the user 
deems to be safety purposes.  
 
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. 
 
The RAC would encourage the law commission to work with software developers, however 
as we are a breakdown recovery group, we’d be interested in how repairs for automated 
driving systems fit into this.  
 
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? 
(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? 
 
The RAC does not feel fully qualified to respond to this, however we would caution the 
reliance on technological solutions to some of this. E-call may play a role in the scenario 
detailed within the consultation document relating to passengers vulnerable to attack, 
however this may not prove to be a quick solution to any immediate threat. Again, the ability 
to regain control of the vehicle here by a user would be key. 
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A second point is that while many laws are already covered (relating to hacking, obscuring 
signs and lines etc), the public who will be using autonomous vehicles and giving up the 
control of vehicles to software will want certainty that there will be stringent enforcement of 
these laws. 
 
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? 
 
We believe that clarification would be helpful. 
 
 
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? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
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? 
 
This appears to be sensible. 
 
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. 
 
In principle, we would agree with the development of a digital highway code which would 
govern the development of the software on which autonomous vehicles would run. 
 
It should be considered also, that users should be required to be familiar with such a code so 
they are able to understand fully the ‘decision making’ mechanisms of an autonomous 
vehicle.  
 
Should automated vehicles ever mount the pavement? 
Consultation Question 39 (Paragraphs 9.6 - 9.37) 
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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? 
Current law states it is illegal to drive on pavements, however there may be instances 
whereby drivers will currently do so to prevent access on the road being blocked. The four 
points listed seem sensible, however autonomous vehicles should only be programmed to 
do this where it is safe to do so – though the sensor should prevent collision with 
pedestrians, and where the entirety of the pavement is not restricted so to allow vulnerable 
users (those in wheelchairs or with prams) to be able to navigate.  
 
It should also be noted that many of our roads in residential areas are narrow with some 
vehicles mounting the kerb when parking to enable traffic flow where parking is allowed on 
either side of the street. We would anticipate this could fall under ‘enabling traffic flow’, again 
with the caveat that pavement access is never blocked.  
 
Similar questions should perhaps also be asked about autonomous vehicles being 
programmed to move into spaces where certain types of vehicles are prohibited – for 
example in bus lanes where emergency vehicles will need to pass.  
 
 
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. 
 
This would depend on the ability of the vehicle to understand pedestrian behaviour, however 
please see our response to question 39. 
 
 
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 RAC Opinion Panel conducted research into this area in January 2019 on a range of 
scenarios where an automated vehicle would be permitted to exceed a speed limit within the 
speed tolerance threshold as outlined in police guidance. Our findings suggested from 2,201 
respondents showed: 
 

- Two-thirds (68%) of motorists support the idea of allowing autonomous vehicles 
being allowed to exceed the speed limit if it helped maintain traffic flow. Only a third 
(32%) opposed this. 

- More than two-thirds (75%) of motorists support the idea of allowing autonomous 
vehicles being allowed to exceed the speed limit to prevent overly sharp braking 
when reaching a lower speed limit. Only a quarter (25%) opposed this. 

- A large majority (85%) of motorists support the idea of allowing autonomous vehicles 
being allowed to exceed the speed limit if it was done in the interests of safety (e.g. 
overtaking a vehicle quickly to avoid a collision). Only 15% opposed this. 
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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 is a controversial matter that needs careful consideration. However we recognise that 
pedestrians will quickly learn that autonomous vehicles are programmed to stop where 
pedestrians are in the road. The consequences of this could result in stop-start journeys and 
long delays for those inside the vehicle.  
 
A vehicle ‘edging through’ could only be justified if warning systems alerted pedestrians the 
vehicle was about to accelerate. Similar systems currently exist on vans and HGVs which 
warn cyclists and pedestrians that the vehicle is turning left. However, there may be 
scenarios where a pedestrian is unable to hear such a warning (either because they have 
hearing deficiencies or because they are injured in the road). At this point, the user or 
occupant may have to take over control of 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? 
 
The RAC is not best positioned to respond to this. 
 
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)? 
 
This is sensible, however surely it would be preferential if all developers of software were 
conforming to the same ethics policies.  
 
Consultation Question 45 (Paragraphs 9.76 - 9.88) 
What other information should be made available? 
 
The RAC does not feel fully qualified to respond to this and the Government should liaise 
fully with software developers.  
 
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? 
 
No further comment 
 
 
Please address any comments or further contact to: 

Nicholas Lyes, RAC Public Affairs Manager   nlyes@rac.co.uk    
Pete Williams, RAC Head of External Affairs  pete.williams@rac.co.uk 

mailto:nlyes@rac.co.uk
mailto:pete.williams@rac.co.uk
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VED, Fully Autonomous Vehicles, ULEZ, and Long Range Cameras - January 
2019       
RAC Motorists' Opinion Panel (19950122)        
95 percent as lower case or *, 99 percent as UPPER CASE or **       
       
Q2. Which of the following statements is closest to your own opinion of fully autonomous vehicles? (Please select ONE 
answer)   
Base: All motorists (BV4) answering       
    Opinion Of Fully Automated Cars (Q2) 

  

Total 
 

In Favour 
(a) 

Unsure 
(b) 

Agains
t 

(c) 
Unweighted row  2201  141 1172 888 
Effective sample size  1707  118 903 688 
Total (Weighted)  2201  156 1201 845 

       
I am in favour of fully autonomous cars and canít wait to use them  156  156 0 0 

  7%  100% 0% 0% 

      BC     

       
I am unsure about fully autonomous cars, but I find the idea interesting  1201  0 1201 0 

  55%  0% 100% 0% 

        AC   

       
I am against fully autonomous cars and would never use them  845  0 0 845 

  38%  0% 0% 100% 

          AB 

       



Q3. Should speeding tolerance guidelines also apply to fully autonomous vehicles, if exceeding the speed limit within tolerance guidelines ... 
Would maintain traffic flow? 
Base: All motorists (BV4) answering       
    Opinion Of Fully Automated Cars (Q2) 

  

Total 
 

In Favour 
(a) 

Unsure 
(b) 

Agains
t 

(c) 
Unweighted row  2201  141 1172 888 
Effective sample size  1707  118 903 688 
Total (Weighted)  2201  156 1201 845 

       
Yes  1503  122 867 514 

  68%  78% 72% 61% 

      C  C   

       
No  698  34 334 331 

  32%  22% 28% 39% 

          AB 

       
Q4. Should speeding tolerance guidelines also apply to fully autonomous vehicles, if exceeding the speed limit within tolerance guidelines ... 
To prevent overly sharp braking when reaching a lower speed limit? 
Base: All motorists (BV4) answering       
    Opinion Of Fully Automated Cars (Q2) 

  

Total 
 

In Favour 
(a) 

Unsure 
(b) 

Agains
t 

(c) 
Unweighted row  2201  141 1172 888 
Effective sample size  1707  118 903 688 
Total (Weighted)  2201  156 1201 845 



       
Yes  1643  131 927 585 

  75%  84% 77% 69% 

      C  C   

       
No  558  25 273 260 

  25%  16% 23% 31% 

          AB 

       
Q5. Should speeding tolerance guidelines also apply to fully autonomous vehicles, if exceeding the speed limit within tolerance guidelines ... 
Was done in the interests of safety (e.g. overtaking a vehicle quickly to avoid a collision)? 
Base: All motorists (BV4) answering       
    Opinion Of Fully Automated Cars (Q2) 

  

Total 
 

In Favour 
(a) 

Unsure 
(b) 

Agains
t 

(c) 
Unweighted row  2201  141 1172 888 
Effective sample size  1707  118 903 688 
Total (Weighted)  2201  156 1201 845 

       
Yes  1868  144 1072 652 

  85%  93% 89% 77% 

      C  C   

       
No  333  11 129 193 

  15%  7% 11% 23% 

          AB 

       



Q6. Still thinking about speeding tolerance guidelines, should it be applied to fully autonomous vehicles for any other reason(s)? (Please 
select ONE answer) 
Base: All motorists (BV4) answering       
    Opinion Of Fully Automated Cars (Q2) 

  

Total 
 

In Favour 
(a) 

Unsure 
(b) 

Agains
t 

(c) 
Unweighted row  2201  141 1172 888 
Effective sample size  1707  118 903 688 
Total (Weighted)  2201  156 1201 845 

       
Yes  435  31 224 179 

  20%  20% 19% 21% 

           

       
No  1766  124 976 665 

  80%  80% 81% 79% 

           

       
Q7. Fully autonomous vehicles will be trialled on UK public roads at some point alongside regular traffic. Should these vehicles have to 
display a sign saying: ëAutonomous vehicle being testedí? (Please select ONE answer) 
Base: All motorists (BV4) answering       
    Opinion Of Fully Automated Cars (Q2) 

  

Total 
 

In Favour 
(a) 

Unsure 
(b) 

Agains
t 

(c) 
Unweighted row  2201  141 1172 888 
Effective sample size  1707  118 903 688 
Total (Weighted)  2201  156 1201 845 



       
Yes  1983  93 1079 811 

  90%  60% 90% 96% 

        A  AB 

       
No  218  63 122 33 

  10%  40% 10% 4% 

      BC  C   
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