
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?  

 

Brian Ronald 

 

What is the name of your organisation? 

 

 

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 

 

If a vehicle isn't specifically authorised as able to function without a user-in-

charge then it shouldn't be permitted to function without one. This seems to be 

self-evident in the wording of the question. 

 



(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.] 

 

Other 

 

The user-in-charge must absolutely be responsible for the behaviour of their 

vehicle, even if they aren't driving it. In fact, I'd go so far as to hold the driver 

responsible for the behaviour of the vehicle as long as they are even capable of 

taking over the controls. 

 

(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 

 

The user-in-charge took control. Therefore, the vehicle is no longer driving itself. 

 

Consultation Question 2 (Paragraph 3.45): 

 

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

 

As presented, it sounds like an excellent way to abrogate the responsibility of the human 

being for operating a vehicle. I believe that "user-in-charge" should imply absolute 

responsibility for the behaviour of the vehicle in their charge. Otherwise we could use a 

different term, such as "passenger". 

 

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 

 

Motorised vehicles are dangerous objects, and the risk to life of people other than the 

occupant can be very high if something goes wrong. They are either "in charge" or they 



are not. The user-in-charge should be monitoring the behaviour of their vehicle at all 

times; they are, after all, in charge of it. 

 

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.   

 

Putting them on rails seems to work really well, such as the Docklands Light Railway. 

Jokes aside, I suspect that self-driving cars will be at their safest when there is no 

human being in a position to take over, and the vehicles are operating in traffic 

consisting only of other self-driving vehicles. Humans can make very poor decisions, 

and in general aren't good drivers.       

 

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 

 

As stated in the previous answer: I suspect that self-driving cars will be at their safest 

when there is no human being in a position to take over, and the vehicles are operating 

in traffic consisting only of other self-driving vehicles. Humans can make very poor 

decisions, and in general aren't good drivers. 

This can only take place if such vehicles can be approved, of course.  

 

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? 

 

If the driver is capable of taking over control of the vehicle, and might at any time be 

expected to do so (ie, they are more than simply a passenger) then there are no such 

circumstances. 

 

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.] 

 

No 

 

If the driver is expected to be able to continue the task of driving with little notice 

(if I understand the idea of a "fallback" correctly). If they have not been paying 

attention to circumstances, they will not be effective in this event. 

 

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

 

 

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 

 

A fully capable self driving system should really be designed into the car from the 

start, rather than being a retro-fit modification. 

Just like any modification that can affect a vehicle's safety, there should be 

safeguards and testing; a safety assurance scheme. 

 

(2) unauthorised automated driving systems should be prohibited? 

 

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

 

Agree 

 

This is, to me, absolutely self-evident. It should be unlawful to use an 

unauthorised automated driving system. 

 

(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.] 

 

Other 

 



The question is outside my field of experience. 

 

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 

 

If it isn't going to be the user-in-charge, it needs to be somebody. Lives can, and will, 

be lost to self-driving vehicles, and some entity needs to be responsible for that.       

 

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. 

 

As long as the result is a statistically significant increase in safety, I'm ambivalent. 

 

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. 

 

Vehicles often stray beyond local regions, and any safety assurance scheme needs to 

continue to apply to the vehicle no matter where it finds itself. 

 
 
CHAPTER 7: CRIMINAL LIABILITY 

 

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 

 

Only in a vehicle where the user is a passenger, and cannot intervene by design. 



 

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.] 

 

Other 

 

A black box should be present, to side-step the entire issue. 

 

 

(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 

 

 

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. 

 

If it's only safe with some sort of fall-back driver, that does need to be a driver. 



 

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 

 

If a vehicle isn't safe to drive without a fallback driver, it needs a fallback driver. 

 

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 

Just because they're not steering all the time, doesn't mean that they're any less 

responsible for the vehicle or its behaviour. 

 

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. 

 

Yes, it should. If the user compels a vehicle to drive where it should not, they should 

still be held entirely responsible. Of course, an ideal vehicle would refuse the instruction. 

 

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. 

 

They should have all the responsibilities of a driver, as long as they are in charge 

of a vehicle. 

 

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. 

 

If the only people in the vehicle are passengers, then they should be treated in 

law as passengers. 

 

 

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.] 

 

Other 

 

Nobody in the UK is going to be realistically convicted of a motoring offence if they can 

claim in any way not to have been driving. 

 

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.] 

 

No 

 

 

(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 

 

It seems to be evident. 

 

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.] 

 

Other 



 

The vehicles can carry a person. I don't understand the question. 

             

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.] 

 

Other 

 

I feel that this is a leading question. Let Scotland legislate for Scotland where they are 

competent. 

 

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. 

 

Get rid of the human drivers, it'll make the job so much easier when machines only have 

each other to negotiate with. 

 

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; 

 



No. Safety of pedestrians must come first. If this causes inconvenience, or 

increases danger to motorists, so be it. 

To allow emergency vehicles to pass is the only exception I would countenance. 

 

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.    

 

Yes, I would be fine with that. The footway is for pedestrians, and has been since before 

the first motor vehicles. This is for the safety of pedestrians, many of whom have no 

choice in that status. The convenience of the motorist cannot be held above the safety 

of the pedestrian.  

 

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. 

 

If speed limits need to be raised, raise them. Nothing except an emergency vehicle 

should be permitted to exceed the speed limit. If an automated vehicle finds itself acting 

as an emergency vehicle, exceptions can be drawn up for that.     

 

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 absolutely unacceptable. A vehicle should never come into conflict with 

pedestrians, who should have absolute priority. There are no "appropriate 

circumstances". 

 

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 

 



Machine learning has to be monitored; it will find very unexpected solutions to reach its 

programmed goals, not all of which will be good ones. 

 

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 

 

As long as there's a statistically significant increase in safety, I'm not overly concerned 

by the ethics. It shouldn't be up to the judgement of the developers anyway; pedestrians 

(who are not complicit) should be valued more than motorists (who are), for example. 

This value should be imposed in legislation. A published policy does nothing, as long 

as there's no way to exclude a developer from the industry based on its content. 

 


