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(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? 
Yes 
(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? 
Yes 
(4) the regulatory sanctions should include improvement notices, fines and suspension or 
withdrawal of ADS approval? 
Yes 
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; 
Yes 
(2) to be disqualified from driving; 
Yes 
(3) to have eyesight which fails to comply with the prescribed requirements for driving; 
Yes 
(4) to hold a licence where the application included a declaration regarding a disability 
Yes 
which the user knew to be false; 
Yes 
(5) to be unfit to drive through drink or drugs; or 
Yes 
(6) to have alcohol levels over the prescribed limits? 
Yes, but how does this differ from question 5 above? 
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, if as a passenger you get in a car that needs a UIC and are aware that you have done so, is this not 
similar to TWOC or driving a vehicle without that category on your licence. So if the person is aware 
that is the case and still got in the vehicle that would be deemed an offence  
  
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 
Yes 
(2) Are responsible for removing vehicles that are stopped in prohibited places, and would 
commit a criminal offence if they fail to do so? 
Yes 
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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. 
Surely this would be dependent on the context, if the user set a course to run through a prohibited 
place then they would be liable, unless there was a need for that access and an override to system for 
say an event on a pedestrianised area had been granted, in this case maybe a disclaimer should be 
displayed and agreement by the system should be sought by the operator. However, if the car chose 
another route then how could the user stop this. Again is this for a court to decide the liability on a case 
by case basis. 
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; 
In the first instance, but ultimately should this not be an automated function of the vehicle. 
(2) complying with the directions of a police or traffic officer; and 
Yes, if the system is unable to do so and the UIC is given control of the car 
(3) ensuring that children wear appropriate restraints? 
Yes. 
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; 
Registered owner/keeper or if the car can do so an automated system 
(2) complying with the directions of a police or traffic officer; and 
If the car is functioning without a driver the system should be smart enough to stop if there is a 
pedestrian or object in the road, this could be a police officer. However, if the officer requires the 
vehicle to change course then this may be more difficult. Perhaps some sort of Police phone App that 
talks to the vehicle and thus enables it to undertake the new direction from the officer.  
(3) ensuring that children wear appropriate restraints. 
If the car is smart enough then it should not start until all restraints have been engaged and this should 
be done by a responsible adult in the vehicle.  
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. 
Yes 
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. 
Potentially if we feel that “placing something on or over a road” as described in Section 22A is suitable. 
Alternatively, a new sub section should cover it. 
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. 
Yes – Corporate liability 
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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? 
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)? 
Yes. 
Consultation Question 45 (Paragraphs 9.76 - 9.88): 
What other information should be made available? 
Any information which guides the operation of the automated system 
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 Comment at this time, it is pretty obvious that many of these questions are out there as a scoping 
exercise and as such will probably raise more questions along the way.  
It is a very hard subject to comment on as no real previous experience of these systems and no one is 
really sure what effect/demand/outcome will be achieved.  

 




