
1 
 

Stagecoach Group plc Response to the Joint Preliminary Consultation on Automated Vehicles 
 

Stagecoach Group plc (“Stagecoach Group”) welcomes the consultation by the Scottish and English Law 
Commissions on Automated Vehicles. Stagecoach Group is actively participating in trialling automated vehicles in 
both the depot and public transport environments, working with technology developers, vehicle manufacturers, 
academia and others. We welcome the consultation as another important initiative in this area.    
 
The consultation is wide – ranging in scope and some of the questions posed will be better able to be answered as 
more information and understanding of automated vehicles and their use in different scenarios emerges. Equally, we 
do not propose to respond to or comment on all questions but we offer views based on our experience to date as one 
of the UK’s biggest bus and coach operators, with some 8,000 buses and coaches operating in different environments 
across the UK.  We look forward to future initiatives, particularly the planned consultation on automated vehicles in 
Mobility as a Service and the challenges of achieving “everything somewhere” later this year. 
 
Stagecoach Group: 
 
• Stagecoach is an international public transport group, with operations in the UK, the United States and Canada.  
• We are one of the UK's biggest bus and coach operators with over 8,000 buses and coaches on a network 

stretching from south-west England to the Highlands and Islands of Scotland. Our low-cost coach service, 
megabus.com, operates a network of inter-city services across the UK. 

• Stagecoach is a major UK rail operator, with an involvement in operating several franchised rail networks, 
including the East Midlands Trains network. We also have a 49% shareholding in Virgin Rail Group, which 
operates the West Coast rail franchise. 

• Stagecoach also operates the Supertram light rail network in Sheffield. 
• Stagecoach is participating in the current CAV Forth project trialling the use of automated vehicles in the operation 

of bus services between Fife and Edinburgh. 
• Stagecoach is also currently trialling the use of automated vehicles in the bus depot environment, including 

fuelling, parking and cleaning activity. 
 

Consultation Response 

Question Response 
 

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? 

 
(2) The user in charge: 

(a) Must be qualified and fit to drive; 
(b) Would not be a driver for the 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 

 
 
 
 

 
(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? 

 

 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
We agree with (a). The User in Charge (or Safety Driver) 
should also be responsible when taking the controls. The 
question of whether they should be liable while the 
automated driving system is engaged is linked to 
Question 3 and we do not propose to comment on 
matters of civil or criminal liability. However, we note that 
the Law Commissions have cited research which shows 
the dangers of over-reliance on automated systems. 
Automated systems may fail and regardless of questions 
of causation (which may well be complicated in the case 
of human intervention in the operation of an automated 
system), we consider that the safety imperative must be 
to ensure that the User in Charge (or Safety Driver) 
understands their role, is fully engaged and intervenes 
where necessary.  
 
 
Again, this question is linked to Question 3. 

Question 2. 
We seek your views on whether the label “user in 

 
We would suggest that whatever label is used it must be 
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Question Response 
 

charge” conveys its intended meaning. clear that the individual should be fully engaged and able 
to intervene if required.  If it is felt that “User in Charge” 
does not do so then “Safety Driver” might be more 
appropriate. 

Question 3 
We seek your 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. 
 

 
See our comments on question 1(2)(b) above. 

Question 4 
We seek your views on how automated driving 
systems can operate safely and effectively in the 
absence of a user in charge. 
 

 
This is a complex area. Systems will need to have high 
degree of redundancy and be fully self-checking. Fault 
tolerance will need to be fully verified and subjected to 
extended testing. Based on current knowledge, certain 
controlled environments may be more appropriate than 
others.  For instance, we are actively trialling the use of 
automated vehicles in the bus depot environment and 
see scope to move vehicles around for fuelling, cleaning 
and parking purposes if this is proven to be safe. 
 

Question 5. 
Do you agree that powers should be made available 
to approve automated vehicles as able to operate 
without a user in charge? 
 

 
Please see our response to Question 4 above.  We agree 
that it should be possible, ultimately, to approve such 
systems. Any powers of approval should be subject to 
rigorous testing requirements which do not favour one 
technology or manufacturer over another. 
 

Question 6. 
Under what circumstances should a driver be 
permitted to undertake secondary activities when an 
automated driving system is engaged? 
 

 
We do not consider that there is sufficient evidence at this 
stage but would suggest that were this to be considered it 
would be more appropriate in the context of highly 
automated systems (Level 4). We comment on 
conditionally automated systems (Level 3) below. 

Question 7. 
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 fall-back role itself should involve active engagement 
and monitoring, taking into account the need to promote 
alertness. Safety should be paramount and we do not 
consider that there is sufficient evidence that any other 
secondary activity can be undertaken without 
compromising the fall back role at present. 
 
 
See above. 

Question 8 
Do you agree that : 
1. a new safety assurance scheme should be 
established to authorise automated driving systems 
that are installed: 

(a) As modifications to registered 
vehicles; or 

 
 
 

 
 
We agree that a safety assurance scheme should be put 
in place for systems installed as modifications to vehicles 
prior to them being put into general operational use. As 
far as trialling is concerned it will be necessary to 
recognise that there may be differing requirements to get 
to a point of general operational use, subject to the need 
to have appropriate standards and safeguards for trials in 
place. We believe that it is important that all companies 



3 
 

Question Response 
 

 
 

(b) In vehicles manufactured in limited 
numbers (a “small series”)? 

2. unauthorised automated driving systems should 
be prohibited; 
3. the safety assurance authority 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? 

should comply with the Government code of practice for 
testing these systems and vehicles.  
 See above 
 
See above 
 
It may be that the existing agencies are able to take on 
the safety assurance role if they are appropriately 
resourced at an early stage.  In any event there should be 
consistency of approach and no duplication of roles. 

Question 9. 
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? 
 

 
Yes, though it will be important for any ADSE to 
demonstrate that there are clear contingency measures in 
place for ongoing maintenance of responsibility for the 
system should the entity (or any partner in the ADSE) 
cease to trade so that continued safe use of the relevant 
system can be assured.  

Question 10. 
We seek views on how far should a new safety 
assurance system be based on accrediting the 
developers’ own systems, and how far it should 
involve third party testing. 
 

 
The Commissions have identified a range of approaches.  
It may be that a combination of self-testing and 
independent assessment will be required. The overriding 
need to demonstrate safety within the operational design 
domain will require as much testing as possible, 
replicating real conditions as far as possible whilst 
maintaining safety. This is likely to involve a range of 
participants including independent expertise.  We are 
currently working with partners in the CAV Forth project 
and also trialling use of automated driving systems in the 
bus depot environment. In participating in such projects, 
we are able to offer valuable feedback to developers and 
vehicle manufacturers.  We see such trials and product 
testing as valuable ways to contribute to the knowledge 
pool in this field. 

Question 11. 
We seek views on how the safety assurance scheme 
could best work with local agencies to ensure that it 
is sensitive to local conditions. 
 
 

 
We consider that this will be particularly relevant to the 
next consultation in the field of Mobility as a Service.  

Question 12. 
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 your views on whether the agency’s 
responsibilities in these three areas should extend to 
advanced driver assistance systems.  

 
It may be that an existing agency can take on this role to 
avoid duplication of activity.  Additionally, we can see the 
benefits of building a source of specialist expertise and 
promoting consistency of approach generally. Whichever 
agency administers the scheme, it will be crucial that it is 
fully resourced and equipped to make these assessments 
from the earliest stage prior to the deployment of the 
technology on the roads. 

Question 13. 
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 

 
We assume this question is targeted at private vehicles 
rather than PSVs where training is essential but generally 
where training is required it would not be appropriate to 
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incentives offered by insurers? 
 

make it voluntary.  

Question 14. 
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? 
 

 
Clearly there is significant existing expertise which should 
be retained. Equally, it may be that there is a need for 
additional specialist accident investigation resources to 
be made available to build a consistent body of expertise 
regarding automated vehicles/systems. This might assist 
with fact finding and other aspects of the investigation. 
 

Question 15. 
(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? 

(2) We seek views on whether there is also a 
need to monitor the accident rates of 
advanced driver assistance systems. 

 

 
Accident rates on the public highway should be 
monitored, whether driven by humans (with or without 
driver assistance systems) or involving highly automated 
vehicles. 
 

Question 16. 
(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? 

 

 
Accident reporting is key and automated driving systems 
will generate large amounts of data which may need to be 
retained for other purposes related to the accident. There 
will be an additional challenge where accidents involve 
both a human driver and an automated system.  
 
Assistance could be sought from insurers to obtain details 
of road traffic accidents involving their insureds.  Insurers 
are likely to be the best source for data on road traffic 
accidents involving human drivers and their records are 
likely to be the most accurate available. 

 


