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Law Commission 

Automated Vehicles: A joint preliminary consultation paper 

Written response from Transport for London 

i. Introduction/Key Messages 

 

ii. We welcome the Law Commission’s preliminary consultation on automated vehicles, and 

agree that safety should be the first area of focus. It is right that appropriate safety standards 

and protocols are established before highly autonomous vehicles become a mass-market 

proposition. Where the Law Commission makes recommendations to Government about 

changes to legislation or wholly new legislation, it is vital that no change compromises the 

safety of passengers, other roads users or members of the public. It is through this lens 

which we have viewed this consultation.  

 

iii. London is one of the most entrepreneurial, international and outward-looking cities in the 

world. This success means that people want to live and work here in greater numbers. With 

a population of 8.9 million, the city is now larger than it has ever been, and it is forecast to 

grow to 10.8 million by 2041. This growth is expected to generate about 6 million additional 

trips each day by 2041. We will need to find new ways to manage this increase in trips as the 

city grows. 

 

iv. The Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) sets out a vision for a healthier, cleaner, and safer 

city. Central to the MTS is the Mayor’s aspiration to deliver Vision Zero – the goal that, by 

2041, all deaths and serious injuries will be eliminated from London's transport network. The 

MTS also outlines the aim for 80 per cent of trips in London to be made on foot, by cycle, or 

public transport by 2041. To make London a better city we need to address the needs of the 

people living, working and enjoying all the city has to offer. For London, this means a 30 per 

cent shift away from the use of a car by adopting the Healthy Streets Approach set out in the 

Strategy and creating street environments where people choose to walk, cycle or take public 

transport. 

 

v. We recognise that new transport services, such as highly autonomous vehicles, have the 

potential to change the way people move around cities and improve the lives of Londoners. 

Policy 23 of the MTS provides the framework through which TfL considers new transport 

services. Intended to ensure city goals are met, policy 23 commits TfL to “explore, influence, 

and manage new transport services in London so long as they support the Healthy Streets 

Approach”. The seven guiding principles set out in policy 23 commit to evaluating new 

transport services based on how they: support mode shift away from car travel, complement 

public transport, open travel to all, clean London’s air, create a safe and attractive 

environment on our streets, use space efficiently and share data.  

 

vi. There is a fundamental role for transport authorities in shaping new transport services to 

their cities’ needs. This will help cities to maximise the potential benefits for their populations 

as a whole, while minimising unintended consequences, and this will certainly be the case 

with autonomous vehicles.  
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vii. While highly autonomous vehicle technology is still predominantly in testing and 

development in the UK, there are a plethora of companies, consortiums and Original 

Equipment Manufacturers (OEMS) who are undertaking on-street trials, private trials, and 

simulated tests, including in London. Whilst existing trials include a safety driver, all of this 

research and testing aims to progress and develop autonomous vehicles, and it follows that 

this technology will reach a level of maturity where it can drive in some circumstances 

without human intervention. It is of course vital that, as a minimum, such systems are at least 

as safe as human drivers are today.  

 

viii. Understanding the maturity levels of autonomous driving systems, such that they can be 

deemed as safe to operate unsupervised, will be key to advancing the deployment prospects 

for vehicle manufacturers, owners and operators. It will be necessary for the Government or 

other standard setting authorities to decide what requirements must be satisfied, and what 

limitations may still apply to a vehicle’s operational design domain. We believe this must be 

the first step before any firm decisions are made around the future roles and responsibilities 

of individuals whose duty it is to operate or supervise the operations of highly autonomous 

vehicles. 

 

ix. We recognise that automated vehicles could present multiple benefits to society, including 

offering transport services to those less mobile and improving safety by reducing the risk of 

road traffic collisions. However, automated vehicles also present operational risks to city 

road networks, with early analysis suggesting that without policy interventions or a form of 

pricing, that they could increase road congestion which could have a negative impact on air 

quality, in addition to their potential to discourage active travel.  

 

x. We welcome this regulatory review and the ambition to identify the right legislative reforms, 

which if enacted, would allow the potential benefits of highly autonomous vehicles to be 

realised. We have responded to all the questions posed in this consultation, but would start 

by making three overarching points. 

 

A. Operational Design Domains 

As stated above, we believe the most important role the Government can play in securing a 

safe approach to the deployment of highly autonomous vehicles is to decide what a 

company would need to demonstrate for its systems to be declared suitable for unsupervised 

use. The consultation document acknowledges that highly autonomous vehicle technology 

will reach a point where it is mature enough to operate without human intervention, and 

discusses the prospect of creating a new body to take such decisions. We would suggest 

that, as this proposition is considered in greater detail, careful consideration is also given to 

the criteria that would be necessary for such decisions to be taken, and how limitations to 

operational design domains should be identified and agreed. Once this is agreed, the roles 

and responsibilities of individuals charged with operating such vehicles (in part or in full) 

might more readily be reviewed. 
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B. User-in-charge vs safety driver 

The above notwithstanding, we understand the intended purpose of the new category of 

human operator (the “user-in-charge”) which the consultation proposes. Where the maturity 

of highly autonomous driving systems has been judged to be of a sufficient level to permit 

unsupervised use, this role may be of notable value in specific scenarios, particularly as we 

enter a transition phase where highly autonomous vehicles may share the road with more 

traditional vehicles. However, whilst we understand the “user-in-charge” would not actively 

monitor the driving environment as a safety driver would, but would retain driving 

responsibilities outside the vehicles operational design domain, we question how best to 

establish an appropriate level of distinction between a “user-in-charge” and the more readily 

understood role of safety driver, especially if each would carry its own legal responsibilities. 

We would question whether the roles and responsibilities of the two categories will in fact be 

the same in some circumstances, depending on the operational design domains of given 

vehicles. Further clarity may be required if it is envisaged that the roles may have differing 

applications when vehicles are still in testing, as opposed to having been deployed 

commercially.  

C. Amending and enhancing existing legislation 

We believe that where possible, existing rules and regulations regarding “conventional” 

vehicles should also be applied to autonomous vehicles. We believe this will make the 

adoption of autonomous vehicles much clearer and less confusing. We recognise this may 

not always be possible but suggest that wherever possible this approach is adopted. 
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Consultation Questions 

This is a list of the questions in the preliminary consultation paper. Paragraph references 

are to that paper. 
 

 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? 

(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? 

(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. 

 

We agree that all vehicles which “drive themselves” should have an individual who is in a 
position to take manual control, unless the vehicle is specifically authorised as able to 
function safely without one based on a future legislative regime. We also believe it must be 
clear at all times who is responsible for a given vehicle. Based on the consultation paper, 
we understand the role of the “user-in-charge” is to resume control after a vehicle leaves its 
operational design domain expectedly, or after the vehicle has achieved a minimal risk 
condition and come to a stop.  We understand that the “user-in-charge” would not actively 
monitor the driving environment as a safety driver would, but that they would retain driving 
responsibilities outside the vehicle’s operational design domain. We can therefore see merit 
in the creation of such a role, particularly as we enter a transitional phase before vehicle 
operating systems are deemed sufficiently mature to drive in some circumstances without 
human intervention. Further, the “user-in-charge” could have an important role to play for 
discharging other human responsibilities, such as ensuring seatbelts are secured, helping 
disabled users or complying with the instructions of a police officer or traffic warden.  

 
However, it is important that the situations where the “user-in-charge” status would apply 
are clearly explained. If the safety of both the vehicle and the operational design domain 
need to be certified in some way for the human operator of a vehicle to assume “user-in-
charge” status, then establishing how to designate an autonomous vehicle as having this 
level of capability is essential. This must be the first step and it is vital that this is clearly 
outlined if the concept of “user-in-charge” is to become real, and carry legal responsibilities 
distinct to those of a regular driver or safety driver.  

 
Finally, the consultation proposes that the “user-in-charge” could be based inside or outside 
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of the vehicle. This seems inconsistent with the examples described in the consultation, for 
example in relation to driving on a motorway: “While on the motorway, the human in the 
driving seat would not be driving”. If the “user-in-charge” were to be based outside the 
vehicle and responsible for many vehicles remotely, this could present concerns if they 
needed to resume control of multiple vehicles. In time, consideration will be needed as to 
how the “user-in-charge” concept works with existing regulatory arrangements. For 
example, in the event that autonomous vehicles are deemed suitable for providing 
passenger services for licensing private hire vehicles (PHV) or commercial services ,would 
they be considered as the “driver” for the purposes of PHV or PSV regulation?  

 
 

Consultation Question 2 (Paragraph 3.45): 

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

 

Further to the points made above, we believe the label “user-in-charge” must have its 
responsibilities and its legal distinction from the more commonly understood role of safety 
driver defined very clearly, to avoid any doubt as to what each role entails and when the 
responsibilities associated with each apply, both for private driving and passenger services. 
For example, in the event that autonomous vehicles are deemed suitable for providing 
passenger services, we believe PHV drivers for example would need to have a clear 
definition of their roles and responsibilities in respect of their level of engagement with highly 
automated vehicles. Presently, drivers of manual vehicles have a range of responsibilities in 
assisting and engaging with passengers, engagement with the licensed operator, in addition 
to their overall responsibility regarding control of the vehicle. The same clarity would be 
needed for the role of a “user-in-charge” if this was applicable to passenger services. 

 
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. 

 

We believe safety is paramount when considering the roles and responsibilities of the 

person responsible for a given vehicle. It therefore seems logical that it should be an offence 

for the qualified individual in a vehicle (be they a “user-in-charge” or a safety driver) to fail to 

take steps to avert a risk. However, we would advocate that uniformly applying blame to the 

“user-in-charge” (or safety driver) is not so simple. It is difficult to assert that the “user-in-

charge” or the autonomous software is uniformly responsible for an incident or accident. 

Incidents and accidents need to be considered on a case-by-case basis. For example, if 

somebody drives into the back of a vehicle today, it is not automatically assumed to be the 

fault of the driver in the front or the back. With automation this would not be any different. 

We would suggest that clear parameters need to be outlined for the “user-in-charge” and 

when they are required to take reasonable steps to avert a risk. Is it whilst they might be 

undertaking secondary activities within the vehicles operational design domain? Or only 

when the vehicle is outside its operational design domain and thus requires them to actively 

monitor the dynamic driving tasks. Further, how will this process work if a “user-in-charge” 

attempts to resume control to avert a risk but inadvertently makes matters worse? 
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The distinction between a “user-in-charge” and safety driver is also important as in a trial 

situation for example the vehicle may be level 4/5 capable in some driving scenarios (and 

approved to have a “user in-charge”) but the testing organisation could chose to deploy a 

safety driver instead.  

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. 

 

The government or other recognised statutory authorities need to decide when automated 

driving systems can operate safely and effectively in the absence of a “user-in-charge”. We 

assume that automated driving systems will reach a point in supervised testing when they 

are as mature as they are going to be, and are deemed no longer to require supervision. 

Until this point they will require human oversight of some type. However, as previously 

highlighted, a “user-in-charge” may be more appropriate in certain circumstances than a 

safety driver, if for example a vehicle has an operational design domain in which it has been 

cleared to operate fully autonomously, without human intervention.  

As previously stated, the Government or other recognised statutory authorities needs to 

decide what a company would need to demonstrate for its systems to be declared suitable 

for unsupervised use. As a starting principle, it could be that they require the automated 

driving system to be proven to be at least as safe as a human driver. This issue goes 

beyond the safe operation of the vehicle in regular driving circumstances. In the absence of 

a safety driver or “user in charge”, or if a “user-in-charge” has remote control of a vehicle but 

is not in it, how will the emergency services be able to engage with autonomous vehicles or 

ensure they are moved when necessary? Or how would a police officer directing traffic be 

able to do so effectively when faced with a fully autonomous vehicle? What support 

functions or protocols would need to be available in such a situation? Further, how would 

passengers with disabilities get the necessary support in taxi or private hire services? 

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? 

 

As previously stated, the Government or other recognised standards authorities needs to 

decide when automated driving systems can operate safely and effectively in the absence of 

a “user-in-charge”. In order for the Government to achieve this, we agree that a system of 

approval is required to designate an automated driving system safe for unsupervised use, 

but the design of the necessary powers and what government body should hold and 

discharge them is unclear. We question how the inherent liabilities associated with making 

such judgements would be handled. It remains unclear how this will be achieved, for 

example how new powers would sit alongside existing approval powers (e.g. type approval).  

When should secondary activities be permitted? 

Consultation Question 6 (Paragraphs 3.80 - 3.96): 
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Under what circumstances should a driver be permitted to undertake secondary 

activities when an automated driving system is engaged? 

 

TfL is committed to delivering Vision Zero and would not support anything that 

compromises the ability of the person responsible for a vehicle from intervening when 

required. We therefore believe that in the interests of safety, until the vehicle is signed off 

as safe for unsupervised use and for any human supervisor to adopt the role of “user in 

charge”, no secondary activities should take place beyond those it is already acceptable for 

a driver to undertake when they are using driver assistance features currently on the 

market such as adaptive cruise control. 

 

However, as the consultation highlights, secondary activities could help retain a driver’s 

attention, particularly with sophisticated automated systems where a driver’s role could be 

limited. If this is the case, TfL may welcome such an approach so long as it did not 

compromise the safety of the vehicle and the attentiveness of the responsible driver. 

However, we believe further evidence and research is required to support this. Further, 

what secondary activities are allowed is particularly important for private hire services or 

other passenger services given the range of responsibilities that drivers may be required to 

undertake. 

 

 

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? 
 

As highlighted in question 6, TfL is committed to delivering Vision Zero and would not 

support anything that compromises the ability of the safety driver or “user-in-charge” to 

resume control of the vehicle. The consultation paper highlights how conditional automated 

systems vary in their sophistication and sometimes require the driver to resume control 

“within seconds”. We would therefore question any decision to allow secondary activities 

beyond those it is already acceptable for a driver to undertake when they are using driver 

assistance features currently on the market.  

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? 

 

We agree that there should be a process to assess the safety of automated systems. This 

process could entail a new safety assurance scheme. Post-registration modifications 

present some concerns from a safety perspective (e.g. automated features being added to 

vehicles without third-party approval) and therefore this addition (1(a)) is important. In the 

event that autonomous vehicles are deemed suitable for providing passenger services, we 

would need to understand the implications and technical parameters of 1a and 1b for taxis, 

PHVs and PSVs. Aftermarket modifications to registered vehicles will need to be assessed 

and validated by an appropriate authority to ensure they are safe and fit for purpose and do 

not invalidate the existing whole vehicle type approval. Importantly, vehicles manufactured 

as part of a small series may not meet the legislative requirements required to meet to the 

Taxi and Private Hire licensing requirements. It is also unclear how any new assessment 

process might apply to vehicles that are being used for trials.  

We would suggest that any new assurance scheme would helpfully define an “unauthorised 

automated driving system” but agree in principle that they should be prohibited.  

Regarding point (3), before any such powers should be allowed, there would need to be 

clear parameters over what was permissible and what was not, which err on the side of 

caution (at least initially). In terms of taxis and PHVs, we would require further information 

regarding the potential breach to construction and use regulations so we could assess any 

potential impacts on passenger safety and services. Further, with design and construction 

rules currently set at the international level, it remains unclear how a UK body would be 

given powers to unilaterally override those rules. 

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? 

 

TfL is committed to delivering Vision Zero and safety is of paramount importance. We 

therefore support the proposal that every automated driving system should be backed by 

an entity (ADSE) which takes responsibility for the safety of the systems. This feels like a 

sensible step that would provide reassurance to the public. 

 

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. 

 

We agree that there should be a process to authorise the safety of automated systems. 

We would question whether a self certification accreditation process could be designed 

which provided assurances as mature and robust as third party testing. Whilst a self 

certification process could be more efficient and less resource intensive, independent third 
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party testing is the cornerstone of validation for innovative aftermarket technologies in 

London for taxis and PHVs. Independent testing provides assurance to the regulator that 

the system performs safely as designed and presented by the developer, which is essential 

in a passenger carrying environment.  

 

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. 

 

We believe safety standards from existing tests should be upheld. However, we would 

question whether the existing approach to vehicle testing would suffice. Additional tests 

may need to be applied for autonomous vehicles. In designing any supplementary tests, it 

would be important to ensure that any safety assurance scheme for automated vehicles is 

sensitive to local conditions. This function could be undertaken by a neutral entity such as 

the Government or other regulatory body which in turn could allow local requirements to be 

fed into the process. London, for example, has a unique environment with an extensive bus 

network and numerous bus-only lanes, in addition to a large cycling and walking 

population. How automated vehicles will safely navigate these environments is imperative. 

The paper highlights the challenges of automated vehicles responding to cyclists and 

pedestrians and it is crucial that these are considered as part of any safety assurance 

scheme, particularly for a city as complex as London. For example, how an automated 

vehicle would respond to different forms of segregated cycle lanes, bus lanes, red routes, 

or emergency works would need to be understood. Virtual or simulated testing could be 

considered to support testing of local conditions and help provide a more robust approach 

to any safety assurance scheme.  

 

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. 

 

We believe safety standards from existing tests should be upheld with greater focus on 

uplifting or upskilling existing systems and processes in the first instance. We believe that 

the agency should have limited responsibilities for those listed here in much the same way 

the DVSA functions today when dealing with existing OEMs on recalls. 

  

Specifically, regarding point 1, there are existing trading standards regarding consumer and 

marketing materials and we believe it would be more efficient to improve or tighten these 
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rather than to start a new process from scratch. However, it is worth emphasising that 

whichever agency or body becomes responsible for consumer and marketing material, for 

both autonomous and Advanced Driver Assistance Systems (ADAS), stresses the 

capability of the features being advertised. It is vital that consumers do not misinterpret 

ADAS features as no longer needing to control the vehicle.  

 

For point 2 on market surveillance we believe the same principle applies. Market 

intelligence would be important for a safety assurance scheme.  

 

In terms of the final point on roadworthiness, this potentially should be considered if it is not 

feasible to introduce an automated vehicle module to the existing MOT test that regular 

MOT centres can discharge. However, we believe roadworthiness tests should remain with 

the DVSA who have many years experience discharging this service across the range of 

road vehicles registered and used in the UK. In the event that autonomous vehicles are 

deemed suitable for providing passenger services, roadworthiness tests should remain. For 

London taxis and PHVs for example, they require two MOTs per annum to ensure 

roadworthiness and safety of the travelling public. Vehicles with advanced driver assist 

systems have been tested by the DVSA for many years and the agency has a history of 

adapting quickly to new technologies. If a new safety assurance agency is introduced it 

may be possible for technical information to be shared with the DVSA with regards to 

automated driving systems. This would assist in the introduction of new practice regarding 

safety testing and/or validating automated systems performance and testing for 

autonomous vehicle road worthiness. 

 

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? 
 

We believe it is important that consumers/drivers are aware when it is safe and suitable for 

ADAS technologies to be used, and to understand their capabilities. We would tentatively 

agree that there is a need to provide drivers with additional training if ADAS technologies are 

likely to require different skills in terms of system interaction, anticipation and intervention. 

Drivers of taxis and PHVs must be able to understand and/or control the systems applicable 

to the vehicles they operate. The safety of their passengers may rely on the knowledge the 

driver has of the vehicle systems. In this instance, we would suggest that driver training for 

new automated vehicle technologies is essential.   

Under the current arrangements for driving tests in the UK, a driver who passes their test on 

an automatic car cannot legally drive a manual car without taking a further test. Whether this 

should be true for some ADAS technologies may come down to how different the driving 

experience is with ADAS in a vehicle. If it is markedly different, training may be deemed to 

be necessary. Finally, we would also question whether the “driver” highlighted in this 

question also applies to the “user-in-charge” – this is not clear.  If a need for additional 
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training is identified, it may be necessary to consider whether taking the training is 

mandatory. 

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 same incident and accident standards and protocols should apply to all driving, whether 

it be human-driven or not. We would suggest that in the short term, the rate at which highly 

automated vehicles will enter the fleet is likely to be sufficiently slow such that the current 

police function need not change. This position may change in the future, but for the time 

being we would suggest that it remains proportionate for the police to investigate incidents. If 

in time the police, having reviewed a given incident, conclude that it was not caused by 

human error but due to a fault of the vehicle’s operating system, further technical 

investigative capabilities may be required. We would suggest autonomous vehicle operators 

provide a briefing to the police / first responders to ensure that they know how to respond to 

an accident or incident involving these vehicles.  As we look to build understanding on 

autonomous technology, it also may be just as relevant to investigate near-miss trends.  

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? 

(2) We seek views on whether there is also a need to monitor the accident 

rates of advanced driver assistance systems. 

 

The same incident and accident standards and protocols should apply to all driving whether 

it be human driven or not. Specifically on point 1, it is important to collect data on accident 

rates so that progress (and the benefits) of automated vehicles can be developed in terms of 

understanding the relationship between vehicle miles travelled and incident frequency. Data 

on incidents could also be made publically available so that any automated system 

developer would have access to the range of circumstances that on-road systems would 

have to contend with, thus driving up overall safety standards for all road users. However, it 

is worth highlighting the debate around the quality of data gathered. It is well documented in 

industry testing that there are conflicting views around quantity of miles travelled vs. 

complexity/quality of miles driven. This should be considered when collecting any data such 

as for monitoring accident rates of highly automated vehicles.  

The same is applicable to point 2 on advanced driver assistance systems. However, where 

commercial passenger services are mooted for launch using highly automated vehicles, a 

new safety assurance agency might help set standards that should be achieved on these 
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metrics which in turn could help licensing agencies. The role of simulation and modelling 

may also have a role to play in achieving expected standards.  

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? 

 

We would suggest there are challenges with comparing accident rates of automated driving 

systems with that of humans. Proportionality, for example, is challenging in this scenario. 

Consider comparing vehicle miles travelled with automated vehicles and conventional 

vehicles: the number of vehicle miles travelled in conventional vehicles is far greater than 

the mileage undertaken by highly autonomous vehicles. Further, a lot will depend on who 

publishes data and how it is presented. There may be scope for misinterpretation which 

might make comparison unfair.  

Regarding the second point, we would suggest that existing sources of data are unlikely to 

be sufficient but there is probably some common ground that can at least start to build a 

picture.  

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? 

 

We believe where possible existing civil liability protocols and disclosure rules should also 

be applied to highly autonomous vehicles.  We believe retention of data from the vehicle is 

important in the determination of liability, and that data should be available to all parties 

involved in an incident. Disclosure of that evidence should follow current disclosure rules in 

civil liability matters. We would also question whether there is need for legislative change as 

outlined in 3a regarding notifying the police or the insurer about an alleged incident with a 

set period. Presently, insurance companies set terms of claim with the insured person on 

requirements for making a claim as part of the insurance contract and we would suggest the 

need for legislative intervention on those terms is not necessary.  
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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? 

 

There may be, but we would request greater clarity over prospective circumstances 

envisaged before taking a firm view. 

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? 

 

It is conceivable that there may be, but if is difficulty to specify what at this stage. This is an 

important issue however, with potentially significant consequences for road safety and 

should be kept under review. 

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. 

 

We support in principle the amendment to regulation 107 of the Road Vehicles (Construction 

and Use) Regulations 1986. To an extent, it makes sense for highly automated vehicles 

which do not necessarily require a safety driver or “user-in-charge” to be in the vehicle (or 

require no driver at all) to be exempt from this. However, there remains uncertainty about if 

the vehicle needs to be removed. Would a police officer be required to remove the 

unattended vehicle? How would the police officer communicate with a vehicle which has no 

driver in? 

Consultation Question 21 (Paragraphs 7.5 - 7.11): 

Do other offences need amendment because they are incompatible with automated 
driving? 

 
As stated in question 20, we support in principle amendments to existing regulation and we 

agree it is likely that other offences will need scrutiny and possible amendment. However, in 

this paper it only focuses on regulation 104 of the Road Traffic Act 1988. With regulation 

104, we agree that for fully autonomous vehicles which do not require a driver that this 

provision should not apply. For autonomous vehicles which require a safety driver, this 

provision should still be applicable. 

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: 
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(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? 

 

As highlighted in question 3, we believe safety is paramount when considering the roles and 

responsibilities of the responsible owner of the vehicle. However, when it comes to the 

“human user”, which we presume to mean passengers, we would agree that they should be 

exempt from any criminal offences arising from the dynamic driving task.  

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)). 

 

As highlighted in question 3, we believe safety is paramount when considering the roles and 

responsibilities of the responsible owner of the vehicle. We agree in principle with the point 

raised in this question that a “user-in-charge” should be subject to specific criminal offences. 

However, as highlighted in question 3, we believe consideration needs to be considered 

when a “user-in-charge” is expected to avert a risk and therefore might be subject to criminal 

offences. This needs to be clarified in the first instance before specific criminal offences can 

be applied. Further, as we previously highlighted, when considering prosecuting a “user-in-

charge”, it would still need to be clearly established that the human was at fault and not the 

operating system before charges were pressed. It may be worth considering building 

statutory defence into any such offences, in cases where for instance “the user-in-charge” 

was not able to take any steps due to the driving conditions or had insufficient time to react. 

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? 

 

We agree with the points raised here. 

Responsibilities of “users-in-charge” 

Consultation Question 25 (Paragraphs 7.37 - 7.45): 
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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? 

 

We believe the protocols and standards expected of regular drivers today should also be 

applicable to the responsible owner of an autonomous vehicle.  We therefore agree with the 

expectations outlined here for the “user-in-charge”. However, we believe this approach 

should also be applicable to the safety driver or whoever is the responsible vehicle owner of 

an autonomous vehicle. 

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. 

 

We believe safety is paramount when considering the roles and responsibilities of the 
responsible owner of the vehicle. We therefore welcome the idea that it should be a criminal 
offence for a vehicle to be carried by a person who is not qualified to operate the controls be 
they termed a safety driver or “user-in-charge”. However, the wording in this question 
suggests it could be the passenger of an autonomous vehicle who was at fault for getting in 
a vehicle without a driver when a safety driver or “user-in-charge” is in fact needed – yet they 
may do so in good faith and be at no fault. The wording here simply needs tweaking. How 
would a passenger know what permissions an autonomous vehicle is meant to have? The 
offence should really lie with the operator if this is not clearly conveyed.   
 

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? 

 

We welcome clarification on the roles and responsibilities of the responsible owner in a 

vehicle. However, in this particular question, it is important to highlight that with autonomous 

vehicles, safety drivers will often be fleet operator employees for whom the roadworthiness 

and insurance status of the vehicle would be an unreasonable accountability. For example, 

in the event that autonomous vehicles are deemed suitable for providing passenger 

services, consideration would need to be given to how this would work for insurance of their 
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vehicles. Consideration should be given as to how the responsibilities of any safety driver or 

"user-in-charge" would apply in the case of commercially operated services. 

Regarding the second point, whether a “user-in-charge” or safety driver, we believe they 

should be responsible for removing vehicles. However, there remains a question about 

whether they would be subject to criminal offences personally if the vehicles were fleet 

owned. Further, and to reiterate points raised in question 3, we believe it is firstly important 

to outline when a “user-in-charge” is considered responsible for mitigating or averting certain 

risks, including the example referenced in this question about removing vehicles in 

prohibited places.  

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. 

 

We believe the protocols and offences applicable for regular drivers today should also be 

applicable to the responsible owner of an autonomous vehicle. However, with the particular 

example highlighted here we believe it should be an offence of the owner of the automated 

driving system if is the result of willful human misdirection. This could be the “user-in-

charge”, safety driver or fleet operator of an autonomous vehicle.  

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? 
 

We believe where possible, existing legislation and regulation that applies to regular drivers 

should also apply to autonomous vehicles. In any case, though, we believe the responsible 

user of the vehicle (be they the “user-in-charge” or the safety driver) should be responsible 

for the issues highlighted above. We would challenge why this question only draws out three 

specific examples and would suggest this list should not be so limited. Other matters should 

also be considered in relation the responsibilities of the individual. If they are absolved of 

any driving responsibilities for a specific journey for example, would it be acceptable for 

them to drink alcohol? 

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. 
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We welcome clarification on the roles and responsibilities of the responsible owner in an 

autonomous vehicle. Regarding point 1, we believe the onus should be on the operator to 

know the vehicle has been in an accident and have processes in place to handle such 

circumstances/communicate with third parties. This should include consideration of how a 

vehicle is removed for example. This is particularly important for communicating with the 

emergency services, who should be consulted on any proposals resultant to this 

consultation.  

Regarding point 2, passengers should do as asked as you would expect today in a 

conventional vehicle. However, an operator will still need their own means of 

communicating. 

Finally, on point 3, it seems logical that responsibility should fall to the accompanying adult. 

If a child was travelling in an autonomous vehicle without an accompanying adult then 

operators/manufacturers should consider ways this could be mitigated – this could for 

example be that the vehicle does not start operating until seatbelts are secured or providing 

audio safety advice, or responsibility could lie with any safety driver or user in charge. The 

specific issue of seat belts is important to highlight for fully autonomous vehicles (i.e. level 5) 

as it remains unclear how this will be enforced. The same is applicable to booster/child 

safety seats too.  

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. 

 

Our general principle is that where possible existing laws should simply be adapted or 

enhanced to apply to highly autonomous vehicles. However, we agree there is a need to 

reform or clarify the law in these areas. 

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. 

 
As previously highlighted, we believe existing laws should be modified or extended in the 

first instance when considering how to treat automated vehicles. We believe this approach 

would suffice for the offence highlighted in this question as opposed to a new law being 

needed.  

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. 
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TfL is committed to delivering Vision Zero and safety is of paramount importance. We 

therefore agree that the Law Commissions should review the possibility of 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? 

(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? 

 

Our general principle is that existing laws and regulations should also apply to automated 

vehicles. However, one area for new criminal offences which might need consideration is 

‘over-the-air’ software updates and potential interferences with this. Nonetheless, regarding 

re-enacting the law, re-labelling offences could help reduce any legal ambiguity or risk of 

misinterpretation. 

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? 

 

As previously highlighted, our general principle is that existing laws and regulations should 

also apply to automated vehicles. We therefore welcome the consideration in this question 

to adapt section 25 of the Road Traffic Act 1988 to include tampering with sensors. Indeed, 

tampering with any vehicle equipment should be treated in the same regard as it can impact 

the vehicle's ability to operate safely. 

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? 

 

As previously highlighted, our general principle is that existing laws and regulations should 

also apply to highly autonomous vehicles. We therefore welcome the consideration in this 

question to amend section 12 of the Theft Act 1968 to ensure if extends to vehicles which 

cannot carry a person. However, we would argue taking any type of motor vehicle without 

authority should be considered an offence.  
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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? 

 

TfL adopts a safety first approach and therefore welcomes any amendments to legislation 

which will help address any safety gaps or concerns. We therefore agree with the question 

here about updating section 22A of the Road Traffic Act 1988 to be extended to Scotland. 

This should be extended for both consistency, and the safety of all drivers. However, we 

would question why this has not been done already and is only being considered in the 

context of this consultation.  

 CH APTER   9:   “M ACHINE   F ACTORS”   –   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. 

 

As previously highlighted, we believe existing road rules that apply to human drivers should 

also apply to autonomous vehicles. In that context, we believe that having a two-tiered 

system for road rules would be challenging. The Highway Code should apply to both 

conventional vehicles and automated vehicles.  

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? 

 
Our general principle is that where possible automated vehicles should be treated the same 

as regular vehicles. However, in the scenarios highlighted here it is important that AVs do 

not endanger other road users or members of the public in doing so. For example, in 

mounting the pavement, it is vital that AVs are sophisticated enough to identify vulnerable 

road users such as physically impaired or visually impaired users who may not be as quick 

to respond to a vehicle.  
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In this question, we would challenge whether ‘any other circumstances’ potentially provides 

a loophole for things like delivery robots to have justification to mount the pavement.  

Finally, one of the important points to bring out of in this question is the “trolley problem” and 

how automated vehicles will be programmed to deal with potentially challenging ethical 

situations. Situations where human drivers mount pavements are unique to the situation and 

urban area they are in. A uniform approach to programming all highly autonomous vehicles 

to behave in a certain way is potentially contentious and more importantly extremely 

challenging, especially given the potential serious consequences for passenger and 

pedestrian safety. We would argue that more research and development is required about 

what is desirable, appropriate, safe or achievable in the scenarios listed above.  

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. 

 

Highly automated vehicles should be programmed to be able to make judgement calls in 

unusual situation - like human drivers can. Automated vehicles should be programmed to 

cause no harm to pedestrians or passengers. If highly automated vehicles can never mount 

pavements, then this could cause safety concerns as outlined with the scenarios presented 

in question 39 (e.g. to allow an emergency vehicle to pass). It is difficult to legislate for every 

imaginable scenario.  

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. 

 
TfL adopts a safety first approach and is committed to delivering Vision Zero. We recognise 

that this is a potentially contentious question and whatever decision is agreed is likely to 

draw criticism. We believe the starting point should be rooted in safety and therefore 

automated driving systems should obey all speed limits. However, it may be that vehicles 

should be able to exceed this in extenuating circumstances or where safety 

(counterintuitively) requires it. This could be linked to similar scenarios presented in question 

39 such as allowing emergency services to bypass traffic or to avoid a collision.  

 

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? 
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As discussed above, highly automated vehicles should be programmed to be able to make 

judgement calls in unusual situations - like human drivers can. ”Edging through” has the 

potential to be a contentious issue, the resolving of which will be heavily reliant on the ability 

of autonomous vehicles to consider unusual driving situations and make bespoke 

judgements. Ultimately, it is probably not acceptable for a highly automated vehicle to edge 

through pedestrians until software and programming is highly developed. Edging through 

pedestrians is a difficult judgement for a human driver and it is likely to be difficult for an AV 

to make the same judgement. We also believe this question should consider other examples 

beyond edging through pedestrians as there are likely to be other scenarios where it may be 

necessary or safety critical (counterintuitively) to depart from the rules of the road. For 

example, when is it appropriate for an AV to fail to give-way to other vehicles (human drivers 

often suspend this rule, particularly when emerging from a minor road onto a heavily 

congested major road)? Another area of consideration could include to what extent AVs 

should drive through amber signals as this could have significant consequences for network 

performance and traffic capacity. In California since 2016, 71 per cent of accidents involving 

autonomous vehicles have involved them getting struck from behind (Department for Motor 

Vehicles California 2018). One of the causes could be attributed to an AV braking harshly to 

a change in traffic lights from green to red (with a normal vehicle not reacting accordingly 

due to the expectation the vehicle would continue through the amber stage). In terms of a 

highly autonomous vehicle edging forward, this could be acceptable, just like it currently is 

with human driven vehicles. However, in the absence of a driver if there was a reason to 

stop completely (e.g. a casualty in road), we would question whether there should be an 

emergency brake accessible in the AV which immobilises progress until the way is clear. 

How this would be activated remains unclear. Further, in this scenario it is important that 

AVs are vigilant to vulnerable users such as visually or physically impaired users who may 

not be able to respond as quickly to a vehicle making slight movements (even if they are 

made very slowly).  

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? 

 

We welcome any approaches to AVs which will provide a robust approach to safety. We 

therefore agree with the proposal in this question that there should be an audit of datasets to 

train automated driving systems. However, there remain questions about how this would be 

achieved. What body would perform this task, at what intervals and how, and would they 

have powers to approve some systems and not others? And does that inherently give rise to 

new liabilities? 

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)? 
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We welcome any approaches to AVs which will provide a robust approach to safety. If an 

audit of ethics policies is published, this should theoretically be transparent which would 

then make this a moot point. However, the audit proposition is not a simple one as it is 

difficult to assert at this stage if there will be a uniform agreement on ethics policies from 

different operators.  

Consultation Question 45 (Paragraphs 9.76 - 9.88): What other information should be 

made available? 

We welcome any approaches to AVs which will provide a robust approach to safety. We 

therefore believe there should be records of accidents and also disengagements, to provide 

an accurate picture of the performance of the operating system. These records should 

provide sufficient detail to apportion blame/responsibility for the accidents and identify the 

responsible ADSE. 

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? 

 

Not specifically on terms of reference but below are a handful of final reflections. 

Firstly, the use of ‘mobility as a service (MaaS)’ in this paper may not provide clarity to the 

reader as there is no universally agreed definition of the term. In this paper it refers to MaaS 

as the various digital service-based platforms such as taxis and PHVs. We would argue that 

whilst MaaS is interpreted differently depending on which stakeholder or organisation you 

speak to, focusing on one definition at this stage does not help the discussion about 

principle matters of safety for new vehicle types. 

Secondly, in the event that autonomous vehicles become a mass-market proposition, 

consideration should be given to what changes in legislation would be required to enable 

Highway Authorities to introduce AV-only roads / lanes for example. This may be an option 

to consider for the safer management of traffic if the overall vehicle fleet contains both 

conventional and highly autonomous vehicles. 

Thirdly, we feel there is little discussion on virtual testing and modelling and how this might 

contribute to the safe rollout of autonomous vehicles.  

 


