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2. Separately, the ABI does not support the use of remote driving technologies to control manually driven 

vehicles. Safety is our priority and there are too many risks associated with connectivity issues given that a 

manually driven vehicle lacks the sophistication to inherently respond safely given a dangerous situation. 
 

Submission  
 

Remote Driving of Manually-driven Vehicles  
 

3. Insurers have serious concerns about the use of remote driving technologies to operate manually driven 

vehicles including issues related to connectivity, situational awareness, and vehicle capabilities. 

 

4. A variety of communications standards will be required to safely operate a remotely driven vehicle, 

likely including existing communications networks such as 3G, 4G and 5G. Each of these 

communications standards have varying levels of coverage, latency and security, raising concerns over 

the feasibility of being used for remotely driven vehicles. Limited or irregular coverage in urban and 

inter-urban areas is particularly prevalent with the newer 5G communication standard, could lead to 

short periods of time where the remote operator is unable to control the vehicle. Typical latency can be 

as much as half a second, severely hampering the ability of the remote driver to respond rapidly in a 

dangerous situation. Older communication standards have a variety of security weaknesses are more 

vulnerable to cyber-attacks from parties with malicious intent.  

 
5. Lack of situational awareness for operators of remotely driven vehicles is also a major safety concern. 

The lack of steering feel would make it very difficult to respond correctly to a vehicle that is aquaplaning 
or oversteering. In those situations, it is also imperative that driving inputs are commenced immediately 

and any sort of delay could result in a collision. This is especially concerning because there will likely be 

latency between the video stream, the remote operator’s inputs, and the actual driving performance of 
the remotely driven vehicle. Even if the vehicles were limited to stay well within the dynamic constraints 
of the vehicle, manually driven vehicle operated with remote driving technology would likely stop in 

place in response to an obstacle in the road or if the connection was interrupted, which would put other 

road users at risk. 
 

6. In terms of vehicle capabilities, there is a lack of clarity about how manually driven cars will be adapted 

to have remote driving functions. If aftermarket devices are connected to vehicles to allow for remote 

driving functionality, it would be unsafe to allow for such a device without requiring it to go through a 

type approval process.  

 

7. Aside from road vehicles, we understand that remote driving technologies are used in specialised fields 

where the vehicle may operate in dangerous environments including for military purposes, mining, and 

sub-sea operations, among others. We are supportive of these types of technologies but believe they fall 

outside of the scope of this paper which deals with vehicles on public roads.  

 

Remote Driving of Automated Vehicles  

 

8. While the insurance industry is against the use of remote driving functionality for manually driven vehicles, 

there are fewer concerns around its use in automated vehicles if only used in a limited operational design 
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domain (ODD). There are already some companies operating automated vehicles without a safety driver 

such as Waymo’s robo taxi in certain parts of San Francisco. In these instances, it may make sense for a 

remote driver to be on call and be ready to take over the driving task in case the automated vehicle is 

unable to handle a specific situation.  

 

9. There is more confidence in supporting remote driving for automated vehicles because self-driving 

technology would take over the driving task if the remote operator is unable to control the vehicle for 

whatever reason. In addition, remote driving functionalities should also only be endorsed on automated 

vehicles that have the ability to conduct a minimum risk manoeuvre. For example, there is a Special 

Interest Group (SIG) at the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) looking at 

Regulation 157 which governs the use of Automated Lane Keeping Systems (ALKS), the first technology 

to be considered automated by the Government. The changes proposed by the SIG would allow ALKS to 

change lanes which paves the way for a vehicle to seek safe harbour, away from a lane of live traffic. 

 
10. While there are still risks associated with the concerns raised above, such as a potential inability for the 

remote driver to respond to certain road conditions, we believe that automated vehicles will also have 

various advanced driver assisted systems to mitigate some of those risks. This is once again why we only 

support its use in a limited ODD which include factors like good weather. There should also be a 

requirement for the automated driving system and the remote driving function to share inputs as to 

facilitate a transition when necessary.  

 

Entity for Remote Driving Operation  

 

11. We believe that the remote driving of automated vehicles should only be allowed if overseen by an 

Entity for Remote Driving Operation (ERDO). We agree with the requirements that an ERDO must fulfil to 

become licensed and stress the importance of the ERDO being properly insured with relevant coverage 

for Director & Officers, Public Liability,  Professional Indemnity, Employer’s Liability as well as a Motor 

Policy to cover RTA liabilities depending on the services it provides. A person should be able to claim 

compensation from the ERDO’s insurer for injuries sustained and, if an investigation finds that the ERDO 

was at fault, the insurer would be entitled to subrogate against the ERDO and its insurers. In these cases, 

the ERDO should be required to provide reasonable disclosure to the insurer. We believe that this 

situation would allow an injured party to have adequate access to compensation without the need for 

the individual to take on legal action against the ERDO.  

 

12. If remote driving for automated vehicles is legalised and it is established that the ERDO is liable in the 

case of an incident with a remotely driven vehicle, it underpins the necessity for vehicle data to be 

shared with all relevant parties including first responders and insurers. Vehicle data will be crucial in 

determining if the vehicle was in self driving mode and therefore subject to the conditions of the 

Automated and Electric Vehicles Act 2018 or if it was being remotely driven. This data set should be 

similarly defined to what is set out within the UNECE Regulation 157 governing the use of ALKS but 

adapted to the features of remote driving.  

 

Insurance Implications  

 

13. In addition, there needs to be greater clarity to delineate responsibilities if a road traffic collision were 

to occur in the transition period between automated driving mode and remote driving mode. This is 




