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RESPONSE TO THE LAW COMMISSION’S ISSUES PAPER ON REMOTE
DRIVING

Please note that this response has been reproduced from information entered on the
Citizen Space online portal.

Any personal email addresses and phone numbers have been excluded from this
document. Unanswered questions have been deleted from this document.
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About you

What is your name?

Dr. Navid Nourani Vatani

What is the name of your organisation?

Imperium Drive Ltd

Are you responding to this consultation in a personal capacity or on behalf of your
organisation? (Please select only one item)

Personal response ☐

Responding on behalf of organisation ☒

Other ☐

If other, please state:
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Chapter 2: What is “remote driving”?

Q1: Do you agree with the following tentative definitions?

(1) A driver is an individual who performs all or any of the following tasks:

(a) steering (lateral control);

(b) braking, removing a brake, or accelerating (longitudinal control); or

(c) monitoring the driving environment with a view to responding to objects
or events by exercising lateral or longitudinal control (provided that this
activity is safety critical)

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

(2) A remote assistant is not a driver if they do not exercise direct longitudinal or
lateral control, but only advise an automated driving system to undertake a
manoeuvre.

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

(3) For the purposes of this project, a “remote driver” is a driver who is outside the
vehicle and who uses some form of wireless connectivity to control the vehicle
(covering both in or beyond line of sight).Do you agree?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer
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Chapter 3: the current law: construction and use

Q2: Do uncertainties surrounding construction and use provisions cause difficulties in
practice? We are particularly interested in whether uncertainties over regulations 104,
107 or 110 are delaying trials or making it more difficult to obtain insurance.

Please share your views below

We are currently not affected or inhibited because of these regulations.

Q3: Are the various exemptions easy to navigate, or do they put any unnecessary
obstacles in the way of trialling new forms of vehicle?

Please share your views below

We do not have any experience applying for any of the exceptions.

Q4: We seek views on whether any particular construction and use provisions should
be maintained in the interests of safety, even for trials and demonstrations.

Please share your views below

No.
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Chapter 4: Civil liability

Q5: Is remote driving likely to cause victims undue delay and expense in claiming
compensation; or could it defeat claims altogether?

Please share your views below

No, because sufficient data is recorded during teleoperation to prove who was at fault,
which even speeds up such disputes.

This requires defining a standard for data recording and storage for remote driving. We
would strongly recommend announcing plans to define such a standard as this would
promote UK CAV innovation and growth.
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Chapter 5: The safety challenges of remote driving

Q6: We have identified that any system to regulate beyond line-of-sight driving needs
to consider the following:

(1) the adequacy of the communication network;

(2) cybersecurity;

(3) workstation layouts;

(4) staff training;

(5) staff health, fitness and vetting;

(6) staff attention and rest periods; and

(7) incident protocols.

Apart from the above, are there any additional challenges to consider?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Yes, we believe the following considerations need to be added:

 Data logging as previously mentioned.

 Minimum risk conditions and manoeuvres

Q7: If remote driving fails (through loss of connectivity, for example), how
sophisticated would a risk mitigation system need to be?  Would it effectively need to
be an automated driving system, and regulated as such?

Please share your views below

a) Through discussions with TM4CAD stakeholders, we have come to the
conclusion that

a1) a “Safe Stop” maneuver, i.e. bring the vehicle to a standstill as soon as
possible (when possible within the lane), is the only MRM that has been agreed
across the automotive world as “safe” and certifiable.

a2) The UN Regulation No. 157 that defines an MRM for Automated Lane Keeping
Systems (ALKS) is seen as the state-of-the-art for a “Safe Stop”.
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a3) However, road network operators do not like it because it can stop the flow of
traffic.

b) Our suggestion for requirements for remotely operated vehicle:

b1) The system must have a “Safe Stop” MRM as the fallback for when the
network connection is lost. This MRM should be built according to UN Regulation
No. 157.

b2) Predefined “Hazard Zones” (geofences) may be defined by the road transport
operator or the local governing council, which define locations where the vehicle is
not allowed to come to a standstill during an MRM; i.e. the vehicle must continue in
an autonomous fashion until outside of the Hazard Zone.

b3) For non-”Hazard Zones”, a maximum idle time, e.g. 15min, may be defined by
the network operator. If a vehicle performs an MRM the ERDO must ensure the
vehicle is moved within this time limit.
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Chapter 6: Remote driving from abroad

Q8: We welcome views on how the problems raised by remote driving from outside
the jurisdiction can be addressed.

Please share your views below

See answer to Q9.

Q9: Should remote driving on roads in Great Britain from outside the UK be
prohibited?

Yes ☐ No ☒    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

No, if the ERDO is willing to take full responsibility for their remote drivers outside the UK,
then prohibition is not required.
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Chapter 8: International perspectives

Q10: We would be grateful if stakeholders could inform us about their experience of
how remote driving is regulated abroad.

Please share your views below

We do not have experience with that.
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Chapter 9: Short-term reform

Q11: Should the Road Vehicles (Authorisation of Special Types) (General) Order
2003 be amended?

In particular, we welcome views on whether amendments should:

(1) specify that regulation 104 is satisfied if the driver of a special vehicle has a
view of the road ahead through a screen, provided that appropriate steps have
been taken to ensure safety;

(2) specify that regulation 107 is satisfied by remote supervision, provided that the
user has taken appropriate steps to prevent interference with the vehicle;

(3) make any exemptions contingent on the user obtaining written consent from the
road authority to use the vehicle on a particular road; and

(4) permit trials and demonstrations with a commercial element to them?

Yes ☐ No ☒    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

We do not believe that any amendments are necessary in the short term.

Q12: Should any provisions of the CCAV Code of Practice relating to remote driving
be added to the Highway Code?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Yes as it would allow remote driving companies to expand their operations beyond
trials.

We would strongly recommend announcing plans to make this addition as this
would promote UK CAV innovation and growth.

Q13: Are changes needed to construction and use regulations to enable the safe
introduction of remote driving?

Yes ☐ No ☐    Other ☒

Please expand on your answer

We have no comments on this.



11

Chapter 10: Regulation in the longer term

Q14: To distinguish clearly between organisational and individual responsibilities,
should the organisation behind remote driving be referred to with new terminology, as
an Entity for Remote Driving Operation (or ERDO)?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Yes, as it helps to separate the technology provider and the operator in case they are
different.

Q15(1): Should primary legislation make it an offence to drive (or cause or permit a
person to drive) a vehicle beyond line of sight unless the vehicle is overseen by a
licensed ERDO?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Q15(2): For these purposes, is it appropriate to define a “beyond line-of-sight” driver
as one who relies on connectivity to see all or part of the driving environment?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Licensing the ERDO ensures adequate legislative oversight for the safe introduction
of the technology on UK roads while also providing assurance to various
stakeholders that necessary due diligence on the ERDO have been performed.

We strongly recommend announcing plans for such a licensing regime as this
would be helpful to promote innovation and growth in the UK CAV sector and take a
leading role globally.

Q16: To obtain a licence, should an ERDO be required to show that it:

(1) is of good repute; ☒

(2) has appropriate financial standing; ☒

(3) conducts its operation within Great Britain; and ☒

(4) is professionally competent to run the service? ☒

Please select all licence conditions which an ERDO should be required to show (more
than one condition can be selected).
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Please expand on your answer

Yes, we agree with all of the conditions to obtain the ERDO license.

Q17: Should an ERDO be required to submit a safety case to show how it will operate
remotely driven vehicles safely?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Yes, we believe submitting a safety case is required for an ERDO license however
mechanisms to protect IP should be in place.

Q18: Should an ERDO face criminal offences where misrepresentations and non-
disclosure in the safety case have implications for safety?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Yes, provided there are very well defined guidelines for what needs to be included in the
safety case.

Q19: Should an ERDO be under a duty:

(1) to ensure that the driver is able to drive safely by: ☒

(a) taking reasonable care that connectivity is suitable;

(b) ensuring that in the absence of connectivity or driver input, the vehicle
comes to a safe stop;

(c) providing suitable work-stations; and

(d) maintaining suitable training, vetting, health checks, working hours and
breaks;

(2) to maintain the vehicle (including software updates and cybersecurity); ☒

(3) to check that any load is safe and secure before that journey starts, and ensure
that the number of passengers does not overload the vehicle; ☐

(4) to insure the vehicle; ☒

(5) following an incident, to provide information to other road users, the police and
the regulator; ☒
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(6) not to impede traffic flow by (for example) ensuring that vehicles are not left in
inappropriate places; ☐

(7) to check the route and pay any tolls and/or charges; ☒

(8) to respond to the regulator’s requests for information about the safety of remote
driving; and ☐

(9) any other duties not mentioned above? ☐

Please select all duties which an ERDO should be under (more than one duty can be
selected).

Please expand on your answer

3) Where reasonably possible.

6) Yes, except in emergency cases. In which case, the ERDO should be subject to
the same rules as a normal vehicle owner who suffers a vehicle breakdown event
under the Highway Code (Rule 276).

8) No, this should only be part of the licensing process (Q16).

Q20: To claim compensation should a person:

(1) have a right to claim compensation from the ERDO for injuries caused by a
breach of the first three ERDO duties outlined above, subject to the normal law
of contributory negligence?

Yes ☐ No ☒    Other ☐

(2) Alternatively, should an insurer be liable irrespective of where the fault lies (in a
similar way to the Automated and Electric Vehicles Act 2018)?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Q21: Should the regulator have power to impose a range of sanctions on an ERDO,
including improvement notices, civil penalties and (in serious cases) withdrawal of
licence?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Yes to a reasonable extent.
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Q22: Should the regulator have powers to inspect remote operation centres, both in
the event of a problem and more generally?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

Yes, when the inspection relates to the operations of the ERDO such as following
remote driver rest times, workstation guidelines etc. and not related to the
technology/product development.

Q23: Should the law provide individuals who drive beyond line of sight with:

(1) an immunity from being prosecuted for any issues concerned with
roadworthiness, loading and seat belts which are beyond the driver’s
knowledge and control; and

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

(2) a defence to a driving charge if a competent and careful driver in the same
circumstances could not have avoided the offence?

Yes ☒ No ☐    Other ☐

Please expand on your answer

(1) Yes, if beyond the driver’s knowledge and control;

(2) Yes, if it can be proven through the data collected during the offence.
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