
Law Commission – Remote driving issues paper 
Written response from Transport for London 

1. Executive Summary 

1.1. This paper has been prepared as a response to the Law Commission’s issues 
paper on remote driving. We welcome the work undertaken to clarify the 
current legal status and consider reforms. 

1.2. Transport for London is the integrated transport authority responsible for 
meeting the Mayor of London’s strategy and commitments on transport in 
London. We are guided by the Mayor’s Transport Strategy (MTS) and its 
target that 80% of all journeys will be made on foot, by cycle or using public 
transport by 2041.  

1.3. The MTS also sets out the goal that, by 2041, all deaths and serious injuries 
will be eliminated from London's transport network. This commitment is 
underpinned by the Vision Zero action plan. Safety of other road users is of 
the utmost importance when considering remote driving. It is our view that any 
remote driving in London must contribute to this Vision Zero aim. 

1.4. New mobility services, such as those unlocked through automating the 
dynamic driving task or through remote driving, have the potential to change 
the way people and goods move around cities. We have identified seven 
guiding principles, set out in policy 23 of the MTS, to evaluate new transport 
services to ensure they support the Healthy Streets Approach and a shift to 
sustainable modes. 

1.5. We recognise that this work concentrates on the legal position but would urge 
the UK Government’s Centre for Connected and Autonomous Vehicles 
(CCAV) and the International Vehicle Standards team at the Department for 
Transport to look more broadly at the policy position and the desirability of 
remote driving. 

1.6. The benefits of expanding remote driving do not appear to be articulated in 
this report or more widely. In contrast, while it remains to be seen whether 
automated vehicles (AVs) can deliver the potential benefits, the opportunity is 
at least well understood. 

1.7. Remote driving may also present significant additional risks and operational 
challenges. Some of these are likely to be common to remote driving and 
automated driving, however developers may be less inclined to address these 
fully if there is still a human involved, albeit remotely, in the driving task. 
Particular consideration would need to be given to situations where 
emergency responses are reliant on the actions of a human. 

1.8. For the purposes of this review we have assumed that the Remote Driving 
regulations would apply to many types of vehicles, including LGVs, HGVs, 
delivery robots, micro-mobility and road maintenance vehicles. 

1.9. We have responded in detail to the questions most relevant to us based on 
our current understanding but would also like to make the overarching points 
below. 



1.10. Relationship with other forms of driving and services 

1.10.1. This is clearly a complex area and it is difficult, as with all new technologies, 
to understand possible applications and use cases. There may be 
considerable interaction with other roles, some of which have been 
recommended in the Law Commission’s work on automated driving and are 
not yet recognised in legislation. It is possible that business models may 
seek to combine some of these roles for example Authorised Self-Driving 
Entity (ASDE), No user-in charge (NUIC) operator and Entity for Remote 
Driving Operation (ERDO). It is imperative that responsibilities are clear and 
there are no grey areas. 

1.10.2. We can see a possible use case for remote driving as an adjunct to self-
driving vehicles in exceptional circumstances. If, for example, a vehicle 
which is self-driving has come to a stop which is either considered unsafe 
or which although safe may be suboptimal in some respect, there may be a 
case for a remote driver being able to intervene and move the vehicle to a 
better location, either in the interests of safety or to prevent congestion. 

1.10.3. We would be very concerned about remote driving being used as a form of 
safety driving. We have previously raised concerns about how any 
transition between the automated driving system (ADS) and the user-in-
charge can be made safe. Use of a remote driver as a safety driver would 
seem to present a number of the same challenges but potentially in higher 
risk situations. However, we would be interested to understand any 
research which compares the two. 

1.10.4. We also think there needs to be much clearer guidance on what constitutes 
trials versus a full deployment, with the requirements for each being made 
clear.  

1.11. Safety   

1.11.1. We have significant concerns about whether remote driving on public roads 
can be safely achieved and there appears to be very little evidence to allay 
these. One of the primary benefits identified in relation to self-driving 
vehicles is the potential to reduce collisions by eliminating those that are 
caused by human error. Much more work is required to understand if this 
benefit can be realised, to what degree and if they create new hazards 
resulting in new kinds of collisions. 

1.11.2.  In the case of remote driving however it would appear that significant 
additional risks will be imported, for example through loss of connectivity or 
cyber-crime but without any potential reduction in human error. It is not 
clear whether human error will increase, as remote drivers will not have a 
full visual, aural or haptic experience of the driving environment, or if the 
camera provides a better view, for example without blind spots, the 
converse may be true. 

1.11.3. There is a very real risk that if widely permitted, remote driving will become 
an easier choice for developers than achieving safe ADSs. This could have 
the dual negative effect of introducing new hazards to roads and public 



places while failing to reduce driver error, the outcome of which could be an 
increase in collisions resulting in injury or death.   

1.11.4. Reputationally it may be difficult to decouple remote driving and self-driving, 
leading to a stalling in the market of the latter, particularly if incidents in 
remote driving impact public trust. 

1.11.5. We recognise there may be commercial benefits however it is imperative 
that public safety is the primary consideration. 

1.11.6. Finally, we would have particular concerns if there were any proposal to 
allow remote driving for passenger carrying services. There are a number of 
safeguarding considerations and we are unable to see the additional 
benefits for passengers. Some of these will be in common to automated 
driving, for example, the role the driver undertakes in assisting passengers, 
which may vary depending on the situation and some will be new risks. 

 

  



2. Responses to Consultation Questions 

2.1. Below are our responses to the questions raised in the consultation paper 
“Automated Vehicles: Consultation Paper 3 A regulatory framework for 
automated vehicles. A joint consultation paper”.  

2.2. Paragraph references relate to the full consultation paper. 

3. DEFINING A “REMOTE DRIVER” 

Consultation Question 1 (Paragraph 2.39) 

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). 

(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. 

 (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).  

     

3.1. All the definitions above appear reasonable apart from the fact that they 
ignore the non-dynamic elements of the driving task and perhaps need a 
greater level of detail.  

3.2. If a driver is defined as a person who is monitoring the driving environment 
with a view to responding by exercising lateral or longitudinal control, as part 
of type approval (and self-driving authorisation if applicable) it would need to 
be explicitly stated that a remote driver (or driver) is required to monitor the 
driving environment and that this activity is safety critical.  

3.3. In the interest of safety of all road users, the definition of remote assistant 
should be very clear and should describe what level of ‘advice’ a remote 
assistant could give an ADS beyond which their actions would amount to 
remote driving. This should also consider the frequency of intervention and 
how much discretion an ADS has to accept or ignore this advice.  

3.4. The Law Commission’s Automated Vehicles: joint report looked at other 
responsibilities that ordinarily fall to the driver but are outside the dynamic 
driving task. These include for example having appropriate insurance, 
maintaining the vehicle in a roadworthy condition and ensuring child 
passengers wear seatbelts. Whilst the intention may be that these 



responsibilities lie elsewhere it would be useful to have some mention of them 
within the initial definitions. 

3.5. We are also concerned that there will be a ‘disconnect’ between the terms 
drive, driver and dynamic driving task. The Automated Vehicles joint report 
glossary lists the dynamic driving task as, ‘a term used in the SAE Taxonomy 
to describe the real-time operational and tactical functions required to operate 
a vehicle in on-road traffic. It includes steering, accelerating and braking 
together with object and event detection and response.’  

3.6. While we recognise the Law Commission have not specifically defined this 
term, recommendation 10 part two of their report reads ‘can drive itself safely 
and legally even if an individual is not monitoring the driving environment, the 
vehicle or the way it drives’. This definition implies that the term ‘drive’ 
encompasses all elements of the dynamic driving task. However, the 
definition of driver offered above relates to ‘any or all’ of the listed tasks. This 
has the potential to create confusion, particularly around the use of AVs. We 
would welcome further clarification on this. 

3.7. The additional level of detail we suggest would for example be in specifying 
that there needs to be a 1:1 relationship between a remote driver and a 
vehicle, or the view the driver should have inside the vehicle as well as 
externally. 

3.8. We would expect that these roles will be given a basis in law.  
 

4. CONSTRUCTION AND USE REGULATIONS 

C onsultation Question 2 (P aragraph 3.82)  

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. 

4.1. We have not answered this question, as it is more applicable to trialling 
organisations and insurers. 
 

C onsultation Question 3 (P aragraph 3.82)  

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

4.2. We have not answered this question, as it is more applicable to trialling 
organisations and insurers. 

 

C onsultation Question 4 (P aragraph 3.82)  

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

4.3. We have not answered this question. 



5. CIVIL LIABILITY 

Consultation Question 5 (Paragraph 4.26)  

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

 
5.1. We have not answered this question, as it is more applicable to trialling 

organisations and insurers. 

6. THE SAFETY CHALLENGES OF REMOTE DRIVING 

Consultation Question 6 (Paragraph 5.30)  

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?   

6.1. The list above brings into sharp focus the additional risks posed by remote 
driving. Some of these are also applicable to a varying degree to AVs. We 
noted in our previous submission to the Law Commission that cyber security 
is an area which requires significant attention and in both cases the risks will 
need to be fully understood, minimised and mitigated. We would re-
emphasise this point and the importance of pre-deployment and ongoing 
monitoring of both automated and remote driving systems if either system is 
to be authorised for GB roads. Safety cases will need to provide location 
specific evidence and protocols, considering hazards in a detailed manner. 
Specific attention will be needed for environments where maintaining 
connectivity could be challenging, such as tunnels or streets near tall 
buildings. 

6.2. If a use case for remote driving is an adjunct to automated driving it will be 
important to specify and enforce the ratio between drivers and vehicles. We 
would expect, if it were permitted, only a 1:1 relationship would be acceptable 
however this could be at odds to a remote assistant as described in the Law 
Commission’s work on AVs, potentially creating confusion.  

6.3. From a compliance and safeguarding perspective, we would expect to see 
data protection added to this list. Remote drivers are likely to have significant 
access to information about the movement of individuals.  



6.4. A remotely driven vehicle should clearly identify that it is being remotely 
driven, and not, for example being driven by an ADS or simply moving of its 
own accord for example due to a handbrake not being engaged. Other road 
users may not be prepared to respond to a moving vehicle with no driver and 
may intervene. Remotely driven vehicles should also clearly show who is 
remotely driving it and how to contact them.  

6.5. We have assumed remote driving may not be restricted to cars and as such 
consideration needs to be given to a range of vehicle types, this presents 
additional challenges as follows: 

6.5.1. Ensuring that remote drivers are only permitted to drive vehicles that their 
licence permits them to drive, for example HGV. 

6.5.2. Remotely driven vehicles must be equipped with appropriate and adequate 
camera and sensor technology, that will enable them to be safely driven on 
the public highway, by ensuring that remote drivers have sufficient spatial 
awareness. For example, the requirements for a motor car will differ 
significantly from an articulated HGV, because the latter is considerably 
larger, it has blind spots, its swept path and overhangs when turning are 
considerably greater and its stopping distances are also longer. Camera 
and sensor technology must be sufficiently sensitive to identify all different 
road users.  

6.5.3. HGVs and other goods vehicles present particular safety challenges – they 
are involved in a disproportionate number of road traffic incidents (RTI): 
63% of fatal collisions with cyclists and 25% of fatal collisions with 
pedestrians, yet HGVs make up just 4% of total miles driven in London 
each year. TfL has taken steps to reduce the number of RTIs that involve 
these types of vehicles, for example though promoting improvements in the 
design of goods vehicles that are type approved for use in European 
markets. These measures have helped to successfully reduce the number 
and severity of RTIs that involve these types of vehicles, and this has 
contributed towards TfL’s Vision Zero aim. Any remote driving regulations 
must therefore ensure that these safety gains are not lost or diminished as 
a result of the introduction of remotely driven vehicles. Camera and sensor 
technology for remotely driven HGVs and other goods vehicles must be 
sufficient to mitigate the elevated risk that these vehicles present to other 
road users and in particular vulnerable road users including pedestrians, 
cyclists and motorcyclists.    

6.5.4. Different engine types should also be given consideration, for example 
batteries, hydrogen or fuel cell, and their individual impact on safety. 

6.6. Vehicle cargo should also be considered, for example, would vehicles that are 
carrying hazardous materials, passengers or livestock be permitted to be 
remotely driven and, if so, how will the regulations ensure that safety 
standards for these types of cargo are maintained and are not compromised? 

6.7. As part of incident protocols consideration should be given to a loss of 
connectivity resulting in no one being able to instantly take over a stopped 
vehicle. Response times need to be agreed with highways authorities and 
there need to be fall back solutions for high-risk situations. A remotely driven 
vehicle might require something like a "fireman's key" to allow someone (likely 



the police/fire service) to get into the vehicle to assume control and move it. 
 

6.8. The ability to perceive the environment remotely and the quality of the 
environment needs careful consideration. Road markings, signage and traffic 
control equipment are required to meet the Traffic Signs Regulations and 
General Directions (TSRGD) (2016), which contains specific British Standard 
test specifications which must be met. For example, a traffic light signal must 
satisfy the requirement or test specification for luminous intensity of 
Performance level 3, class 2 of BS EN12368:2015 to be considered lawful. 
The British Standards on which TSRGD calls have all been developed 
assuming there will be a human with eyesight good enough to pass a driving 
test able to interpret them. They have not been developed in order to be 
perceived correctly remotely. Technical standards may need to be agreed, 
maintenance regimes considered and so forth all with significant implications.  

 
6.9. In addition to the considerations identified in Question 6, it is our view that any 

system to regulate beyond line-of-sight driving should consider the location of 
the remote driver.  

6.10. As with our recommendation for NUIC operators, we believe there would be 
value in understanding what is currently required in relation to private hire 
operators. 
 

Consultation Question 7 (Paragraph 5.30)  

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? 

6.11. We would expect that any vehicle which is remotely driven must be able to 
reach a safe stop even if remote driving fails. As such it would need to be 
regulated as an ADS, albeit with limited functionality. We note what 
constitutes a ‘safe stop’ and the environments where this is suitable still 
require agreement and believe a stop in lane is unlikely to be satisfactory.   

6.12. If an ADS is relied on as mitigation where remote driving fails in a vehicle 
carrying passengers, the service provider will also need the relevant AV 
passenger permit (called an interim passenger permit in the Law 
Commissions’ Automated Vehicles joint report). However, our comments in 
1.11.6 should be noted. 

7. REMOTE DRIVING FROM ABROAD  

Consultation Question 8 (Paragraph 6.19)  

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

 
7.1. We have not answered this question.  



  

Consultation Question 9 (Paragraph 6.19)  

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

7.2. We agree that remote driving from abroad should be prohibited. In addition to 
the difficulties highlighted there may be practical and enforcement 
considerations with proving a vehicle is being driven from abroad. 

7.3. We can also envisage situations where a remote driver is driving vehicles in 
different jurisdictions in quick succession further increasing the risk of 
confusion and potentially dangerous mistakes.  

7.4. We would also ask for clarity on why the term ‘roads’ has been used in this 
question, rather than roads and other public spaces?  
 

8. INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVES  
Consultation Question 10 (Paragraph 10.82)  

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

 
8.1. We have not answered this question. 

9. SHORT-TERM  

Consultation Question 11 (9.28)  

 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?  

   

9.1. If remote driving is to be considered, a 360-degree view will be crucial to 
safety. Increasing all round visibility is an important factor in road safety, as 
recognised in our direct vision standard for HGVs. Furthermore, we would 
expect the remote driver to have a view internally and externally (including of 
the exterior of the vehicle) as a conventional driver situated in the vehicle 
would. However, it is unlikely to be possible to replicate the multi-sensory 
experience which drivers currently have, which could impact safety standards. 
We would suggest that further research is undertaken as to the minimum 



amount of data required in order to ensure "safe driving" for example haptic 
and auditory feedback, as there are elements of driving which are not just 
visual such as ambulance sirens or a tyre blow out. 

9.2. We do not believe that remote driving trials with a commercial element should 
be permitted. Public safety should be the key consideration, and if commercial 
trials are permitted this could encourage companies to deploy vehicles before 
they are ready.  

9.3. It could also create confusion as to when something is a trial and when it is a 
deployment. If the requirements for full deployment of remote driving are 
higher than those for trialling, it is possible that unscrupulous operators will try 
and avoid regulation by claiming they are trialling.  

Consultation Question 12 (Paragraph 9.28) 

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

  
9.4. We think this would be a useful interim step, presumably if primary legislation 

is put in place the requirements will be added anyway. 
Consultation Question 13 (Paragraph 9.28) 

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

9.5. We have not answered this question. 
 

10. REGULATION IN THE LONGER TERM  

Consultation Question 14 (Paragraph 10.41) 

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)?  

        
10.1. We agree clarity will be important, however depending on what if any use 

cases are permitted and the technology required for a safe stop it may be 
possible to incorporate this with NUIC operator, rather than adding additional 
terminology. 

10.2. Of critical importance will be ensuring that any lines drawn between the 
responsibilities of the various parties are clear. There is a real risk over 
accountability, particularly given this is a developing area and all the relevant 
considerations may not yet be apparent. 

Consultation Question 15 (1 &2) (Paragraph 10.41) 

(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?     



10.3. Yes, it should be an offence but please note our comments in answer to 
question 14. 

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? 

10.4. We agree with this definition of a “beyond line-of-sight” driver.  

 

Consultation Question 16 (Paragraph 10.41) 

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? 

10.5. Yes, but please note our comments in answer to question 14. 
 

Consultation Question 17 (Paragraph 10.41) 

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

     

10.6. Yes, although this should not be the only form of pre-deployment assurance. 
We would also expect in-use monitoring. 

Consultation Question 18 (Paragraph 10.41) 

Should an ERDO face criminal offences where misrepresentations and nondisclosure 
in the safety case have implications for safety?      

     

10.7. Yes, given the likely positive impact on safety. 

Consultation Question 19 (Paragraph 10.41)  

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; 

(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? 

 

10.8. Given the crucial role of connectivity in remote driving we do not feel ‘taking 
reasonable care’ is sufficiently strong as a duty. Connectivity is essential for 
the functioning of any remote driving.  

10.9. We understand the logic of drawing on the recommendations for NUIC 
operator licensing, however this list illustrates clearly that there may be 
overlaps, which of course can lead to a lack of clarity. Is there a proposed 
hierarchy, for example if a vehicle can be operated both as a NUIC and by a 
remote driver and two separate organisations are fulfilling these roles, which 
organisation would be responsible for insuring it or paying tolls and charges?  

10.10. It is our understanding that the Law Commission recommendation requires a 
UIC to be physically present in the vehicle however if the legislation does not 
stipulate this, a remote driver may also be a UIC, and be required to respond 
to a transition demand from an ADS. If this were the case there would be 
further confusion.   

10.11. In order to provide information in case of an incident, there would need to be a 
duty to record and retain data. This would of course need to be balanced with 
privacy and in line with General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 
requirements. 

10.12. Given the police will not be able to undertake roadside checks of remote 
drivers, for example they will be unable to breathalyse them, the ERDO may 
need to ensure and be able to evidence that their drivers are not 
compromised through either drugs or alcohol.  

10.13. The ERDO would need to ensure and to demonstrate that the remote driver’s 
workplace environment (not just their immediate workstation) is appropriate. 
For instance, that it is secure to prevent unauthorised intrusion, that it is free 
from driver distractions such as non-driving related screens, mobile phones, 



tablets and other devices, that the work environment is free from excessive 
noise, and that it is equipped with appropriate rest and welfare facilities for 
remote drivers. 

10.14. In addition to ensuring that the vehicle’s load is safe and secure the ERDO 
should also consider the vehicles dimensions – in particular its trailer height, 
and its laden and unladen weight, with regard to its proposed route. Remote 
drivers will presumably not be able to undertake these activities which are 
commonly performed by goods vehicle drivers. The ERDO should ensure that 
any trailer or other attachment does not obscure cameras, sensors or other 
features required for remote driving and/or self-driving.  

10.15.  Remote drivers may also be unfamiliar with roads/routes. For instance, an 
articulated lorry consists of a tractor unit and a trailer. Tractor units may haul a 
variety of cargos and trailers throughout a working day/ week, and the trailers 
may differ in height, width and length. The ERDO should ensure that the 
proposed route of the remotely driven vehicle is appropriate for the vehicle’s 
current height, width, weight and other dimensions, its swept path, and any 
load it is carrying or towing. For instance, avoiding routes where bridge and 
tunnel structures are lower or narrower than the dimensions of the trailer that 
is being towed, ensuring that turns and bends in the carriageway can be 
safely navigated, and considering carriageway weight restrictions. 

10.16. The ERDO would need to ensure that the vehicle has sufficient fuel onboard 
for the proposed route/journey(s). 

Consultation Question 20 (Paragraph 10.41)  

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?  

(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)? 

     

10.17. We have not answered this question.  
Consultation Question 21 (Paragraph 10.41) 

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?  

10.18. Yes, the regulator should have power to impose a range of sanctions. In the 
interest of safety we would prefer to see licenses suspended while 
investigations are conducted rather than the other way round. 

Consultation Question 22 (Paragraph 10.41) 

Should the regulator have powers to inspect remote operation centres, both in the 
event of a problem and more generally?   



10.19. Yes, planned and unannounced inspections should be undertaken and there 
should be powers to inspect all records and to withdraw the license if 
appropriate. 

10.20. Premises should also be inspected before a license is granted. 
 

Consultation Question 23 (Paragraph 10.41) 

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  

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

    

10.21. If as we have suggested the remote driver has visibility of the inside of the 
vehicle, we see no reason why they should not be able to check seat belts are 
on prior to the departure. They may also have additional aids, which will notify 
them about problems with the vehicle, for example tyre pressure. These 
warnings should obviously be heeded and acted upon.  

 


