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Introduction 

Good morning. I am Ginger Goodin, Director of the Texas A&M Transportation Institute Policy 

Research Center. You have asked us to provide an overview of autonomous vehicles in the 

context of policy and regulation.  

My testimony today is drawn from published sources, research in progress, our observations, and 

several reports we have previously provided you, including “Policy Considerations for 

Automated Vehicle Testing in Texas,” “Consumer Acceptance and Travel Behavior Impacts of 

Automated Vehicles,” and “Implications of Automated Vehicle Crash Scenarios.” These reports 

are available to the public on our website, tti.tamu.edu/policy, and were further shared via our 

Twitter account, @TTI, and other social media.  

Autonomous Vehicle Testing 

In the context of policy and regulation, the relevant technologies are those that are referred to as 

“highly automated vehicles.” These are characterized as vehicles with no human driver at all, or 

those in which the human driver is not expected to perform any driving-related tasks for a period 

of time.  Safe testing of these vehicles on public roads allows the autonomous driving systems to 

encounter an infinite array of situations that would be otherwise be difficult to test or simulate in 

a closed environment.  By testing on roadways the software running the automated vehicle 

systems can be perfected through a process known as machine learning.      

Federal Policy Guidance for States 

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) within the US Department of 

Transportation is the primary federal agency with jurisdiction over vehicle safety standards. . On 

September 20 of this year NHTSA issued automated vehicle (AV) policy guidance, including 

what they consider to be model provisions of a state regulatory approach if a state chooses to 

adopt one. One of the key objectives of the guidance is to ensure a consistent national framework 

for state-level regulation of highly automated vehicles for both testing and operation.   

The guidance confirms that States retain their traditional responsibilities for licensing vehicles 

and drivers, enacting traffic laws and enforcing those laws, conducting safety inspections, and 

regulating motor vehicle insurance.  NHTSA strongly admonishes states to “allow DOT alone to 

regulate the performance” of these vehicles and their technology.  

NHTSA suggests States review laws with an eye to removing impediments to AV testing, 

deployment, and operation. States should also standardize and maintain road infrastructure 

including signs, traffic signals and lights, and pavement markings, to further enable safe 

operation of these vehicles. The state guidance is excerpted as Appendix A to this testimony. 
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State Regulation 

States are generally taking one of three approaches that address AV testing and operation. 

The first approach involves setting up a testing and deployment regulatory structure that issues 

permits to test vehicles, licenses test drivers, sets operating requirements and defines data 

reporting.  The states that have established a regulatory structure include California, Nevada, 

Michigan and Tennessee. These states justify this approach from a public safety perspective as 

a step toward preventing bad actors from putting the public at risk.  In some early-adopter 

states there were also economic development motivations for passing legislation as a way to 

encourage new industry activity. 

The second approach takes into account uncertainty in technology and a reluctance to limit 

local testing as a potential impediment to advancement of the technology. This approach 

facilitates common understanding and reduces potential duplication or conflict among 

regulatory approaches. This is the model currently used by Utah and North Dakota as a 

precursor to regulation. Under this approach, states have first focused on developing a flexible 

policy framework by engaging the many state agencies involved as well as industry 

stakeholders.  In Texas, the list of affected state agencies would include the Texas Department 

of Transportation, Department of Motor Vehicles, Department of Public Safety, Department of 

Insurance, and possibly the Department of Licensing and Regulation.  

The third approach involves executive action to allow or even invest in pilot projects and test 

corridors to gain firsthand knowledge of the technology before establishing a regulatory 

regime. States in this category include Virginia, Arizona, and Massachusetts. 

Details of state by state approaches are found in Appendix B to this testimony. 

Conclusion 

This concludes my prepared testimony. I am happy to take any questions you may have. 
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Appendix A 

NHTSA Model State Policy  

Excerpted from “Federal Automated Vehicles Policy,” NHTSA, September 2016 

https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/AV policy guidance PDF.pdf  

 HAV is an abbreviation for “highly automated vehicle.”  

II. MODEL STATE POLICY  
A. Introduction  
 

Vehicles operating on public roads are subject to both Federal and State jurisdiction. This section defines 

Federal and State regulatory responsibilities and outlines a Model State Policy that if adopted can create a 

consistent, unified national framework for regulation of motor vehicles with all levels of automated 

technology, including highly automated vehicles (HAVs). Some States have already begun to pass laws 

and develop regulations concerning HAVs, and the national discussion to date has benefited from their 

efforts to begin addressing the complex issues posed. The Model State Policy issued at this point builds 

on the collective knowledge gathered thus far, and can help to avoid a patchwork of inconsistent laws and 

regulations among the 50 States and other U.S. jurisdiction, which could delay the widespread 

deployment of these potentially lifesaving technologies.  

This Model State Policy outlines State roles in regulating HAVs, and lays out model procedures and 

requirements for State laws governing HAVs. NHTSA, member States of the American Association of 

Motor Vehicle Administrators (AAMVA) and other safety stakeholders formed a collaborative 

partnership to provide valuable information, individual advice and input regarding the role of States in the 

regulation of HAVs.49 Based on that information and input and the Department’s own research and 

experience, DOT developed this Model State Policy. NHTSA is also issuing today a Request for 

Comment on this entire Policy—including the Model State Policy—to obtain public input concerning 

these matters.  

DOT strongly encourages States to allow DOT alone to regulate the performance of HAV technology and 

vehicles. If a State does pursue HAV performance-related regulations, that State should consult with 

NHTSA and base its efforts on the Vehicle Performance Guidance provided in this Policy.  

NHTSA is prepared to assist with challenges that States face with regard to HAVs both now and in the 

future. For example, the Agency recognizes the need for driver education and training regarding HAV 

systems, and is prepared to partner with States to address this need. NHTSA has already begun research 

to evaluate the ability of drivers to stay engaged while HAVs are performing part (or all) of the driving 

task. The results and recommendations from this research will be shared with the States and used to refine 

the Model State Policy and NHTSA’s Vehicle Performance Guidance. NHTSA also hopes to partner with 

the States to identify and mitigate other human behavior issues such as misuse and inadequate 

maintenance of HAVs. 

https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/AV%20policy%20guidance%20PDF.pdf
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B. The Federal and State Roles  
 

The division of regulatory responsibility for motor vehicle operation between Federal and State 

authorities is clear. NHTSA responsibilities include:  

 Setting FMVSS for new motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment (to which manufacturers 

must certify compliance before they sell their vehicles);  

 Enforcing compliance with the FMVSS;  

 Investigating and managing the recall and remedy of non-compliances and safety-related motor 

vehicle defects and recalls on a nationwide basis;  

 Communicating with and educating the public about motor vehicle safety issues; and  

 Issuing guidance for vehicle and equipment manufacturers to follow, such as the Vehicle 

Performance Guidance for HAVs presented in this Policy.  

 

States’ responsibilities include other aspects of motor vehicle regulations:  
 Licensing (human) drivers and registering motor vehicles in their jurisdictions;  

 Enacting and enforcing traffic laws and regulations;  

 Conducting safety inspections, where States choose to do so; and  

 Regulating motor vehicle insurance and liability.  

 

These general areas of responsibility should remain largely unchanged for HAVs. DOT and the Federal 

Government are responsible for regulating motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment, and States are 

responsible for regulating the human driver and most other aspects of motor vehicle operation. As motor 

vehicle equipment increasingly performs “driving” tasks, DOT’s exercise of its authority and 

responsibility to regulate the safety of such equipment will increasingly encompass tasks similar to 

“licensing” of the non-human “driver” (e.g., hardware and software performing part or all of the driving 

task).  

The Vehicle Safety Act expressly preempts States from issuing any standard that regulates performance if 

that standard is not identical to an existing FMVSS regulating that same aspect of performance.52 If 

NHTSA issued an FMVSS setting performance requirements for HAVs, then a State could not have its 

own performance standards on the same aspects of HAV performance unless they were identical to 

NHTSA’s standards. The Supreme Court has also found that State laws may be preempted if they stand as 

an obstacle to the accomplishment and execution of a NHTSA safety standard. 
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C. Model State Policy  
 

States are charged with reducing traffic crashes and the resulting deaths, injuries, and property damage 

(Highway Safety Act, 23 U.S.C. § 401 et seq.). States may use their authority to establish and maintain 

highway safety programs addressing issues including: driver education and testing; licensing; pedestrian 

safety; law enforcement; vehicle registration and inspection; traffic control; highway design and 

maintenance; crash prevention, investigation, and record keeping; and emergency services.  

States should evaluate their current laws and regulations to address unnecessary impediments to the safe 

testing, deployment, and operation of HAVs, and update references to a human driver as appropriate. 

States may still wish to experiment with different policies and approaches to consistent standards, and in 

that way contribute to the development of the best approaches and policies to achieve consistent 

regulatory objectives. The goal of State policies in this realm need not be uniformity or identical laws and 

regulations across all States. Rather, the aim should be sufficient consistency of laws and policies to avoid 

a patchwork of inconsistent State laws that could impede innovation and the expeditious and widespread 

distribution of safety enhancing automated vehicle technologies.  

States are also encouraged to work together to standardize and maintain road infrastructure including 

signs, traffic signals and lights, and pavement markings. This will support the safe operation of HAVs and 

ensure the safety of human drivers, who will continue to operate vehicles on the roads for years to come.  

The following sections describe a model regulatory framework for States that wish to regulate procedures 

and conditions for testing, deployment, and operation of HAVs. For purposes of this section, “testing” 

refers to analyses and evaluations of HAV systems and vehicles conducted by a researcher, manufacturer, 

entity, or expert third party at the request of one of those entities. Deployment refers to use of HAV 

systems and vehicles by members of the public who are not employees or agents of researchers, 

manufacturers, or other entities. For purposes of State traffic laws that apply to drivers of vehicles (e.g., 

speed limits, traffic signs), States may wish to deem an HAV system that conducts the driving task and 

monitors the driving environment (generally SAE Levels 3-5) to be the “driver” of the vehicle. For 

vehicles and circumstances in which a human is primarily responsible for monitoring the driving 

environment (generally SAE Levels 1-2), NHTSA recommends the State consider that human to be the 

driver for purposes of traffic laws and enforcement.  

NHTSA believes that eventually there should be a consistent set of laws and regulations governing the 

testing and operation of HAVs. In such an approach NHTSA generally would regulate motor vehicles and 

motor vehicle equipment (including computer hardware and software that perform functions formerly 

performed by a human driver) and the States would continue to regulate human drivers, vehicle 

registration, traffic laws, regulations and enforcement, insurance, and liability. As discussed above, States 

also may wish to regulate HAV “drivers” for the limited purpose of enforcement of traffic laws with 

respect to vehicles with L3-L5 automation. This model framework envisions State regulation of the 

procedures and requirements for granting permission to vehicle manufacturers and owners to test and 

operate vehicles within a State.  

 

1. Administrative  

 a. Each State should identify a lead agency responsible for consideration of any testing of 

HAVs.  
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 b. Each State should create a jurisdictional automated safety technology committee that is 

launched by the designated lead agency and which includes representatives from the governor’s 

office, the motor vehicle administration, the State department of transportation, the State law 

enforcement agency, the State Highway Safety Office, office of information technology, State 

insurance regulator, the State office(s) representing the aging and disabled communities, toll 

authorities, and transit authorities.  

 c. Other stakeholders should be consulted as appropriate, such as transportation research 

centers located in the State, the vehicle manufacturing industry, and groups representing pedestrians, 

bicyclists, consumers and other interested parties.  

 d. The designated lead agency should keep its state automated safety technology committee 

informed of the requests from manufacturers to test in their jurisdiction and the status of the 

designated agency’s response to the manufacturers.  

 e. The designated lead agency should take necessary steps to use or establish statutory 

authority to implement a framework and regulations. Each jurisdiction should examine its laws and 

regulations in the areas of: (1) licensing/registration; (2) driver education/training; (3) insurance and 

liability; (4) enforcement of traffic laws/regulations; and (5) administration of motor vehicle 

inspections, in order to address unnecessary barriers to safe testing, deployment, and operation of 

HAVs.  

 f. Each State should develop an internal process that includes an application for 

manufacturers to test in the jurisdiction as described in sections 2 and 3 below.  

 g. The motor vehicle agency should establish an internal process for issuing test vehicle 

permits as described in sections 2 and 3 below.  
 

h. The designated lead agency should review State statutes to identify any legal issues that 

need to be addressed prior to the deployment and operation of automated vehicles.  

 

2. Application for Manufacturers or Other Entities to Test HAVs on Public Roadways  

a. A “manufacturer” is an individual or company that manufactures HAVs for testing and 

deployment on public roadways. Manufacturers include original equipment manufacturers 

(OEMs), multiple- and final-stage manufacturers, alterers (individuals or companies making 

changes to a complete vehicle prior to first retail sale or deployment), and modifiers 

(individuals or companies making changes to existing vehicles after first retail sale or 

deployment).  

b. An “other entity” is any individual or company that is not a manufacturer, and is involved 

with designing, supplying, testing, selling, operating, deploying, or helping to manufacture 

HAVs.  

c. Each manufacturer or other entity should submit an application to the designated lead agency 

in each jurisdiction in which they plan to test their HAVs.  

d. The application should state that each vehicle used for testing by manufacturers or other 

entities follows the Performance Guidance set forth by NHTSA and meets applicable Federal 

Motor Vehicle Safety Standards.  

e. The application should include the name of the manufacturer or other entity, the corporate 

physical and mailing addresses of the manufacturer or other entity, the in-State physical and 

mailing addresses of manufacturer, if different than corporate address, the name of the 
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program administrator/director and the contact information for the program 

administrator/director.  

f. The application should identify each vehicle that will be used on roadways for testing 

purposes by VIN, vehicle type, and other unique identifiers such as the year, make, and 

model.  

g. The application should identify each test operator, their driver’s license number, and the 

jurisdiction or country in which the operator is licensed.  

h. The application should include the manufacturer’s or other entity’s safety and compliance 

plan for testing vehicles, which should include a self-certification of testing and compliance 

to NHTSA’s Vehicle Performance Guidance for the technology in the test vehicles under 

controlled conditions that simulate the real-world conditions (various weather, types of roads, 

times of the day and night, etc.) to which the applicant intends to subject the vehicle on 

public roadways (e.g., a copy of the summary Safety Assessment submitted to NHTSA per 

the Vehicle Performance Guidance).  

i. The application should include evidence of the manufacturer’s or other entity’s ability to 

satisfy a judgment or judgments for damages for personal injury, death, or property damage 

caused by a vehicle in testing in the form of an instrument of insurance, a surety bond, or 

proof of self-insurance, for no less than 5 million U.S. dollars.  

j. The application should include a summary of the training provided to the employees, 

contractors, or other persons designated by the manufacturer or other entity as operators of 

the test vehicles. Approval should be granted by the designated lead agency if evidence of 

insurance, operator training, and self-certification is demonstrated.  

 

3. Jurisdictional Permission to Test  

a. Each jurisdiction’s lead agency should involve the jurisdictional law enforcement agency 

before responding to the request from the manufacturer or other entity.  

b. The lead agency may choose to grant authorization to test in a jurisdiction with restrictions, 

and/or may prohibit manufacturers or other entities from testing in certain areas or locations, 

such as school zones, construction zones, or other safety-sensitive areas.  

c. The authorization may be suspended if the manufacturer or other entity fails to comply with 

the State insurance or driver requirements, or fails to comply with its self-certification 

compliance plan.  

d. The lead agency may request additional information or require the manufacturer or other 

entity to modify its application before granting authorization.  

e. The lead agency should issue a letter of authorization to the manufacturer or other entity to 

allow testing in the State, and the State’s motor vehicle agency should issue a permit to each 

test vehicle. The authorization and permits may be renewed periodically. The jurisdiction 

may determine that it is appropriate to charge fees for the application and for each vehicle-

specific permit.  

f. The vehicle-specific permit must be carried in the test vehicle at all times.  

g. Each test vehicle should be properly registered and titled in accordance with the State’s laws.  

 

4. Testing by the Manufacturer or Other Entity  

a. Manufacturers or other entities must comply with Federal law and applicable NHTSA 

regulations before operating vehicles on public roadways, whether or not they are in testing 

or in “normal” operation.  
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b. The vehicle used in testing must be operated solely by persons designated by the 

manufacturer or other entity, who have received training and instruction concerning the 

capabilities and limitations of the vehicle. The training provided to the persons designated by 

the manufacturer or other entity must be summarized and submitted to the lead agency.  

c. The operators testing the vehicles must hold a valid State driver’s license.55  

d. Before being allowed to operate a test vehicle, the persons designated by the manufacturer or 

other entity as operators of the test vehicles, may be subjected to a background check 

including, but not limited to, a driver history review and a criminal history check.  

e. The test operators are responsible for following all traffic rules and will be responsible for all 

traffic violations.  

f. All crashes involving test vehicles must be reported in accordance with the State laws in 

which the crash occurred.  

 

5. Deployed Vehicles: “Drivers”  
 

a. States regulate human drivers. Licensed drivers are necessary to perform the driving 

functions for motor vehicles equipped with automated safety technologies that are less than 

fully automated (SAE Levels 3 and lower). A licensed driver has responsibility to operate the 

vehicle, monitor the operation, or be immediately available to perform the driving task when 

requested or the lower level automated system disengages.  

b. Fully automated vehicles are driven entirely by the vehicle itself and require no licensed 

human driver (SAE levels 4 and 5), at least in certain environments or under certain 

conditions. The entire driving operation (under specified conditions) is performed by a motor 

vehicle automated system from origin to destination.  

c. In order to make the transition from human-driven motor vehicles equipped with automated 

safety technologies to fully automated vehicles, gaps in current regulations should be 

identified and addressed by the States (with the assistance of NHTSA). Some examples are: 
Law enforcement/emergency response  

i. Occupant safety  

ii. Motor vehicle insurance  

iii. Crash investigations/crash reporting  

iv. Liability (tort, criminal, etc.)  

v. Motor vehicle safety inspections  

vi. Education and training  

vii. Vehicle modifications and maintenance  

viii. Environmental impacts  

  

6 Deployed Vehicles: Registration and Titling  

a. HAV technologies that allow the vehicle to be operated without a human driver either at all times 

or under limited circumstances should be identified on title and registration documentation by 

States, using the code HAV in a new data field.  

b. When HAV technologies that allow the vehicle to be operated without a human driver either at 

all times or under limited circumstances is installed on a vehicle after the initial purchase of the 

vehicle, the motor vehicle agency should be notified by the installer. The vehicle registration and 

title should be marked with the code HAV in a new data field.  

c. Regulations governing labeling and identification for HAVs should be issued by NHTSA. 
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7 Law Enforcement Considerations  
 

It is important for first responders and law enforcement to understand how HAVs may affect their duties. 

In addition, there will be a growing need for the training and education of law enforcement regarding their 

interaction with drivers/operators in both the testing and deployment of these technologies.  

For vehicles that offer less than full automation capabilities, there is potential for increased distracted 

driving. Dangerous activities that contribute to distracted driving such as using an electronic device, 

eating, drinking, and conversing with passengers could significantly increase in HAVs. Regulations to 

limit these activities, especially in vehicles providing less than full self-driving capabilities, should be 

consistent across jurisdictions. The States should work together to develop a consistent regulatory scheme 

to limit potential driver distraction. In addition, States should develop methodologies for enforcement to 

discourage hazardous vehicle operation for the safety of the motoring public. Once HAVs are deployed 

and operated on roadways, State regulations need to keep pace with the changing technology.  

Although HAVs are expected to provide significant safety benefits by reducing human errors, motor 

vehicles currently equipped with automation technologies are already involved in traffic crashes and will 

continue to be, especially during the years of initial introduction and integration with existing motor 

vehicles. Responders to crashes of HAVs may be placed at risk if they are not trained for unique hazards 

that they may encounter. These hazards may include, for example, silent operation, self-initiated or 

remote ignition, high voltage, and unexpected movement. In the interest of safety, it is essential that first 

responders—including those in police, fire, emergency medical services, and tow and recovery services—

receive information and training regarding the potential hazards they may face.  

 

8 Liability and Insurance  
 

States are responsible for determining liability rules for HAVs. States should consider how to allocate 

liability among HAV owners, operators, passengers, manufacturers, and others when a crash occurs. For 

example, if an HAV is determined to be at fault in a crash then who should be held liable? For insurance, 

States need to determine who (owner, operator, passenger, manufacturer, etc.) must carry motor vehicle 

insurance. Determination of who or what is the “driver” of an HAV in a given circumstance does not 

necessarily determine liability for crashes involving that HAV. For example States may determine that in 

some circumstances liability for a crash involving a human driver of an HAV should be assigned to the 

manufacturer of the HAV. 

Rules and laws allocating tort liability could have a significant effect on both consumer acceptance of 

HAVs and their rate of deployment. Such rules also could have a substantial effect on the level and 

incidence of automobile liability insurance costs in jurisdictions in which HAVs operate.  

In the future, the States may identify additional liability issues and seek to develop consistent solutions. It 

may be desirable to create a commission to study liability and insurance issues and make 

recommendations to the States.  
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D. NHTSA’s Enforcement Authority  
 

Several States have sought clarification of DOT’s enforcement authority with respect to HAVs.  

NHTSA has broad enforcement authority to address existing and new automotive technologies and 

equipment. The Agency is commanded by Congress to protect the safety of the driving public against 

unreasonable risks of harm that may occur because of the design, construction, or performance of a motor 

vehicle or motor vehicle equipment, and to mitigate risks of harm, including risks that may be emerging 

or contingent. This authority and responsibility extends to cover defects and unreasonable risks to safety 

that may arise in connection with HAVs. As NHTSA always has done when evaluating new vehicle 

technologies, it will be guided by its statutory mission, the laws it is obligated to enforce, and the benefits 

of the technology. NHTSA’s enforcement authorities with respect to HAV are discussed in more detail in 

Section III “NHTSA’s Current Regulatory Tools,” and in separate enforcement guidance.  

 

E. Next Steps  
 

NHTSA will continue its collaboration with State stakeholders to help inform next steps and future Model 

State Policy updates. These steps include:  

1 Public comment: NHTSA is issuing a Request for Comment on this Model State Policy and the 

entire Policy, to obtain public comment and input regarding the matters addressed in this Policy.  

2 Public Workshop(s): The Agency plans to hold a public workshop to provide interactive 

discussions of the Model State Policy and gather additional input for future considerations.  

3 Stakeholder Engagement: In parallel with the public workshop effort, NHTSA will meet with 

stakeholders at the State level who would be responsible for implementing the Model State Policy. This 

will be an opportunity to learn more about what States have learned through their experimentation thus far 

with HAV regulation. 

4 Education: NHTSA recognizes that States may not have the resources to develop a deep 

understanding of the technologies being deployed. In conjunction with vehicle manufacturers, NHTSA 

will explore a mechanism to help State officials gain a better understanding of available vehicle 

technologies and NHTSA’s roles and activities.  

5 Work Plan: Some elements of the Model State Policy will benefit from specific stakeholder 

actions. NHTSA will explore potential activities, for example, to convene relevant stakeholders (e.g., 

environmental groups, disability advocacy groups) to develop a work plan that facilitates policy 

refinements. In some instances (e.g., insurance and liability), NHTSA may seek to convene a commission 

to study a particular issue and make recommendations.  

6 North American Cross-Border Coordination: NHTSA will explore the opportunity for cross-

border consistency by engaging Canadian and Mexican authorities to leverage this Policy within their 

own regulatory framework.  

7 Continual Coordination: NHTSA will coordinate with State partners and other safety stakeholders 

to ensure that the Vehicle Performance Guidance and the Model State Policy sections continue to 

complement each other. 
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Appendix B 

Automated Driving: Legislative and Regulatory Action 

Source: http://www.ncsl.org/research/transportation/autonomous-vehicles-

legislation.aspx#Enacted Autonomous Vehicles Legislation 

Autonomous Vehicles 

Many people consider autonomous vehicles to be a significant part of the future of the 

automotive industry. As the technology for autonomous vehicles continues to develop, it may be 

necessary for state and municipal governments to address the potential impacts of these vehicles 

on the road. 

Sixteen states introduced legislation related to autonomous vehicles in 2015, up from 12 states in 

2014, nine states and D.C. in 2013, and six states in 2012. Since 2012, at least 34 states and D.C. 

have considered legislation related to autonomous vehicles. 
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Latest News 

On Sep. 20, the National Highway and Transportation Safety Administration (NHTSA) issued 

updated guidance for the safe development of highly autonomous vehicles (HAVs). The policy 

update is broken down into four parts – vehicle performance guidelines, model state policy, 

NHTSA’s current regulatory tools and possible new regulatory actions NHTSA believes could 

be helpful in ensuring the safe deployment of HAVs. 

 

NHTSA is clear in its guidance that states retain their traditional responsibilities for vehicle 

licensing and registration, traffic laws and enforcement, and motor vehicle insurance and liability 

regimes and that the model state policy included in NHTSA’s policy release is in no way binding 

on states wishing to take action regarding use of HAVs in their state. 

 

For potential HAV manufacturers, the policy includes a set of 15 best practices regarding the 

safe pre-deployment design as well as development and testing of HAV’s prior to commercial 

sale or operation on public roads. 

 

Separately, NHTSA issued an enforcement bulletin regarding its authority to issue recalls on 

such automated technology. The notice has a particular focus on semi-autonomous technologies 

where the driver can allow the car to take over certain aspects, which NHTSA believes could 

result in increases in distracted driving. 

 

In January 2016, U.S. Transportation Secretary Anthony Foxx unveiled new policy that updates 

the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration's (NHTSA) 2013 preliminary policy 

statement on autonomous vehicles. This announcement was made at the North American 

International Auto Show in Detroit in conjunction with a commitment of nearly $4 billion over 

the next 10 years to accelerate the development and adoption of safe vehicle automation. The 

new policy is designed to facilitate and encourage the development and deployment of 

technologies with the potential to save lives. Within six months, NHTSA will propose guidance 

to industry on establishing principles of safe operation for fully autonomous vehicles. 

 

https://www.transportation.gov/AV/federal-automated-vehicles-policy-september-2016
http://www.nhtsa.gov/About+NHTSA/Press+Releases/dot-initiatives-accelerating-vehicle-safety-innovations-01142016
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State Action 

Nevada was the first state to authorize the operation of autonomous vehicles in 2011. Since then, 

seven other states—California, Florida, Louisiana, Michigan, North Dakota, Tennessee and 

Utah—and Washington D.C. have passed legislation related to autonomous vehicles. Governors 

in Arizona and Massachusetts issued executive orders related to autonomous vehicles. 

Florida’s legislation, passed in 2012, declared the legislative intent to encourage the safe 

development, testing and operation of motor vehicles with autonomous technology on public 

roads of the state and found that the state does not prohibit nor specifically regulate the testing or 

operation of autonomous technology in motor vehicles on public roads. Florida's 2016 legislation 

expands the allowed operation of autonomous vehicles on public roads and eliminates 

requirements related to the testing of autonomous vehicles and the presence of a driver in the 

vehicle. 

Virginia's governor Terry McAuliffe announced in early June 2015 a partnership allowing 

research and development for autonomous vehicles to take place in the state with “Virginia 

Automated Corridors.” 

Arizona’s Governor Doug Ducey signed an executive order in late August 2015 directing various 

agencies to “undertake any necessary steps to support the testing and operation of self-driving 

vehicles on public roads within Arizona.” He also ordered the enabling of pilot programs at 

selected universities and developed rules to be followed by the programs. The order established a 

Self-Driving Vehicle Oversight Committee within the governor’s office. 

Massachusetts Governor Charlie Baker signed an executive order in October 2016, “To Promote 

the Testing and Deployment of Highly Automated Driving Technologies.” The order created a 

working group on AVs and the group is expected to work with experts on vehicle safety and 

automation, work with members of the legislature on proposed legislation, and support 

agreements that AV companies will enter with the state DOT, municipalities and state agencies.  

  

https://governor.virginia.gov/newsroom/newsarticle?articleId=8526
http://azgovernor.gov/file/2660/download?token=nLkPLRi1
http://www.mass.gov/governor/press-office/press-releases/fy2017/exec-order-signed-on-automated-driving-technologies.html
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ENACTED AUTONOMOUS VEHICLES LEGISLATION 

State Bill Number Relevant Provisions Effective Date 

California 
SB 1298 

(2012) 

Requires the Department of the California Highway Patrol to 

adopt safety standards and performance requirements to 

ensure the safe operation and testing of autonomous vehicles, 

as defined, on the public roads in this state. Permits 

autonomous vehicles to be operated or tested on the public 

roads in this state pending the adoption of safety standards 

and performance requirements that would be adopted under 

this bill. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

Sept. 25, 2012. 

California 
AB 

1592 (2016) 

Authorizes the Contra Costa Transportation Authority to 

conduct a pilot project for the testing of autonomous vehicles 

that are not equipped with a steering wheel, a brake pedal, an 

accelerator, or an operator inside the vehicle, if the testing is 

conducted only at specified locations and the autonomous 

vehicle operates at specified speeds. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

Sept. 29, 2016. 

Florida 
HB 1207 

(2012) 

Defines “autonomous vehicle” and “autonomous 

technology.” Declares legislative intent to encourage the safe 

development, testing and operation of motor vehicles with 

autonomous technology on public roads of the state and finds 

that the state does not prohibit or specifically regulate the 

testing or operation of autonomous technology in motor 

vehicles on public roads. Authorizes a person who possesses 

a valid driver's license to operate an autonomous vehicle, 

specifying that the person who causes the vehicle’s 

autonomous technology to engage is the operator. Authorizes 

the operation of autonomous vehicles by certain persons for 

testing purposes under certain conditions and requires an 

instrument of insurance, surety bond or self-insurance prior 

to the testing of a vehicle. Directs the Department of 

Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles to prepare a report 

recommending additional legislative or regulatory action that 

may be required for the safe testing and operation of vehicles 

equipped with autonomous technology, to be submitted no 

later than Feb. 12, 2014. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

April 16, 2012. 

Florida 
HB 599 

(2012) 

The relevant portions of this bill are identical to the substitute 

version of HB 1207. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

April 29, 2012. 

Florida 
HB 7027 

(2016) 

Permits operation of autonomous vehicles on public roads by 

individuals with a valid driver license. This bill eliminates 

the requirement that the vehicle operation is being done for 

testing purposes and removes a number of provisions related 

to vehicle operation for testing purposes. Eliminates the 

requirement that a driver be present in the vehicle. Requires 

autonomous vehicles meet applicable federal safety standards 

and regulations.  

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

April 4, 2016. 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_1251-1300/sb_1298_bill_20120925_chaptered.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/asm/ab_1551-1600/ab_1592_bill_20160830_enrolled.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/asm/ab_1551-1600/ab_1592_bill_20160830_enrolled.pdf
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?FileName=_h1207er.docx&DocumentType=Bill&BillNumber=1207&Session=2012
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?FileName=_h0599er.docx&DocumentType=Bill&BillNumber=0599&Session=2012
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?FileName=_h7027er.docx&DocumentType=Bill&BillNumber=7027&Session=2016
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ENACTED AUTONOMOUS VEHICLES LEGISLATION 

State Bill Number Relevant Provisions Effective Date 

Florida 
HB 7061 

(2016) 

Defines autonomous technology and driver-assistive truck 

platooning technology. Requires a study on the use and safe 

operation of driver-assistive truck platooning technology and 

allows for a pilot project upon conclusion of the study. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

Apr. 14, 2016. 

Louisiana 
HB 1143 

(2016) 

Defines "autonomous technology" for purposes of the 

Highway Regulatory Act. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

June 2, 2016.  

Michigan 
SB 169 

(2013) 

Defines "automated technology," "automated vehicle," 

"automated mode," expressly permits testing of automated 

vehicles by certain parties under certain conditions, defines 

operator, addresses liability of the original manufacturer of a 

vehicle on which a third party has installed an automated 

system, directs state DOT with Secretary of State to submit 

report by Feb. 1, 2016. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

Dec. 20, 2013. 

Michigan 
SB 663 

(2013) 

Limits liability of vehicle manufacturer or upfitter for 

damages in a product liability suit resulting from 

modifications made by a third party to an automated vehicle 

or automated vehicle technology under certain 

circumstances; relates to automated mode conversions. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

Dec. 26, 2013. 

Nevada 
AB 511 

(2011) 

Authorizes operation of autonomous vehicles and a driver’s 

license endorsement for operators of autonomous vehicles. 

Defines “autonomous vehicle” and directs state Department 

of Motor Vehicles (DMV) to adopt rules for license 

endorsement and for operation, including insurance, safety 

standards and testing. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

June 17, 2011. 

Nevada 
SB 140 

(2011) 

Prohibits the use of cell phones or other handheld wireless 

communications devices while driving in certain 

circumstances, and makes it a crime to text or read data on a 

cellular phone while driving. Permits use of such devices for 

persons in a legally operating autonomous vehicle. These 

persons are deemed not to be operating a motor vehicle for 

the purposes of this law. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

June 17, 2011. 

Nevada 
SB 313 

(2013) 

Relates to autonomous vehicles. Requires an autonomous 

vehicle that is being tested on a highway to meet certain 

conditions relating to a human operator. Requires proof of 

insurance;. Prohibits an autonomous vehicle from being 

registered in the state, or tested or operated on a highway 

within the state, unless it meets certain conditions. Provides 

that the manufacturer of a vehicle that has been converted to 

be an autonomous vehicle by a third party is immune from 

liability for certain injuries. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

June 2, 2013. 

http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/Sections/Documents/loaddoc.aspx?FileName=_h7061er.docx&DocumentType=Bill&BillNumber=7061&Session=2016
http://www.legis.la.gov/legis/ViewDocument.aspx?d=1009651
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2013-2014/publicact/pdf/2013-PA-0231.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2013-2014/publicact/pdf/2013-PA-0251.pdf
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/76th2011/Bills/AB/AB511_EN.pdf
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/76th2011/Bills/SB/SB140_EN.pdf
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/77th2013/Bills/SB/SB313_EN.pdf
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ENACTED AUTONOMOUS VEHICLES LEGISLATION 

State Bill Number Relevant Provisions Effective Date 

North Dakota 
HB 1065 

(2015) 

Provides for a study of autonomous vehicles. Includes 

research into the degree that automated motor vehicles could 

reduce traffic fatalities and crashes by reducing or 

eliminating driver error and the degree that automated motor 

vehicles could reduce congestion and improve fuel economy. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

March 20, 2015. 

Tennessee 
SB 598 

(2015) 

Relates to motor vehicles. Prohibits local governments from 

banning the use of motor vehicles equipped with autonomous 

technology. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

April 24, 2015. 

Tennessee 
SB 2333 

(2016) 

Allows a motor vehicle to be operated, or to be equipped 

with, an integrated electronic display visible to the operator 

while the motor vehicle's autonomous technology is engaged. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

March 22, 2016. 

Tennessee 
SB 1561 

(2016) 

Establishes certification program through department of 

safety for manufacturers of autonomous vehicles before such 

vehicles may be tested, operated, or sold; creates a per mile 

tax structure for autonomous vehicles. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

April 27, 2016. 

Utah 
HB 373 

(2015) 

Authorizes the Department of Transportation to conduct a 

connected vehicle technology testing program. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

April 22, 2015. 

Utah 
HB 280 

(2016) 

Requires a study related to autonomous vehicles, including 

evaluating NHTSA and AAMVA standards and best 

practices, evaluating appropriate safety features and 

regulatory strategies and developing recommendations. 

Enacted and 

chaptered on 

March 23, 2016. 

Washington, 

D.C. 

2012 DC B 

19-0931 

Defines "autonomous vehicle” as "a vehicle capable of 

navigating District roadways and interpreting traffic-control 

devices without a driver actively operating any of the 

vehicle’s control systems." Requires a human driver 

"prepared to take control of the autonomous vehicle at any 

moment." Restricts conversion to recent vehicles, and 

addresses liability of the original manufacturer of a converted 

vehicle. 

Enacted and 

effective from 

April 23, 2013. 

  

INTRODUCED 2016 AUTONOMOUS VEHICLE LEGISLATION 

State Bill Relevant Provisions Status as of October 13, 2016 

Alabama S 178 

Authorizes the operation of autonomous motor 

vehicles on the public roads of the state; requires 

testing of autonomous technology and approval by 

the Alabama State Law Enforcement Agency of 

autonomous vehicles authorized to operate; 

requires each autonomous vehicle operated on a 

public road to carry insurance; authorizes the 

agency to create a driver's license endorsement and 

require testing. 

Failed. 

http://www.legis.nd.gov/assembly/64-2015/documents/15-0167-03000.pdf
http://www.capitol.tn.gov/Bills/109/Bill/SB0598.pdf
http://www.capitol.tn.gov/Bills/109/Bill/SB2333.pdf
http://www.capitol.tn.gov/Bills/109/Bill/SB1561.pdf
http://le.utah.gov/~2015/bills/static/HB0373.html
http://le.utah.gov/~2016/bills/static/HB0280.html
http://lims.dccouncil.us/Download/26687/B19-0931-SignedAct.pdf
http://lims.dccouncil.us/Download/26687/B19-0931-SignedAct.pdf
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:AL2016000S178&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=5c72d089cebe326577882daf639f1dc0&mode=current_text
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California A 2866  

Authorizes the operation of an autonomous vehicle 

without a driver in the vehicle not equipped with a 

brake pedal, accelerator pedal, or steering wheel on 

public roads for testing and operation purposes if 

other requirements are met and the operator of the 

vehicle is capable of taking immediate control of 

the vehicle in the event of technology failure or 

other emergency. Requires the adoption of 

conforming regulations. Requires submission of 

the results of testing and operation of these 

vehicles. 

Failed. 

California S 431 

Requires a determination of a reasonable and 

prudent distance between vehicles to take into 

account the present of vehicle automation 

technology in provisions prohibiting a driver from 

following another vehicle too closely. Provides that 

a caravan or motorcade consists of a specified 

number of motor vehicles. 

Failed. 

Georgia S 113 

Creates a new class of motor vehicles to be known 

as autonomous vehicles. Defines autonomous 

technology and autonomous vehicle. Specifies 

requirements to operate an autonomous vehicle. 

Allows the operation of autonomous vehicles on 

public highways for testing purposes. Provides for 

indemnity to vehicle manufacturers in certain 

instances. Allows the regulation of autonomous 

vehicles. 

Failed. 

Hawaii  

  
H 2687 

Authorizes for research and testing purposes the 

operation of autonomous vehicles in the State; 

requires Department of Transportation to establish 

an application and approval process and report 

annually to the Legislature; makes an 

appropriation. 

Failed 

Hawaii S 630 

Allows a person who possesses a valid Hawaii 

driver license to operate an autonomous motor 

vehicle that employs autonomous technology. 

Defines autonomous vehicle and autonomous 

technology. Requires certain safety features. 

Specifies certain conditions for safety testing. 

Failed. 

Illinois H 3136 

Creates the Automated Motor Vehicle Study and 

Report Act; provides that the Secretary of State 

shall conduct a study on the feasibility of the 

operation of automated motor vehicles in the state 

and produce a report on its findings; requires the 

secretary to submit the report and 

recommendations to the governor and the General 

Assembly on or before a certain date; defines 

automated motor vehicle. 

Passed House. In Senate. Pending 

in Senate Committee on 

Assignments. 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/asm/ab_2851-2900/ab_2866_bill_20160411_amended_asm_v97.pdf
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:CA2015000S431&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=03facdae246b3fe893e8c5a05833cff1&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:GA2015000S113&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=19d59f58a7d51d8977723cf05c4125c7&mode=current_text
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/session2016/bills/HB2687_.pdf
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:HI2015000S630&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=f17f46c63e49c23dd24e28f5ce9d3957&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:IL2015000H3136&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=cb82987d2b76892a0295eafda945bd86&mode=current_text
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Massachusetts 

  
H 2977 

Authorizes the operation of autonomous vehicles 

without active control or monitoring by a human 

operator. 

Replaced by new draft, H 4321.  

Massachusetts H 4321 Relates to autonomous vehicles. 
In House Committee on Ways and 

Means. 

Massachusetts S 1841 

Defines autonomous vehicle. Allows operation of 

autonomous vehicles on public roads if the 

manufacturer certifies that all safety standards are 

met. Permits testing by manufacturers on public 

roads. 

Pending, Senate Study Order. 

Maryland 

  
H 8  

Establishes the Task Force to Study Issues Related 

to the Use of Self-Driving Vehicles. Requires the 

task force to determine the most effective and 

appropriate best practices for governing self-

driving vehicles based on a review of specified 

information. Requires the task force to make 

specified recommendations. 

Failed. 

Maryland S 126 

Establishes the Task Force to Study Issues Related 

to the Use of Self-Driving Vehicles. Requires the 

task force to determine the most effective and 

appropriate best practices for governing self-

driving vehicles based on a review of specified 

information. Requires the task force to make 

specified recommendations. 

Failed. 

Michigan S 927 

Prohibits and provides penalties for willfully 

accessing of motor vehicle electronic system to 

destroy, damage, impair, alter, or control the 

vehicle. 

Passed Senate. In House 

Communications and Technology 

Committee. 

Michigan S 928 

Provides sentencing guidelines for crime of 

accessing motor vehicle electronic system to 

destroy, damage, impair, alter, or control the 

vehicle. 

Passed Senate. In House 

Communications and Technology 

Committee. 

Michigan S 995 

Allows for autonomous vehicles under certain 

conditions. Allows operation without a person in 

the autonomous vehicle. 

To Governor. 

Michigan S 996 

Allows for autonomous vehicles under certain 

conditions. Allows operation without a person in 

the autonomous vehicle.  

To Governor. 

Michigan S 997 

Defines automated driving system. Allows for the 

creation of mobility research centers where 

automated technology can be tested. Provides 

immunity for automated technology manufacturers 

when modifications are made without the 

manufacturer's consent. 

To Governor. 

https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:MA2015000H2977&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=b22de1a8d0e4a1df407869c38c738dbc&mode=current_text
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/189/House/H4321
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:MA2015000S1841&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=4723a882cc70ae879ec8bfa086aaa753&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:MD2016000H8&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=336bdca4c5a0b08391d8fca5d992c942&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:MD2016000S126&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=037e54ce695a0d4106e8df5c07619cc6&mode=current_text
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2015-2016/billintroduced/Senate/pdf/2016-SIB-0927.pdf
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/documents/2015-2016/billintroduced/Senate/pdf/2016-SIB-0928.pdf
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(21scscqo5er3flgloxiarkrd))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=2016-SB-0995
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(21scscqo5er3flgloxiarkrd))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=2016-SB-0996
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(bamnnazdms0yflwpjjzlbu24))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=2016-SB-0997
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Michigan S 998 

Exempts mechanics and repair shops from liability 

on fixing automated vehicles. 
To Governor. 

Minnesota H 3325 

Establishes autonomous vehicles task force and 

demonstration project to serve mobility needs of 

people with disabilities; provides support for the 

task force; defines terms; appropriates money. 

  

Failed. 

Minnesota S 2569 

Establishes autonomous vehicles task force and 

demonstration project to serve mobility needs of 

people with disabilities; provides support for the 

task force; defines terms; appropriates money. 

Failed. 

  

New Jersey 

  

  

A 554  

Requires self-driving motor vehicles to be 

equipped with ignition interlock device. 

In Assembly Committee on Law 

and Public Safety. 

New Jersey A 851  

Directs Motor Vehicle Commission to establish 

driver's license endorsement for autonomous 

vehicles. 

In Assembly Committee on 

Transportation and Independent 

Authorities. 

New Jersey A 3745  

Permits testing and use of autonomous vehicles on 

State roadways under certain circumstances. 

In Assembly Transportation and 

Independent Authorities 

Committee. 

New Jersey S 343 

Directs Motor Vehicle Commission to establish 

driver's license endorsement for autonomous 

vehicles. 

In Senate Committee on 

Transportation. 

New York A 31  

Provides for and regulates the operation and testing 

of motor vehicles with autonomous technology. 

In Assembly Committee on 

Transportation. 

New York A 10586 

Directs a study and report on the testing and 

operation of autonomous vehicles on public 

highways and directs the commissioner of the 

department of transportation to take action to 

support such testing and operation. 

In Assembly Committee on 

Transportation. 

New York S 7879 

Specifies that the law requiring at least one hand on 

the steering wheel at all times does not apply if 

driving technology is engaged to perform the 

steering function. 

Passed Senate. Pending in 

Assembly Committee on 

Transportation. 

Ohio H 608 

Authorizes a manufacturer of autonomous vehicles 

or autonomous technology to operate autonomous 

vehicles on public roads and highways in 

accordance with specified requirements. Requires 

the Director of Transportation to produce a report 

discussing whether additional legislative or 

regulatory actions are necessary for purposes of 

ensuring the safe testing of autonomous vehicles. 

In House Transportation and 

Infrastructure Committee. 

http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(bamnnazdms0yflwpjjzlbu24))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=2016-SB-0998
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/text.php?session=ls89&number=HF3325&session_number=0&session_year=2015&version=list
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/text.php?version=latest&session=ls89&number=SF2569&session_year=2016&session_number=0
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:NJ2016000A554&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=07524b3c49bc78df5ff20dc1d54079c5&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:NJ2016000A851&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=df169b4f3bbfe424d271a83d5ea3a575&mode=current_text
http://www.njleg.state.nj.us/2016/Bills/A4000/3745_I1.PDF
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:NJ2016000S343&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=ee866a4f570135b1708aa1dcc283fab4&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:NY2015000A31&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=dfa652b8a0024c888002eb0f8d3b8138&mode=current_text
http://assembly.state.ny.us/leg/?bn=A10586&term=2015
http://assembly.state.ny.us/leg/?bn=S07879&term=2015
https://www.legislature.ohio.gov/legislation/legislation-summary?id=GA131-HB-608
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INTRODUCED 2015 AUTONOMOUS VEHICLE LEGISLATION 

State Bill Number Relevant Provisions 
Status as of May 

26, 2016 

Connecticut CT HB 6344 
Concerns autonomous vehicles. Allows the use of 

autonomous vehicles in Connecticut for testing purposes. 
Failed. 

Georgia GA SB 113 

Creates a new class of motor vehicles to be known as 

autonomous vehicles. Provides for definitions. Provides for 

requirements to operate an autonomous vehicle. Provides 

for the operation of autonomous vehicles on public 

highways for testing purposes. Provides for indemnity to 

vehicle manufacturers in certain instances. Provides for the 

regulation of autonomous vehicles. Provides for a penalty. 

Provides for related matters. Repeals conflicting laws. 

Failed. 

Hawaii HI HB 632 

Authorizes for testing purposes the operation of autonomous 

vehicles in the state of Hawaii. Requires Department of 

Transportation to establish an application and approval 

process and report annually to the Legislature. Makes an 

appropriation. 

Failed. 

Pennsylvania H 2203 

Defines terms related to autonomous vehicles. 

Regulates the testing of autonomous vehicles. 

Allows the adoption of regulations dealing with 

autonomous vehicles. 

In House. 

Pennsylvania S 1268 Provides for autonomous and connected vehicles. 
In Senate Transportation 

Committee. 

Pennsylvania S 1412 

Provides for highly automated and connected 

vehicles.  

In Senate Transportation 

Committee. 

Rhode Island S 2514 

Would permit the use of vehicles equipped with 

autonomous technology on Rhode Island roads 
In Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Tennessee H 1564 

Establishes certification program through 

Department of Safety for manufacturers of 

autonomous vehicles before such vehicles may be 

tested, operated, or sold; creates a per mile tax 

structure for autonomous vehicles. 

Failed. 

Tennessee H 2173 

Allows a motor vehicle to be operated, or to be 

equipped with, an integrated electronic display 

visible to the operator while the motor vehicle's 

autonomous technology is engaged. 

Substituted by SB 2333. 

Virginia H 1372 Defines autonomous vehicles and piloted vehicles. Failed. 

Washington H 2106 

Concerns autonomous vehicle testing within the 

boundaries of Joint Base Lewis-McChord military 

base. 

Failed. 

http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/billInfo/billInfo.cfm?sYear=2015&sInd=0&body=h&type=b&bn=2203
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/billInfo/billInfo.cfm?sYear=2015&sInd=0&body=S&type=B&bn=1268
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/cfdocs/billInfo/billInfo.cfm?sYear=2015&sInd=0&body=S&type=B&bn=1412
http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/billtext16/senatetext16/s2514.pdf
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:TN2015000H1564&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=eb828842c99042bca1364cfb3f228e0c&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:TN2015000H2173&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=8a210409aec168f68aec47312eff61a8&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:VA2016000H1372&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=cf6fe6e7c4196817406da63582d98087&mode=current_text
https://custom.statenet.com/public/resources.cgi?id=ID:bill:WA2015000H2106&ciq=ncsl6&client_md=842c28dc319e8ff0a9600220c44e56f4&mode=current_text
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INTRODUCED 2015 AUTONOMOUS VEHICLE LEGISLATION 

State Bill Number Relevant Provisions 
Status as of May 

26, 2016 

Hawaii HI HB 1458 

Allows autonomous motor vehicles to be operated on any 

road, street, or highway if certain requirements are met. 

Allows for manufacturer testing of autonomous motor 

vehicles on any road, street or highway. 

Failed 

Idaho ID SB 1108 

Amends and adds to existing law. Provides insurance 

requirements. Provides requirements for testing autonomous 

driven vehicles. Provides that autonomous driven vehicles 

shall meet federal standards and regulations. Provides 

requirements for autonomous driven vehicles before testing 

or operation on highways within the state. Provides an 

exemption from liability for manufacturers and dealers. 

Provides that all highways shall be open for testing. 

Failed. 

Maryland MD HB 172 

Establishes the Task Force to Study Issues Related to the 

Use of Self Driving Vehicles. Provides for the composition, 

chair and staffing of the Task Force. Requires the Task 

Force to make specified determinations, review specified 

information, consider specified issues, and make specified 

recommendations related to the use of self driving vehicles. 

Failed. 

Maryland MD SB 778 

Establishes the Task Force to Study Issues Related to the 

Use of Self-Driving Vehicles. Provides for the composition, 

chair, and staffing of the Task Force. Requires the Task 

Force to make specified determinations, review specified 

information, consider specified issues, and make specified 

recommendations related to the use of self-driving vehicles. 

Requires the Task Force to report its findings and 

recommendations to the governor and the General Assembly 

on or before Jan.1, 2017. 

Failed. 

Mississippi MS SB 2676 

Authorizes the use of an autonomous motor vehicle in this 

state. Defines autonomous technology and autonomous 

vehicles. Provides for the safety and control of an 

autonomous vehicle. Provides for endorsement on driver's 

license to operate; for related purposes. 

Failed. 

Missouri MO HB 924 
Allows testing of driverless motor vehicles until Aug. 28, 

2018 
Failed. 

North Carolina NC HB 782 

Directs the Division of Motor Vehicles to study how to 

implement autonomous vehicle technology on the roads and 

highways of this state. 

Failed. 

Oregon OR SB 620 

Establishes process for certifying manufacturers for 

purposes of testing, selling or operating autonomous 

vehicles on highways of state; prescribes vehicle and 

operator requirements for autonomous vehicles. 

Failed. 

Tennessee TN HB 616 
Prohibits local governments from banning the use of motor 

vehicles equipped with autonomous technology. 

Substituted by 

SB 598 
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INTRODUCED 2015 AUTONOMOUS VEHICLE LEGISLATION 

State Bill Number Relevant Provisions 
Status as of May 

26, 2016 

Texas TX HB 933 Creates a border security pilot program. Failed. 

Texas TX SB 1167 Relates to autonomous motor vehicles. Failed. 

Texas TX HB 3690 
Relates to the operation of autonomous motor vehicles by 

the State Department of Transportation. 
Failed. 

Additional Resources 

NCSL Resources 

 Autonomous Vehicle Legisbrief, February 2014 

 State Legislatures, March 2013 Article 

 Transport Report April/May 2014 

State Resources 

 California Department of Motor Vehicles webpage on Autonomous Vehicles 

 Florida Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles Autonomous Vehicles report 

(February 10, 2014) 

 Georgia House Autonomous Vehicle Technology Study Committee report (December 

2014) 

 Pennsylvania Autonomous Vehicles Testing Policy Task Force (June 2016) 

Other Resources 

 University of Michigan Transportation Research Institute Survey on Driver Automation 

Preferences 

 NHTSA policy on Automated Vehicle Development 

 NHTSA Human Factor Evaluation for Automated Vehicles 

 RAND Corporation Autonomous Vehicle Technology: A Guide for Policymakers 

 Automated Vehicle Crash Rate Comparison Using Naturalistic Data: The Virginia Tech 

Transportation Institute released a report that assesses driving risk in the United States 

nationally and for the Google Self-Driving Car Project by considering crash rates reported 

to the police, crash rates for different types of roadways, and scenarios that give rise to 

unreported crashes.  
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