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BYD Says It’ll Pay for Autonomous Crashes, and That
Changes the Conversation
Our Friends · Friday, June 26th, 2026

Chinese automaker BYD just made a promise that no major car company has been willing to make
until now: it’ll assume full financial responsibility for certain crashes caused by its self-driving
system. That’s a striking departure from the industry standard, where the human behind the wheel
gets stuck holding the bag for anything that goes wrong with driver-assistance technology.

The policy only applies in China, at least for now. But it turns a long-running technological debate
into a very real liability question. If software is making split-second driving decisions (when to
brake, when to swerve, when to accelerate through an intersection), should the company that built
that software absorb the risk when those decisions go sideways? BYD seems to think so, and that
alone is enough to rattle the status quo.

The pledge reportedly covers crashes that happen while specific autonomous functions, like BYD’s
Navigate-on-Autopilot, are lawfully engaged. That matters because most automakers aggressively
market their automation features in glossy ads and press events, then bury the legal fine print that
puts ultimate responsibility on the driver. BYD’s decision flips that dynamic, and it’s a market
signal worth paying attention to.

What Exactly Did BYD Promise in China?

BYD’s commitment centers on its “God’s Eye” advanced driver-assistance system. The company
said it would take on full financial responsibility for accidents caused by its urban Navigate-on-
Autopilot or City Navigation function under specific conditions within China, according to reports
from CNEVPost and Gizmodo. The coverage includes vehicle repairs, third-party property
damage, and personal injury losses, with no specified financial cap.

That said, this isn’t a blanket guarantee for every autonomous incident. It’s limited to specific
versions of the “God’s Eye” system and applies only within China. The commitment generally
lasts for one year from the vehicle’s delivery or from the date an existing owner upgrades their
software via an over-the-air update. And here’s an interesting detail: this policy follows a similar
earlier promise from BYD to cover losses arising from incidents involving its intelligent parking
features. So there’s a clear pattern of the company accepting financial risk for its automated
systems, not just a one-off PR stunt.

Think of it more like a warranty-like financial commitment attached to defined functions in a
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specific jurisdiction, not a universal declaration that all autonomy liability now belongs to the
manufacturer. By offering direct compensation, BYD is betting it can boost consumer confidence
in a market where advanced driver-assistance systems are everywhere, but public skepticism still
runs deep. Whether that bet pays off depends on how many claims actually come in, and how
smoothly BYD handles them.

Why Is BYD’s Move So Unusual?

Most consumer-facing systems in the United States remain Level 2 driver-assistance systems, not
truly driverless technology. Sound familiar? That distinction matters more than most people
realize. At Level 2, the human driver is legally required to continuously supervise the vehicle and
be prepared to take the wheel at any moment, even when features like lane-centering or adaptive
cruise control are doing most of the work. Automakers reinforce this through owner’s manuals and
on-screen alerts, effectively making the driver the liable party in a crash.

This standard disclaimer model has created a sharp gap between how automation gets marketed
and where legal responsibility actually lands. A National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration report documented 392 crashes involving Level 2 systems between July 2021 and
May 2022, with 273 of those incidents involving Tesla vehicles. Those numbers illustrate
something uncomfortable: real-world consequences of system limitations combined with human
over-reliance. Public trust remains a major barrier, too. Data from a Pew Research Center survey
indicates that a majority of Americans remain hesitant about driverless technology, with 63% of
U.S. consumers stating they would refuse a ride in a self-driving car if offered the chance. That’s
nearly two out of three Americans saying no thanks.

BYD’s policy directly challenges this norm by publicly shifting financial risk from the consumer to
the corporation for specific system failures. A study by Waymo and Swiss Re found lower claim
rates for Waymo’s driverless operations compared to human-driver baselines, but those findings
apply to a distinct, highly monitored fleet with safety drivers and geofenced routes. BYD’s promise
is aimed at mass-market consumers who buy a car and drive it home, making its liability stance a
genuine differentiator in an increasingly crowded market.

Does This Change How Fault Works in the United States?

Short answer: not automatically. BYD’s policy in China doesn’t rewrite U.S. legal frameworks.
Fault in an American autonomous vehicle crash remains highly case-specific, depending on the
system’s automation level, the warnings provided to the driver, the driver’s behavior, product
design, and the particular state’s laws. A manufacturer’s promise in one country may shift
consumer expectations globally, but it doesn’t touch American tort law.

In the U.S., claims often involve multiple potentially responsible parties. Practical guidance
onÂ car accidents liability involving self-driving vehicles shows how these cases can implicate
manufacturers, software developers, human drivers, or vehicle owners, with outcomes frequently
turning on state-specific rules for comparative fault and the preservation of digital vehicle
evidence. As of early 2026, the National Conference of State Legislatures reports that 29 states
have enacted legislation to permit autonomous vehicle operation to some extent, creating a
patchwork of regulations rather than anything resembling a unified national standard.

Liability theories can range from simple negligence against a human driver to complex product
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liability claims against an automaker or software developer. A case might also involve claims of
failure to warn if a manufacturer didn’t adequately disclose a system’s limitations. If you’re trying
to picture what this looks like in practice, imagine a three-car pileup in which one vehicle’s
autopilot failed to detect a stopped car ahead. The injured parties could go after the driver, the
automaker, the sensor manufacturer, and the software company in a single lawsuit. Not exactly
straightforward.

Parties That May Share Responsibility After an Autonomous Crash

Here’s who could end up on the hook when a self-driving system is involved in a collision:

The human driver, if they failed to monitor the system or used it in ways it wasn’t designed for

(like activating highway autopilot on a residential street)

The manufacturer that designed or sold a defective vehicle or software

A software developer whose code malfunctioned or contained a critical error, perhaps one that

only surfaces under specific weather conditions

The fleet operator who failed to maintain, update, or properly train users on the vehicle

The vehicle owner who ignored recalls, system warnings, or published operating limits

How Do American Courts and Insurers View Autonomous
Crashes?

Insurers and courts in the U.S. continue to analyze autonomous crashes using established legal
frameworks, which means they determine fault by investigating the facts, applying relevant state
laws, and interpreting insurance policy language. A manufacturer’s public promise to pay for
certain claims in another country isn’t a substitute for this fact-finding process. Instead,
investigators ask the same traditional questions they’d ask in any crash, just with more complex
technology layered on top.

So what do those questions actually look like? Was the human driver expected to intervene? Was
the software defective? Did the manufacturer provide clear warnings about the system’s limits?
Was the system being used outside its intended operational design domain (say, a highway-only
feature activated on city streets)? Many states use a comparative fault system, which can apportion
liability among multiple parties. For example, a driver might be found 20% at fault for inattention,
while a manufacturer is found 80% at fault for a defective sensor. The math gets granular.

This case-by-case approach differs fundamentally from BYD’s policy, which creates a more
predictable (if limited) path to compensation. The following table breaks down the key distinctions
between how BYD handles things in China and how it typically works in the U.S.

Issue BYD Policy in China Typical U.S. Approach

Initial financial
responsibility

BYD covers certain losses when
covered functions cause a crash

Fault investigated case by case among all
involved parties

Role of driver
May be reduced under specific covered
scenarios

Often still central, especially in Level 2
systems requiring supervision

Legal framework
Tied to a corporate policy and Chinese
compensation structure

Varies by state tort law, product liability
statutes, and insurance rules

Scope
Limited to specific systems, software
updates, and one-year periods

Depends on facts, vehicle type, software
version, warnings, and conduct
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Evidence needed
Likely proof of system use and
eligibility under company policy

Crash reports, data logs, system warnings,
maintenance history, expert analysis

Why Digital Evidence May Matter More Than Ever

The rise of automated driving systems has fundamentally changed what a crash investigation looks
like. Fault isn’t determined solely by witness testimony, police reports, and skid marks on the
pavement anymore. Instead, responsibility often hinges on digital evidence generated and stored by
the vehicle itself. If you’ve ever watched a dashcam compilation on YouTube, you’ve seen a tiny
fraction of what modern cars actually record; the full picture includes data most drivers don’t even
know exists.

That evidence can include information from an event data recorder, camera feeds, sensor logs, GPS
traces, software version history, and driver-monitoring data. These records can show whether an
automated feature was engaged, whether the driver’s hands were on the wheel, or whether the
system issued an alert that a human ignored. In other words, a crash investigation increasingly
resembles a software and systems audit rather than a traditional accident reconstruction.

Here’s where it gets tricky, though. Vehicle logs can be overwritten, sometimes within days.
Access to proprietary data is often controlled by the manufacturer, and obtaining it can require
legal action. Ask any attorney who’s handled one of these cases, and they’ll tell you the same
thing: you need to formally demand the preservation of this data immediately after a crash. Waiting
even a week can mean the key evidence proving whether a system malfunction or human error
caused the collision has already been erased. That’s a problem the legal system is still catching up
to.

Could BYD’s Decision Pressure U.S. Automakers and
Lawmakers?

BYD’s policy is currently limited to China, but its ripple effects could reach across the global
automotive industry. It may raise the bar on consumer expectations, pressuring U.S. and European
automakers to give clearer answers about who pays when their widely advertised driver-assistance
systems fail. And yes, there’s a catch for the industry: once one major manufacturer publicly
accepts this kind of responsibility, competitors look worse for not doing the same. That kind of
pressure could also push insurers to develop new products that more precisely allocate risk among
drivers, manufacturers, and software providers.

Legislatures and regulators may face renewed calls for clearer rules as well. The current state-by-
state approach to autonomous vehicle regulation in the U.S. has created real inconsistencies. Future
legislation may need to address standards for automation-level disclosures, minimum insurance
requirements, and rules governing access to vehicle data after a crash. California already requires
companies testing autonomous vehicles to carry $5 million in insurance coverage, as noted in
reporting on the requirement, which gives you a sense of the financial stakes involved.

Reported crash data remains a genuine point of contention, underscoring the significant uncertainty
that persists in this space. Safety reports offer contrasting viewpoints on driverless technology: one
study notes that autonomous models experience 9.1 accidents per million miles, compared to just
4.1 for standard cars, yet a separate evaluation of NHTSA records reveals that self-driving systems
were entirely to blame in only 4% of collisions involving other drivers or pedestrians. Those
conflicting statistics aren’t just confusing for consumers; they underscore the need for standardized
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reporting and a more nuanced public understanding of how the technology actually performs on
real roads.

What This Means for Drivers, Victims, and the Future of
Liability

BYD’s announcement is a landmark moment because it reframes the public conversation from
whether autonomous systems can drive to who should bear the cost when they fail. It signals a
willingness by at least one major manufacturer to accept financial responsibility as a cost of
innovation and a tool for building consumer trust. In practical terms, this approach treats
autonomous system failures less like driver error and more like a product defect covered by the
company that built it.

In the United States, however, the answer to the liability question remains fragmented.
Responsibility after a crash involving an automated system is likely to be shared among drivers,
manufacturers, software developers, and vehicle owners. Legal outcomes will continue to depend
on specific facts, preserved digital evidence, and state-specific rules rather than a single blanket
promise from an automaker. Not the tidy resolution anyone was hoping for, but that’s the reality of
a legal system still adapting to technology that evolves faster than legislation.

The bigger takeaway? The more that cars behave like software platforms (with over-the-air
updates, cloud-connected sensors, and AI-driven decision-making), the more crash law will need to
grapple with the complexities of code, data retention, and product responsibility. BYD’s policy
may not be the final answer, but it’s changed the questions being asked. And for anyone who’s
ever been in a crash with a car that was supposed to be driving itself, those questions couldn’t
come soon enough.
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