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1 – Preamble  

 

The trade welcomes the commencement of the review to be conducted, as set out in the 

letter from Cllr. Cherrett – 7th May, 2010 – which fulfils the undertaking given by Cllr. 

Steve Nelson in April, 2008, during the negotiations between the trade and the Council, 

when setting licence fees for 2008/09. 

 

We set out in our letter to Cllr. Cherrett of 10th May, 2010, certain observations regarding 

the background to the concerns the trade has in relation to aspects of the operation of 

the Transportation Licensing function and ‘value for money’. 

 

Because these matters were the ‘trigger’ for the initial offer from Cllr.Nelson that a 

review would be carried out, and the primary importance they have for the trade, we 

have not, in this submission, thought it appropriate to comment on the supplementary 

issues now added to the Select Committee’s review agenda, as set out in Cllr. Cherrett’s 

letter. 

 

We wish to address the matters noted in the Minute of the Select Committee (March 

2010) and which was referred to the Cabinet:- 

 

   ‘that issues raised by the taxi trade in relation to value for money of the taxi 

    licensing function be considered at a future meeting of the Committee’ 

 

Therefore, this submission is presented by the persons and bodies noted below – 

Section 7 - without prejudice to any of them making a further and separate 

representation in respect of the additional matters now noted in Cllr. Cherrett’s letter. 

 

Sources of data 

 

All data quoted in this submission or attached as appendices have been provided by the 

authority noted, either pursuant to Freedom of Information requests, Public Inspection of 

accounts under the Audit Commission Regulations, informally in response to written or 

verbal requests OR is publicly available information – committee papers, agenda, 

minutes or reports. 
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2 – Background 

 

i) Fee revisions 

 

The trade has been concerned for many years that proposals to increase 

fees and charges are not subject to independent review when formal 

objections are entered under s70 (3) of the Local Government 

(Miscellaneous Provisions ) Act 1976. 

 

We believe the delegation of power to an Officer to determine any 

variation of fees after taking into consideration any objections entered 

by any member of the public or trade can not be considered transparent 

or fair where the officer making such a determination is the head of the 

overall function within which taxi licensing administration is carried 

out.  

 

Accordingly, we believe the final determination of fees should be 

delegated to the Licensing Committee. 

 

ii) Scrutiny of accounts 

 

The trade has, since 2004 (Accounts for 2003/04), exercised the 

 rights granted to any Interested person to inspect and challenge   

 the Council’s annual statement of accounts, including any 

 supporting or subsidiary accounting information. 

 

 It was the initial scrutiny of accounts for 2003/04 and an objection 

 raised in respect of accounting practice that resulted in the  

 Council ‘recognising’ in its accounts a surplus of income over  

 expenditure on the Transportation Licensing Account.  

  

A sum of over £44,000 was credited to a Balance sheet reserve  

 account which enabled the Council to increase fees to only a 

 reduced extent over following years. 

 

 However, the trade was concerned when certain ‘new’ charges  

 and costs were then recovered from the Transportation Licensing 
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 Account in the years following, some of which we challenged at 

 subsequent inspections. 

 

In addition, over the past 6 years we have been concerned at the number of 

instances of inappropriate allocation of costs to the account. 

 

It is not acceptable that errors of the nature revealed should occur. 

 

In some cases it appeared that the licensing fees account was considered a 

convenient source of funding for matters not relevant to taxi licensing or costs 

which cannot be recovered under the terms of the Act. 

 

iii) Referrals to the District Auditor 

 

On three occasions the trade has written to the District Auditor following the 

Public Inspection of Accounts. 

 

In 2006 the Auditor stated he had not received our letter and consequently 

our Objection (Accounts 2005/06) was ‘out of time’, when we asked the 

Auditor for his response. 

 

In September, 2007 we lodged a formal Objection to the Council’s accounts 

for 2006/07, citing various items of expense which we believed were not 

appropriate to be charged to the Transportation Licensing account and 

asking the Auditor to consider aspects of the operation of Transportation 

Licensing in relation to ‘best value’ and   benchmarking, in the light of the 

considerable variance in fees charged in Stockton - on - Tees Borough 

Council compared to many other authorities. 

 

Following discussions at the Audit Commission offices, the Auditor, Mr. S. 

Nicklin agreed to write to the Council and highlight certain matters; in 

particular our concerns regarding the apparent lack of independence in the 

procedure for considering Objections to fee increases. That correspondence 

was private between the Auditor and the Council. 

 

In 2009, following the Public Inspection of the Accounts (for 2008/09), we 

again lodged a formal objection to the Council’s Annual Accounts. 
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Although our objection was considered by the Auditor not to fall within the 

terms of the matters she was legally obliged to consider as requiring a formal 

response from her, a protracted correspondence  

                  and formal interview took place between trade representatives and 

                  the Auditor’s staff investigating our concerns. 

 

The Auditor did not uphold our view that levels and items of costs charged to 

the accounts were ‘prima facie’ unreasonable but she accepted our concerns 

were valid in relation to the presentation of   accounting data for 2008/09 – 

that it was not transparent and did not allow the trade to understand the 

extent and reasons for the actual result for 2008/09. This was in particular 

due to the revision of the timing of licence renewals following the discussions 

held at the time of the setting of the fees for 2008/09. 

 

The Auditor did recommend to the Council – in his letter to  

Mr. N. Schneider, 4th February, 2010- that more information on future costs 

and income be provided to the trade and that the Council consider further:- 

 

   ….’Secondly, the Council should continue to seek information on 

comparative costs from other authorities to help to identify if there are any 

further opportunities to reduce costs and licensing fees within the Borough.’ 

   

                   Some summarised data on future costs and income was 

                   published in the Council’s Trade Times newsletter to the trade 

                   in May, 2010 advising the revenue account outturn projections    

                   for the next three years to 2012/13, indicating no expectation of 

                   a need to increase fees other than a very small increase for 

                   driver licences. 

 

                   As for the information on comparative costs/fees of other 

                   Councils, if these have been obtained, we are not aware of  

                   any findings or which, if any,  authorities have been contacted. 
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3 - Introduction 

 

The trade has serious concerns in relation to the operation of the Transportation 

Licensing function, both with respect to the ‘business processes’ of the function – 

grant, renewal and administration of licence applications -  which we regard as 

being prolonged and bureaucratic.  

 

AND 

 

The level of fees demanded by the Council for the various taxi related licences 

issued and charges made for sundry activities – licence transfers etc. 

   

By comparison with other large authorities (see below – Section 4) Stockton has some 

of the highest fees for the grant and renewal of licences. 

 

We have included comparative data on operational costs for Stockton and two other 

large authorities and believe this indicates that the case for a full and independent 

review of the basis of charging costs to the account is demonstrably clear. 

 

The data included in our submission indicates that Stockton has operational costs for 

taxi licensing almost double those of comparable authorities – see below. 

 

The trade has drawn attention to this disparity over many years without meaningful 

response from the Council. It is to be noted however, that following our utilisation of the 

rights to inspect the Council’s accounts, we have uncovered errors of accounting 

treatment  of costs and expense allocation which have in some measure resulted in the 

fees demanded being increased by only a relatively small amount over the past five 

years. It is therefore all the more concerning that the fees charged by Stockton remain 

substantially higher than elsewhere, despite certain licence fees remaining almost static. 

 

The methods of determining the allocation of cost to the Transportation account, 

particularly in relation to staffing, are in our opinion neither robust nor reasonable. 

 

We do not believe it should be necessary that the trade carry out a detailed scrutiny of 

the Council’s accounts each year in order to verify that costs being recovered are 

reasonable and appropriate for charging to the account. 
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In our submission we have noted the high cost of licences and sundry charges levied by 

Stockton in comparison to other authorities both locally and elsewhere in the north of 

England. 

 

We have produced detailed analysis of costs charged to licensing cost centres for taxis 

in Stockton and in two ‘benchmark’ authorities. These have been set out in tables with 

comments below. They show that the level of costs attributed to licensing accounts of 

the relevant councils vary greatly between Stockton and the comparators and this 

suggests that there must be reasons beyond statistical margin of error and differences 

of charging policy. The comparator authorities are not recording costs or levying fees 

significantly lower than many similar-sized authorities. 

 

We have drawn attention in examples below to the areas of concern we have in relation 

to the ‘business processes’ of the Council when administering the licensing functions it 

has chosen to adopt. It is clear from enquiries we have made that other councils have 

operational methods which incur much less effort on the part of staff and are more ‘user 

friendly’ for licensees. 

 

We also draw attention to our continuing concerns in respect of the transparency of the 

Council’s procedures for the setting of fees as well as our belief that there is not 

sufficient internal scrutiny of the Transportation Licensing budget which has been found 

to have been debited with costs not appropriate for recovery from the fees paid by 

licensees. The lack of detailed analysis of income received and coding errors by Council 

staff calls into question whether there is any ‘in year’ monitoring of the financial 

operation of the Licensing accounts generally. 

 

In a time of severe financial stringency for all, the trade has concerns that the lack of 

transparent and reliable financial data will prevent fees being considered properly when 

subject to review. 

 

We believe the improved efficiency that the government seeks in future should ‘filter 

down’ to the operational cost of licensing to the benefit of licensees. With that in mind it 

is important that the costing systems and rigour of the processing of financial data is 

assured and enjoys the confidence of those expected to bear the costs of the particular 

function. 
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4 - Key issues 

 

i) Comparative fees and charges for licences. 

 

We show below the licence fees currently demanded by the comparator councils and 

Stockton, for the renewal of various licences. The substantially higher fees charged by 

Stockton are the focus of the concerns of all sectors of the trade. 

 

Licence type                       SBC                Calderdale           North Tyneside 

 

                         2005         2009                2010/11                  2010/11 -Proposed 

                            £               £                         £                              £ 

 

HC                   345             395 *                   144 *                      215 *(excl Tests) 

 

PHV                 270             395 *                  144 *                      215 * 

 

Driver                 

 

Single                65               70                  90/69 >>  1/3 yr            45 

 

Combined  

HC and PHV      80               85                 129/104 >>                   60 

 

Operator                                                                      

                                                                                    Flat fee       300 

Scaled fee  

No. of vehicles 

       1               131            175                       88                               - 

       2               213            250                      152    (2 – 10) 

    3-7               489            645                      181   (11 – 20) 

    8-12             710            920                      218   (more than 20) 

      { 

         } 

 38 – 42           2155         2570         

                               

                               (Plus £275 each additional band – 5 cars)  
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Commentary 

 

The table above illustrates the significant variance in fees charged by the three councils. 

 

There is no guidance issued on the setting of fees or any relativity between them, 

therefore the differences between authorities in respect of type of licence are not  

amenable to objective comment. 

 

However, the total cost to an individual is a significant matter. Fees are in one sense 

simply a ‘means to an end’ – the recovery of an amount of anticipated cost which any 

individual authority will seek to recover. 

 

No national statistical records are available for purposes of comparison. Indeed the 

variance in the approach of councils to setting fees often makes direct comparison, 

without substantial explanatory notes, meaningless. 

 

Therefore we have not devoted any significant effort to analysis of fees charged and 

have directed our comments to the resource/ costs devoted or attributed to licensing of 

taxis, drivers and operators. 

 

Notwithstanding the above comments it should be noted that the cost to licence 

and drive/operate a vehicle in Stockton is substantially higher than in the other 

two areas. 

 

Note – the cost to licensees for vehicle testing has been excluded above. 

 

All three authorities have broadly similar fees for testing of vehicles but with some 

variance in the periodicity of testing according to age of vehicle. 

 

i) Comparative costs – ratio analysis with other large authorities. 

 

The basis on which councils may charge fees for the grant and renewal of licences in 

relation to taxis, operators and drivers is contained in SS53 and 70 of the Local 

Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976. This is conditioned to the extent that 

Councils may only recover up to the reasonable cost of the carrying out of the functions 

set out in the enabling Act. 

 



Stockton- on-Tees Borough Council 

Housing and Community Safety Select Committee 

Review of Regulatory Services - Taxi licensing – operation and ‘value for money’ 

Submission by certain trade members. – 2 July, 2010 

In addition we take the view that licensees are entitled to expect that councils in 

discharging functions that are adoptive powers are under a ‘duty of care’ to licensees to 

seek to conduct those functions with due regard to financial efficiency and the needs of 

the licensees for an accessible and responsive service. 

 

It has been a concern of the trade in Stockton for many years that this is demonstrably 

not the case and that in comparison with other authorities the Council has costs and 

consequently licence fees which are almost double those in similar - sized authorities. 

 

We have assembled a considerable amount of data drawn from the published accounts 

and committee reports of Stockton and two other authorities and would ask the Scrutiny 

Panel to give careful attention to the information presented, which we believe 

demonstrates clearly the basis of our concerns. 

 

Tabular information 

 

Table 1 – Stockton – Four year summary account. 

 

The table indicates that in a period of low inflation, costs charged /recovered from the 

licensees have increased considerably. The anticipated distortion in 2008/09, when two 

licences were issued for each vehicle in May/June 2008 and  

October/November 2008 did not ‘drop out’ of the account in the following year and 

further increases in costs allocated have raised the total cost base by some 34% in the 

period from 01 04 2007 to 31 03 2010. 

 

Table 2 – Comparative licensing costs information 2007/08 – 2009/10.  

 

The table illustrates the number of licences anticipated to be issued for 2009/10 and the 

average resource expended by each of three authorities per licence issued. 

 

(NB this is an average taking all licences together – Tables 5 and 6 below show the 

relative percentages of each type of licence within the authority and in comparison to the 

others. There is not a great difference between Stockton and the others that might 

explain the significantly higher cost of processing licences and supervising licence 

holders in Stockton). 

 

 



Stockton- on-Tees Borough Council 

Housing and Community Safety Select Committee 

Review of Regulatory Services - Taxi licensing – operation and ‘value for money’ 

Submission by certain trade members. – 2 July, 2010 

Tables 3 and 4 – Three year and four year average costs of licensing per licence 

 

The tables show that the resources devoted to each licence in issue, to cover grant, 

renewal, administration and supervision of licence holders, is demonstrably greater in 

Stockton. There is no evidence to suggest the other authorities have either a benevolent 

approach to recovering the costs of licensing or an unrealistically low input of resources 

into enforcement. 

 

Tables 5 and 6 – Details of licence numbers in issue (01 04 10) and three/four year 

average resource usage. 

 

The information shown indicates the weighting of licences by types and the relationship 

between the authorities in respect of licensing administration costs. 

 

Vehicle testing costs have been excluded from the comparator authorities results to 

bring them into line with Stockton, where garage test fees are accounted for outside the 

Transportation licensing account. 

 

Tables 7 and 8 -   Detailed analysis of the Stockton Transportation Licensing 

Account 2005 to 2011 – Three-year and four-year summaries. 

 

These show the actual expenditures recorded in the Council’s management accounting 

system. It is to be noted that there has been a relentless increase in expenditure despite 

very low inflationary pressure in the economy generally. 

 

The understandable ‘spike’ in certain costs in 2008/09, attributable to the revision of the 

annual vehicle licence renewal dates, that entailed all cars being licensed twice within 

the financial year has not proven to be a temporary ‘blip’ in the accounts. 

 

For 2009/10 and 2010/11 gross expenditure exceeds 2008/09 – a year when 

considerable additional costs were incurred for the purchase of extra licence plate sets. 

We are concerned that an accounting ’windfall’ within 2008/09, when 17 months licence 

fees from vehicle proprietors were taken to account in12 months seems  to have been 

answered by a significant escalation in spending in subsequent years. 
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Tables 9 10 and 11 –Three year and four year individual and average cost 

schedules. 

 

These tables show the moving trend in costs of licensing for all three authorities.   

 

iii)    Operational systems and time taken to process licence applications. 

 

The trade is particularly concerned that whilst  its members have to pay some of the 

highest total fees to licence themselves and their vehicles they often also suffer delays 

in obtaining licences or processing changes of vehicles. 

 

This can be particularly important where vehicles are written-off in accidents or through 

mechanical failure and need to be replaced urgently. 

 

Members will appreciate that for many individuals their vehicle is their only source of 

income and prolonged delay in replacing a vehicle in an emergency can be extremely 

stressful and costly. 

 

Stockton Council charges significantly higher fees for the transfer of a licence from one 

proprietor to another and for the substitution of an existing vehicle by the same 

proprietor - excluding the testing of a replacement vehicle that is carried out by another 

department of the Council,  

 

We do not understand how the Council can justify a fee of £100  and £115  to carry out 

the recording of the information needed to amend its records which are already in 

existence in a computerised system. 

 

Operator licensing – fees for variation in the number of vehicles operated. 

 

We do not believe the Council should require an additional fee where vehicles are 

transferred in the Council’s records to note the fact that a particular vehicle is now being 

employed at a different office. 

 

If an operator licence fee has been paid in respect of the total number of vehicles 

licensed at the 1st December (annual renewal date for operators) then we do not believe 

it is reasonable to demand further fees when individual proprietors choose to move 

between Operators. 
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The absolute increase in number of private hire vehicles licensed is small in any year 

and given that all other vehicles will have been accounted for at renewal of operator 

licences it seems the Council in many cases is receiving a fee twice or more in a year in 

respect of the same vehicle. 

 

The Council seems to see any minor change in the ‘taxi licensing profile’ of the Borough 

as an opportunity to collect a fee. It should be noted that refunds of Operator licence 

fees are not available except in exceptional circumstances and then refunds are only 

offered for whole quarters of the unexpired licence period and subject of a significant 

administration fee to process the refund. 

 

Stockton is unusual in demanding variation fees mid-term for increases in numbers of 

vehicles operated and this reinforces the perception of the trade that the Council seeks 

only to maximise income without reference to the actual work/effort involved in recording 

these administrative details 

 

Administrative processes – comparison with other authorities. 

 

We have contacted a number of authorities and set out below the information provided 

in respect of the process and usual timeframe within which licences are granted or 

renewed: 

 

Hartlepool Borough Council 

 

Replacement Vehicle/ New Vehicle Applications: 

 

Stage One 

Applications (available on-line) received with completed documentation, vehicle 

registration document, MOT, Certificate of Compliance and payment processed 

and completed within 3 days*. Applicant must contact vehicle inspection depot 

and arrange appointment. Appointments usually available with 2-5 days.  

 

Stage Two. 

Upon successful completion of inspection, vehicle issued with license plates and 

decals from Council office however the vehicle must be presented for visual 

inspection by an authorised officer immediately prior to the licence being issued. 
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The Council will accept a vehicle registration document copy. In the case of 

new vehicles, a sales invoice will suffice however the registration document 

must be produced within six weeks*. 

 

Total length of time for completion of application by licensing section: 3 days* 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 2 

 

Renewal of Vehicle License. 

 

Reminder letter and application form (available on-line) sent to proprietor one 

month prior to expiry of old license. Must be completed and returned together 

with DVLA registration document, MOT, insurance and payment.  New vehicle 

plate(s) and paper counter-part available for collection within 7 days. No other 

decals required. Proprietor required to complete license surrender form. 

 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 2 

 

Renewal of Drivers Licenses 

 

Applicant issued with reminder for renewal of drivers license one month prior to 

expiry of current license.  Applicant must provide DVLA driving license, proof of 

residence and completed application form and payment. New licenses available 

for collection Tuesdays and Fridays.  

 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 2 

 

*Hartlepool Borough Council Taxi Licensing Policy. 

 

 

Middlesbrough Borough Council 

 

Replacement Vehicle/ New Vehicle Applications: 

 

Stage One 

Applications (available on-line) received with completed documentation, vehicle 

registration document, MOT and payment will be processed upon receipt at 

reception. Vehicle decals prepared by Council. Applicant provided with 
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appointment for vehicle to be examined at Council depot. Appointments subject 

to availability, usually within 5 days of application.  

 

Stage Two. 

Upon successful completion of vehicle inspection, proprietor issued with license 

plates and decals on the same day. Where license plates cannot be prepared, 

proprietor issued with letter of authority allowing use of vehicle until such time as 

license plates are available. 

 

The Council will accept a vehicle registration document copy. In the case of 

new vehicles, a sales invoice showing the full vehicle details will suffice*. 

 

Total length of time for completion of application: 2 – 5 days 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 2 

 

(NB. In exceptional circumstances vehicles can be licensed within 48hrs). 

 

Vehicle License Renewal. 

 

Reminder and application form sent to proprietor one month prior to expiry of old 

license. Also available on-line. Must be completed and returned together with 

DVLA registration document, MOT, insurance and payment.  New vehicle plate(s) 

and paper counter-part available for collection within 7 days. No other decals 

required. Where it was not possible to prepare the ‘new’ plates within this time, 

proprietor issued with letter of authority allowing use of vehicle for public /private 

hire until such time as plates are available. Proprietor required to complete 

license surrender form. 

 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 1 

 

Renewal of Drivers Licenses 

 

Applicant sent appointment and renewal application for drivers license one month 

prior to expiry of current license.  Applicant must provide DVLA driving license, 

proof of residence and offer of employment (if applicable). Applicant must 

surrender expired drivers licenses. Successful applicants issued with new license 

(with digital photograph provided by Council) and paper counter-part.  
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Total length of time taken to inspect documents and issue drivers badge and 

paper counter-part: 15-30mins. 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 1 

 

 

Redcar & Cleveland Council 

 

Replacement Vehicle/ New Vehicle Applications: 

 

Stage One 

Applications (available on-line) received with completed documentation, vehicle 

registration document*, MOT and payment will be processed upon receipt at 

reception. Vehicle decals prepared by Council. Applicant provided with 

appointment for vehicle to be inspected at Council depot. Appointments usually 

available with 2-7 days of application.  

 

Stage Two. 

Upon successful completion of inspection, vehicle issued with license plates and 

decals. 

 

Total length of time for completion of application 2 – 7 days 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 2 

 

Renewal of Vehicle License 

 

Proprietor issued with reminder letter one month prior to expiry of current license. 

Application form  also available on-line. Must be completed and returned together 

with DVLA registration document, MOT, insurance and payment.  New vehicle 

plate(s) and paper counter-part available for collection within 7 days. No other 

decals required. Old license plates must be surrendered. 

 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 2 

 

Renewal of Drivers Licenses 

 

Applicant issued with reminder for renewal of drivers license one month prior to 

expiry of current license.  Applicant must provide DVLA driving license, proof of 
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residence and completed application form and payment. Applications can be 

made by post. New licenses available for collection in person by contacting 

Council.  

 

Number of visits required to licensing section: 1 

*Informal data suggests the Council will license vehicles where a copy of the 

vehicle registration document is provided thereby allowing use of the vehicle until 

such time as a new registration document is available.  

 

 

Stockton Borough Council 
 

Replacement Vehicle / New Vehicle Applications: 
 

Stage One  
 

At the time of writing, no application forms were available on-line. 
 

Application packs must be obtained from Council office. Completed and returned 
to Council together with original vehicle registration document (showing the 
proprietors details), MOT, Certificate of Compliance and proof of payment 
(payment made at separate Council department). 

 
Stage Two 

 
Vehicle license plates, decals and paper license counter-part available for 
collection 5 working days later. Proprietor may be requested to present vehicle 
at Council office for window ‘tint test’. All old license plates must be returned (if 
applicable) and proprietor required to complete license surrender document (if 
applicable). 

 
Total length of time for completion of application 5 – 8 days* 
Number of visits required to licensing section: 3 

 
*The vehicle registration document must be original showing the 
proprietors name and address details. No other document (i.e. sales 
receipt) will be accepted. For proprietors wanting to replace a damaged 
vehicle or one that is uneconomical to repair, this could mean a delay of up 
to six weeks for DVLA to amend and/or provide a new registration 
document. 
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Renewal of Vehicle License. 
 

Stage one. 
No reminder issued (as of Sept 2009). Applicant must provide completed renewal 
application form, proof of payment (to separate Council department), DVLA 
registration document, MOT and Insurance two weeks prior to expiry of current 
license. It is a requirements that ALL documents must be produced irrespective of 
document expiry dates e.g. MOT certificates. 

 
Stage Two 
Licenses / plates / decals available for collection in person from licensing office. 
All old plates must be returned. Proprietor required to complete license surrender 
documents.  

 
Number of visits required to licensing section: 2-3 

  
Renewal of Drivers Licenses 
No reminder issued. Applicant forms available from Council. Must be completed 
and return together with DVLA driving license, proof of payment (at separate 
Council department) and photographs. New licenses available for collection 3 
working days later. Applicant must surrender old badges.  

 
Number of visits required to licensing section: 3 

 
We hope this provides some reference for members of  the Panel in considering our 

concerns with respect to the business processes currently in place in Stockton. 

 

iv) – Fee setting and budgetary process. 

 

The trade welcomed the decision to transfer the date for renewal of vehicle licences to 

September/October in each year. The rationale for this was clear; that the setting of fees 

could be considered with the benefit of the financial results for the previous financial 

year. Since 2008/09 financial year the Council has not proposed any increase in fees, 

however this can be attributed to the ‘windfall’ additional fee income received in that 

year, which resulted in a substantial surplus on the year’s account, because almost 17 

months vehicle licence income was taken to revenue in a 12 month period. 

 

The treatment of this matter was the subject of our complaint to the District Auditor in 

September, 2009 and the Auditor recognised the concerns we had in relation to 

understanding the true position for the financial year 2008/09. 
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The Council does not produce any analysis of the income received by licence type in its 

main management accounting reports, therefore we have not seen the results and 

variance, if any, between anticipated (budgeted) income and actual outturn. 

 

We have been offered a mass of raw data in the past but the number of obvious coding 

errors in the data begs the question as to whether the Function management has any 

accurate information with respect to income derived from particular licences. 

 

When proposing fee increases we believe the Council should present a budget showing 

the financial effect of the proposed increases in the context of the overall budget for 

Transportation Licensing. 

 

We note the intention, reported in the Trade Times recently (May, 2010), that fees are 

not expected to be varied at present except for a small increase in Driver licence fees. 

 

This raises the prospect of a fee increase being imposed by administrative action, 

without consultation, as there is no statutory requirement to advertise increases in driver 

licence fees. 

 

We would hope that the Council would take the opportunity offered by the availability of 

recent annual financial results to consider the benefits of offering an option of a three-

year driver licence to achieve the substantial reduction in administrative effort which 

would follow such a move. The relevant legislation permits such a longer licence period 

and we would urge the Scrutiny Panel to include this as a recommendation to Cabinet. 

 

The trade does not believe that the grant or renewal of a licence for such longer period 

poses any threat to the Council’s ability to monitor driver’s conduct. The Council could 

issue an annual declaration, for completion by drivers, confirming that any convictions 

imposed on them since last renewal have been declared. Taken together with the 

information obtained from CRB Enhanced Disclosure renewals, police information 

provided under the Notifiable Employments Regulations and informal information, 

together with inspection of the driver’s DVLA licence/ D9 counterpart, ought not to 

increase any risk to public safety AND will produce significant savings for licence 

holders. 
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5 – Continuing concerns. 

 

i) Past action and unresolved issues 

 

The trade has, since examining the 2003/04 accounts, been concerned by the regular 

evidence of inappropriate allocation of costs into the Transportation Licensing Account. 

Whilst the Council has agreed to the establishment of a  

Reserve account for the activity it is still a matter of concern that substantial errors are 

often only corrected by our exercising scrutiny over the account. 

 

We believe that the transactions recorded on the account should be monitored by the 

Function management to ensure incorrect coding or misuse of the account is detected 

and corrected. 

 

The Council does not maintain full cost centre accounting for the other licensing 

activities it carries out and therefore we are unable to consider the actual results 

for those licences which might call into question the reliability of the apportionment of 

costs between various licensing activities. 

 

The Council has a statutory duty to ensure it does not charge more for licences issued 

under the Gambling Act than the costs of their administration and in respect of other 

miscellaneous licences these are subject to the judgement in R v Manchester City 

Council, ex p King (1991) 89 LGR 696, DC. 

In the absence of detailed accounting information for these activities we do not have 

confidence that common costs are fairly apportioned. 

 

ii) Cost allocations and determination. 

 

Further to our comments above we remain concerned that the basis of allocation of the 

cost of staff resource to the Transportation Licensing account is not reasonable, being 

established by synoptic evidence gathered on a few occasions when staff involved 

record their daily activity. The obvious concern is that this data is gathered solely for the 

purpose of determining the allocation of costs to the Transportation Licensing cost 

centre which, when taken together with the simplistic analysis of numbers of callers at 

the reception counter at 16 Church Road, leads to an allocation of over £80k to the 

Transportation Licensing account for administration staff and the allocation of 

enforcement officers’ costs from sample weeks’ timesheets. 
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We note that the allocation of administration staff time has now been consolidated into 

the main salary headings for the account. We ask therefore, if the Council is now 

abandoning the determination of that time cost by reference to data it has previously 

gathered periodically? 
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6 -  Summary and conclusions 

 

The trade has for many years been concerned that the operation of taxi licensing in 

Stockton has been ‘inefficient’ by comparison with other authorities in the  

Tees Valley, and elsewhere. We believe the matters we have brought to your attention 

in this submission demonstrate the substance of our concerns  

 

Therefore, we would wish to place the following, suggestions before the Scrutiny Panel 

for consideration and recommendation to the Cabinet in your report. 

 

1. That the ‘business processes’ of Transportation Licensing be subject to 

external review, by an organisation suitably competent and having 

appropriate experience to undertake a review of the whole activity of the 

Council in relation to taxi licensing and supervision of licence holders, 

 

2. That the Council review its policy in relation to driver licensing and give 

consideration to granting and/or renewing driver licences for a period of  up 

to three years, to achieve financial benefits for licensees in the very difficult 

trading conditions being experienced currently. 

 
3. That the Council reviews ALL fees and charges in relation to licensing of 

taxis and the basis of their determination AND does this by way of a ‘Best 

value’ review and validly based ‘benchmarking’ against an appropriate 

group of similar authorities. Such comparator authorities to be determined 

by the Scrutiny Panel, with advice from relevant interested parties.  

 

We hope that the Panel will understand the depth of the concerns of the trade and we 

will be pleased to clarify any aspects of our submission at an appropriate time. 

 

We would express our thanks to the Panel for the time they will be devoting to the 

consideration of this matter.  
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7 – Organisations / firms making this submission 

 

 

 Stockton Hackney Carriage Drivers Association – contact Mr M. J. Khazir 

 

 Boro Cars (Middlesbrough) Ltd – Boro Cars Stockton - contact Mr J Moon 

 

 Tees Valley Cabs Ltd. – contact Mr A. Fidler 
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8 –  Tables 1 to 11   

 

 

 

 


