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Hackney Carriage and Private Hire Licensing Policy Review 

List of Respondents and Comments 

Q1.  Do you agree with the proposal that a full review of the Policy is carried out every five 
 years, rather than every three?  If not, please give reasons. 
1 Yes 
2 - 6 Agree 
7 Every Five 
8 Yes, I agree  
9 - 
13 

Agree 

14 Yes, but the policy must be agreed with the Trade 
15 - 
22 

Agree 

23 No comment made 
24 - 
25 

Agree 

26 Agree in principle 
27 - 
48 

Agree 

49 Yes, I agree the review should be carried out every 5 years instead of 3 years. 
50 Agree 
51 Agree that future reviews are every 5 years but question whether or not the timing of this 

review is appropriate considering that the Taxi and Private Hire Services is to be presented 
to the Law commission later this year. 

52 - 
135 

Agree 

136 No, technology is developing at a rapid pace.  Licensing Policy needs to keep pace with 
technology developments. 

137- 
138 

Agreed 

139 N/A 
 
Q2.  Do you agree with the proposal to prevent the smoking of e-cigarettes in licensed 
 vehicles and on operator’s premises open to the public?  If not please give reasons. 
1 Yes 
2 Agree 
3 Agree in principle, but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government, if the 

Council think it is necessary to follow through with this proposal, then the Council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with licensed drivers. 

4 Disagree 
5 Disagree 
6 Disagree 
7 I don’t agree 
8 I agree with the Council’s proposals, smoking of e cigarettes should not be allowed in any 

public licensed vehicles 
9 Agree, but Council should take measures to stop it. 
10 Agree 
11 Yes 
12 Agree 
13 Yes 
14 No, I disagree with this policy change; I do agree not to use Ecigs when traveling with 

passengers but when on your own there should be no problem. 
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15 - 
19 

Agree 

20 Yes 
21 Agree – the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government and if the Council think it 

necessary then they should advertise at their own expense to inform the public of the 
proposal to avoid any arguments with the licensed drivers. 

22 Yes 
23 No, individuals choice 
24 Disagree 
25 Disagree, because it is not a national law, so it would encourage trouble and abuse with 

the drivers. 
26 Agree 
27 Agree 
28 Disagree, if the rule is implemented it would encourage trouble and abuse with drivers 

because it is not a national law. 
29 Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government the 

Council should advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid 
any arguments with the drivers. 

30 Disagree 
31 As an ex-smoker I don’t see why they cause any problems I use an e-cig occasionally just 

for flavour nicotine free small free 
32 Agree 
33 Yes, any type of smoking should be done outside the vehicle. 
34 Disagree, because since it isn’t a National Law, it would create problems for the trade i.e. 

abuse and arguments with driver.  It would also be difficult to enforce and has not standing 
in law. 

35 Agree in principle, but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it is necessary the council should advertise at their own expense to inform 
the public of this proposal.  Avoids disputes in the future, 

36 & 
37 

Agree in principal but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council think it is necessary to follow through with the proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

38 Agree 
39 Agree 
40 Agree in principal but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 

council think it is necessary to follow through with the proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

41 Yes 
42 Agree 
43 Agree 
44 - 
47 

Yes 

48 Agree 
49 If Central Government regulates or licences the use of e-cigarettes then I think the council 

should follow through with the proposal and only then with advertisements to inform the 
public when and where they can smoke e-cigarettes.  If the council is going ahead anyway 
without Government regulations then I think the council should advertise at their own 
expense to inform the public of this proposal. 

50 Agree, but if the Council think it’s important to follow the proposal then the council should 
do it at their own expense. 

51 Consideration should be given to the fact that people using E Cigarettes are trying to stop 
smoking and the use of e cigarettes assists them to achieve this.  Also in relation to 
customers using e cigarettes in the vehicle, consideration should be given to the 
customers who are not subject to council policies and also consideration should be given 
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to the drivers safety if he must tell customers that they are not allowed to use an e 
cigarette.  Also if the use of e cigarettes is not allowed the council will have to issue 
updated stickers to replace the no smoking stickers. 

52 No. Second hand cigarette and/or tobacco smoke is known to pose a health risk to others. 
There is no evidence electronic cigarettes pose any such risk. Drivers should be allowed, 
at the very least to smoke electronic cigarettes when there are no passengers in the 
vehicle and/or smoke only with the passengers consent.  If the council think it is necessary 
to follow through with this proposal, then the council should advertise this at their own 
expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments with the drivers. 

53 & 
54 

No. Second hand cigarette and/or tobacco smoke is known to pose a health risk to others. 
There is no evidence electronic cigarettes pose any such risk. Drivers should be allowed 
at the very least to smoke electronic cigarettes when there are no passengers in the 
vehicle and/or smoke only with the passengers consent.   

55 Agree 
56 No comment 
57 Agree 
58 Cigarettes are not regulated by the Government.  Also it is not good for health it would 

create arguments with licensed drivers. 
59 Yes 
60 Yes 
61 Yes 
62 Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government the 

Council should advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid 
any arguments with the drivers. 

63 Agree 
64 Agree, but if Council think it is vital to follow with this proposal then Council should 

advertise at their own expense. 
65 Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government the 

Council should advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid 
any arguments with the drivers. 

66 Agree if it’s not a risk to health then I have no objection. 
67 Agree in principal but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 

council think it is necessary to follow through with the proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

68 Yes 
69 Agree in principal but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 

council think it is necessary to follow through with the proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

70 - 
72 

I agree to this in principle. The Council should do this but at their own expense to the 
members of public. 

73 Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

74 Agree 
75 Agree 
76 & 
77 

Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

78 Agree 
79 - 
81 

Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
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with the licensed drivers. 
82 Agree 
83 Agree, but since it is not regulated nationally it is bound to bring abuse and arguments 

from smoking passengers with drivers.  The council should look into this issue with open 
mind before banning e-cigarettes from taxis. 

84 Support the proposal, but since it is not a national law it would be very difficult to 
implement this just in Stockton area alone.  This would create further tension from public 
who have started smoking e-cigarettes as a step to improve health because of no use of 
tobacco and would be a safety implication issue against drivers. 

85 Whist I agree with this proposal, I do believe given that e-cigarettes are not regulated by 
the Government that if the Council insists on this proposal they should be responsible for 
advertising the proposal to avoid customers arguing with licensed drivers. 

86 & 
87 

Agree in principal but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council think it is necessary to follow through with the proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

88 Agree 
89 – 
93  

Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

94 Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense 

95 & 
96 

Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal. 

97 -
103 

Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

104 - 
105 

Agree 

106 No comment made 
107 Agree 
108 Yes, I agree but think the council should make the public aware of this proposal to avoid 

any disagreement with the drivers. 
109 I agree, however, the council should advertise at their own expense to inform the public of 

their proposal to avoid any arguments with the licensed drivers. 
110 - 
118 

Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

119 Agree in principle. 
120 - 
123 

Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

124 The government is not regulating E cigarettes at present.  If the council wants to put the 
proposal to practice then the Council should, at their own expense, advertise to inform 
general public. 

125 Agree in principle but since e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government it would 
draw attention to abuse towards the drivers. 

126 Disagree, since it is not a national law it would not hold any stand in law.  Having drivers to 
enforce this policy would have backlash effect of abuse and arguments. 

127 - Agree in principle but since the e-cigarettes are not regulated by the Government if the 
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133 council thinks it’s necessary to follow through with proposal then the council should 
advertise at their own expense to inform the public of this proposal to avoid any arguments 
with the licensed drivers. 

134 We do not agree with this proposal. The prevention of smoking in a smoke-free place 
under the provisions of the Health Act, whilst difficult to accept by some at first, became 
easier to enforce and accepted by our customers as it was a national requirement 
introduced through legislation and backed by a national education campaign. The use of 
e-cigarettes is seen by most as a safer alternative to smoking cigarettes and which does 
not contravene the requirements of the Health Act 2006. What you are proposing is a 
'local' policy prohibiting their use in a taxi licensed by Stockton Council with no legal 
backing. It is therefore considered that to get drivers to attempt to enforce such a policy, 
which has no standing in law, would place them in confrontational situation with 
customers. Our drivers have a difficult job to do at the best of times and we believe that to 
introduce such a policy could impact on their safety.    

135 No.  Second hand cigarette and or tobacco smoke is known to pose a health risk to others.  
There is no evidence electronic cigarettes pose any such risk.  Drivers should be allowed, 
at the very least to smoke electronic cigarettes when there are no passengers in the 
vehicle and/or smoke only with the passengers consent. 

136 We do not agree with this proposal. The prevention of smoking in a smoke-free place 
under the provisions of the Health Act, whilst difficult to accept by some at first, became 
easier to enforce and accepted by our customers as it was a national requirement 
introduced through legislation and backed by a national education campaign. The use of 
e-cigarettes is seen by most as a safer alternative to smoking cigarettes and which does 
not contravene the requirements of the Health Act 2006. What you are proposing is a 
'local' policy prohibiting their use only in taxis licensed by Stockton Council with no legal 
backing. It is therefore considered that to get drivers to attempt to enforce such a policy, 
which has no standing in law, would place them in confrontational situations with 
customers. Our drivers have a difficult job to do at the best of times and we believe that to 
introduce such a policy could impact on their safety. 

137 Agreed 
138 Agreed 
139 N/A 
 
Q3.  Do you agree that this target level should be retained?  If not please give reasons. 
 
1 Yes 
2 I in some ways support this, but I disagree with the Council proposed percentage.  25% or 

70 vehicles of the hackney carriage fleet as most public phone private hire firms for 
wheelchair accessible vehicles. 

3 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet (both saloon & WAVS) but I disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% or 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet. 

4 Disagree 
5 Disagree, the target 25% quota to be abolished. 
6 Disagree 
7 I disagree as they are too many cars already in the trade. 
8 I am in support of mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAVs.  But I disagree with the proposed 

percentage (25% or 70 vehicles) of total hackney carriage.  Private hire firms pick up and 
drop off at customers doors pre booked with only limited number of customers using WAVS 
from ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only. 

9 Agree with mixed fleet, but emphasis should be given to Private fleet instead of Hackney 
Carriage 

10 I disagree with proposed % (25% or 70) of the total hackney carriage.  People are happy to 
use saloons. Private Hire firms should be 10% wheelchair accessible.  No work on taxi rank 
for that vehicle. 

11 No, because private hire should have to meet the demand.  There is no reason for having 
so many WAV hackneys.  The ranks are hardly ever used by people in wheelchairs; people 
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should be able to ring for private hire WAV vehicles. 
12 I agree with the mixed fleet but disagree with the percentage 25% or 70 vehicles. 
13 Yes 
14 No, I do not agree, the policy should be kept as it is.  Change this policy and it will create 

problems for licensing, the trade and most important, the public. 
15 Disagree  

1- WAV's are too expensive to buy and in the current economic condition taxi drivers cannot 
afford them.. 
2- use of WAV is not very common for hackneys as most WC users feel PHV are easy to 
use as they can call it anywhere they want.. 
3- all available ranks have limited space to load WC onto hackneys. 
 
Suggestion 
1- if council wants to increase the no of WAV's it should be for PHV as companies can 
afford them as compared to a self-employed hackney driver who can’t even easily get a 
loan. 
2- to increase the no of WAV's council can give grants to hackney drivers who are 
interested to get a WAV,  like council gives grants to existing businesses to help them in 
these economic conditions. 
3- Council should consider easing rules regarding tinted windows as it is another burden on 
self-employed taxi drivers who wants to provide a decent car for the customers. 
 
( we taxi drivers always try to be polite, well mannered, helpful and law abiding and have 
regular CRB checks and council have good complaints procedure, so please trust us as 
people trust us with their life and belongings. But sometimes we feel that council don’t trust 
us) 

16 Support mixed taxi fleet, but disagree with the proposed percentage 
17 Disagree – need disability consultation to decide what percentage needed 
18 I disagree these should not be retained as I have never had a wheelchair job so there is no 

need.  Also when I used to do Private Hire we use to get a lot of wheelchair jobs 
19 Disagree 
20 No, this rule only affects Hackney not Private Hire.  I don’t think need for WAVS is as high 

as made out. 
21 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet, but disagree with the proposed percentage of total 

hackney carriage, the reason being the public use a pre-book with private hire firms and 
only a limited number hire WAV’s taxis from the ranks. 

22 No – not economical run; expensive to maintain; not enough work in Stockton 
23 I’ve been a taxi driver for over 15 years and for a few years spin seats which turn around for 

disabled passengers for easy accessibility, not once I have come across a customers who 
has had difficulty.  Hackney should be hackney saloon. 

24 Disagree, a full consultation should be taken for both Hackney Carriage and Private Hire 
trade to determine any percentage. 

25 Disagree, the target of 25% is high for hackney carriages for the current time, since there is 
not enough work in Stockton for WAV’s.  The private hire is being used more by disabled 
people. 

26 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet but I disagree with the proposed percentages. 
27 I am in support of the mixed fleet but I disagree with the proposed percentage 25% or 70 

vehicles of the total Hackney Carriage fleet.  The reason being is that the taxi using public 
at large use and pre book with the private hire firms to be picked up/dropped off from/to the 
doors.  Only limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from the ranks, it is unreasonable 
to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore request a full Council consultation 
with regards to demand of people with disability and wheelchair users to determine the 
need of WAV taxis within Stockton Borough. 

28 Disagree, the target of 25% should be removed for hackney carriages and consultation 
must be done to determine the need of the use of WAV’s for both Hackney Carriage and 
Private Hire. 
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29 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet (both saloon and WAV’s) but I disagree with the 
proposed percentages. 

30 In support of a mixed fleet in Stockton.  I disagree with the proposed 25% quota.  The 
reason being the public at large use mostly private hire firms to pre book their WAV’s to 
travel.  It is unreasonable to put burden on the HC fleet only. 

31 I agree with a mixed taxi fleet.  I have been a licensed Hackney Carriage Driver for over ten 
years now, when the swivel seat had to be fitted in saloon cars, I at the time paid £800 for 
my Elap swivel seat to meet the necessary requirements and in nearly 8 years I never ever 
used it once.  Disabled people will not wheel their wheelchairs to a taxi rank for a taxi. I’ve 
worked with private hire companies and they will arrange with somebody that has that 
facility even then there is not even a 1% demand in my years of experience. 

32 In support of mixed fleet saloon and WAV’s but disagree with 25% target for WAV’s. 
33 Remove completely, it is not a fair way 
34 Disagree with the proposed 25% quote.  Stockton Councils WAV policy needs to be looked 

at carefully and full consultation with regards to the need for WAV’s is needed for both HC 
and PH trade and public demand and use need to be determined before quota is set in the 
policy. 

35 No I disagree, as a survey is required and the demands and needs are not there.  As a 
combined driver and been driving as a taxi driver since 1998, 90% of disabled people use 
private hire vehicles.  The expense of running a WAV is double of the saloon car.  I 
therefore request a full consultation with regards to the demand of people with disabilities 
and wheelchair uses to determine the needs of WAV taxis in SBC.  Also if a driver wants to 
put on a WAV what support and help are SBC going to give that driver? 

36 & 
37 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet (both saloon and WAV’s).  But I disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% or 70 Vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being, the taxi using public at large us and pre book with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from/to the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.  I therefore 
request a full council consultation with regard to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair users, to determine the need of WAV taxis within the Stockton Borough. 

38 I disagree with the percentage of wheelchair vehicles. 
39 No I don’t agree 
40 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet (both saloon and WAV’s).  But I disagree with the 

proposed percentage (25% or 70 Vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.   
41 Yes 
42 I disagree because I’ve never had a disabled job before. 
43 Disagree 
44 It should not be retained.  There is not enough demand for WAV’s.  Wheelchair users book 

private hires or use their own transport. 
45 It should not be retained as there is not enough demand for wheelchair accessible cars.  

The existing WAV’s are more than enough to meet current demand.  Most wheelchair users 
either has own transport or use private hires and very rarely use hackney carriages. 

46 I disagree that this target level should be retained.  The existing WAV’s can meet current 
demands.  Most wheelchair users have their own transport or use Private Hires. 

47 It should not be retained.  There is no demand for WAV’s. 
48 I disagree because I hardly ever pick up a wheelchair fare, maybe one in 6 months. 
49 For an area such as Stockton, I think the target of 50 WAV would be more than adequate.  

Only a limited number of customers who use the ranks use WAV’s.  Most customers who 
require WAV’s tend to use private hire firms who pick and drop off customers to the door. 

50 I agree with the mixed taxi fleet but I disagree with the proposed percentage – 25% or 70 
vehicles of the total hackney fleet. 

51 No comment made 
52 I am in support of mixed taxi fleet. However I disagree with the percentage stated (25% or 

70 vehicles). My reason being is that the majority of customers who require a WAV's do not 
use the rank. WAV customers primarily use private hire firms to pick and drop them off to 
certain locations.  Before any changes are made the council should speak to the people of 
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Stockton who require WAV's whether there is a need for them on the rank or if there needs 
to be a certain target level retained.  It is unreasonable, to put a burden of the hackney fleet 
drivers only. 

53 - 
55 

Agree 

56 Disagree 
57 I support mixed taxis but I disagree with the proposed percentage. 
58 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 

proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair users to determine the need of WAV’s with the Stockton Borough. 

59 I don’t agree with any set targets without proper study and the needs assessed with the 
public and trade.  For example is it private hire or hackney carriage where the increase is 
required. 

60 No because I have worked in the taxi trade for over 10 years with private hire/hackney 
carriage.  I have only ever seen one wheelchair user use WAV off the rank.  But when 
working with private hire company I’ve seen the company inundated with calls regarding 
WAV’s.  The company with the WAV’s were constantly busy. 

61 The 70/25% is far too great and suggest that ¼ of the population is wheelchair bound.  This 
is not so, most people in wheelchairs have some mobility and prefer to travel as a seated 
passenger.  They do however, make it quite clear getting in/out of a WAV is an awkward 
and painful experience and given the choice specification ask for a saloon. 

62 I totally disagree with the prosed percentage.  Public at large hire private firms to be picked 
up/dropped off at the door.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleets 
only. 

63 Saloon is passenger choice for hackney carriages.  Private hire fleet should increase 
WAV’s. 

64 I am in favour with mixed taxi fleet but disagree with proposed percentage figure. 
65 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 

proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.  I therefore 
request a full council consultation with regard to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair users, to determine the need of WAV’s within the Stockton Borough. 

66 Disagree, my personal experience is that there is no need for introduction of such a policy. 
67 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 

proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.  I therefore 
request a full council consultation with regard to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair users, to determine the need of WAV’s within the Stockton Borough. 

68 No, I am in support of mixed fleet both saloon and WAV’s but I disagree with 25%, therefore 
I request a full Council consultation with regards demand of people with disability to 
determine the need of WAV’s in Stockton Borough. 

69 I support the mixed taxi fleet, however, disagree with the proposal.  The majority of taxis 
using public use and pre book with the private hire firms.  Only a limited number of 
customers hire WAV’s from the ranks.  Therefore, it seems unreasonable to put this 
proposed burden on the hackney fleet only.  I believe the Council need to have a full 
consultation with regards to the demand of people with disabilities and wheelchair users. 

70 - 
72 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet; saloon cars and WAV’s but I disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% or 70 vehicles ratio) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The 
reason for this is the taxi using public at large use and pre book private hire companies to 
and from the destinations so door to door service.  Only a limited number of customer hire 
WAV’s from the taxi ranks.  It is unreasonable to put this burden on the hackney carriage 
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fleet only.  I therefore request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people 
with disability and wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the 
Borough of Stockton. 

73 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet but disagree with the proposed percentage of 25% of 
WAV’s.  The taxi using public at large use and pre book with the private hire firms for pick 
up/drop off from door to door.  Only limited number of wheelchair customers use WAV’s 
from ranks. 

74 No, I do not.  I believe the level stated is excessive.  In this matter the Council is not in 
touch with the demands of taxi using public.  Given the majority of taxi using public use 
private hire I find it unreasonable that solely hackney carriage fleet should be required to 
meet these levels.  Levels that nowhere near are what is reflected at the ranks.  To 
understand the demands of WAV’s a full Council consultation is necessary. 

75 I support mixed fleet but not the 25% or 70 vehicles because I believe there is not that much 
demand on hackney ranks and it will be a burden and cost on drivers.  Just like the disability 
seats that cost me nearly £1000 then a year later not needed. 

76 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   

77 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

78 I disagree, I do not believe it has been established that there is a demand for the target 
levels stated.  To solely burden the hackney carriage fleet is unreasonable given that in my 
opinion the private hire industry is not required to provide the same level but yet they deal 
with a bigger share of the taxis using public.  To truly determine the requirements of WAV’s 
in Stockton Borough I believe a full council consultation is required. 

79 & 
80 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.   I therefore request a full council consultation with regard to 
demand of people with disability and wheelchair users, to determine the need of WAV’s 
within the Stockton Borough. 

81 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.   It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet 
only. 

82 I disagree; the demand at the rank is nowhere near that amount.  If the Council truly wants 
to understand the demand of WAV’s a full council consultation is required. 

83 Disagree; with the current economic climate it is not fair to implement/retain this target in the 
policy.  It either should be lowered or deferred till such time there is demand for WAV’s in 
Stockton area.  A disability consultation is required to determine the percentage for both HC 
and PH trade. 

84 In support of mixed fleet taxis both saloon and WAV’s.  I disagree with the proposed 
percentage of 25% of the fleet.  The reason is the public mainly use private hire and prefer 
to pre-book with local taxi firms only limited number hires a WAV taxi from the ranks.  It 
would be unreasonable to put burden on hackney drivers alone and no policy for private 
hire trade.  A full consultation is really needed before implementing or making any changes 
in the policy. 

85 I do not agree with this proposal.  I believe the taxi using public on a whole the majority use 
pre booked private hire taxis.  Hence, to put the burden on the hackney carriage fleet only 
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for the limited number of customers who hire a WAV taxi from the ranks is unreasonable.  I 
believe to truly determine the need of WAV taxis within the Stockton Borough a full council 
consultation is required. 

86 & 
87 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

88 I agree with mixed fleet (saloon/WAV) but not to the number council is asking.  I believe a 
survey should be done as most disabled people phone private hire companies.  As a 
Hackney Driver I have picked up only one person in two years from the rank as they prefer 
saloon cars compared to WAV’s.  I suggest survey should be done. 

89 - 
93 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

94 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet (both saloon and WAV’s) but I disagree with the 
percentage (25% or 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The taxi using public at 
large use and pre book with private hire firms.  There are only a number of customers who 
will get a taxi off the rank.  It is unfair to put the burden only on hackney drivers.  I request 
the council to get opinions of the public and only after the review to determine whether 
WAVS are needed. 

95 - 
98 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

99 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only. 

100 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.   I therefore request a full council consultation with regard to 
demand of people with disability and wheelchair users, to determine the need of WAV’s 
within the Stockton Borough. 

101 - 
103 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

104 I support a mixed taxi fleet of saloons and WAVs but I disagree with the proposed 
percentage.  This is because only a limited number of customers use WAVs from taxi ranks, 
preferring to pre book private hire firms to be picked up/dropped off to and from the door.  I 
would request a full council consultation on the demand for people with disability and 
wheelchair users, to see the need of WAV taxis within the Stockton Borough. 
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105 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

106 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  Currently it is 
not justified for Council to insist for this percentage as there is not much demand for WAV’s 
at the ranks.  Private hire is mostly used by people bound in wheelchairs.  This target 
should be deferred until there is demand for WAV’s at ranks. 

107 I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  It is 
unreasonable to put burden on Hackney fleet only as people use pre booked Private Hire 
firms.  There is not enough work left in Stockton Borough Council to afford these WAV 
vehicles. 

108 I support the mixed taxi fleet (saloon & WAV’s) but I disagree with the proposed percentage 
of 25% or 70 vehicles of the total Hackney Carriage fleet.  This is because the public using 
taxis at large use and book private hire firms to be picked up/dropped off to and from doors.  
A limited number of taxis are hired for WAV’s from the ranks; therefore it is unfair to put a 
burden on hackney carriage fleet only.  I request the Council, with regards to wheelchair 
users, to determine the need of WAV taxis in the Stockton Borough. 

109 I support the mixed taxi fleet.  I do not agree with the proposed percentage (25% or 70 
vehicles).  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from the ranks.  I request a 
full council consultation to determine the need of WAV taxis within the Stockton Borough. 

110 - 
112 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

113 Agree, in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but I disagree with the 
proposed percentage of 25% of the total hackney carriage fleet.  I request a full council 
consultation with regards to demand of people with disabilities and wheelchair users to 
determine the need of WAV’s within the Stockton Borough. 

114 - 
123 

I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

124 I do not mind the mixed fleet (taxis).  I do not agree with the proposed percentages (25% or 
70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  This is because the general public who 
need a WAV taxi use private hire firms to get picked up and dropped off from or to the door.  
Very rare anyone asks for a WAV cab on the hackney rank.  You will be putting extra 
burden on hackney proprietors. 

125 In support of the mixed fleet both saloon and WAVs.  I disagree with the proposed 25% of 
the total hackney carriage fleet, only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks. 

126 Support the current mixed fleet of both saloon and WAV’s as it best serves the purpose of 
the need of the public of all capabilities i.e. physically fit, people with disabilities and those 
who are wheelchair bound.  The target of 25% quota should be deferred if not abolished 
until full consultation is completed with regards the use of WAV’s. 

127 - I am in support of the mixed taxi fleet both saloon and WAV’s but disagree with the 
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133 proposed percentage (25% & 70 vehicles) of the total hackney carriage fleet.  The reason 
being the taxi using public at large use pre booked with the private hire firms to be picked 
up/dropped off from the doors.  Only a limited number of customers hire a WAV taxi from 
the ranks.  It is unreasonable to put burden on hackney carriage fleet only.   I therefore 
request a full Council consultation with regards to demand of people with disability and 
wheelchair bound users, to determine the need of WAV taxis with the Borough of Stockton. 

134 Question 3,4, & 5 
It is suggested that as the Government has offered no further guidance in this area then this 
issue should be deferred subject to a full and separate consultation exercise with the 
disabled community in Stockton to ascertain their current views on the whole of the taxi 
service with a view to determining what their requirements and expectations  actually are 
and to identify any shortcomings which could then determine any changes to policy 
regarding WAVs.  
The Association accepts that the concept of a mixed fleet of saloon and adapted vehicles is 
the best option however the target level of 70 WAVs was an arbitrary figure when originally 
introduced in the policy in anticipation of the Government producing a formula to assist 
councils in determining a ‘realistic’ number. This has never happened and it appears that it 
never will. As the number of WAVs has actually decreased and there is nothing mandatory 
in the policy in respect of WAVs and the private hire fleet it is considered that the needs of 
the disabled community in the Stockton Councils area should be re-assessed to ascertain 
how they use taxis; whether they consider that the current number of hackney carriage 
WAVs is adequate or not for their needs; what part the private hire trade play in their 
transport arrangements and whether there is any need to see an increase in the number of 
private hire WAVs. This would enable the Council to set target levels for WAVS based on 
the actual needs of the local community.  
Once a it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and if so at what level 
for both the hackney carriage and private hire trade, only then should options be suggested, 
if required, as to how best to achieve them and they should be subject to further 
consultation with the trade.  
The option to remove the allowance for the saloon hackneys to be able to be replaced with 
another saloon vehicle is not considered to be fair or workable. It is considered that if it was 
to be introduced then it would persuade owners to retain older vehicles as long as they 
could as the majority could not afford the price of a WAV. This would have a detrimental 
effect on the quality of the fleet as it would prohibit new or newer saloon vehicles from being 
licensed. In addition it could mean that the number of saloon vehicles in the fleet could 
decrease as owners of old vehicles who cannot maintain them to the standards required 
and cannot afford the cost of a replacement WAV would leave the trade.  Would this mean 
that any saloon vehicle written off in accident would have to be replaced with a WAV and if 
so how is this different to the owner of an old vehicle that is no longer economic to repair? 
How would saloon vehicles that do not meet the policy’s new emission level (if introduced) 
be dealt with? Would they have to be replaced with a WAV in line with this policy 
requirement?. So for the reasons and questions as above, we request that allowance for the 
saloon hackneys MUST be retained in the policy.  
If a target for additional WAVs is retained then is considered that other alternative policies 
and incentives need to be looked at. For example the concept of M1 whole European type 
approval for WAVs is fairly young. Most vehicles prior to this were manufacturers’ factory 
adaptations of M1 approved vehicles and consequently there is a reasonable second hand 
market of such vehicles which are considered adequate for purpose and it is understood 
that the Council has previously departed from policy to allow such vehicles to be licensed. 
The prohibition on rear loading vehicles could be reconsidered as such vehicles, which are 
cheaper to purchase, are in use in a neighbouring authority and in addition most of the 
Councils own fleet of accessible vehicles used by Social Services are rear loading. Could 
the Council make representations to Government with a view to them removing the need to 
pay VAT on the purchase price of a WAV taxi as it is understood that an individual has such 
an exemption if the vehicle is for his own need? Could the licence fee be reduced or waived 
entirely?  

135 Agreed 
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136 - 
137 

It is suggested that as the Government has offered no further guidance in this area 
then it should be subject to a full and separate consultation exercise with the disabled 
community in Stockton to ascertain their current views on the whole of the taxi service with 
a view to determining what their requirements and expectations actually are and to identify 
any shortcomings which could then determine any changes to policy regarding WAVs. 

138 It is suggested that as the Government has offered no further guidance in this area 
then it should be subject to a full and separate consultation exercise with the disabled 
community in Stockton to ascertain their current views on the whole of the taxi service with 
a view to determining what their requirements and expectations actually are and to identify 
any shortcomings which could then determine any changes to policy regarding WAVs. 
 
The NPHA National Survey clearly shows the total diversity in WAV numbers nationwide.  
This would suggest that the needs of the disabled, particularly those who have difficulty 
entering or even using WAV’s should be the main consideration by councils.  This is noted 
in the Milton Keynes case. 

139 I think it is important that a target level is retained, without a target the fact that WAVs are 
more expensive than saloon cars will make operators more likely to buy saloons. 

 
Q4.  If you feel that the target level of wheelchair accessible vehicles should be amended, 
 what should the level be set at?  Please give reasons.   
 If you feel that the target should be removed in its entirety, please give reasons. 
1 No comment made 
2 This target should be removed.  It should be up to the hackney driver if they want to buy 

and licence a wheelchair vehicle.  I’ve been a combined driver licensed with Stockton for 
over 14 years and hardly any public use wheelchair vehicles they phone private hire taxi 
firms. 

3 Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 

4 Agree 
5 Agree, should be removed in its entirety 
6 Agree, should be removed in its entirety 
7 I don’t agree to amended level 
8 Yes, the target should be amended for hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only 

then should option be suggested. 
9 Should be amended – 5% hackney carriage and remaining should be Private Hire 

Vehicles. 
10 Disagree to have target.  Saloon cars doing the same job, there should not be any target. 
11 Should be removed as vast majority of hackney users prefer to get into a car especially 

older citizen.  These people should not have to be forced to get into a vehicle that they 
struggle to get into. 

12 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney and private hire vehicles only then options should be suggested. 

13 No comment made 
14 We do not have the demand for WAVs.  The best way to determine this is to do a full 

unmet survey demand. 
15 I feel that any target level for WAV's can be achieved if council give incentives for grants 

for people getting WA hackney licence rather than forcing all hackney drivers to get a 
WAV and if it is not reconsidered then it will effect drivers livelihood and eventually it will 
have bad effect on trade.  
 
Another good way of achieving target can be if council buy WAV's and rent it to hackney 
drivers at a discount rate with incentive of buying the vehicle at a discount price after a 
certain time, has been done in housing, that way you will definitely reach your target.  Help 
hackney drivers to keep their jobs.. and help customers to get a good service 

16 Once it’s been determined, only then should the option be suggested. 
17 Agree, the target should be removed 
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18 I don’t think this target is needed 
19 Yes, it should be amended 
20 Remove Target – don’t think demand is high enough 
21 Once it has been determined if the WAV’s target is needed then only should an option be 

suggested. 
22 Yes 
23 Private Hire firms should have a few wheelchair accessible vehicles. 
24 Agree 
25 Yes, the target should be removed until such time the demand for WAV’s use is 

determined by consultation for both Hackney Carriage and Private Hire. 
26 Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is needed and at what level for both 

hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should option be suggested. 
27 Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is still needed and at what level for 

both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should option be suggested. 
28 Agree the target should be amended.  Once the target is determined for both Hackney 

Carriage and Private Hire only then should it be an option in the policy. 
29 Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is still needed and at what level for 

both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles. 
30 Agree the target should be amended or abolished until a full disability consultation is 

completed to determine the need of WAV’s 
31 Until some sort of survey is carried out to determine the demand which in my experience 

of nearly 20 year of driving a taxi in the Stockton area I would say even a 5% of WAV is 
more than sufficient. 

32 Once a consultation is completed to determine the demand for disabled people’s use of 
taxis only then should this option be placed in a policy. 

33 The target should be removed; It’s hard to make a living on the ranks now.  There is no 
way if could pay for a £20,000 vehicle.  Why should we lose our job due to an accident?  A 
lot of customers walk past the WAV vehicles now due to the fact that they are too high for 
a lot of people to get in, I see it day after day.  The debt for a new WAV is not affordable.  
Why should we be forced into £20,000 worth of debt?  No debt, no job is this fair? 

34 Once a demand target is determined only then it should be part of the policy, because last 
three years have determined less need for WAV’s by the consequences where the WAV’s 
have rather decreased in the hackney carriage fleet than increased. 

35 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is needed and at what levels required 
for both HC and PH Vehicles only then should this option be suggested.  90% phone PH 
vehicles.  Also what help will a WAV HC driver get to put on a new WAV?  Also any new 
driver HC or PH coming into the trade puts a WAV vehicle on compulsory!  

36 & 
37 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 

38 I think it should not be – keep the target level as it comes. 
39 WAV target is unfair as drivers who are unable to find extra funds.  In addition there is no 

demand. 
40 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 

both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 
41 No comment made 
42 WAV targets are not needed in my point of view. 
43  Disagree 
44 The target should be 5%.  Not enough demand. 
45 The target should be amended to 5% as there is very little demand for these vehicles. 
46 The target level should be set at 4-5%, because there is little demand for the vehicles. 
47 Target is already too high.  It should be lower as there is not that much demand for WAV’s. 
48 I don’t think WAV target is needed we need to determine first whether target is needed or 

not. 
49 For an area such as Stockton, I think the target of 50 WAV would be more than adequate.  

Only a limited number of customers who use the ranks use WAV’s.  Most customers who 
require WAV’s tend to use private hire firms who pick and drop off customers to the door. 
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50 Only once a target is set, should this option be considered. 
51 No comment made 
52 Once it has been determined whether a WAV's target is still needed and at what level for 

both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 
53 N/A 
54 N/A 
55 N/A 
56 I feel drivers are burdened with WAV proposals.  This is going to increase percentage of 

unemployment.  Taxi businesses must be made to make up the required target. 
57 Wheelchair accessible target is still needed as well as saloon. 
58 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is needed and at what level for both 

hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should option be suggested. 
59 Remove it until proper need demand is assessed. 
60 I think that the target should be removed in its entirety for hackney carriage fleet but 

should have a target for private hire companies because they want picking up from their 
home and taken to their destination and will book return with them. 

61 No I don’t think it should be removed in it’s entirely as there is a limited demand for WAV’s, 
but not in the ration proposed.  There are enough alternatives within the hackney/private 
hire sector as it stands to accommodate all. 

62 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level only 
then should an option be suggested. 

63 Do proper survey first. 
64 This option should only be suggested once the WAV’s target is set. 
64 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 

hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should an option be suggested. 
66 Disagree, there exists no demand for WAV’s. 
67 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 

hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should an option be suggested. 
68 Once it has been determined at what level for both hackney carriage and private hire 

vehicles only then should be suggested. 
69 This option should only be suggested once it has been determined whether a WAV’s 

target is still needed. 
70 - 
72 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should an option be suggested. 

73 Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 

74 To be able to suggest alternative levels a full Council consultation should be carried out.  
Only then would be able to truly suggest a level close to what is required. 

75 Do a survey of demand of WAV’s required then option should be suggested. 
76 & 
77 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 

78 For a 25% quota, it is suggesting one in four requires a WAV.  In my experience I have 
found that to be nowhere near the case.  To truly be able to suggest an alternative level a 
full council consultation is necessary. 

79 - 
81 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 

82 A full Council consultation would be required to suggest an alternative level close to what 
the ranks demand. 

83 Agree, the target should be removed in its entirety until next policy review or until demand 
is determined for WAV’s in both HC and PH fleet. 

84 The target could stay in the policy for future, but for present situation only a consultation 
with regards to disabilities and disabled taxi users can determine whether a target is 
needed to be in the policy.  Council should bring in the private hire fleet to meet the public 
demand and there should be encouraged further to have a percentage of WAV fleet. 

85 I believe a full council consultation is required to establish the demand of people with 
disability and wheelchair users.  Only then should this question be put to me. 
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86 & 
87 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV’s target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should option be suggested. 

88 Once a decision is made to how many WAV vehicles are needed I believe this should be 
an equal shared figure between hackney carriage and private hires.  Then if any hackney 
driver should have to put a WAV vehicle there should be some support for the driver 
example school run or wheelchair contract. 

89 - 
93 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should option be suggested. 

94 Options for this should be suggested once it has been determined whether they are 
needed and at what level for both hackney and private hire vehicles. 

95 - 
103 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should option be suggested. 

104 Once the demand for WAVs is determined only then we can suggest whether the target 
level should be amended. 

105 Once a decision has been made on the requirements of a WAV target and what level for 
hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, then the option should be suggested. 

106 Both HC and PH trade should be encouraged via incentives of reduced plate fees, but 
target level should be deferred until a full consultation is done on a demand for disabled 
taxis using public. 

107 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles only then should option be suggested. 

108 When the Council have determined whether a WAV target is needed and at which level for 
hackney carriage/private hire vehicles, then a valid opinion should be considered. 

109 Once determined whether a WAV target is still required and at what level only then should 
option be suggested. 

110 - 
123 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should this option be 
suggested. 

124 WAVs amendment should be stopped straight away as there is no demand by general 
public at present. 

125 Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should this option be 
suggested. 

126 Once the demand is determined and whether it should be set for hackney carriages and or 
private hire fleets as well, only then it should be made an option in policy consultation.  
The current economic situation has enhanced the decrease of WAV’s in the fleet.  The 
target should be removed in its entirety until demand is there. 

127 - 
133 

Once it has been determined whether a WAV target is still needed and at what level for 
both hackney carriage and private hire vehicles, only then should this option be 
suggested. 

134 See answer at question 3 
135 N/A 
136 - 
137 

It is suggested that as the Government has offered no further guidance in this area 
then it should be subject to a full and separate consultation exercise with the disabled 
community in Stockton to ascertain their current views on the whole of the taxi service with 
a view to determining what their requirements and expectations actually are and to identify 
any shortcomings which could then determine any changes to policy regarding WAVs. 

138 See answer at question 3 
139 I think the current target level is appropriate and is probably comparable with neighbouring 

authorities.  In contrast Transport for London state that all taxis (not minicabs) are 
wheelchair accessible, however, my own experiences have shown me that some drivers 
are less helpful than others. 

 
 
 



Appendix 3 

Q5.  If a WAV target is retained, do you agree that the current allowance which permits 
 existing licensed saloon hackney carriage vehicles to be replaced by another saloon 
 vehicle should be removed, until the agreed target level for WAVs is met?  If not, 
 please give reasons. 
 
1 No, we do not make enough money now in the taxi trade to be able to afford thousands of 

pounds that these vehicles now cost to purchase. 
2 Disagree. It’s unfair/unreasonable and hardly any value to the owners as the cost is too 

much and hardly any work for the hackney drivers. 
3 Disagree 
4 Agree, the allowance must be allowed as existing, saloon HC to be allowed to replace like 

for like 
5 No comments made 
6 The current allowance should be retained in the policy, so saloon taxis can be replaced 

like for like 
7 No, costs too much to replace 
8 I think a licensed saloon hackney carriage vehicle should be replaced by another saloon.  

It is not necessary for a wheelchair accessible vehicle.  There is no need, the work is not 
there and not many people with disabilities use a wheelchair vehicle. 

9 Strongly opposed, it will be a burden for taxis trade. 
10 Unfair to set target, people happy to use saloon vehicles, no work on rank.  A saloon 

replaced with saloons is fine. 
11 No, because it should be driver’s choice what vehicle he drives for a living.  Is it not a 

basic human right? 
12 Disagree 
13 No 
14 No, I don’t agree.  WAV’s are far too expensive to purchase and would not make good 

business sense as Stockton does not have a demand for WAVs 
15 Disagree  

As mentioned above. In the current economic situation even replacing a saloon car with a 
new saloon car is really hard for drivers and have to get stuck in loans at higher rates and 
it will have effect on Stockton’s economy.  Already getting a job and running a business in 
Stockton is very hard.   
Please consider giving grants for WAV’s and increasing no of PH WAV's as it will do the 
job more effectively.  If majority of saloon cars have replaced by WAV then council have to 
widen up the space at the ranks to properly operate WAV's 

16 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloons should be removed, considered 
unfair to remove this option. 

17 No, the allowance must be retained so saloon taxis can be replaced when need be. 
18 No, I don’t think current allowance should be removed because it’s unreasonable and not 

fair.  Not many disabled customers use rank. 
19 The current allowance should be retained which permits existing licensed saloon hackney 

carriage vehicles to be replaced by another saloon vehicle. 
20 Disagree – purely down to cost of vehicle and the amount of people who walk pass WAVS 

in favour of saloons.  Running costs and insurance also a big factor.  Only people who 
seem to prefer WAVS are young families with pushchairs laden with carrier bags of 
shopping. 

21 No, I don’t think the current allowance for saloon vehicles should be removed.  Not all 
disabled customers use the rank and are in wheelchairs, and they prefer to use saloon 
cars. 

22 No 
23 No, because there is not enough customer demand to be able to financially afford a new 

vehicle in this current climate. 
24 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 

considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  The elderly and over 45 years of age 
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find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney carriage rather than a WAV.  
25 No the current allowance must stay in the policy to improve the taxi fleet further and to 

continue meeting the public demand for saloon taxis. 
26 Disagree 
27 No, I don’t think the current allowance for saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 

considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact that customers with 
disabilities, where the majority are those who don’t use wheelchairs i.e. elderly and over 
45 years of age in particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon rather than a WAV. 

28 Disagree; the current allowance which permits existing licensed saloon hackney carriage 
vehicles to be replaced by another saloon vehicle must not be removed.  If removed it 
would down grade the current taxi fleet and public demand would not be met. 

29 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed. 
30 Disagree; the current allowance must be retained in the policy.  It is considered unfair and 

unreasonable to remove this option from the policy.  This would be detrimental on the taxi 
service and fleet and with fewer saloon cars the quality of service to the elderly and the 
needs would suffer. 

31 Well that would be a lot of people out of a job not everyone can find the money to replace 
a saloon with a WAV.  Also ranks are getting smaller last few years has been a very had 
trade to keep afloat with the current climate of economics.  Can see a lot of drivers 
claiming bankruptcy if this was to go ahead. 

32 No, the current allowance for the saloon taxi must be part of the new policy.  It is benefit 
for the public to keep the fares down and it would help the taxi users with disabilities who 
prefer to use saloon taxis. 

33 No, this is not fair to whoever it falls on.  Why should some people have to pay for a WAV 
and then the rule changes for anyone else after the target is met?  Why has level 
dropped? Too expensive, no one uses them. 

34 Disagree, the current allowance for saloon vehicles to be able to replace with another 
saloon vehicle should be retained in the policy.  The HC fleet would be disabled if this 
allowance is not allowed in future.  It is also considered unfair to public choice of vehicle to 
hire and it is a proven point that the elderly and people with disabilities prefer to use 
saloon taxis. 

35 No I don’t think saloon vehicles should be removed.  A survey will determine this from the 
general public and OAP’s.  Not all disabled customers use the ranks in fact 90% use 
Private Hire firms; a survey will prove this fact.  If the trade is forced to use WAV’s this will 
have a detrimental effect and would also hinder the improvement of WAV vehicles in the 
future.  Owners would retain their vehicles longer and this would cause more defective 
vehicles on the rank.  Policy in place should carry on effectively! 

36 & 
37 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  If the trade is forced to use WAV’s it would have detrimental 
effect and would hinder improvement on the high standards of saloon taxi fleet, as 
presently the trade is allowed to replace a saloon taxi for a better emission standard and 
models as required.  It would persuade owners to retain older vehicles as long as they 
could as the majority would not be able to afford the prices of the WAV’s.  This would also 
result in experiencing a U-turn effect on the present/past policy of improving standards of 
the Stockton Taxi fleet. 

38 No, I don’t think so as you know that wheelchairs are less used on the rank. 
39 Disagree, I see no evidence that there is need for WAV. 
40 - 
41 

No 
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42 Allowance should not be removed because I’ve never had a wheelchair job. 
43 I don’t think there is any need for WAV’s. 
44 Current saloon hackneys should be replaced with saloons.  WAV’s are too expensive to 

run and there is not enough demand. 
45 The target is unrealistic and in my view there are more than enough WAV’s on the fleet so 

current saloon hackney should be replace with saloons.  It is not economically viable to 
have a WAV as it costs too much to buy and run and there is no demand for such a 
vehicle. 

46 Disagree, the current saloon hackneys should not be replaced by a WAV.  There is little 
demand for WAV’s and it is too expensive to replace a saloon with a WAV vehicle. 

47 Saloon cars should be replaced with saloon cars.  There is not enough demand WAV’s are 
too expensive to buy and maintain.  Disabled people hardly ever use WAV’s.  There are 
currently enough WAV’s on the fleet to meet demand. 

48 Current allowance should not be removed because the number of disabled people using 
rank is significantly low. 

49 No I don’t think the current allowance should be removed.  Not all disabled customers who 
use the ranks are in wheelchairs and it is these disable customers in particular that find it 
easy and prefer to get into saloon hackney carriages than WAV’s 

50 No it should not be removed.  This is because the majority of disabled people find it easy 
to get into a saloon vehicle rather than a WAV. 

51 No comment made 
52 No I do not think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed. It is 

considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option.  WAV's are also unpopular with 
the travelling public - WAV's are higher to enter/exit and inherently less comfortable then 
saloon vehicles, particularly for older persons. Experience has shown that able bodied and 
disabled people are more likely use a saloon hackney carriage then a WAV.  
Running/insurance costs of such vehicles are approximately 50% higher when compared 
with saloon vehicles - evidenced by the falling number of WAV's. Currently there are no 
'hybrid' or gas powered WAV's available which might help a driver or proprietor off-set the 
cost of owning an expensive WAV. The emissions of WAVs tend to be higher therefore 
any changes to the current allowance would hinder the Council’s ideas to make the fleet 
more economical and reducing emissions. 

53 DO NOT AGREE.  
It is important to consider a number of matters in deciding whether or not the allowance 
should be maintained and the effect it would have on existing license holders.  
 
Historically Stockton has never had a busy taxi trade when compared to neighbouring 
Authorities. Many night-time leisure and entertainment venues in and around Stockton 
have closed down resulting in a substantial decrease in drivers earnings and long waiting 
times between jobs. The number of private hire vehicles has also increased substantially 
over the last few years (with proportionally less WAV's), further reducing the amount of 
work available to the hackney carriage trade. Stockton also has one of the highest levels 
of unemployment in the region. As a result of this and government cutbacks more people 
than ever before do not have any disposable income. Simply put, removal of the allowance 
would potentially result in unemployment for any hackney carriage driver and/or proprietor 
whose saloon vehicle was damaged and/or came to the end of its natural life and needed 
replacing with a WAV- where prices for such vehicles are around £25,000.  
 
WAV's are also unpopular with the travelling public - WAV's are higher to enter/exit and 
inherently less comfortable then saloon vehicles, particularly for older persons. Experience 
has shown that able bodied and disabled people are more likely use a saloon hackney 
carriage then a WAV.  Running/insurance costs of such vehicles are approximately 50% 
higher when compared with saloon vehicles - evidenced by the falling number of WAV's. 
Currently there are no 'hybrid' or gas powered WAV's available which might help a driver 
or proprietor off-set the cost of owning an expensive WAV.  In the absence of a mandatory 
requirement set by Government, the Council should maintain the current fair and workable 
allowance. 
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54 DO NOT AGREE.  
Clearly there is no unmet demand for WAV's - evidenced by the number of WAV's actually 
falling since the last policy review. It is however important to consider a number of factors 
in deciding whether or not the allowance should be maintained and the effect it would have 
on existing license holders.  
 
Historically Stockton has never had a busy taxi trade when compared to neighbouring 
Authorities. Many night-time leisure and entertainment venues in and around Stockton 
have closed down resulting in a substantial decrease in drivers earnings and long waiting 
times between jobs. The typical take home pay for taxi drivers is now two-thirds less than 
it was ten years ago. The number of private hire vehicles has also increased substantially 
over the last few years (with proportionally less WAV's), further reducing the amount of 
work available to the hackney carriage trade. As a result of this and government cutbacks 
more people than ever before do not have any disposable income. Simply put, removal of 
the allowance would potentially result in unemployment for any hackney carriage driver 
and/or proprietor who's saloon vehicle was damaged and/or came to the end of its natural 
life and needed replacing with a WAV- where prices for such vehicles are around £25,000. 
Removing the allowance may also have a negative effect in that drivers would hold onto a 
saloon car as long as possible rather than change for a newer model every 2-3 years. 
 
WAV's are also unpopular with the travelling public - WAV's are higher to enter/exit and 
inherently less comfortable then saloon vehicles, particularly for older persons. Experience 
has shown that able bodied and disabled people are more likely use a saloon hackney 
carriage then a WAV.  WAV's are economically unviable, running/insurance costs of such 
vehicles are approximately 50% higher when compared with saloon vehicles - again 
evidenced by the falling number of WAV's. Currently there are no 'hybrid' or gas powered 
WAV's available which might help a driver or proprietor off-set the cost of owning an 
expensive WAV.  In the absence of a mandatory requirement set by Government, the 
Council should maintain the current fair and workable allowance. 

55 No comment 
56 Under no circumstances WAV to be made compulsory to hackney vehicle. 
57 A lot of people prefer saloon vehicles therefore they should stay because old people can’t 

get in wheelchair vehicles. 
58 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed. 
59 In my experience saloon cars are the most desired vehicle by both public and trade and is 

most economical.  Retaining saloon fleet will carry on benefitting the public in lower fares. 
60 No, wheelchair uses phone private hire companies to get from A to B.  The cost of the 

WAV is very expensive to buy and run and many people can’t get into the WAV because it 
is too high a step and some feel unsafe sitting in the back of these vehicles. 

61 I don’t think it should be removed; it is unfair and restrictive practice.  The choice of saloon 
versus WAV should be a personal one based on current demand in the market and what 
the operator decides is more profitable, some find it’s a saloon others a WAV.  Also the 
financial burden would result in drivers being unable to upgrade consequently losing their 
livelihoods. 

62 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled customers use 
the ranks and are in wheelchairs. 

63 No, saloon vehicles should be kept. 
64 No, the current allowance for saloon vehicles should not be removed as not all disabled 

customers use ranks.  The majority of disable passengers find it easier to get into saloon 
vehicles rather than WAV’s. 

65 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option form the policy.  Not all disable 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs. 

66 Disagree 
67 No, I don’t think the current saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is considered 

unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled customers 
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use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact that customers with disabilities, 
where the majority are those who don’t use wheelchairs find it easy and prefer to get into a 
saloon rather than a WAV. 

68 No, I don’t think the current allowance for saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  The majority don’t use wheelchairs i.e. 
the elderly in particular find is easy and prefer to get in saloon hackneys rather than 
WAV’s.  If trade is forced to use WAV’s it would have a detrimental effect. 

69 No, unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks, and are in wheelchairs. 

70 - 
72 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  If the trade is forced to use WAV’s it would have detrimental 
effect and would hinder improvement on the high standards of saloon taxi fleet.  It would 
persuade owners to retain older vehicles as long as they could as the majority would not 
be able to afford the WAV’s.  This would hinder the improvement of the present/past policy 
of improving the standards of the Stockton taxi fleet. 

73 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy especially as not 
all wheelchair customers use the ranks. 

74 Without establishing with certainty the levels that are demanded I believe it is unfair and 
unreasonable.  It could also hinder the betterment of the fleet as owner would retain older 
vehicles longer than they normally would do. 

75 No 
76 No, the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be retained in the policy and 

drivers must be allowed to change/replace vehicles like for like. 
77 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed it is 

considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all the 
disabled customers use the ranks. 

78 No, until the Council can establish with certainty what the levels stated are demanded, I 
believe it would be unfair, unreasonable and possibly it could hinder the improvement of 
the standard of the fleet, as owners would retain older vehicles longer than they normally 
may do. 

79 & 
80 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed it is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all the 
disabled customers use the ranks. 

81 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard fleet. 

82 Without having established with certainty the levels that are demanded it would be 
unreasonable.  It could prove to be a hardship for some drivers and may result in owners 
retaining vehicles longer than they would do normally affecting the betterment of the fleet. 

83 Disagree, the current allowance where saloon taxis are allowed to be replaced like for like 
must be retained.  Public service would suffer especially for the elderly and people with 
disabilities who prefer to use saloon vehicles for their travels and not the WAV’s.  The 
council must recognise the importance of saloon taxis and its availability of door to door 
service. 
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84 No, the current allowance must be part of the future policy.  It would have a detrimental 
effect on drivers and taxi fleet as whole.  It would be unreasonable and unfair to remove 
this allowance from the policy.  Most people with disabilities prefer saloon taxis for their 
travel. 

85 No I believe to remove the current allowance would be unfair and unreasonable.  Until the 
Council can establish with certainty there is a demand for the target levels to be raised I 
believe if the trade were forced to use WAV’s it could have a detrimental effect by 
hindering the improvement of the standard of saloon taxi fleet as owners would retain 
older vehicles longer than they would if they could replace saloon for better emission 
standards. 

86 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customers with disabilities who don’t use wheelchairs i.e. the elderly and over 45 years in 
particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  
The percentages of people with disabilities who prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in 
the majority and outweigh the percentage of those who use wheelchairs. 

87 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customers with disabilities who don’t use wheelchairs i.e. the elderly and over 45 years in 
particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  
The percentages of people with disabilities who prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in 
the majority and outweigh the percentage of those who use wheelchairs.  If the trade is 
forced to use WAV’s it would have a detrimental effect and would hinder improvement on 
the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet, as presently the trade is allowed to replace a 
saloon taxi for better emission standards and models as required.  It would persuade 
owners to retain older vehicles as long as they could, as a high majority would not be able 
to afford the price of WAV’s.  This would also result in experiencing a “U” turn effect on the 
present/past policy of improving standards of the Stockton taxi fleet. 

88 I don’t agree with this most old people cannot get into a WAV.  They always go to saloon 
cars on the rank.  If the driver has to replace the vehicle it should be like for like to DVLA 
standards Euro 4.  Please do survey for WAV. 

89 - 
93 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet. 

94 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customers with disabilities who don’t use wheelchairs i.e. the elderly and over 45 years in 
particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  
The percentages of people with disabilities who prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in 
the majority and outweigh the percentage of those who use wheelchairs.  If the trade is 
forced to use WAV’s it would have a detrimental effect and would hinder improvement on 
the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet, as presently the trade is allowed to replace a 
saloon taxi for better emission standards and models as required.  It would persuade 
owners to retain older vehicles as long as they could, as a high majority would not be able 
to afford the price of WAV’s.  This would also result in experiencing a “U” turn effect on the 
present/past policy of improving standards of the Stockton taxi fleet. 

95 & 
96 

No I don’t’ think it is a fair proposal.  It is considered unreasonable to remove this option 
from the policy.  Many people prefer to use saloon vehicles. 
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97 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customers with disabilities who don’t use wheelchairs i.e. the elderly and over 45 years in 
particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  
The percentages of people with disabilities who prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in 
the majority and outweigh the percentage of those who use wheelchairs.  If the trade is 
forced to use WAV’s it would have a detrimental effect and would hinder improvement on 
the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet, as presently the trade is allowed to replace a 
saloon taxi for better emission standards and models as required.  It would persuade 
owners to retain older vehicles as long as they could, as a high majority would not be able 
to afford the price of WAV’s.  This would also result in experiencing a “U” turn effect on the 
present/past policy of improving standards of the Stockton taxi fleet. 

98 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customers with disabilities who don’t use wheelchairs i.e. the elderly and over 45 years in 
particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney carriage 

99 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs. 

100 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet. 

101 - 
102 

No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customers with disabilities who don’t use wheelchairs i.e. the elderly and over 45 years in 
particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney carriage 

103 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet, and majority of people can’t afford 
the prices of WAV’s. 

104 No the current allowance should not be removed.  It is both unreasonable and unfair for it 
to be removed as not all disabled customers who use the ranks are in wheelchairs.  It is 
fact and practical that customers with disabilities when the majority don’t use wheelchairs 
such as the elderly find it easier and prefer to get in a saloon to a WAV.  If the trade is 
forced to use WAVs it would have a bad effect and would stop the improvement on a 
higher standard saloon fleet as currently allowed to replace saloon taxis for better models 
and emissions as needed.  It would only persuade owners to retain older vehicles as the 
majority would not be able to afford the price of a WAV. 

105 No, this is unfair and unreasonable.  Customers tend to find it easier to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage then a WAV.  These customers are the majority of disabled elderly and 
those over 45 years old.  If the trade is forced to use WAV’s the owners would have to 
retain older vehicles for as long as they could as well as this the majority would not be able 
to afford the prices of WAV’s. 

106 The current allowance should continue which permits existing licensed saloon HC vehicles 
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to be replaced by anther saloon vehicle.  It would only benefit the taxi fleet to upgrade 
further to the higher standard. 

107 No I don’t think the current allowance should be removed it is unreasonable and unfair to 
remove this option.  Not all disabled customers use ranks and are in wheelchairs i.e. 
elderly and over 45 years of age, people with disabilities prefer to use a saloon car rather 
than a WAV.  If trade is forced to use WAV it would have a detrimental effect. 

108 No, I disagree with the current allowance for the saloon vehicles to be removed.  It is 
unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled customers use the ranks or 
are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact that customers with disabilities prefer to use a 
saloon hackney carriage rather than a WAV.  The majority of people with disabilities who 
use saloon vehicles outweigh those who use wheelchairs. 

109 No, the current allowance should not be removed.  Not all disabled customers use the 
ranks and are in wheelchairs.  Customers with disabilities who don’t use wheelchairs 
prefer a saloon car to a WAV.  If the trade is forced to use WAV’s it would have a 
detrimental effect and hinder the quality of the Stockton fleet. 

110 - 
111 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet. 

112 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  It would 
persuade owners to retain older vehicle as long as they could as the majority would not be 
able to afford the prices of the WAV’s.  This would also result in experiencing a U turn 
effect on the present/past policy of improving standards of the Stockton taxi fleet. 

113 No, I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed it is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  This would 
have a detrimental effect on the quality of the fleet as it would prohibit new or newer 
saloon vehicles from being licensed. 

114 - 
116 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet, as presently the trade is allowed 
to replace a saloon taxi for a better emission standard and model as required.  It would 
persuade owners to retain older vehicles as long as they could as the majority would not 
be able to afford the prices of the WAV’s.  This would also result in experiencing a U turn 
effect on the present/past policy of improving standards of the Stockton Taxi fleet. 

117 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicle should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  Elderly people find it easier to get in 
saloon vehicles.  If the trade is forced to use WAV’s it would have a detrimental effect and 
would hinder improvements on the higher standards of saloon taxi fleet as presently the 
trade is allowed to replace a saloon taxi for a better emission standard. 

118 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
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hackney carriage rather than WAV’s. 
119 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 

considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities in particular find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon hackney 
carriage rather than a WAV. 

120 - 
121 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet, as presently the trade is allowed 
to replace a saloon taxi for a better emission standard and model as required.  It would 
persuade owners to retain older vehicles as long as they could as the majority would not 
be able to afford the prices of the WAV’s.  This would also result in experiencing a U turn 
effect on the present/past policy of improving standards of the Stockton Taxi fleet. 

122 No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet. 

123 No the current allowance should not be removed.  It is considered unreasonable and 
unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled customers who use the ranks 
are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that customers with disabilities when 
the majority don’t use wheelchairs i.e. the elderly and over 45 years in particular find it 
easier and prefer to get in a saloon to a WAV.  If the trade is forced to use WAVs it would 
hinder the improvement on a higher standard saloon.  It would only persuade owners to 
retain older vehicles as long as they could.  This would also result in a U turn effect on 
policy of improving Stockton standards. 

124 Current allowance for the saloon cars should not be removed.  This would be an unfair 
policy.  Many disabled customers don’t use the ranks.  Elderly and over 45 years of age in 
particular prefer a saloon car rather than a WAV.  A very small percentage of wheelchair 
disabled people and overweight people use the WAV’s. 

125 I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  If the trade is forced to use WAVs it 
would have a detrimental effect and would hinder improvement on the higher standard of 
saloon taxi fleet as presently the trade is allowed to replace a saloon taxi for a better 
emission standard.  It would persuade owners to retain older vehicle as long as they could 
as the majority would not be able to afford the prices of the WAV’s. 

126 Disagree; the current allowance which permits existing licensed saloon HCV to be 
replaced by another saloon vehicle should be retained in the policy.  If removed it would 
have a detrimental effect on the taxis drivers and the taxi fleet as a whole.  Stockton taxi 
fleet would experience difficulty in providing good taxi service and to meet public travel 
demand. 

127 - 
133 

No I don’t think the current allowance for the saloon vehicles should be removed.  It is 
considered unreasonable and unfair to remove this option from the policy.  Not all disabled 
customers use the ranks and are in wheelchairs.  It is a proven fact and practical that 
customer with disabilities where the majority is those who don’t use wheelchair i.e. the 
elderly and over 45 year of age in particular, find it easy and prefer to get into a saloon 
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hackney carriage rather than WAV’s.  The percentages of people with disabilities who 
prefer/need to use saloon vehicles are in the majority and outweigh the percentage of 
those who use wheelchairs.  It would have a detrimental effect and would hinder 
improvement on the higher standard of saloon taxi fleet, as presently the trade is allowed 
to replace a saloon taxi for a better emission standard and model as required.  It would 
persuade owners to retain older vehicles as long as they could as the majority would not 
be able to afford the prices of the WAV’s.  This would also result in experiencing a U turn 
effect on the present/past policy of improving standards of the Stockton Taxi fleet. 

134 See answer at question 3 
135 Do not agree – It is important to consider a number of matters in deciding whether or not 

the allowance should be maintained and the effect it would have on existing license 
holders.  Historically Stockton has never had a busy taxi trade when compared to 
neighbouring authorities.  Many night time leisure and entertainment venues in and around 
Stockton have closed down resulting in a substantial decrease in drivers earnings and 
long waiting times between jobs.  The number of private hire vehicles has also increased 
substantially over the last few years (with proportionally less WAV’s), further reducing the 
amount of work available to the hackney carriage trade.  Stockton also has one of the 
highest levels of unemployment in the region.  As a result of this and government cutbacks 
more people than ever before do not have any disposable income.  Simply put, removal of 
the allowance would potentially result in unemployment for any hackney carriage driver 
and or proprietor whose saloon vehicles was damaged and or came to the end of its 
natural life and needed replacing with a WAV – where prices for such vehicles are around 
£25,000. 

136 - 
137 

It is suggested that as the Government has offered no further guidance in this area 
then it should be subject to a full and separate consultation exercise with the disabled 
community in Stockton to ascertain their current views on the whole of the taxi service with 
a view to determining what their requirements and expectations actually are and to identify 
any shortcomings which could then determine any changes to policy regarding WAVs. 

138 See answer at question 3 
139 I have mixed views on this subject as will many wheelchair users. If the wheelchair user is 

unable to transfer to a car seat then they will need to use a WAV and will want as many 
WAVs available as possible.  
 
In my own case I drive an MPV (automatic) so when I use a taxi I prefer to use a saloon or 
MPV and have my wheelchair stowed in the boot. 
 
The danger with the existing arrangement is that it relies on new operators entering the 
market making new applications and the stated statistic shows that it is not working. 
 
Perhaps an amendment that allows one saloon replacement but then requires the 
purchase of a WAV could be a way forward? 

 
Q6.  Do you agree with the proposal to improve emission level standards to Euro 4 for all 
 existing vehicles?   If not, please give reasons. 
 
1 Yes 
2 Only agree if it is after 2018.  It is going to take time for the hackney drivers to start making 

a living wage after the Town Centre Regeneration work is completed. 
3 Agree 
4 Agree but request to start from 2017 
5 Agreed, consideration be given from 2017 
6 Agree 
7 I agree to Euro 4 emissions 
8 Agree, Euro 4 emission standard for all vehicles from 2017. 
9 Agree 
10 Yes, Euro 4 
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11 Yes 
12 Agree 
13 Yes 
14 No, I do not agree, some HC and PH Vehicles are in very good condition and have been 

will maintained, that will give that car extra life. 
15 Agree with euro 4 emission level but strongly disagree with euro 5 emission level to be 

forced as again it is a serious economic blow, realistically no hackney driver can afford to 
spend 10 to 15000 on a car without getting into loans at high interest rate, again 
recommend grants if any such decision is made to keep taxi trade and taxi driver alive 

16 Agree 
17 Agree – Euro 4 emission form 2017 for all vehicles 
18 I agree Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017 is good. 
19 Agree Euro 4 standards from 2017 
20 No, as long as the vehicle is well maintained and safe and presentable.  What effect will 

the amount of vehicles that fall into that category have on environment compared to 
amount of traffic on our roads. 

21 Agree to improve emission level standards 
22 I am against the idea of Euro 5 emission it should be maintained to Euro 4 as present – 

not economical to run; Euro 5 cars are expensive to buy; expensive to replace. 
23 No 
24 Agree to start from 2017 
25 Agree for all vehicles to be Euro 4 emission by 2017. 
26 Agree 
27 Agree Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 
28 Agree for all vehicles to be Euro 4 emission level standards by 2017. 
29 Agree Euro 4 emission standard for all vehicles from 2017. 
30 Agree 
31 Yes, I agree 
32 Agree Euro 4 emission standards from 2017. 
33 Yes, I was made to sell two vehicles due to this rule because they would not re license 

them, two jobs lost.  Why should rules be changed all the time? 
34 Agree, but requires that start of Euro 4 emission standards from 2017 for all vehicles. 
35 Agree Euro 4 emission standard for all vehicles form 2017 
36 & 
37 

Agree Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles form 2017. 

38 Agree 
39 Yes 
40 Agree Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles form 2017. 
41 Yes 
42 I agree because it’s environmentally friendly. 
43 Agree 
44 - 
47 

New and replacement vehicles should meet Euro 5 emissions. 

48 Agree, because it is good for environment 
49 Yes 
50 Agree 
51 Yes 
52 Agree any new/replacement vehicle would have to meet Euro 4 from 2017. 
53 - 
55 

Emissions standards were introduced to help improve air quality and minimise any 
potential damage to the environment. Despite all the legislation and improvement in 
vehicle technology, there is little evidence from any Government agency that the 
environment or air quality has improved. There is however, an argument that forcing older 
vehicles off the road means more natural resources are used to replace that vehicle. 
Similarly, there is no evidence that a relatively small number of licensed vehicles could in 
any way affect the environment or air quality in or around Stockton. Many of the journeys 
carried out by taxis are relatively short stop-start journeys which means emission control 
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systems such as catalytic convertors do not reach proper operating temperature and are 
largely ineffective. In the absence of any requirement for all Council-owned vehicles to be 
Euro 4/5 compliant, the current Euro 3 limit for all existing vehicles must be maintained. 
Any new/replacement vehicle would have to meet Euro 4. 

56 Agree 
57 Agree 
58 Agree, Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 
59 Agree 
60 Yes 
61 Yes 
62 Agree, euro 4 emission standard for all new vehicles from 2017. 
63 Yes 
64 Agree 
65 Agree, Euro 4 emission standard for all vehicles from 2017. 
66 Agree 
67 Agree, Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 
68 Agree, Euro 4 emission from 2017. 
69 Agree 
70 - 
72 

Agree to the proposal of Euro 4 emission level standard for all vehicles from 2017 

73 Agree, Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 
74 Agree 
75 Agree Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 
76 Agree euro emission standard for all vehicles from 2017. 
77 Agree Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 
78 Agree 
79 - 
81 

Agree Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 

82 Agree 
83 Agree 
84 Agree with Euro 4 standards for all existing vehicles form 2017. 
85 Agree 
86 & 
87 

Agree, Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2017. 

88 Agree Euro 4 standard for all vehicles. 
89 - 
93 

Agree, Euro 4 emission standard for all vehicles from 2017. 

94 Agree 
95 - 
104 

Agree, Euro 4 emission standard for all vehicles from 2017. 

105 Agree, Euro 4 emission standards for all vehicles from 2018. 
106 - 
133 

Agree, Euro 4 emission standard for all vehicles from 2017. 

134 Question 6 & 7 
The trade agrees, that Euro 4 emission standards to be met by all existing licensed 
vehicles by 2017.   
 
It is requested that Euro 5a (Diesel) and Euro 5 (Petrol) emission standards be deferred 
until 2018, and at which time it could be reviewed for higher emission standards i.e. Euro 
5b standards (for Diesel engines 5a becomes mandatory from September 2009 & 5b from 
September 2011 and for petrol engines 5 becomes mandatory from September 2009).  
  
There are two reasons for making this request, the first of which is the current economic 
climate. We are all having to ‘tighten our belts’ and make cuts and the taxi trade is no 
different. We have to absorb the high costs of fuel, insurance, vehicle maintenance etc. all 
of which increase every year, and at the same time see our customer base reduce 
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especially in the night time economy with the closure of major nightclubs, clubs and public 
houses in the borough and in neighbouring areas. The simple fact is that most Euro 5 
vehicles cost more than the earlier models which are only Euro 4 compliant which would 
place yet another financial burden on proprietors.  
 
The second reason poses the question ‘Is it reasonably necessary?’ The policy states that 
this requirement was introduced following a Government report that suggests that by 
adopting targeted air quality policies for road transport significant reductions can be 
achieved for noxious pollutants in the atmosphere. It goes on to state air quality 
improvements are clearly hampered through the length of time it takes for vehicles to be 
retired and now in the revised document in the interests of improving air quality new 
emission  standards are being introduced. It is suggested that this may be necessary in 
respect of the major cities like London who have introduced such policies for all vehicles 
entering the city in an attempt to improve air quality. However in Stockton it is suggested 
that this is not the case when you refer to the Councils own 2014 Air Quality Progress 
Report for Stockton on Tees.   
 
The Executive Summary to this report states that “While in general, improved fuels, 
engines and exhaust systems are having an impact on reducing road traffic emissions, 
traffic volume increases and the low point of discharge is still giving rise to high kerbside 
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and particulate PM10. This is particularly so where 
there are very heavily congested roads with tall buildings creating a ‘canyon’ effect and 
limiting dispersal, such as can be found in older city centres. The Stockton on Tees 
Council area does not have roads of this type, even in the central area of Stockton. 
Buildings are generally low level, and sit back from the roadside. The main shopping area 
is now increasingly pedestrianised, and while the busy main A66 east – west route acts as 
a main through route and feeder to the town centre, there are no areas of relevant public 
exposure in its immediate vicinity. The north – south A19 trunk road passes along the 
eastern border of Stockton on Tees, but it is also well away from areas of relevant public 
exposure.  
 
Continuous monitoring carried out within Stockton on Tees Council area has shown that 
there is no exceedance of government objectives from traffic or from industry where there 
is a relevant public exposure, Further support is provided by the results from the 
continuous monitoring carried out elsewhere in the Tees Valley area.  
 
In 2005, a comprehensive traffic pollution study was carried out across the Tees Valley 
using the new Highways Agency model. Within Stockton on Tees, the study looked at a 
continuous monitoring site, a nitrogen diffusion tube site, and several building facades 
close to busy roads. The study showed that the model provided a good representation of 
traffic pollution, and confirmed that there were no exceedances of Government objectives.  
Further evidence of the generally good quality of air in the Tees valley is found in 
reference 3, an eight year analysis 2004 -2011 of all continuous monitoring results against 
the UK Air Quality Banding system. The report was published in July 2012..................The 
report concluded that Tees Valley air quality is better than the national average for UK 
urban areas.  
 
The report also looked at the implications of the changes to the UK air quality banding 
system.....................Again the analysis concluded that the Tees Valley air quality will 
continue to be good, and better than the national average for UK urban areas.  
 
If there are no problems and air quality in Stockton is better than the national average then 
what justification is there for keeping this requirement in the policy let alone increasing the 
standard required?  

135 Emissions standards were introduced to help improve air quality and minimise any 
potential damage to the environment.  Despite all the legislation and improvement in 
vehicle technology there is little evidence from any Government agency that the 
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environment or air quality has improved.  There is however, an argument that forcing older 
vehicles off the road means more natural resources are used to replace that vehicle.  
Similarly, there is no evidence that a relatively small number of licensed vehicles could in 
any way affect the environment or air quality in or around Stockton.  Many of the journeys 
carried out by taxis are relatively short stop-start journeys which means emission control 
systems such as catalytic converters do not reach proper operating temperature and are 
large ineffective.  In the absence of any requirement for all council owned vehicles to be 
Euro 4/5 compliant the current Euro 3 limit for all existing vehicles must be maintained.  
Any new/replacement vehicle would have to meet Euro 4. 

136 We would propose that the Council consider introducing an age policy into this area that 
would require as a minimum all vehicles to be less than 4 years of age when first licensed 
and not to be relicensed unless there are exceptional circumstances, once they are 8 years 
old. We believe that such a requirement not only satisfies the Councils desire to maintain an 
emissions policy as modem engines are more efficient and emit less pollutants but would 
also assist in improving and maintaining the quality and appearance of the fleet which we 
believe from our experience the fare paying customer now expects. 

137 It is requested that consideration be given to removing or at least deferring the introduction of 
Euro 5 emission standards for all new vehicles to 2017 when it will be required that all licensed 
vehicles will be expected to meet a minimum of Euro 4 emission levels and at which time it 
could be reviewed. 
 
There are two reasons for making this request, the first of which is the current economic 
climate.  We are all having to “tighten our belts” and make cuts and the taxi trade is no 
different.  We have to absorb the high costs of fuel, insurance, vehicle maintenance etc. all of 
which increase every year, and at the same time see our customer base reduce especially in 
the night time economy with the closure of major nightclubs, clubs and public houses in the 
borough and in neighbouring areas.  The simple fact is that most Euro 5 vehicles cost more 
than the earlier models which are only Euro 4 compliant which would place yet another 
financial burden on operators. 
 
The second reason poses the question ‘Is it reasonably necessary?’ The policy states that 
this requirement was introduced following a Government report that suggests that by 
adopting targeted air quality policies for road transport significant reductions can be 
achieved for noxious pollutants in the atmosphere. It goes on to state air quality 
improvements are clearly hampered through the length of time it takes for vehicles to be 
retired and now in the revised document in the interests of improving air quality new 
emission  standards are being introduced. It is suggested that this may be necessary in 
respect of the major cities like London who have introduced such policies for all vehicles 
entering the city in an attempt to improve air quality. However in Stockton it is suggested 
that this is not the case when you refer to the Councils own 2014 Air Quality Progress 
Report for Stockton on Tees.   
 
The Executive Summary to this report states that “While in general, improved fuels, 
engines and exhaust systems are having an impact on reducing road traffic emissions, 
traffic volume increases and the low point of discharge is still giving rise to high kerbside 
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and particulate PM10. This is particularly so where 
there are very heavily congested roads with tall buildings creating a ‘canyon’ effect and 
limiting dispersal, such as can be found in older city centres. The Stockton on Tees 
Council area does not have roads of this type, even in the central area of Stockton. 
Buildings are generally low level, and sit back from the roadside. The main shopping area 
is now increasingly pedestrianized, and while the busy main A66 east – west route acts as 
a main through route and feeder to the town centre, there are no areas of relevant public 
exposure in its immediate vicinity. The north – south A19 trunk road passes along the 
eastern border of Stockton on Tees, but it is also well away from areas of relevant public 
exposure.  
 
Continuous monitoring carried out within Stockton on Tees Council area has shown that 
there is no exceedance of government objectives from traffic or from industry where there 
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is a relevant public exposure, Further support is provided by the results from the 
continuous monitoring carried out elsewhere in the Tees Valley area.  
 
In 2005, a comprehensive traffic pollution study was carried out across the Tees Valley 
using the new Highways Agency model. Within Stockton on Tees, the study looked at a 
continuous monitoring site, a nitrogen diffusion tube site, and several building facades 
close to busy roads. The study showed that the model provided a good representation of 
traffic pollution, and confirmed that there were no exceedances of Government objectives.  
Further evidence of the generally good quality of air in the Tees valley is found in 
reference 3, an eight year analysis 2004 -2011 of all continuous monitoring results against 
the UK Air Quality Banding system. The report was published in July 2012..................The 
report concluded that Tees Valley air quality is better than the national average for UK 
urban areas.  
 
The report also looked at the implications of the changes to the UK air quality banding 
system.....................Again the analysis concluded that the Tees Valley air quality will 
continue to be good, and better than the national average for UK urban areas.  
 
If there are no problems and air quality in Stockton is better than the national average then 
what justification is there for keeping this requirement in the policy let alone increasing the 
standard required?  

138 It is requested that consideration be given to removing or at least deferring the introduction 
of Euro 5 emission standards for all new vehicles to 2017 when it will be required that all 
licensed vehicles will be expected to meet a minimum of Euro 4 emission levels and at 
which time it could be reviewed. 
 
There are two reasons for making this request, the first of which is the current economic 
climate.  We are all having to “tighten our belts” and make cuts and the taxi trade is no 
different.  We have to absorb the high costs of fuel, insurance, vehicle maintenance etc. all 
of which increase every year, and at the same time see our customer base reduce 
especially in the night time economy with the closure of major nightclubs, clubs and public 
houses in the borough and in neighbouring areas.  The simple fact is that most Euro 5 
vehicles cost more than the earlier models which are only Euro 4 compliant which would 
place yet another financial burden on operators. 
 
The second reason poses the question ‘Is it reasonably necessary?’ The policy states that 
this requirement was introduced following a Government report that suggests that by 
adopting targeted air quality policies for road transport significant reductions can be 
achieved for noxious pollutants in the atmosphere. It goes on to state air quality 
improvements are clearly hampered through the length of time it takes for vehicles to be 
retired and now in the revised document in the interests of improving air quality new 
emission  standards are being introduced. It is suggested that this may be necessary in 
respect of the major cities like London who have introduced such policies for all vehicles 
entering the city in an attempt to improve air quality. However in Stockton it is suggested 
that this is not the case when you refer to the Councils own 2014 Air Quality Progress 
Report for Stockton on Tees.   
 
The Executive Summary to this report states that “While in general, improved fuels, 
engines and exhaust systems are having an impact on reducing road traffic emissions, 
traffic volume increases and the low point of discharge is still giving rise to high kerbside 
concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and particulate PM10. This is particularly so where 
there are very heavily congested roads with tall buildings creating a ‘canyon’ effect and 
limiting dispersal, such as can be found in older city centres. The Stockton on Tees 
Council area does not have roads of this type, even in the central area of Stockton. 
Buildings are generally low level, and sit back from the roadside. The main shopping area 
is now increasingly pedestrianized, and while the busy main A66 east – west route acts as 
a main through route and feeder to the town centre, there are no areas of relevant public 
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exposure in its immediate vicinity. The north – south A19 trunk road passes along the 
eastern border of Stockton on Tees, but it is also well away from areas of relevant public 
exposure.  
 
Continuous monitoring carried out within Stockton on Tees Council area has shown that 
there is no exceedance of government objectives from traffic or from industry where there 
is a relevant public exposure, Further support is provided by the results from the 
continuous monitoring carried out elsewhere in the Tees Valley area.  
 
In 2005, a comprehensive traffic pollution study was carried out across the Tees Valley 
using the new Highways Agency model. Within Stockton on Tees, the study looked at a 
continuous monitoring site, a nitrogen diffusion tube site, and several building facades 
close to busy roads. The study showed that the model provided a good representation of 
traffic pollution, and confirmed that there were no exceedances of Government objectives.  
Further evidence of the generally good quality of air in the Tees valley is found in 
reference 3, an eight year analysis 2004 -2011 of all continuous monitoring results against 
the UK Air Quality Banding system. The report was published in July 2012..................The 
report concluded that Tees Valley air quality is better than the national average for UK 
urban areas.  
 
The report also looked at the implications of the changes to the UK air quality banding 
system.....................Again the analysis concluded that the Tees Valley air quality will 
continue to be good, and better than the national average for UK urban areas.  
 
If there are no problems and air quality in Stockton is better than the national average then 
what justification is there for keeping this requirement in the policy let alone increasing the 
standard required?  
 
The national survey figures clearly show that 42% of councils have had a fall in either taxi 
or private hire or both numbers over the period 2010/2012/2014.  The figures attach 
particularly badly to those councils with overly strict regimes.  Just have a look at London 
Hackney Carriages.  They have lost over 350 cabs in one year because of emission rules.  
I am told that the figure is now nearing 1000.  Look at Birmingham figures and Rushcliffe.  
They went all brand new London type and the fleet went from 260 to 16!  Now recovered 
to 34 but the Council acts the trade suffers the consequences. 

139 N/A 
 
 
Q7.  Do you agree with the proposal to improve emission level standards to Euro 5 for all 
 new and replacement vehicles?  If not, please give reasons. 
 
1 No, it means having to spend more money that we don’t make and going into debt for 

more expensive vehicles that do the same job as the cheaper cars. 
2 Disagree totally as the cost of replacement is for too much.  It should be referred and 

reviewed in 2018. 
3 Disagree 
4 Disagree, request Euro 5 standard to start from 2018. 
5 Disagree, consideration be given from 2018. 
6 Disagree 
7 Disagree 
8 Disagree, request for Euro 5 emission standards to be deferred until 2018 for new and 

replacement vehicles.  In which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work. 

9 Not agree 
10 Disagree, Euro 4 fine for now 
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11 Yes 
12 Disagree 
13 No, not being aware of differing models of car it could limit choice of vehicle. 
14 No, I do not, this is just an expense the trade cannot really afford as there is not the 

amount of work to justify this proposal. 
15 Totally agree with euro4 levels to be enforced, but not to enforce euro 5 until for a few 

more years. So it is affordable for drivers 
16 Disagree, request for Euro 5 Emission standard to be deferred until 2018. 
17 Request to defer Euro 5 emission until 2018 
18 I disagree because I can’t afford it 
19 Request, Euro 5 standard to start from 2018 
20 No, through natural replacement system all vehicles will eventually meet required levels 

(cars don’t run forever) and technology gives us more efficiency, all the time getting better 
21 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission should be deferred until 2018. 
22 Euro 5 should not be introduced 
23 Disagree, request for Euro 5 emission standards to be at least deferred to 2018 for new 

and replacement vehicles, as the cost implications with regards to hackney carriages are 
simply not in ratio. 

24 Disagree, request to start from 2018 
25 Request Euro 5 emission standards to be deferred until 2018. 
26 Disagree 
27 Disagree request for Euro 5 emission 
28 Request Euro 5 emission levels to be deferred until 2018. 
29 Disagree request for 5 emission to be deferred until 2018 for new and replacement 

vehicles.  
30 Disagree, request Euro 5 to start from 2018. 
31 I disagree, the price of a Euro 5 compared to the level of work we have in Stockton does 

not make if feasible to continue working in this job. 
32 Disagree, request for Euro 5 to be deferred until 2018 for new and replacement vehicles. 
33 Yes 
34 Disagree, request Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018. 
35 Disagree - to defer until 2018 for replacement vehicles.  The cost implications with regards 

to HC are not proportionate to work ratio in SBC and would force a lot out of work. 
36 & 
37 

Disagree; request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018, for new and 
replacement vehicles, which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriages and not proportion to work ratio in the Stockton Borough and would 
certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases, it would mean the 
proprietors would be forced to replace an existing high standard vehicle i.e. Euro 4 
standards, which may have been bought/replace just six months earlier at a cheaper price, 
but technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, when 
meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. Euro 5 emission standards. 

38 No I don’t agree 
39 Yes only on new vehicles/new drivers 
40 Disagree.  Request for Euro 5 emission standards to be deferred until 2018 for new and 

replacement vehicles which time it could be reviewed. 
41 No, too expensive- not make enough money 
42 I disagree because Euro 5 cars are not affordable. 
43 Agree 
44 Yes 
45 Yes, new vehicles only for new drivers only. 
46 Yes 
47 Yes 
48 Disagree because Euro 5 cars are not affordable. 
49 No, the cost implications are not in proportion to the work ratio in the Borough of Stockton 

and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of business just to replace a vehicle to 
Euro 5 standard. 
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50 Disagree, it should be deferred to a late time so implications can be considered. 
51 Yes 
52 Disagree I feel that for any euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until at least 2018. 

Due to the cost implication it would have on the drivers as it is placing a bigger burden to 
purchase a vehicle when already the cost of a new vehicle is not proportionate to the work 
available in the Stockton Borough area. 

53 Any new/replacement vehicle would have to meet Euro 4 
54 Any new/replacement vehicle would have to meet Euro 4. Proprietors should be made to 

keep better maintenance of their vehicles to minimise pollution. 
55 Any new/replacement vehicle would have to meet Euro 4 
56 Disagree 
57 I totally disagree the cost will force a lot of people out of work it’s not economical for 

proprietors. 
58 Disagree, request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 

replacement vehicles when it could be reviewed. 
59 Only for new Euro 5.  I favour keeping Euro 4 for the replacement. 
60 No because as the grade is very quiet the cost of new vehicles would be putting a lot of 

drivers in debt, then there is the running cost on top. 
61 Disagree, in principle a good idea but it is too much to quickly in the time frame proposed.  

As it stands it would leave some operators who have invested in Euro 4 recently in dire 
straits.  A longer time frame and more consultation is the answer. 

62 Disagree, request for euro 5 emissions until 2018 for new and replacement vehicles.  This 
could be reviewed, 

63 Just for new car/drivers only. 
64 Disagree, the Council should defer this until 2018 for new and replacement vehicles which 

time it could be reviewed. 
65 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 

replacement vehicles which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in Stockton Borough and would 
certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work. 

66 Agree, it is better for the environment and therefore I am not adverse to improving level of 
emissions. 

67 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles. 

68 Disagree, Euro 5 emission.  The cost implications regarding HC are not proportionate to 
work ratio in the Stockton Borough.  This would force a lot of proprietors out of work. 

69 Disagree, euro 5 emissions to be deferred until 2018.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work in the Stockton Borough.  Would force 
a lot of individuals out of work. 

70 - 
72 

Disagree, request for Euro 5 emission level standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, which in time could be reviewed.  The cost implications with regard 
to hackney carriage are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough and would 
certainly force a lot of the proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would mean the 
proprietor would be force to replace an existing high standard vehicle i.e. Euro 4 standards 
which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper price but 
technical it would be classed as a vehicle with lower fuel emission standards when 
meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. Euro 5 emission. 

73 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles.  There is not enough work in Stockton to justify the cost of having to 
replace vehicle to meet Euro 5 emission. 

74 No in the current climate this is an unnecessary hardship.  The implications of cost are not 
justified by the level of work available. 

75 Disagree, Euro 5 emission should be deferred until 2018 for replacement vehicles.  The 
cost implications for owner drivers will be too much. 

76 & 
77 

Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost with regards to 
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hackneys is not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough and would certainly 
force a lot of proprietors out of work. 

78 No I don’t, the cost implications don’t justify the level of work available to a hackney driver.  
In this climate I believe this is an unnecessary hardship. 

79 & 
80 

Disagree, euro 5 emissions to be deferred until 2018.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work in the Stockton Borough.  Would force 
a lot of individuals out of work. 

81 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles which time it could be reviewed. 

82 No, in this economic climate this would be excessive. 
83 Disagree, request Euro 5 standards to start from 2018. 
84 Request for Euro 5 emission standards to be deferred until 2018 for new and replacement 

vehicles.  Euro 4 standards would improve the standard of the taxi fleet further from 2017 
and giving extra year for the start of the Euro 5 would help the trade to upgrade vehicles 
from 2018. 

85 No, I believe it should be deferred until 2018.  The cost implications are not in proportion to 
work ratio in the Stockton Borough.  Possibly forcing some proprietors out of work. 

86 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriage are not proportionate to work ration in the Stockton Borough and 
would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work where in many cases it would mean 
the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standard vehicle i.e. euro 4 
standard which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper price. 

87 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriage are not proportionate to work ration in the Stockton Borough and 
would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work where in many cases it would mean 
the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standard vehicle i.e. euro 4 
standard which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper price.  
Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards when 
meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

88 Disagree; I request for Euro 5 emission standards to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles.  A lot of proprietors would be forced out of work. 

89 - 
97 

Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price.  Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, 
when meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

98 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriage are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough and would 
certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work where in many cases it would mean the 
proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standard vehicle i.e. euro 4 standard 
which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper price. 

99 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with regards 
to hackney carriage are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough. 

100 – 
101 

Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle.  

102 - Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
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103 replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price.  Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, 
when meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

104 Disagree; we request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle which 
may have been bought or replaced 6 months prior at a cheaper price but technically it 
would be classed as lower standard vehicle when meeting the requirement of the new 
policy. 

105 Disagree, request for euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles.  A lot of proprietors would be forced out of work. 

106 Disagree, request for Euro 5 to be deferred until 2018 for new and replacement vehicles.  
The taxi fleet has improved and upgraded its standard I the last three years or so and 
forcing Euro 5 standards onto drivers earlier than 2018 would not encourage drivers to 
change vehicles earlier, and would be extra financial burden on HC drivers. 

107 Disagree, the cost implications with regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to 
work ratio and would force a number of proprietors out of work. 

108 Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.   

109 Disagree, defer until 2018 for new and replacement vehicles.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough. 

110 - 
111 

Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price.  Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, 
when meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

112 Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.   

113 Disagree, request for Euro 5 emission standards to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles at which time it could be reviewed.  I can’t afford it; it costs too much 
for me. 

114 - 
116 

Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price.  Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, 
when meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

117 - 
118 

Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price. 
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119 - 
121 

Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price.  Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, 
when meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

122 Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.   

123 Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price.  Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, 
when meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

124 Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles. 

125 Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.   

126 Disagree; request a consideration should be given for new and replacement vehicles to 
start from 2018.  

127 - 
133 

Disagree; request for Euro 5 emission standard to be deferred until 2018 for new and 
replacement vehicles, at which time it could be reviewed.  The cost implications with 
regards to hackney carriages are not proportionate to work ratio in the Stockton Borough 
and would certainly force a lot of proprietors out of work.  Where in many cases it would 
mean the proprietor would be forced to replace an existing high standards vehicle i.e. euro 
4 standards which may have been bought/replaced just six months earlier at a cheaper 
price.  Technically it would be classed as a vehicle with a lower fuel emission standards, 
when meeting the requirement of the policy i.e. euro 5 emission standards. 

134 See answer at question 6. 
135 Any new/replacement vehicle would have to meet Euro 4 (see answer at question 6) 
136 We would propose that the Council consider introducing an age policy into this area that 

would require as a minimum all vehicles to be less than 4 years of age when first licensed 
and not to be relicensed unless there are exceptional circumstances, once they are 8 years 
old. We believe that such a requirement not only satisfies the Councils desire to maintain an 
emissions policy as modern engines are more efficient and emit less pollutants but would 
also assist in improving and maintaining the quality and appearance of the fleet which we 
believe from our experience the fare paying customer now expects. 

137 See answer at question 6. 
138 See answer at question 6. 
139 N/A 
 
 
Q8.  Do you agree with the proposal to amend the training requirement for existing drivers 
 and operators so that they are required, if they have not already done so, to 
 successfully complete one of the level 2 courses by the anniversary of their licence in 
 2016?  If not, please give reasons.  
1 Yes 
2 Agree in principle, but would prefer it to be extended into 2017 rather than 2016. 
3 Agree 
4 Agree, request to consider so all existing drivers have completed the courses by 2017. 
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5 Agree, to start from 2018. 
6 Agree, please consider increasing extra year, so all existing drivers to have completed 

courses by 2017. 
7 For new drivers only 
8 Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 

drivers to complete the course.  All existing drivers to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2017. 

9 Agree 
10 Agree, start from 2017 instead of 2016. 
11 Yes 
12 Agree 
13 Yes 
14 I do not agree, any driver wishing to become a licensed driver with Stockton Borough 

Council should have all qualifications before they are accepted. 
15 Totally agree, should be one of the 2 level courses, but should not be forced to do the 

both. 
16 Agree in principle 
17 Agree – request further one year extension – to start from 2017 
18 Agree 
19 Agree, request extra year to complete the course i.e. 2017 
20 Yes 
21 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 

complete course. 
22 NVQ is a waste of money and should not be introduced; it’s not a Government 

requirement. 
23 Agree in principle, but defer to 2017 when it can be reviewed with the Governments “Go 

Skills Programme” 
24 Agree in principle, but request the new drivers to be given two years, instead of one year 

to complete the course 
25 Request an increase of one year from proposals 2016 to 2017 to complete the courses for 

existing drivers. 
26 Agree 
27 Agree 
28 Agree but request an increase of one year from proposed 2016 to 2017 to complete. 
29 Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing driver 

to complete the course. 
30 Agree, request drives be given an extra year – all drivers to complete course by 2017. 
31 Yes I agree, too many Eastern Europeans who cannot communicate at all. 
32 Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 

drivers to complete the course – all existing drivers to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2017. 

33 Yes 
34 Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 

drivers to complete the course – to complete by 2017. 
35 Agree in principle but do request another proposal for existing drivers to complete course 

to 2017. 
36 & 
37 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course i.e. all existing driver to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2018.  When it could be reviewed, with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications, and if there are any changes with 
regard to the courses funding policy. 

38 Yes, I agree 
39 Disagree, 2 years’ time period to be allowed. 
40 Agree 
41 Yes 
42 Agree 



Appendix 3 

43 Disagree, drivers should be allowed minimum of two years. 
44 Yes 
45 Yes 
46 Yes 
47 Yes 
48 Agree 
49 If the Council wishes to amend any training requirements then if should go some way to 

partially funding the training, if funding is not already available, especially if it want drivers 
and operators to stick to specified time scale. 

50 Partially agree but request a further year for drivers to complete this course from 2016 to 
2017. 

51 Agree 
52 Agreed. All new and existing drivers, Operators and proprietors. In addition to this I feel 

that any existing drivers should get additional time to complete the proposed courses, for 
example 2017.  When it could be reviewed, with the Governments "Go skills programme". 
for technical qualifications, and if there's any changes with regards to the courses funding 
policy. 

53 Agree, all new and existing drivers, Operators and proprietors 
54 Agree, all new and existing drivers, Operators and proprietors 
55 Agree, all new and existing drivers, Operators and proprietors 
56 Two years grace period is most appropriate 
57 Agree 
58 Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 

drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017. 

59 Agree 
60 No because most drivers and operators have been doing this trade for years and the 

experiences that they have gained over the years must count for something, especially if 
their have had no issues against them. 

61 Agree 
62 Agree in principle, all existing drivers to have the course completed by the anniversary of 

their license in 2017. 
63 Yes 
64 Agree to an extent.  Request an additional year from proposed 2016 to 2017.  However, 

the NVQ level 2 is pointless as there are many people who have obtained degrees which 
are equivalent to level 7 and by completing level 2 NVQ it’s like putting them back to 
school.  Drivers who have been in the trade for many years know what is expected as a 
driver. 

65 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 
complete the course i.e. all existing driver to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2017.  When it could be reviewed, with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications, and if there are any changes with 
regard to the courses funding policy. 

66 Disagree, the grace period should be extended until 2017. 
67 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 

complete the course i.e. all existing driver to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2017.   

68 Agree 
69 Agree, but request an additional year from proposed 2016 for existing drivers to complete 

course. 
70 - 
72 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with 
regards to the courses funding policy. 

73 Agree in principal, but request an additional year from proposed 2016 to enable drivers to 
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complete the course. 
74 Agree 
75 Agree, but request more time for drivers to fulfil requirements. 
76 Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 

drivers to complete the course. 
77 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 

complete the course i.e. all existing driver to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2017.   

78 I agree, but think an extra year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers so at that stage 
the training programmes can be reviewed with the aim of funding also being reviewed. 

79 - 
81 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017. 

82 Agree 
83 Agree in principle but request to start from 2017 for existing drivers to complete the 

course. 
84 Request extra year from the proposed 2016 i.e. by 2017 for all existing drivers. 
85 I agree in principle, but I think an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 

drivers so all drivers should have the course completed by 2017.  Then it could be 
reviewed with “Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications. 

86 & 
87 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with 
regards to the courses funding policy. 

88 Request for an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to complete the 
course. 

89 - 
92 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with 
regards to the courses funding policy. 

93 Agree in principle 
94 - 
98 

Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 
complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments “Go 
Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with regards to 
the courses funding policy. 

99 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 
complete the course i.e. all existing driver to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2017.   

100 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 
complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments “Go 
Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with regards to 
the courses funding policy. 

101 – 
104 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with 
regards to the courses funding policy. 

105 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to 
complete the course. 

106 Request an additional year from proposed 2016 for existing drivers to complete the course 
i.e. 2017 

107 Agree in principle but request an additional year instead of 2016 2017 when it could be 
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reviewed. 
108 Agree, but request an extra year from the proposed 2016 for existing drivers to complete 

the course. (by 2017) 
109 Agree but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 to 2017.  All existing drivers 

to have the course completed by the anniversary of their license in 2017. 
110 - 
121 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with 
regards to the courses funding policy. 

122  Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017. 

123 - 
124 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with 
regards to the courses funding policy. 

125 Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course i.e. all existing driver to have the course completed by the 
anniversary of their license in 2017, when it could be reviewed.   

126 Agree, but request a consideration should be given to increase a further one year from the 
proposed 2016.  All existing drivers to have completed the courses by 2018. 

127 - 
133 

Agree in principle but request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the course.  i.e. all existing drivers to have the course completed by 
the anniversary of their licence in 2017 when it could be reviewed with the Governments 
“Go Skills Programme” for technical qualifications and if there are any changes with 
regards to the courses funding policy. 

134 Agreed in principle, but, request an additional year from the proposed 2016 for existing 
drivers to complete the courses i.e. all existing drivers to have the courses completed by 
the anniversary of their license in 2017.  

135 Agree, all new and existing drivers, operators and proprietors. 
136 Agree 
137  Agree 
138 Agree 
139 N/A 
 
 
Q9.  Do you agree with the proposal to amend the training requirement for new applicants 
 so that they are required, if they have not already done so, to successfully complete 
 one of the level 2 courses within 12 months from the first grant of their licence?  If 
 not, please give reasons. 
1 Yes 
2 Disagree 
3 Agree in principle, but request that new drivers be given two years instead of one year to 

complete the courses. 
4 Agree, request to consider increasing to extra one year for new drivers i.e. to complete by 

2018. 
5 Agree, consider to give 2 years for new drivers to completed the courses. 
6 Agree, consider new drivers should be given two years to complete the courses. 
7 I agree 
8 Agree in principle, but request that new drivers be given two years instead of one year to 

complete the course. 
9 Agree 
10 Give new drivers two years to complete course 
11 Yes 
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12 Agree in principle, but request new drivers be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the courses. 

13 Yes 
14 No, I do not agree, they should gain their qualifications before applying. 
15 Totally agree 
16 Agree in principle 
17 Agree – request further extension , new drivers to be given two years to complete 
18 Agree 
19 Agree that new drivers be given 2 years to complete the courses. 
20 Yes 
21 Agree but request new drivers to be given 2 years instead of one to complete courses 
22 I Disagree - NVQ is a waste of money and should not be introduced, it’s not a Government 

requirement. 
23 Agree but request new drivers to be given two years instead of one to complete course. 
24 Agree, request new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to complete course. 
25 Agree, but new should be given two years to complete the courses. 
26 Agree 
27 Agree 
28 Agree but new drivers should also be given extra year from the proposed one year to two 

years. 
29 Agree in principle but request that new drivers be given two years instead of one year to 

complete the course. 
30 Agree, but request new drivers to be given two years to complete the courses. 
31 Yes, I agree 
32 Agree in principle but request that new drivers be given two years to complete the course. 
33 Yes 
34 Agree, but new drivers should be given two years to complete the courses. 
35 Agree in principle but request new drivers given 2 years instead of 1 year to complete 

course. 
36 & 
37 

Agreed in principle, but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year 
to complete the courses. 

38 Yes, I agree 
39 Disagree, two years instead of one year. 
40 Agree 
41 Yes 
42 Agree 
43 Disagree, drivers should be allowed minimum of two years. 
44 Yes 
45 Yes 
46  Yes 
47 Yes 
48 Agree 
49 No, I think a reasonable time such as two years should be given instead of one year. 
50 Agree, but would prefer if the new drivers were given 2 years rather than 12 months to 

complete the courses. 
51 Yes 
52 There needs to be a clear and mandatory requirement to successfully complete the 

course, failing which will result in immediate suspension of the driver/operator license. But 
request that the time limit be extended to two years. 

53 - 
55 

There needs to be a clear and mandatory requirement to successfully complete the course 
within 12 months, failing which will result in immediate suspension of the driver/operator 
license. 

56 Two year time period 
57 Agree but would request all drivers are given at least two years to complete the courses. 
58 Agree in principle, but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year 
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to complete the courses. 
59 - 
61 

Agree 

62 New drivers to be given two years instead of one year to complete the course. 
63 Yes 
64 Agree but drivers who are new should be given 2 years instead of 1 year. 
65 Agree in principle but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 

complete the courses. 
66 The same two years should be allowed for new drivers to complete instead of 12 months. 
67 Agree in principle but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 

complete the courses. 
68 Agree 
69 Agree in principle, however, 2 years should be given in order to complete the course.   Or 

flexible times e.g. evenings  
70 - 
72 

I agree in principle, but request that new drivers to be given some time. 

73 Agree in principle, but request that new drivers be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the course. 

74 Agree 
75 Agree but give two years to complete. 
76 & 
77 

Agree in principle but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the course. 

78 Agree 
79 - 
81 

Agree in principle but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the course. 

82 Agree 
83 Request that new drivers should be given two years to complete the courses. 
84 Request that new drivers be given two years to complete the courses. 
85 Agree but request new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to complete the 

courses. 
86 & 
87 

Agree in principal but request the new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the courses. 

88 Agree, request for new drivers to be given 2 years to complete the course. 
89 - 
92 

Agree in principal but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the courses. 

93 Agree in principle 
94 & 
105 

Agree but request that drivers are given two years to complete the course. 

106 New drivers should be given two years to complete the courses instead of one year. 
107 Agree, but request two years instead of one. 
108 - 
109 

Agree, but request that new drivers be given two years instead of one to complete the 
courses. 

110 - 
125 

Agree in principal but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the courses. 

126 Request that new drivers be given two years to complete the courses. 
127 
133 

Agree in principal but request that new drivers to be given two years instead of one year to 
complete the courses. 

134 Agreed in principle, but, request the new drivers to be given TWO years instead of the 
proposed ONE year to complete the courses. 

135 There needs to be a clear and mandatory requirement to successfully complete the course 
within 12 months, failing which will result in immediate suspension of the driver/operator 
license. 

136 Agree 
137 Agree 
138 Agree 
139 N/A 
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Q10. Do you have any further comments or suggestions for changes to the Policy?  If so, 
 please provide further details.  
 
1 No comments made 
2 It should be up to the Hackney Driver whether they want wheelchair accessible vehicles or 

not.  The hackney trade is very quiet compared to private hire. 
3 I request that the present rule where driver must have a V5 form with the application when 

replacing a vehicle should be abolished. 
4 – 5  No comments made 
6 Request to consider reverting back to the old rule of allowing licences to be issued without 

V5 form and subject to a condition that V5 form must be produced within 28 days.  The 
current rule should be abolished; it would allow drivers to start using the replaced vehicle 
without further delay and costs. 

7 Stockton Hackney Rank is not safe to the driver and public; we need more rank spaces for 
vehicles licensed; private hires should have WAV vehicles because nobody comes onto 
the rank for wheelchair vehicles. 

8 I request the proposed rule where drivers must have to present a V5 form with the 
application when replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to 
existing drivers when replacing a vehicle because drives are only enhancing the 
betterment of the taxi fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a 
license for the new vehicle just as the rule use to be previously where under a trust 
scheme, the Council did issue licenses and were giving a month to present a V5 form for a 
new vehicle. 

9 – 11 No comments made 
12 I request the present rule where drivers must present a V5 form with the application when 

replacing a vehicle should be abolished. 
13 -14 No comments made 
15 We taxi drivers work really hard for our living, we try our best to act professionally and be 

polite and well mannered, we respect all authorities and try to provide best service,  but we 
all feel that council does not trust us, need your trust,  we are partners and without trust on 
each other and support and understanding each other’s issues we cannot provide a quality 
service, thanks for listening 

16 No comments made 
17 Request that previous rule where 28 days were given to drivers to produce a V5 for a 

new/replacement vehicle should be brought back in the new taxi policy under the 
insurance that drivers must provide a V5 form, otherwise the license would be suspended 

18 No comments made 
19 Request to change the rule of V5 forms to previous rule, where 28 days where given to 

proprietors to produce V5 form after accepting the application for the replacement vehicle. 
20 My biggest concern is I feel the Council is giving out too many driver licences.  There is 

only so many people who use taxis, so in effect takings are being reduced for existing 
drivers.  This means they have to work longer hours to maintain their level of income 
which leads to driver fatigue and health/accident risks - only people who benefit are 
Private Hire Operators. 

21 -23 No comments or suggestions 
24 It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back to the old procedures of 

allowing licences to be issued without the V5 Registration document and subject to a 
licence condition that a satisfactory document to be produced within 28 days, otherwise 
licence will be suspended. 

25 It is requested to bring back the previous rule when 28 days were given to produce the V5 
document when replacing a vehicle.  The council should except applications and issue 
vehicle licence and plates with a policy that a V5 must be produced within 28 days 
otherwise the licence would be suspended. 

26 I request that present rule where driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished. 

27 Guidelines on Relevance of Convictions – The wording of the policy is to be amended at 
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paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the delegated given to Officers in consultation with 
the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant license application where they do not comply with 
the policy but are considered by Officers that sufficient reasons have been given to depart 
from the policy, where there is an agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the 
process to be followed in respect of other applicants who do not comply with the policy 
requirements and who wish to make representations to the policy makers to see if they 
can be persuaded to depart from the policy requirements.  As a fine example as our 
present policy does not allow rear loading WAVS but some private hire firms have been 
issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it has been done without any consultation with 
the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems that the Council had helped out Private Hire 
Firms rather than the struggling hackney carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s 
because they could not afford to replace WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they 
replace there WAV with a saloon type vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have 
decreased in numbers since the last policy review that is why a full consultation is required 
with regard to the needs of WAV’s with Stockton Borough and only then it should be an 
option in a consultation. 

28 I request that the present rules where drivers must present V5 form with the application 
when replacing vehicle should be abolished.  Drivers must be given 28 days to produce a 
V5 from past the application date.  The council should issue vehicle licence without V5 
form and the driver must produce the form within 28 days otherwise the licence would be 
suspended. 

29 I request the present rule where drivers have to present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle is abolished. 

30 Request a revert to the previous rule of allowing 28 days to produce a V5 form after a 
new/replacement vehicle is licensed.  It should be subject to a condition that if the V5 form 
is not produced within 28 days then the licence will be suspended. 

31 In my experience in the last 20 years approx. I have picked up more elderly people who 
struggle getting into higher vehicles and find saloon cars much easier to get in and out of.  
I imagine a lot of drivers who have been in the profession a number of years would agree 
with me on this matter.  The work for disabled is none existent, I’ve never seen somebody 
in a wheelchair wheel themselves to a taxi rank for a taxi they will make necessary 
arrangements and having this as a new rule will put a lot of people out of a job. 

32 I request the present rule where drivers must present V5 form with the application for new 
and replacement vehicles should be changed as previous rule the 28 days should be 
given to present a V5 form after the application is submitted. 

33 No comments made 
34 Request the old rule where applicants were allowed to be issued a licence and plate as 

soon as all requirements were met apart from the V5 form for the new/replacement vehicle 
and 28 days were given to produce a V5 form to be reverted back from the current rule, 
where the applicant must produce V5 form with the application.  This would allow 
applicants to start using the replaced vehicle without further delay. 
The Council must have consultation with regards to wheelchair accessible vehicles with 
view to change the policy, if required to meet public demand.  The Council need to look at 
neighbouring towns policy’s because some of them allow rear loading vehicles as well. 

35 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to 
grant license applications where they do not comply with the policy, but are considered by 
officers, that sufficient reasons have been given to depart for the policy, where there is an 
agreement. The policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of 
other applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example, as our present policy do not allow rear loading 
WAVS, but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles, and 
it has been done without any consultation with the hackney carriage proprietors.  It seems, 
that the council had helped out private hire firms, rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietors, who had to sell their WAV’s because there could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the policy, nor could they replace there WAV’s with saloon type 
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vehicles.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review.  That is why a full consultation is required with regards to need of WAV’s with in 
Stockton Borough, and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 
 
Vehicle V5 forms – I request that present rule where driver must present a V5 form with 
the application when replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be 
given to existing drivers when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the 
betterment of the taxi fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a 
licence for the new vehicle, just as the rule use to be previously.  Where under a trust 
scheme, the council did issue licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for 
new vehicle, as it is in the hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  So 
request this item to be amended in the new policy. 

36 & 
37 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to 
grant license applications where they do not comply with the policy, but are considered by 
officers, that sufficient reasons have been given to depart for the policy, where there is an 
agreement. The policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of 
other applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example, as our present policy do not allow rear loading 
WAVS, but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles, and 
it has been done without any consultation with the hackney carriage proprietors.  It seems, 
that the council had helped out private hire firms, rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietors, who had to sell their WAV’s because there could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the policy, nor could they replace there WAV’s with saloon type 
vehicles.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review.  That is why a full consultation is required with regards to need of WAV’s with in 
Stockton Borough, and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 
 
Vehicle V5 forms – I request that present rule where driver must present a V5 form with 
the application when replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be 
given to existing drivers when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the 
betterment of the taxi fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a 
licence for the new vehicle, just as the rule use to be previously.  Where under a trust 
scheme, the council did issue licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for 
new vehicle, as it is in the hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  So 
request this item to be amended in the new policy. 

38 - 40 No comments made 
41 - 43 No policy changes required 
44 No comments made 
45 - 50 No policy changes required 
51 Point 103 – 28 days to be allowed to produce V5 document on new applications and that 

plates be issued in the interim.  It is noted that 28 days is allowed for a V5 to be produced 
when there is a S49 transfer. 
 
Point 237 – Whilst we appreciated the Councils reasons for wanting to prevent the 
surrender of licence it is question whether a council is legally allowed not to accept a 
surrender of a licence taking into European laws. 
 
Section 9 – Signs and Notices – We request that private hire vehicles are allowed to 
display company livery on the lower part of front door panels as is allowed by other 
licensing authority’s, subject council approval. 
 
Section 10 – Deposit of drivers licence with operator.  Is this requirement reasonably 
necessary?  Problems frequently arise when an operator will not release this licence to the 
driver.  It should be sufficient for a driver to produce his UK drivers licence and his HC PH 
drivers licence so that copies can be taken. 
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First Aid Kit & Fire Extinguisher – We request that this becomes a condition on a drivers 
licence rather than a vehicle licence.  It should be a driver’s responsibility to ensure that he 
is carrying the required instruments.  Some drivers take vehicles home and therefore it is 
impossible to ensure that the vehicle is compliant in this regard.  In addition this equipment 
does go missing from the vehicle.  It is HSE guidelines that self-employed drivers must 
carry this equipment for their own use. 

52 Driver Knowledge/Locality Test. 
It is accepted that drivers must undertake such tests, however changes should be made to 
the test procedure so that tests are taken electronically (touch screens etc.) with a variety 
of questions and proper feedback where a driver fails the test. 
 
Return and holding of vehicle licence plates - 
There are occasions when it becomes necessary for a hackney carriage proprietor to hand 
in vehicle license plates to the Council but does not wish to surrender the license This may 
be because no driver is available for the vehicle or the vehicle is out of service for an 
extended length of time for example due to ill health. In such circumstances the Council 
should be prepared to hold the plates and/or suspend the vehicle license if necessary until 
such time as the proprietor is able to collect the plates and provided all necessary 
documents are in place. 
V5 Forms - 
The present rule regarding V5 forms should be amended or abolished. The driver should 
be given additional time to provide the V5 form as it can take up to 4 week to receive the 
V5 form from the DVLA. As the time the V5 form is received is out of control of the driver. 
In addition it can cause loss of earnings of up to one month. 
 
WAVs- 
The present policy regarding WAVs seem to favour private hire firms rather that the 
struggling hackney drivers. This has caused drivers to sell their WAVs to purchase saloon 
type vehicles, because the required WAV vehicles are too expensive. This is one of the 
reasons why there has been a massive decrease in WAV vehicles. This is why a full 
consultation is required with regards to WAV's in the Stockton Borough, and only then it 
should be an option in a consultation. 

53 - 
55 

Current consultation - 
The Council has a duty to properly consult with licensees before any change in policy. In 
this regard, this consultation has been poor from the outset. Licensees have been asked 
to put their views in using this internet-based consultation form. It is well known the vast 
majority of taxi drivers in Stockton are unable to use a computer or have access to the 
internet. Consultation should take place in meetings between representatives of the taxi 
trade and licensing officers and views expressed properly taken into account.   
 
Hackney Carriages - 
Paragraph 402 incorrectly states 'the stand is the only situation where a hackney carriage 
may ply for hire in a stationary position'. The Courts have held that a hackney carriage is a 
hackney carriage at all times and as such is licensed to stand and ply for hire in the street, 
on ranks and be hailed in the street (TPCA 1847, s.37,s.38,s.53). There is nothing in the 
Bye-laws or the Act or in any other case law which makes it an offence for the driver of a 
hackney carriage to accept a fare in a stationary position whilst not on a rank. Similarly 
there is nothing in law that would support the view that hackney carriages can only accept 
fares whilst stationary and not on rank provided the fare is 'pre-booked'. Any such 
reference must be removed.   
 
Driver Knowledge/Locality test (pp.172) 
It is accepted that drivers must undertake such tests, however changes should be made to 
the test procedure so that tests are taken electronically (touch screens etc.) with a variety 
of questions and proper feedback where a driver fails the test. 
 
Voluntary Surrender of Licence -  
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Article 1 of the Human Rights Act provides that a license is a possession and as such the 
Council has no lawful right to interfere with it otherwise than in accordance with the law or 
public protection. This means any driver is free to surrender his or her license whenever 
they choose - and irrespective of any pending disciplinary action. A license that is 
surrendered no longer exists. It would be a pointless and costly exercise to hold a 
disciplinary hearing to consider such a license, a view shared by the Chair of the National 
Association of Licensing Officers (NALEO). If the Council maintains the view that licenses 
cannot be surrendered then not only would it would be in breach of the Act, it would be 
obliged to return a surrendered license at any time provided the license has not been 
suspended, revoked or expired. The Council must accept the surrender of a license 
without any interference. Should the driver apply for a new licence any relevant matters 
can be referred to the Licensing Committee 
 
Complaints against taxi drivers - 
The Licensing Committee is under an obligation to observe 'natural justice' during 
disciplinary hearings. There should be a mandatory requirement for all complaints to be 
supported with a proper statement and for the complainant to attend the hearing where his 
or her evidence can be properly challenged by the licensee or his representative.  
Prejudicial comments or views expressed by other licensees or members of the public not 
supported by a proper statement or who choose not to attend the hearing must not be 
included in the report to committee. 
 
Reports for the licensing Committee - 
Must be provided to licensees at least 28 days prior to a hearing to allow the licensee 
adequate time to obtain legal advice, evidence and references. Any report provided less 
than 28 days before a hearing must automatically qualify for the hearing to be adjourned. 
 
Hearings -  
All hearings must be video recorded for accuracy. Recent court cases have drawn harsh 
criticism against the Council for failing to keep an accurate record or even proper minutes 
of licensing committee hearings. In particular, DJ Harrison was not prepared to accept 
committee decision letters as an accurate record of hearings.   
 
Tariffs - 
Abolish tariff 3 from the current table of fares. All tariff 3 times (Christmas Eve etc.) be 
replaced with Tariff 2  
 
Paragraph 215 - 
There may be genuine reasons why a driver does not renew his or license in time even 
within the proposed 7 day period of grace. The Council must be prepared to consider each 
application on its own merits even after the period of grace, referring the matter to the 
Licensing Committee if necessary.  
 
Return and holding of vehicle licence plates - 
There are occasions when it becomes necessary for a hackney carriage proprietor to hand 
in vehicle license plates to the Council but does not wish to surrender the license This may 
be because no driver is available for the vehicle or the vehicle is out of service for an 
extended length of time. In such circumstances the Council should be prepared to hold the 
plates and/or suspend the vehicle license if necessary until such time as the proprietor is 
able to collect the plates and provided all necessary documents are in place.   

56 No policy changes required 
57 I would like the present rule where driver must have V5 form with application to be 

abolished. 
58 I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 

replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
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just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

59 The policy is an important matter and demands proper consultation.  Policy should reflect 
both safety and security of the public but also be mindful of health of trade to make it 
economically viable for the drivers.  Bearing in mind the hard working conditions and the 
continuous struggling local night economy and recession of the national economy. 

60 No comments made 
61 Policy to stay the same. 
62 No policy changes required.  Only want to be able to replace vehicles like for like – DVLA 

standards Euro 4. 
63 Base policy on fair facts and ground realities. 
64 In relation to this policy the changes that will be put into place are mostly against the 

drivers.  Other surrounding towns like Middlesbrough, Darlington, Durham and Newcastle 
are very much in favour of drivers in terms of fees, vehicle licensing, emission standard 
etc.  Why can’t Stockton Council be straight forward as other surrounding Councils?  Any 
extra courses like NVQ’s should be at the Council’s expense or a programme at least 
funded by the Council. 

65 Not all disabled customers use the ranks and of those that do not all are in wheelchairs 
e.g. it has been found that most customers with disabilities (who are not wheelchair 
bound) and the elderly, in particular, find it easier and prefer to get into a saloon hackney 
carriage rather than WAV. 

66 No policy changes required. 
67 Same as previous policy, no further amendments. 
68 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 

delegated powers given to officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to 
grant license applications where they do not comply with the policy, but are considered by 
officers, that sufficient reasons have been given to depart for the policy, where there is an 
agreement. The policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of 
other applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example, as our present policy do not allow rear loading 
WAVS, but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles, and 
it has been done without any consultation with the hackney carriage trade.  It seems the 
council had helped out Private Hire firms rather than the struggling HC proprietors who 
had to sell their VAW’s because they could not afford to replace them.  That is why a full 
consultation is required with regards to need of WAV’s in Stockton Borough. 

69 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers.  The policy is unclear in respect of the process to be 
followed in respect of other applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and 
who wish to make representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to 
depart from the policy requirements.  Our policy does not allow rear loading WAVS.  It 
seems the council had helped out Private Hire firms rather than the struggling HC 
proprietors.  

70 - 
72 

Guidelines on Relevance of Convictions – The wording of the policy is to be amended at 
paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the delegated given to Officers in consultation with 
the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant license application where they do not comply with 
the policy but are considered by Officers that sufficient reasons have been given to depart 
from the policy, where there is an agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the 
process to be followed in respect of other applicants who do not comply with the policy 
requirements and who wish to make representations to the policy makers to see if they 
can be persuaded to depart from the policy requirements.  As a fine example as our 
present policy does not allow rear loading WAVS but some private hire firms have been 
issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it has been done without any consultation with 
the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems that the Council had helped out Private Hire 
Firms rather than the struggling hackney carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s 
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because they could not afford to replace WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they 
replace there WAV with a saloon type vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have 
decreased in numbers since the last policy review that is why a full consultation is required 
with regard to the needs of WAV’s with Stockton Borough and only then it should be an 
option in a consultation. 
 
I request the present V5 form with the application should be abolished.  An incentive 
should be given to existing drivers when replacing a vehicle – drivers should be issued a 
new licence for the new vehicle for the betterment of the taxi trade. 

73 I request that the present rule where driver must have to present a V5 form with the 
application when replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to 
existing drivers when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the 
betterment of the taxi fleet and it keeps the driver in work. 

74 When replacing vehicles the rule regarding V5 form should be abolished as sometime this 
leaves drivers at the mercy of the DVLA.  A trust scheme should be implemented to issue 
a driver with a month’s licence so they do not lose work. 

75 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers.  Why the discrepancy of rear access WAV private 
hire/HC.  Abolish presentation of V5 with application because of DVLA delay. 

76 - 
77 

I request that the present rule where driver must have to present a V5 form with the 
application when replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to 
existing drivers when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the 
betterment of the taxi fleet and it keeps the driver in work. 

78 The rule with regards to having to present V5 forms when replacing a vehicle should be 
abolished.  The council should show good faith to existing drivers and allow them to not 
have to miss work as a result of waiting on the DVLA.  As previously under a trust scheme 
drivers should be issued with a month’s licence. 

79 81  I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

82 The rule regarding the present V5 form when replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  
The previous trust scheme worked well.  The council should incentive drivers upgrading 
their vehicles instead of leaving them at the mercy of the DVLA. 

83 It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back to the old procedure of 
allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document and subject to a 
licence condition that a satisfactory document be provided within 28 days, otherwise the 
licence will be suspended.  This would allow applicants to start using new/replacement 
vehicles as soon as possible. 

84 Request the previous rule to be brought back into the policy, where new or replacement 
vehicles are licensed i.e. 28 days should be given to proprietors to produce a V5 form.  
This would help drivers to continue work as soon as the plates are ready for a new vehicle. 

85 The present rule requiring a driver to present the V5 form when replacing a vehicle should 
be abolished.  Existing drivers replacing a vehicle should be given an incentive for the 
betterment of the taxi fleet not at the mercy of the DVLA to as how soon they will receive 
their V5.  Drivers should be issued with a licence for a month as previously under a trust 
scheme. 

86 The wording of the policy is to be amended at Paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to 
grant license applications where they do not comply with the policy, but are considered by 
officer that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy where there is an 
agreement. 

87 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
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delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s with 
Stockton Borough and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 

88 The policy is unclear for the process of other applicants who don’t comply with 
requirements and who attempt to persuade policy makers to depart from the policy for 
example some private hire firms have issued plates for rear loading vehicle without 
consultation.  It seems as though the council would not help struggling hackney proprietors 
but private hire firms.  The proprietors who had to sell their WAV’s due to financial 
problems in replacing WAV’s in order to abide by the policy.  I request the V5 form must 
be present when replacing a vehicle should be removed.  A reason should be given to 
drivers when they replace their vehicle.  A licence should be issued to the driver for the 
new vehicle. 

89 - 
92 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s with 
Stockton Borough and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 

93 Guidelines on Relevance of Convictions – The wording of the policy is to be amended at 
paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the delegated given to Officers in consultation with 
the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant license application where they do not comply with 
the policy but are considered by Officers that sufficient reasons have been given to depart 
from the policy, where there is an agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the 
process to be followed in respect of other applicants who do not comply with the policy 
requirements and who wish to make representations to the policy makers to see if they 
can be persuaded to depart from the policy requirements.  As a fine example as our 
present policy does not allow rear loading WAVS but some private hire firms have been 
issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it has been done without any consultation with 
the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems that the Council had helped out Private Hire 
Firms rather than the struggling hackney carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s 
because they could not afford to replace WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they 
replace there WAV with a saloon type vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have 
decreased in numbers since the last policy review that is why a full consultation is required 
with regard to the needs of WAV’s with Stockton Borough.  Do a survey to see how much 
work is out there. 
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I request the present rule where the driver must present a V5 form with the application 
when replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing 
drivers when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the 
taxis.  Drivers should be issued with a licence for the new vehicle just al the rule used to 
be previously where under trust scheme the council did issue licences and were given a 
month to present a V5 form for new vehicles.  So the request is to amend the policy. 

94 - 
97 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
the Stockton Borough. 

98 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.   

99 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements 

100 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
the Stockton Borough. 

101 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
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agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.   

102 - 
104 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
the Stockton Borough. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

105 The policy is unclear for the process of other applicants who do not comply with 
requirements of the policy and who attempt to persuade policy makers to depart from the 
policy.  For example, some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading 
vehicles without consultation.  It seems as though the Council wold not help struggling 
hackney proprietors, but private hire firms.  The proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s due 
to financial problems in replacing WAV’s in order to abide by the policy. 
 
I request that the present rule where a V5 form must be present when replacing a vehicle 
should be removed.  A reason should be given to drivers when they replace their vehicle.  
A license should be issued to the driver for the new vehicle. 

106 Request the previous policy to be introduced again in the policy where/when replacing a 
vehicle, 28 days were given to produce a V5 form so a driver does not lose a week’s work 
due to waiting for a V5 to arrive from the DVLA i.e. existing drivers should be allowed a 
new vehicle licensed on a policy to produce a V5 form within 28 days otherwise the license 
may be suspended. 
 
The amendment of paragraph 327 in the policy to reflect changes to the delegated powers 
given to officers in consultation with the Chairman to grant licence applications where they 
do not comply with the policy but are considered by officer to be sufficient to depart from 
the policy.  This should be a fair system where all candidates are given equal and fair 
chance to depart from the policy if a sufficient reason is provided. 

107 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes.  I 
request that the present rule to present V5 form with application when replacing the 
vehicle should be abolished and one month should be given to present a V5 form for new 
cars as it is in the DVLA how soon the owners receives a V5 so request this item be 
amended in new policy. 

108 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
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license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement.  As an example, our present policy does not allow rear loading WAVS, but 
some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it has been 
done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It shows the Council 
helped private firms rather than struggling hackney carriage proprietors who had to sell 
their WAV’s because they could not replace them with WAV’s or saloon type vehicles as 
required by the policy.  This is why WAV’s have decreased.   
 
I also request that the rule that drivers must present a V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished. 

109 Paragraph 327 is to be amended to reflect the changes to the delegated powers given to 
officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant license applications 
where they do not comply with the policy.  The policy is unclear in respect of the process 
to be followed in respect of other applicants who do not comply with the policy 
requirements.  It seems that the Council had helped out private hire firms rather than the 
struggling hackney carriage proprietors who had to sell their WAV’s because they could 
not afford to replace WAV as required by the policy.  A full consultation is required with 
regards to the needs of WAV’s within Stockton Borough. 
 
I request that the present rule where drivers must have to present a V5 form with the 
application when replacing a vehicle should be abolished. 

110 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
the Stockton Borough, and only then should it be an option in a consultation. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

111 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
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replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

112  The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements. 
 
It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back to the old procedure of 
allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document and subject to a 
licence condition that a satisfactory document be produced within 28 days, otherwise the 
licence will be suspended in cases were the applicant does not have the document 
because of a delay with the DVLA returning the document to the applicant.  This could be 
subject to a HPI check at the applicant’s expense.  This would allow applicants to start 
using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other council requirements without further 
delay and cost.  This could be subject to a HPI check at the applicant’s expense.  This 
would allow applicants to start using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other 
council requirements without further delay and cost. 

113 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements. 
 
It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back to the old procedure of 
allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document and subject to a 
licence condition that a satisfactory document be produced within 28 days, otherwise the 
licence will be suspended in cases were the applicant does not have the document 
because of a delay with the DVLA returning the document to the applicant.  This could be 
subject to a HPI check at the applicant’s expense.  This would allow applicants to start 
using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other council requirements without further 
delay and cost.   

114 - 
116 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
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review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
the Stockton Borough, and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

117 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietors.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietors who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy  
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work 

118 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietors.   

119 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle. 
 
I request that the present rule where drivers must have to present a V5 form with the 
application when replacing a licence should be abolished. 
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120 - 
121 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
the Stockton Borough, and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

122 The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements. 
 
It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back to the old procedure of 
allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document and subject to a 
licence condition that a satisfactory document be produced within 28 days, otherwise the 
licence will be suspended in cases were the applicant does not have the document 
because of a delay with the DVLA returning the document to the applicant.  This could be 
subject to a HPI check at the applicant’s expense.  This would allow applicants to start 
using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other council requirements without further 
delay and cost.   

123 - 
124 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
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the Stockton Borough, and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

125 The policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other applicants 
who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make representations to 
the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the policy requirements.  
As a fine example, as our present policy does not allow rear loading WAV’s but some 
private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it has been done 
without any consultation with the hackney carriage proprietors. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

126 It is requested that consideration should be given to reverting back to the old procedure of 
allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document and subject to a 
licence condition that a satisfactory V5 form be produced within 28 days otherwise the 
licence will be suspended.  This would allow applicants to start using new/replacement 
vehicles which satisfy all other council requirements without further delay and cost. 
 
The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement.  The policy is unclear in respect and in fairness to other applicants who may 
also wish to be considered where they do not comply with the policy.  There should be set 
standard procedures for all applicants so all applicants feel they have been treated equally 
when an application is refused or granted. 

127 - 
133 

The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated given to Officers in consultation with the Chairman/Vice Chairman to grant 
license application where they do not comply with the policy but are considered by Officers 
that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from the policy, where there is an 
agreement, the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other 
applicants who do not comply with the policy requirements and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from the 
policy requirements.  As a fine example as our present policy does not allow rear loading 
WAVS but some private hire firms have been issued plates for rear loading vehicles and it 
has been done without any consultation with the Hackney Carriage proprietor.  It seems 
that the Council had helped out Private Hire Firms rather than the struggling hackney 
carriage proprietor who had to sell their WAV’s because they could not afford to replace 
WAV’s as required by the Policy nor could they replace there WAV with a saloon type 
vehicle.  This is one reason that WAV’s have decreased in numbers since the last policy 
review that is why a full consultation is required with regard to the needs of WAV’s within 
the Stockton Borough, and only then it should be an option in a consultation. 
 
I request the present rule where a driver must present V5 form with the application when 
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replacing a vehicle should be abolished.  An incentive should be given to existing drivers 
when replacing a vehicle, because drivers are only enhancing the betterment of the taxi 
fleet and it keeps the driver in work.  Drivers should be issued a licence for the new vehicle 
just as the rule used to be previously where under a trust scheme the council issued 
licences and were given a month to present a V5 form for the new vehicles,  it is in the 
hands of the DVLA how soon the owner receives a V5 form.  Request this item to be 
amended in the new policy. 

134 Appendix G Guidelines on Relevance of Convictions   
As it is proposed to change the wording in respect of an applicant with a major traffic 
conviction from ‘will’ be referred to the Licensing Committee to ‘may’ be referred to give 
scope to officers to refuse in clear cases of non-compliance could the policy provide 
further guidance on the circumstances that will trigger an application being referred to the 
Committee in keeping with the proposed new wording ‘may’.  
 
The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers in consultation with the Chairman and Vice chairman to 
grant licence applications where they do not comply with the policy but it is considered by 
officers that sufficient reasons have been given to depart from policy. This is 
understandable to reduce the burden on the Committee when there is agreement but the 
policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in respect of other applicants who 
do not comply with the policy and who wish to make representations to the policy makers 
to see if they can be persuaded to depart from policy. At the present time this appears to 
be at the discretion of officers and some applicants are being refused this option.  
  
V5 registration documents  
It is requested that a consideration be given to reverting back to the old procedure of 
allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration documents and subject to a 
licence condition that a satisfactory document be produced within 28 days, otherwise the 
license will be suspended, in cases when the applicant does not have the document 
because of a delay with the DVLA returning the document to the applicant. This could be 
subject to a HPI check at the applicant's expense. This would allow applicants to start 
using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other Council requirements without  
further delay and cost. 

135 Current Consultation 
The Council has a duty to properly consult with licensees before any change in policy.  In 
this regard, this consultation has been poor from the outset.  Licensees have been asked 
to put their views in using this internet based consultation form.  It is well known the vast 
majority of taxis drivers in Stockton are unable to use a computer or have access to the 
internet.  Consultation should take place in meetings between representatives of the taxi 
trade and licensing officers and views expressed properly taken into account. 
 
Hackney Carriages - 
Paragraph 402 incorrectly states 'the stand is the only situation where a hackney carriage 
may ply for hire in a stationary position'. The Courts have held that a hackney carriage is a 
hackney carriage at all times and as such is licensed to stand and ply for hire in the street, 
on ranks and be hailed in the street (TPCA 1847, s.37,s.38,s.53). There is nothing in the 
Bye-laws or the Act or in any other case law which makes it an offence for the driver of a 
hackney carriage to accept a fare in a stationary position whilst not on a rank. Similarly 
there is nothing in law that would support the view that hackney carriages can only accept 
fares whilst stationary and not on rank provided the fare is 'pre-booked'. Any such 
reference must be removed.   
 
Driver Knowledge/Locality test (pp.172) 
It is accepted that drivers must undertake such tests, however changes should be made to 
the test procedure so that tests are taken electronically (touch screens etc.) with a variety 
of questions and proper feedback where a driver fails the test. 
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Voluntary Surrender of License -  
Article 1 of the Human Rights Act provides that a license is a possession and as such the 
Council has no lawful right to interfere with it otherwise than in accordance with the law or 
public protection. This means any driver is free to surrender his or her license whenever 
they choose - and irrespective of any pending disciplinary action. A license that is 
surrendered no longer exists. It would be a pointless and costly exercise to hold a 
disciplinary hearing to consider such a license, a view shared by the Chair of the National 
Association of Licensing Officers (NALEO). If the Council maintains the view that licenses 
cannot be surrendered then not only would it would be in breach of the Act, it would be 
obliged to return a surrendered license at any time provided the license has not been 
suspended, revoked or expired. The Council must accept the surrender of a license 
without any interference. Should the driver apply for a new license any relevant matters 
can be referred to the Licensing Committee 
 
Complaints against taxi drivers - 
The Licensing Committee is under an obligation to observe 'natural justice' during 
disciplinary hearings. There should be a mandatory requirement for all complaints to be 
supported with a proper statement and for the complainant to attend the hearing where his 
or her evidence can be properly challenged by the licensee or his representative.  
Prejudicial comments or views expressed by other licensees or members of the public not 
supported by a proper statement or who choose not to attend the hearing must not be 
included in the report to committee. 
 
Reports for the licensing Committee - 
Must be provided to licensees at least 28 days prior to a hearing to allow the licensee 
adequate time to obtain legal advice, evidence and references. Any report provided less 
than 28 days before a hearing must automatically qualify for the hearing to be adjourned. 
 
Hearings -  
All hearings must be video recorded for accuracy. Recent court cases have drawn harsh 
criticism against the Council for failing to keep an accurate record or even proper minutes 
of licensing committee hearings. In particular, DJ Harrison was not prepared to accept 
committee decision letters as an accurate record of hearings.   
 
Tariffs - 
Abolish tariff 3 from the current table of fares. All tariff 3 times (Christmas Eve etc.) be 
replaced with Tariff 2  
 
Paragraph 215 - 
There may be genuine reasons why a driver does not renew his or license in time even 
within the proposed 7 day period of grace. The Council must be prepared to consider each 
application on its own merits even after the period of grace, referring the matter to the 
Licensing Committee if necessary.  
 
 
Return and holding of vehicle licence plates - 
There are occasions when it becomes necessary for a hackney carriage proprietor to hand 
in vehicle license plates to the Council but does not wish to surrender the license This may 
be because no driver is available for the vehicle or the vehicle is out of service for an 
extended length of time. In such circumstances the Council should be prepared to hold the 
plates and/or suspend the vehicle license if necessary until such time as the proprietor is 
able to collect the plates and provided all necessary documents are in place.   

136 V5 registration documents  - It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back 
to the old procedure of allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document 
and subject to a licence condition that a satisfactory document be produced within 28 
days, otherwise the licence will be suspended, in cases when the applicant does not have 
the document because of a delay with the DVLA returning the document to the applicant. 
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This could be subject to a HPI check at the applicant's expense. This would allow 
applicants to start using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other Council 
requirements without further delay and cost. 
 
Tinted Windows -  Could this requirement be reconsidered with a view to removing it from 
the policy? Most modem vehicles especially the higher specification models and mini 
buses come with tinted windows that do not meet the Councils standard which restricts 
choice when operators are seeking to change and/or upgrade vehicles. The Department of 
Transports Best Practice Guidance on Taxi and Private Hire Vehicle Licensing advises 
councils to be mindful of this as well as the large costs and inconvenience associated with 
changing glass that conforms to both Type Approval and Construction and Use 
Regulations. 
 
Vehicle signage - We would ask the Council to consider introducing a requirement that all 
private hire vehicles and hackney carriages working through a licensed private hire 
operator must display details of the operators name and telephone number on the rear 
doors of the vehicles which would enable the general public to readily identify company 
vehicles; and/or once advertising livery has been approved by the Council then operators 
should be allowed to place it on any licensed vehicle working through that operator without the 
need for having to seek formal written approval from the Council each time a new vehicle is 
brought on which is considered to be an unnecessary paper exercise. 
 
Vehicle licence renewals - Could the same policy for driver renewals i.e. applications made 
up to 7 days after the expiry of a licence will be accepted as a renewal application, be applied 
to vehicle licence renewals and if not why not? 
 
DVLA Mandate - Whilst it is understood that licence fees are not part of the policy could the 
Council provide clarification as to what impact, if any, this change would have on the driver 
licence fee as it is currently a requirement that all new applicants have complete such a 
mandate, the cost of which is included in the current fee. Will the DVLA be amending their 
charging system as they are stopping the issue of 09 licences and will the Council still have to 
send off the completed mandate each time or will there be access to DVLA computer records? 
Could the Council confirm that this will not introduce delays in processing an application and if 
it is considered that delays might be expected then policy be amended to allow licences to be 
issued subject to a satisfactory mandate being received from the DVLA. 
 
DSA driving test requirement - Could consideration be given to allowing new drivers 
to pass this test within 12 months of being granted a licence instead of it being a 
prelicence requirement. This would reduce the time taken for new applicants to enter the 
application process as booking a test with the DSA can result in delays and the twelve 
months would allow new drivers to build up their confidence and undertake any additional 
training required before taking the test. It is considered that this will not undermine driving 
standards because this test is not compulsory for all drivers as the new rule was not 
applied retrospectively when it was introduced so at present there is a mix of some drivers 
having passed the test and some that have not and are not required to. 
 
Medicals - Requesting a medical from a GP is not considered by them as being urgent 
and can therefore take several weeks to obtain. This can add delays to the application 
process as it is currently a requirement that it must be submitted with the application. 
Could consideration be therefore given to relaxing this requirement to one that requires a 
satisfactory medical to be produced before a licence can be granted which would allow the 
application to be processed up to the point of issue? 
 
Local Knowledge test - Whilst this is a requirement for all new drivers in there is no 
information in the policy regarding its content, the marking system to be adopted, or the 
pass rate adopted. Currently this has been left to officers to determine and it is understood 
that a 100% pass is required in the new test, so if the first question is wrong the rest of the 
test is not marked and in addition no feed-back is given to an applicant that fails the test. 
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The pass rate is also understood to be fairly low and it is considered that this is forcing 
some drivers to get licences with other councils, who do not have such a rigorous test, and 
to then work their hackney carriage in Stockton recreating the 'Berwick' situation. Some 
detail on content is given in the Councils guidance booklet to new applicants but this is not 
reflected in the policy document. The test includes questions on the Highway Code and 
knowledge of locations within the Councils area for private hire driver applicants. I would 
ask is this really necessary in respect of the Highway Code given the two driving test 
requirements and in respect of knowledge of locations given that private hire bookings 
have to be pre-booked so the driver always knows where he has to go before the 
customer gets into the vehicle and in addition with the advent and use of satellite 
navigation systems to further guide him. It is suggested therefore that a test protocol be 
drafted for further consultation with the trade with a view to incorporating it into the policy 
document. 
 
Statutory declaration - As all new applicants have to submit an application for a 
Disclosure and Barring Service disclosure to reveal any past convictions and it is now also 
proposed to carry out a search with the DVLA to ascertain details of any motoring 
convictions and in view of the disclosure limits in respect of 'protected cautions' and 
'protected convictions' it is requested that consideration be given to removing the 
requirement for new applicants to also have to make a 'statutory declaration' before a 
solicitor which now appears to be an unnecessary and costly duplication. 
 
Guidelines on Relevance of Convictions - As it is proposed to change the wording in 
respect of an applicant with a major traffic conviction from 'will' be referred to the Licensing 
Committee to 'may' be referred to give scope to officers to refuse in 'clear cases of 
noncompliance' could the Committee provide further guidance in the policy on the 
circumstances that will trigger an application being referred to the Committee in keeping 
with the proposed new wording 'may' as it is not fully understood as to when an applicant 
with such a conviction would not comply with this part of the policy and no guidance is 
proposed on what is meant by 'a clear case of non-compliance'. If this is not practicable 
then the wording should remain unchanged The wording of the policy is to be amended at 
paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the delegated powers given to officers in 
consultation with the Chairman and Vice chairman to grant licence applications where they 
do not comply with the policy but it is considered that sufficient reasons have been given 
to depart from policy. This is understandable to reduce the burden on the Committee when 
there is agreement but the policy is unclear in respect of the process to be followed in 
respect of other applicants who do not comply with the policy and who wish to make 
representations to the policy makers to see if they can be persuaded to depart from policy. 
At the present time despite there being no delegated powers this appears to be at the 
discretion of officers and some applicants are being refused this option and it is 
considered that this will also be the case with some applicants if the proposed wording of 
the policy is changed as mentioned above. 
 
Could the Council make greater use of and acceptance of emails once a licencees email  
address has been established. This would help speed up the communication process 
especially when licences have been suspended and could help cut down on the amount of 
paper used in the system. 

137 V5 registration documents  - It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back 
to the old procedure of allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document 
and subject to a licence condition that a satisfactory document be produced within 28 
days, otherwise the licence will be suspended, in cases when the applicant does not have 
the document because of a delay with the DVLA returning the document to the applicant. 
This could be subject to a HPI check at the applicant's expense. This would allow 
applicants to start using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other Council 
requirements without further delay and cost. 
 
Tinted Windows - Could this requirement be reconsidered with a view to removing it from 
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the policy? Most modem vehicles especially the higher specification models and mini 
buses come with tinted windows that do not meet the Councils standard which restricts 
choice when operators are seeking to change and/or upgrade vehicles.  
 
DSA driving test requirement - Could consideration be given to allowing new drivers 
to pass this test within 12 months of being granted a licence instead of it being a 
prelicence requirement. This would reduce the time taken for new applicants to enter the 
application process as booking a test with the DSA can result in delays and the twelve 
months would allow new drivers to build up their confidence and undertake any additional 
training required before taking the test. It is considered that this will not undermine driving 
standards because this test is not compulsory for all drivers as the new rule was not 
applied retrospectively when it was introduced so at present there is a mix of some drivers 
having passed the test and some that have not and are not required to. 
 
Medicals - Requesting a medical from a GP is not considered by them as being urgent 
and can therefore take several weeks to obtain. This can add delays to the application 
process as it is currently a requirement that it must be submitted with the application. 
Could consideration be therefore given to relaxing this requirement to one that requires a 
satisfactory medical to be produced before a licence can be granted. 
  
Local Knowledge test - Whilst this is a requirement for all new drivers in there is no 
information in the policy regarding its content, the marking system to be adopted, or the 
pass rate adopted. Currently this has been left to officers to determine and it is understood 
that a 100% pass is required in the new test, so if the first question is wrong the rest of the 
test is not marked and in addition no feed-back is given to an applicant that fails the test. 
The pass rate is also understood to be fairly low and it is considered that this is forcing 
some drivers to get licences with other councils, who do not have such a rigorous test, and 
to then work their hackney carriage in Stockton recreating the 'Berwick' situation. Some 
detail on content is given in the Councils guidance booklet to new applicants but this is not 
reflected in the policy document. The test includes questions on the Highway Code and 
knowledge of locations within the Councils area for private hire driver applicants. I would 
ask is this really necessary in respect of the Highway Code given the two driving test 
requirements and in respect of knowledge of locations given that private hire bookings 
have to be pre-booked so the driver always knows where he has to go before the 
customer gets into the vehicle and in addition with the advent and use of satellite 
navigation systems. It is suggested therefore that a test protocol be drafted for further 
consultation with the trade with a view to incorporating it into the policy document. 
 
Statutory declaration - As all new applicants have to submit an application for a 
Disclosure and Barring Service disclosure to reveal any past convictions and it is now also 
proposed to carry out a search with the DVLA to ascertain details of any motoring 
convictions and in view of the disclosure limits in respect of 'protected cautions' and 
'protected convictions' it is requested that consideration be given to removing the 
requirement for new applicants to also have to make a 'statutory declaration' before a 
solicitor which now appears to be an unnecessary and costly duplication. 
 
Guidelines on Relevance of Convictions - As it is proposed to change the wording in 
respect of an applicant with a major traffic conviction from 'will' be referred to the Licensing 
Committee to 'may' be referred to give scope to officers to refuse in 'clear cases of 
noncompliance' could the Committee provide further guidance in the policy on the 
circumstances that will trigger an application being referred to the Committee in keeping 
with the proposed new wording 'may'.  
 
The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers in consultation with the Chairman and Vice chairman to 
grant licence applications where they do not comply with the policy but it is considered that 
sufficient reasons have been given to depart from policy. This is understandable to reduce 
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the burden on the Committee when there is agreement but the policy is unclear in respect 
of the process to be followed in respect of other applicants who do not comply with the 
policy and who wish to make representations to the policy makers to see if they can be 
persuaded to depart from policy. At the present time despite there being no delegated 
powers this appears to be at the discretion of officers and some applicants are being 
refused this option and it is considered that this will also be the case with some applicants 
if the proposed wording of the policy is changed as mentioned above. 

138 V5 registration documents  - It is requested that consideration be given to reverting back 
to the old procedure of allowing licences to be issued without the V5 registration document 
and subject to a licence condition that a satisfactory document be produced within 28 
days, otherwise the licence will be suspended, in cases when the applicant does not have 
the document because of a delay with the DVLA returning the document to the applicant. 
This could be subject to a HPI check at the applicant's expense. This would allow 
applicants to start using new/replacement vehicles which satisfy all other Council 
requirements without further delay and cost. 
 
Tinted Windows - Could this requirement be reconsidered with a view to removing it from 
the policy? Most modem vehicles especially the higher specification models and mini 
buses come with tinted windows that do not meet the Councils standard which restricts 
choice when operators are seeking to change and/or upgrade vehicles. This would be in 
line with the view of the then Minister Norman Baker 
 
DSA driving test requirement - Could consideration be given to allowing new drivers 
to pass this test within 12 months of being granted a licence instead of it being a pre-
licence requirement. This would reduce the time taken for new applicants to enter the 
application process as booking a test with the DSA can result in delays and the twelve 
months would allow new drivers to build up their confidence and undertake any additional 
training required before taking the test. It is considered that this will not undermine driving 
standards because this test is not compulsory for all drivers as the new rule was not 
applied retrospectively when it was introduced so at present there is a mix of some drivers 
having passed the test and some that have not and are not required to.  Consideration 
must be given to the Deregulation Bill now before Parliament and which would have to 
come in by 30th march if it goes through.  This would require three year licences for drivers 
and 5 year licences for Operators.  It should also be noted that the Government has not 
changed its best practice document since 2010. 
 
Local Knowledge test - Whilst this is a requirement for all new drivers in there is no 
information in the policy regarding its content, the marking system to be adopted, or the 
pass rate adopted. Currently this has been left to officers to determine and it is understood 
that a 100% pass is required in the new test, so if the first question is wrong the rest of the 
test is not marked and in addition no feed-back is given to an applicant that fails the test. 
The pass rate is also understood to be fairly low and it is considered that this is forcing 
some drivers to get licences with other councils, who do not have such a rigorous test, and 
to then work their hackney carriage in Stockton recreating the 'Berwick' situation. Some 
detail on content is given in the Councils guidance booklet to new applicants but this is not 
reflected in the policy document. The test includes questions on the Highway Code and 
knowledge of locations within the Councils area for private hire driver applicants. I would 
ask is this really necessary in respect of the Highway Code given the two driving test 
requirements and in respect of knowledge of locations given that private hire bookings 
have to be pre-booked so the driver always knows where he has to go before the 
customer gets into the vehicle and in addition with the advent and use of satellite 
navigation systems. It is suggested therefore that a test protocol be drafted for further 
consultation with the trade with a view to incorporating it into the policy document.  Should 
the Council not now take 21 Century technology into consideration and accept that most of 
the world now uses Sat Navs. 
 
Statutory declaration - As all new applicants have to submit an application for a 
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Disclosure and Barring Service disclosure to reveal any past convictions and it is now also 
proposed to carry out a search with the DVLA to ascertain details of any motoring 
convictions and in view of the disclosure limits in respect of 'protected cautions' and 
'protected convictions' it is requested that consideration be given to removing the 
requirement for new applicants to also have to make a 'statutory declaration' before a 
solicitor which now appears to be an unnecessary and costly duplication. 
 
Guidelines on Relevance of Convictions - As it is proposed to change the wording in 
respect of an applicant with a major traffic conviction from 'will' be referred to the Licensing 
Committee to 'may' be referred to give scope to officers to refuse in 'clear cases of 
noncompliance' could the Committee provide further guidance in the policy on the 
circumstances that will trigger an application being referred to the Committee in keeping 
with the proposed new wording 'may'.  
 
The wording of the policy is to be amended at paragraph 327 to reflect the changes to the 
delegated powers given to officers in consultation with the Chairman and Vice chairman to 
grant licence applications where they do not comply with the policy but it is considered that 
sufficient reasons have been given to depart from policy. This is understandable to reduce 
the burden on the Committee when there is agreement but the policy is unclear in respect 
of the process to be followed in respect of other applicants who do not comply with the 
policy and who wish to make representations to the policy makers to see if they can be 
persuaded to depart from policy.  At the present time this appears to be at the discretion of 
officers and some applicants are being refused this option. 

139 No comments 
140 If you could stop them from tearing round like idiots, it would go a long way to helping a 

number of issues. please refer to the speed survey recently carried out on Wolviston 
Road, Wolviston Village. 45.3mph 85%ile in a 30 limit... much of that boosted, not just by 
safety conscious parents ferrying to and collecting their little darlings from school, but to a 
large extent by licenced private hire vehicles. Here's an idea, HGV vehicles are fitted with 
tachographs.... digitally is very easy to apply the same accountability to ANY vehicle. 
Perhaps it could be seen as an option, purely with road safety as the issue at hand. 

141 -
143 

No objection to the draft Taxi Licensing Policy. 
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1 Kevin Dawson Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
2 Qabeel Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
3 Asghar Ali Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
4 Khalid Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
5 Ibrar Hussain Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
6 Merhabaan Hussain Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
7 Muhammed Latif Hackney Carriage Driver 
8 Shahnawaz Bashir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
9 Shabbir Ahmed Combined Driver 
10 Muhammad Parvez Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
11 Zulfiqar Ali Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
12 Majid Ali Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
13 John Graham Gaunt Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
14 Mark Strange Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
15 Rahil Shafiq Combined Driver 
16 Fazel Hussain Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
17 Masood Ahmed Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
18 Mohammed Jameel Hackney Carriage Driver 
19 Acktar Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
20 Colin Wrench Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
21 Irfan Hussein Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
22 Naseer Ahmed Private Hire Operator 
23 Mohammed Bashir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
24 Amjad Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
25 Mohammad Arshad Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
26 Wajid Ali Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
27 Mehboob Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
28 Abdul Aziz Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
29 Siraj Iqbal Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
30 Mubeen Shahzad Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
31 Riasat Ali Mohammed Combined Driver 
32 Mohammed Rafi Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
33 Elizabeth Coleman Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
34 Mohammed Asghar Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
35 Tahir Ali Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
36 Rehmat Ullah Khan Combined Driver & WAV Proprietor 
37 David Talib Butta Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
38 Mohammed Anwar Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
39 Jabar Mahmood Hanif Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
40 Naveed Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
41 Manzur Ellahi Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
42 Muhammad Hussan Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
43 Mujahid Ali Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
44 Liaquat Ali Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
45 Madeem Ali Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
46 Waseem Ali Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
47 Mohmmed Wasim Hanif Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
48 Muhammad Qayyoum Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
49 Kasam Farooq Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
50 Mohammed Ilyas Combined Driver 
51 Middlesbrough Borough Cars Ltd Private Hire Operator 
52 Abdul Wahid Combined Driver 
53 Mohammed Hissnain Zabir Hackney Carriage Driver 
54 Javid Khazir Hackney Carriage Driver & WAV Proprietor 
55 Mohammed Ahsan Hackney Carriage Driver 
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56 Aziz-Ur-Rehman Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
57 Gulnawaz Mohammed Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
58 Waseem Saddiq Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
59 Mohammed Amin Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
60 Saeed Bashir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
61 Owen Matthew Batey Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
62 Javed Akhtar Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
63 Altaf Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
64 Zubair Ilyas Private Hire Driver 
65 Agha Abdul Salam Khan Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
66 Khan Mohammed Hanif Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
67 Ali Asghar Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
68 Mohammed Ishaq Khan Hackney Carriage Driver 
69 Shabir Hussain Combined Driver 
70 Tariq Ali Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
71 Anthony Walls Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
72 Razaq Muntaz Hackney Carriage Driver & HCV/WAV Proprietor 
73 Ishtiaq Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
74 Jamil Shabir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
75 Jamil Hussain Combined Driver 
76 Javed Iqbal Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
77 Zeeshan Iqbal Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
78 Nabil Shabir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
79 Kamran Iqbal Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
80 Mehboob Akhtar Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
81 Salman Aurnagzeb Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
82 Namar Mahfooz Combined Driver 
83 Abid Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
84 Zaheer Islam Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
85 Ghulam Shabir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
86 Majid Khan Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
87 Manzoor Ahmed Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
88 Mazhar Iqbal Khan Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
89 Faisal Qasim Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
90 Basharat Mahmood Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
91 Zafran Tahir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
92 Rashad Nadeem Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
93 Mohammed Ramzan Hussain Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
94 Zaheer Shahbaz Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
95 Mohammad Saghir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
96 Mohammad Shariq Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
97 Mohammed Amin Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
98 Javed Iqbal Combined Driver 
99 Sajjad Mehmood Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
100 Abdul Raoof Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
101 Iqbal Hussain Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
102 Yasir Rafique Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
103 Umar Farooq Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
104 Alim Juma Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
105 Naseer Ahmad Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
106 Farooq Ahmed Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
107 Imran Qamer Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
108 Mohammad Saleem Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
109 Mohammed Ayub Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
110 Mohammad Ashfaq Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
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111 Abdul Majid Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
112 Javid Habib Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
113 Amjad Hussain Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
114 Shahid Mahmood Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
115 Asif Mahmood Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
116 Abid Mahmood Combined Driver 
117 Zhair Bashir Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
118 Abdul Waheed Ghani Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
119 Mahmood Arshad Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
120 Shahid Matloob Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
121 Shahab Shafiq Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
122 Sardar Ali Khan Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
123 Mohammad Anwar Hackney Carriage Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
124 Mohammed Yasin Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
125 Sajjad Ali Raja Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
126 Mohammed Saeed Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
127 Sajid Mehmood Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
128 Tahir Mahmood Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
129 Arshad Mahmood Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
130 Mohammad Zaman Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
131 Shabir Mohammad Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
132 Mohammad Nadeem Hanif Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
133 Waqas Khalid Combined Driver & HC Vehicle Proprietor 
134 Stockton Hackney Carriage Drivers 

Association (SHCDA) 
 

135 Brian Hall 
Gary Grant 
D Ryves 
Derrick Jones 
Khalil Noor 
Mohammed Ahsan 
Mohammad Kabir 

Hackney Carriage Drivers & HC Vehicle Proprietors 

136 Michael Dunn – Royal Cars (North 
East Executive Ltd) 

Private Hire Operator, Hackney Carriage Vehicle 
Proprietor, Private Hire Vehicle Proprietor 

137 Teesside Cars 
Skyline Taxis 
Binks Taxis 
Station Cars 
T1 Cars 

Private Hire Operators 

138 Naseer Ahmed Private Hire Operator, Private Hire Vehicle Proprietor, 
Combined Driver 

139 Paul Johnston Chair of the Council’s Disability Staff Forum 
140 Paul Webster Viewpoint Panel Member 
141 J Nightingale Member of the public 
142 M Saeed Member of the public 
143 P Munday Hackney Carriage Driver 
 


