
Report for: Licensing, Health & Safety and Enforcement
Committee

Date of meeting: 4th February 2014

PART: 1

If Part II, reason:

Title of report: Taxi and private hire vehicle licensing standards

Contact: Ross Hill – Licensing Team Leader, Legal Governance

Purpose of report:
To outline proposed changes to the criteria for vehicles to be 
accepted for licensing as hackney carriages or private hire 
vehicles within Dacorum

Recommendations

1) That Committee adopt the attached ‘Vehicle standards for 
hackney carriages’ and ‘Vehicle standards for private hire 
vehicles’ as the Council’s pre-licensing criteria for hackney 
carriages and private hire vehicles, with effect from the 
1st June 2014; and

2) That officers shall monitor the average age of licensed 
vehicles for two years following the implementation of the 
revised criteria, and report any change or trends to 
Committee following that period.

Corporate 
objectives:

Safe and Clean Environment
 Support the creation of a high quality, low carbon 

environment
 Maintain a clean and safe environment

Implications:

Financial
Under the revised proposals, there will be an additional charge 
for a second vehicle test per year for vehicles over 10 years of 
age, payable by licence-holders directly to the testing station.

Health And Safety
More frequent tests for older vehicles will help to ensure that 
they are being maintained to a high standard, and will enable 
any mechanical or safety issues to be identified sooner.

Value for Money / Risk / Equalities
No implications are expected to arise affecting these matters.

AGENDA ITEM:  6
SUMMARY



Consultees:

The results of consultation with the licensed trade on the initial 
proposals are set out within. The revised proposal has been 
discussed informally with the Hackney Carriage Drivers 
Association.

Background 
papers: None

Glossary of 
acronyms and any 
other abbreviations 
used in this report:

1. BACKGROUND

1.1. The Council licences vehicles as hackney carriages under the Town Police 
Clauses Act 1847, and private hire vehicles under the Local Government 
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976. Both statutes permit the Council to set 
criteria in respect of the suitability, type, size and design of vehicles which 
will be licensed, and it is open to the Council to refuse to licence any vehicle 
the suitability of which it is not satisfied of, or which is not in a suitable 
mechanical condition, safe or comfortable. It is not enough that a vehicle can 
simply pass an MOT test – the Council must be satisfied that the vehicle is 
suitable for its proposed use, in addition to being safe and comfortable for 
passengers, before a licence may be issued.

1.2. The Council has previously adopted a number of criteria for the vehicles it 
will licence, which have been amended over time. Most recently, in 2012, a 
new criterion was applied to hackney carriages requiring those vehicles to be 
of type M1 whole vehicle approval, and compliant with the relevant European 
standards. Other changes have been made in respect of prohibiting the issue 
of a new hackney carriage licence to anything other than a wheelchair-
accessible vehicle, the removal of a seat from multi-purpose vehicles so as 
to clear an access route to rear seats (later overturned), and exemptions in 
respect of stretch limousines.

1.3. Vehicle technology has continued to develop rapidly in recent years, with 
safety standards continuing to improve, engines delivering more power from 
smaller units, and emissions levels dropping. However, the Council’s 
licensing criteria have not been reviewed as a whole in several years, and 
have not kept pace with automotive development.

1.4. The Council’s criteria have become slightly muddled over time, with 
amendments being brought in piecemeal, and frequently applied only to one 
of the two categories of vehicle. It is now proposed to review the criteria, 
applying common standards to both categories of vehicle, and updating the 
requirements where appropriate to do so.

1.5. Recent consultations have also highlighted public concern over the average 
age of licensed vehicles in Dacorum (at the time of writing, 8.74 years for 
‘golden plate’ hackney carriages, 7.86 years for wheelchair-accessible 
hackney carriages and 7.99 years for private hire vehicles), and the need to 
try and encourage the introduction of newer vehicles where possible.



2. INITIAL PROPOSAL AND CONSULTATION RESPONSE

2.1. An initial proposal to revise the applicable vehicle criteria was presented to 
the Committee on the 27th August 2013, seeking authorisation to commence 
consultation with the trade. The proposals instantly attracted attention, with a 
number of drivers attending that meeting in the mistaken belief that the 
Council would be immediately adopting the revisions without consultation. 
With the Committee’s approval, details of the proposal were published on the 
council’s website, in the taxi email newsletter, and via a direct mailshot 
(which summarised a number of active consultations). Comments on the 
proposal were invited with a deadline of the 1st November 2013.

2.2. The initial proposal detailed revised criteria for both hackney carriages and 
private hire vehicles, which consolidated a number of previous policy 
decisions and sought to establish some parity between the two sets of 
criteria. It was proposed to extend the ‘M1’ vehicle type requirement from 
hackneys only to both licences, to clarify the circumstances around the use 
of IVA tests and requirements for certificates of conformity, and to introduce 
a formal prohibition on ‘dual plating’. However, the proposal which attracted 
the most attention and feedback was to introduce a ‘maximum age on first 
licensing’ policy for vehicles, under which a vehicle being licensed for the first 
time would have needed to be less than 5 years old at the time of licensing in 
the case of a non-accessible hackney carriage, and 7 years for accessible 
hackney carriages and all private hire vehicles.

2.3. It was stated in the original report that the initial proposals had been intended 
to provoke discussion, and a clear undertaking was given that officers would 
consider any feedback received before making a final recommendation.

2.4. A petition organised by the Hackney Carriage Drivers Association was 
received bearing 255 signatures (including a small number of duplicate 
entries) and a further 7 unsigned entries. The covering letter states the 
Association’s opposition to the initial age limit proposal, and suggests instead 
a 12-year age limit. The other proposals are not addressed within the 
petition, although reference is made to current economic difficulties and the 
larger trade opportunities in other areas where age policies have previously 
been adopted. A copy of the petition is attached at Annex C.

2.5. A further 27 individual responses were also received, all of which opposed 
the proposed age limits, expressing a variety of concerns but the most 
frequent being affordability, citing a downturn in driver’s earnings in recent 
years. Respondents also suggested that the proposed policy would lead to 
older vehicles being kept for as long as possible to avoid the cost of buying a 
newer vehicle, a potential issue around the temporary replacement of 
vehicles during repairs or maintenance, and doubt over whether the age 
policy proposal would lead to a safer fleet of vehicles for passengers. Copies 
of the individual responses are included at Annex D.

2.6. A number of responses suggest that Dacorum taxis would be put at an unfair 
disadvantage when compared to vehicles from neighbouring boroughs if the 
proposed age policies were introduced. By way of comparison, a summary of 
age policies adopted by other nearby authorities is appended at Annex E.

2.7. Very few of these responses addressed any other elements of the proposals. 
A couple of responses refer to the requirement that vehicles should be ‘dent-



free’. This was unchanged from the current criteria, and is interpreted as no 
obvious dents, on panels pressed inwards. Smaller imperfections, such as 
door dings and stone-chips are not currently a bar to licensing (unless a 
single panel is excessively marked with such), and it is not envisaged that 
this approach would change. The Council’s compliance standards, which 
form the basis for the additional checks carried out during vehicle tests, 
make provision for minor damage of this type.

3. REVISED PROPOSAL

3.1. After considering the feedback received, officers have made amendments to 
the most contentious parts of the proposals.

3.2. In respect of vehicle age, after consideration of the feedback received during 
consultation (including a number of salient points about the effect of such a 
policy on other operational aspects), officers are now recommending that the 
initial proposal should not be progressed. Instead, a revised requirement is 
now proposed, under which vehicles which are older than 10 years at the 
time of the issue of the annual licence, will be required to complete a second 
MOT and compliance test half-way through the licence period. Licence-
holders would be responsible for arranging and paying for the relevant test 
directly with the council’s authorised testing station. If a vehicle failed to 
complete an additional test in the required period without good reason, a 
suspension notice would be issued. A number of respondents highlighted 
that compliance testing was a more suitable tool to ensure higher standards 
than a simple age policy, and this option should also provide a means to 
ensure that older vehicles are being correctly maintained, and alert owners 
earlier to any developing faults arising from the age of the vehicle. The 
additional cost of a second test may also act as an incentive to replace older 
vehicles.

3.3. As of the time of writing, this proposed age policy would affect the following 
number of vehicles:

Vehicle type Total number 
licensed

Number aged 
over 10 years %

Hackney carriage:

Non-wheelchair only

Wheelchair-access only

Total

189

52

241

62

11

73

32.8%

21.2%

30.3%

Private hire vehicle:

Standard usage

Exempt/specialist vehicle

Total

154

19

173

40

4

44

26.0%

21.1%

25.4%

3.4. While there are benefits to requiring newer vehicles for licensing (such as 
ensuring the latest technologies and safety standards, as well as typically 
lower emissions levels than equivalent older vehicles), there is clearly also a 
need to take account of economic considerations. In this respect, the revised 



proposal is considered to be the most suitable policy, offering an incentive to 
replace older vehicles, but not imposing undue financial barriers to entering 
the trade. However, there will be a need to monitor whether any 
improvement occurs in vehicle ages as a result of the implementation, and 
as such it is suggested that, if the Committee are minded to adopt the 
recommendation below, officers will track this data over the next 2 years, 
with a view to reporting any change to Committee after that period.

3.5. Initial discussions have been held with the appointed testing station about 
the possibility of additional tests, who have confirmed that they have 
sufficient capacity to facilitate these.

3.6. The other parts of the proposal are unchanged from the original report.

3.7. The M1 type policy, first applied to hackney carriages in 2012 but omitted 
from private hire criteria, ensures that only vehicles which have been 
designed and built for the safe carriage of no more than 9 persons (including 
driver) are being licensed. This policy also ensures that vehicles which have 
been modified from other vehicle types (e.g. from larger passenger vehicles 
which have had seats removed, or from goods vehicles), and which may not 
satisfy the relevant European safety standards applying to M1 vehicles are 
not considered for licences. For this reason, it is proposed to extend this 
policy to cover private hire vehicles. An amendment to the policy also deals 
with vehicles which have been converted in accordance with approved 
specifications, and have been certified as conforming to the relevant type 
and safety standards – a significant number of purpose-built taxis and 
wheelchair-carrying vehicles are now manufactured and approved in this 
way, and would currently fall outside of the policy.

3.8. The Council is of course free to depart from any criteria it has set when 
considering a particular vehicle, if the merits of the particular case in question 
warrant doing so. However, it is envisaged that this power will only be used 
in exceptional circumstances, and by no means will it be a regular 
occurrence – the standards should be set at a suitable level that will prove 
appropriate in the vast majority of cases. This power has previously been 
delegated to senior officers, subject to a right of appeal against a refusal to 
grant an exemption to the Committee.

3.9. This report contains proposals on the standard of vehicle that will be 
licensed, and does not refer to the conditions that may be applied to the 
vehicle’s licences, nor does it stipulate compliance standards against which 
vehicles are tested. It is intended to review and report on these conditions 
and compliance standards, with suggested amendments, later this year.

3.10. This report also omits the specifications expected of stretch 
limousines and other novelty vehicles (e.g. decommissioned fire engines / 
ambulances / military vehicles, converted ice cream vans, etc, which are 
used to carry passengers), a number of which have been licensed as private 
hire vehicles. Again, it is intended to conduct a review of these specifications 
following a report later this year. Other types of vehicles which may also be 
licensed, such as horse-drawn carriages or non-motorised vehicles, will also 
be considered outside of these standards.

3.11. The following documents are attached to this report:



Annex A – proposed criteria for hackney carriages
Annex B – proposed criteria for private hire vehicles

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1. That Committee adopt the attached ‘Vehicle standards for hackney 
carriages’ and ‘Vehicle standards for private hire vehicles’ as the Council’s 
pre-licensing criteria for hackney carriages and private hire vehicles, with 
effect from the 1st June 2014.

4.2. That officers shall monitor the average age of licensed vehicles for two years 
following the implementation of the revised criteria, and report any change or 
trends to Committee following that period.



ANNEX A
Proposed criteria for hackney carriages





ANNEX B
Proposed criteria for private hire vehicles





ANNEX C
Petition from Hackney Carriage Driver’s Association



















ANNEX D
Individual consultation responses

I am just writing to say that I agree on the golden plates, but could you move the age limit up 
to 10 years please, because the Country is in crisis and we are not able to afford a new car 
ever 7 years. Plus there is not much work out there either so how could we possibly afford to 
buy a new car every 7 years?

I would like to register my objection to the proposed changes regarding the age of the taxi 
vehicle. This would place unnecessary financial burden on taxi drivers; who are already 
struggling financially. With limited night club business demand in Hemel, as well as 
accelerated car y depreciation of newer cars, this change is unwelcome for ALL Taxi drivers. I 
appeal to the committee for help in this

As all vehicles are all subject to the MOT and compliance test there appears to be no 
justification to imply the vehicle is unroadworthy based on its age. My vehicle is a “57” plate 
and if this change goes ahead I will have to change my vehicle next year. It was purchased 
eighteen months ago with 3,800 miles on the clock as it was a fleet car held in bankrupt stock. 
It now has 40,000 miles on the clock. I cannot understand how this is justifiable to enforce a 
vehicle change.

If a vehicle is properly maintained, it will be safe and reliable. It would not be in any 
taxi/private hire driver’s interest to retain a vehicle that is unsafe or prone to breakdown as 
this would have a detrimental effect on his earnings and his life.

Many vehicles are older than this and are executive type vehicles. To impose this change 
would enforce drivers to purchase vehicles at the lower range of the spectrum and this would 
lower standards, not raise them.

I think this idea is absolutely ridiculous and disgraceful. This will only decrease our income 
and put another pressure on our financial situation. I think it's perfectly acceptable to have 
neat and clean vehicle without any age limit especially in this current situation where 
everything is going up and we are having to put many many extra hours to make up for it.

I recently received a email from you suggesting a amendment to HC vehicle age limit I 
strongly object to this and many of drivers who work in this trade feel the same and as 
committee member this matter should have been discussed first before presented front of 
licence committee and to be fair to all the HC age limit should been same between 8 to 10 
years  plus at this present claimant where the industry is struggling  to provide sufficient 
salary for there families

I like to register my objection to car age limit because our industrial and night club life for taxi 
demand is very low     I suggest the people who related to make law should have ground 
knowledge  before making any changes thanks

Licensing department going to bring taxis age limited free disable plate and golden plate. I am 
not satisfaction that you are going to make a new rule for the age limited for the taxis. 
because I bought my  brand new van by  finance  in 2008 and  I  got a free plate at same time 
then after four year (2012)  licensing department needed  to M1  certificate for that van which i 
have so  I  spend  another £4080.00  to  convert  wheelchair accessible taxis( attach both 
receipt) when you issue  the first  time  free disable  plate car age less  than 5 years  that is 
acceptable, but you have to allow the free disable plate and golden plate stay in the car/van at 



least for 10 years old. That’s why i bought new car so i can use my car at least for ten years. 
If you do changes I am going to lose my plate and I can’t afford to buy a new vehicle because 
poor financial situation in my family and less work. I can’t work long hours if you make this 
rule I will lose my work. If you want to make this rule i can’t offered to buy new vehicle so I 
looking from you a taxi grant buy a new vehicle.

I am opposing to limit the car age because it cause a lot for the drivers. Causes will be-

1) Making someone as a unemployed.
2) Some one cannot get the personel loan to buy new car of that age.
3) Some one cannot earn more money by new car.
4) Every one struggling to earn normal money.
5) Have to pay more money for insurance company.
6) All drivers are getting abuse because of one way in the high street.
7) Day by day less customer because of resession.
8) As long as car got MOT driver should drive that car.
9) By limiting we shall not get award from the public or more money.

I hope authority will consider those fact and cancel the proposal. Thank you.

I am writing with regards to the suggestion being put forward to the licencing committee on 
27th August about the vehicle age limit, as I understand it is not a recommendation made by 
licencing department but merely a suggestion by a few drivers. After speaking to the majority 
of drivers in the trade they are all opposing this suggestion based on the points highlighted;

 Due to the economic downturn the trade has already suffered approximately 40% 
downturn

 Due to the regeneration of the town and displacement of the taxi rank the trade is likely to 
suffer further decline

 The new bus routes are also have a impact on the trade 
 High fuel prices and insurance is already taking a toll 

You cannot compare Hemel with other towns who have a lot of trade i.e 
Universities,Nightclubs,Museums, Large Shopping Centers,Hospitals which generate a lot of 
taxi trade unfortunately we are missing half of the above attractions.

A few individuals have brought new cars and are suggesting to put an age limit on the 
vehicles, economically this is not a good time to be putting this proposal forward as it will 
force a lot of people out of business becoming dependent on government handouts, which I 
can guarantee the government or the people in the trade want. Maybe this should be delayed 
until the rank issue has been settled and then possibly a ten year limit should be more 
reasonable to start with.

I am looking at the whole trade rather than self interest of a few individuals. I request the 
department and the committee to carefully consider the points mentioned above before 
making any further recommendations.

poor situation of work, extended bus service, regenration of town we will lose work and will 
not be able to afford  new cars. Can you please extend the golden  plates for ten years and 
disable free 5 years. i will be thankful to you.

I would be against a 5 year old car limit as I feel this would unfairly penalise drivers like myself 
who run an older car to an extremely high standard.



In relation to the changing of vehicle licences to seven years for golden plates and 5 years for 
Disabled , We object as following;

 In a recession where such a rule will make continuing or starting new increasingly difficult 
economically.

 Hackney rank being moved from the town centre to be replaced by new bus terminal 
which will see the use of taxis decrease and thus having to buy new vehicles seems 
pointless.

 No survey amongst drivers carried out
 The trade has seen an active decline in business and implementing such a policy will 

clearly be detrimental as we are not making enough money to now start replacing 
vehicles with newer ones.

 To see a drivers suitability a medical is required to be able to be licensed, in the same 
way an M.O.T is conducted by a reputable local garage where extra stringent tests are in 
place. Why is this not deemed sufficient.

 Newer vehicles with more computerised systems are proving to be problematic with many 
newer models costing more than their older counterparts. A typical example is a VW 
Passat or a Toyota Avensis which many drivers in the borough have.

In summary it is not cost effective to implement such changes, a town which has no major 
club a college which is not fully operational and RANK BEING MOVED FROM THE TOWN. 
You are now expecting us to fork out on more money for cars not to mention the already 
increased yearly licence fee,

Thank you for your letter dated 30th august 2013. I read your letter with great interest and i 
am pleased to say that there are a lot of points which i agree with but as far as the VEHICLE 
STANDARD is concerned i totally disagree with because as a hackney driver with a eleven 
years old car and no finance on it i am struggling to make a living out of it. Only two days ago 
i paid £240 for an Mot test which is £40 more than last year and you are planning to have 
mots twice a year,plus you have put up other fees too. As u probably know the work suitation,  
it is dire as there are too many taxi to share the work. For me to buy a five years old car i will 
have to take out a finance which will b extra burden on my already streached budget. While i 
appreciate you are trying to modernize the fleet but please also  consider the daily struggle of 
a taxi driver who is trying to earn a decent wage for himself. For me a ten year age limit would 
me more aporopiate. Thank u for your time and i hope you will give my point a seriouse 
thought.
ps. please also keep MOT to once a year.

I opose to new rules stating 5years for saloons and estates mpv reason for it is not possible 
there is just not enough

I feel that instead of being 7 years age policy it should be higher, already we have a lot if taxi 
driver and its very competitive. They are many of us that feel the same some changes do 
need to made so its fair for every person, as at the moment the effort some people put in its 
not reflecting on there earnings because of unfair treatment!

I have thoroughly looked through the proposed changes to taxi licensing and I would have to 
comprehensively dispute the change regarding the age of vehicles when first licensed.This if 
for two main reasons; 
1- Rather then judging cars on age I think it would be more appropriate to judge them on their 
condition as cars of an older age can be in just as good condition as newer ones.
2- We are currently going through a very difficult financial situation and business in town is 
very slow. Because of this our incomes have significantly dropped over the past few years, 
this means it very difficult if not impossible for all taxi drivers to afford newer cars. 
I have no problems with any of the other proposed changes.



I am writing regarding the current proposal to implement rules which would mean that only 
must not be over the age of 7 years, I strongly disagree with this for a number of reasons.
Firstly it is not possible for people to buy new cars because the rules change and then to keep 
updating to stay within the specified time scale. 
Secondly financially it is not affordable for me to buy a new car, taking into account the 
number of drivers you have allowed into the Borough to take up employment as taxi drivers I 
am only earning enough to pay my household bills. I do not have any dispensable income to 
put towards a new car. 
If the vehicle is safe and in working condition I do not see the reason why it needs to be 
updated. We pay for the council to check whether the car is fit for purpose, and if it is deemed 
to be why is it necessary to make life more difficult and impose more unnecessary rules. 
Work is already down in the borough and to have to start saving towards a new car, which will 
be a lengthy process, it means individuals will have even less than they currently do. The 
process of saving for a new car would take such a long time, taking into consideration 
individual circumstances, it would mean some people would not be able to work when the 
new rules come in, meaning higher unemployment and more people on benefits with a final 
result of more burden on society and the government. 
I therefore do not agree with the proposals and will strongly challenge them every step of the 
way.

I would like to state that I welcome the consultation as a part of your ongoing project to 
modernise the licensing procedure.  However I am very concerned about the planned 
introduction of a minimum age for the vehicle.  In the current financial climate it would be very 
difficult for the majority, myself included, to change our vehicle to one which is a minimum of 5 
year old.  We simply would not be able to afford this change.  
Less and less people are using a taxi to navigate around our town thus making it very difficult 
for the present taxi drivers to sustain a living with any disposable income.  Myself and my 
colleagues work the maximum hours possible just to ensure that we are able to 1) provide for 
our families and 2) make sure all expenses are covered from our earnings.  I would also like 
to point out that I am the sole breadwinner in the family.  
If the changes to the minmum age of the vehcile go ahead then I would be left with no choice 
but to no longer peruse my career as a taxi driver, a career in which I take great pride in 
providing a service to my local community.  I will be left with no choice but to declear myself 
unemployed and thus be a burden on society and claim benefits.  
In my entire working life I have never been in a position where I thought it is financially 
beneficial for me to not work and claim benefits rather than try an provide for my family 
through hard work and perseverance.  

Also I do believe if my vehicle is road worthy and meets the MOT road safety and 
environmental standards then there is no need for a vehicle to be of a minimum age. 

We as taxi drivers can not afford to have a vehicle which is a minimum of 5 years old, in a 
town which is struggling to attract any business during the day or any nightlife entrainment, 
and still be expected to provide for our families.  

I urge you not to go ahead with this change as it will have a major negative impact on many 
lives.  The lives of those taxis drivers who are working hard in providing great service to their 
local community.

I would like the chance to put a suggestion to the comity.
I an of the opinion that it may be a far better to ensure that the safety and standards of 
Dacorum licensed taxi and private hire cars is maintained without introducing an age limit on 
replacement vehicles or new licences ,this would be by implementing the existing compliance 
test by way of vetting out unsuitable vehicles but this would mean an enforcement officer 
inspecting the vehicles before it was excepted for licensing.



I was of the opinion that this's is how things where done before the compliance testing was 
out sourced to a garage.
I feel this is where the standers have slipped. iE visual presentation and hygiene wear and 
tear  of the trim .
In our neighbouring towns they have age limits on there fleet of taxi and a worrying pattern 
has develop.
drivers are keeping there cars as long as they can continue to pass the test this is resulted in 
cars upwards of 15 yeas old this is no different to our fleet now so I feel it would make sense 
to implement the existing compliances test as it was intended thus maintaining safety 
standards  with out the added expense of age limits 
in London there are no such age Limits as they use the compliance test to filter   out  
unsuitable vehicle at any stage of its taxi life   
And amendment to the compliance would be far simpler way of increasing public safety and 
standards

From reading the letter, I personally do not agree with the age limit of the vehicle as I believe 
if the vehicle is in good working condition and is well maintained there should be no need to 
change the vehicle.

Furthermore, another issue that is becoming more noticeable it that there is a decrease in 
business within the area. Therefore, it ties in with my previous point, if there is not enough 
business it would be difficult to upgrade the vehicle every 4-5 years.

With regard to the starting age policy I strongly oppose the proposal due to the fact that when 
my customers get into my car they never complain about the age of the car and I have no 
doubt that as long as the car is road worthy, the cab is on time and that drivers provide a 
good service that, that Is what the customers are concerned about.
 
I have been a Taxi Driver for 11 years and in that time I have owned both new cars and older 
cars and it does not make no difference to the customer what the age of the car is/was and as 
we have a strict MOT, if the car passes the MOT, it means the car has passed a high 
standard of testing, beyond the normal test that a normal MOT would be.
 
The local Association representatives have informed me that one of the reasons for the age 
proposals is because neighbouring towns have an age policy but I would like to point out that 
they are much busier towns in terms business as they have bigger and busier train stations 
such as Watford \Junction, more pubs and nightclubs/bars in their town centres than what 
Hemel Hempstead/Dacorum has, so they on paper should be getting more business. That is 
why drivers in neighbouring towns might be able to afford to buy cars with an age limit but 
even then I doubt they find it that easy, as the job regardless of where you work has lots of 
overheads and drivers are left with very little profit.
 
I think that if the age limit goes through it will backfire in the sense that drivers are likely to re 
license their car for much longer than they would at the moment. I can forsee them changing 
the engine of the car when necessary in order to try and get round having to buy a car under 
5 years old and they will carry on using their cars for as long as they can where at the 
moment drivers tend to change their cars every few years in my experience.  
 
In my experience, a significant amount of the public do not treat our cars with respect and 
they cause a lot of mess, often deliberately I feel, such as spilling drinks over the car seats, 
eating take aways in the cars and sometimes there are things that they do that is a lot worse 
than that which I will not specifically mention.

With regard to any changes in the compliance test, I would oppose that too as I feel the 
current compliance test is hard enough as it is and tests our cars beyond a normal MOT.



I am writing to oppose the new proposal put forward by the licensing department to bring into 
force vehicle age limit. I strongly disagree with this proposal, i feel that this is not economically 
the right time to bring the proposal into action. The reason being, the displacement of the taxi 
rank in town will have a huge affect on trade. 
The recent increase in MOT fees of 40% and the driver badge fees up by 50% has already 
affected the trade. 
There is a comparison being drawn by the licensing department with Luton and Watford, i 
would like to highlight that you cannot draw comparisons with these towns. For instance, 
Luton has an airport, university, nightclubs, hospital, large shopping centre, football ground 
and the population is 3 times in excess of Hemel Hempstead. As a result, it is clearly 
apparent Luton has more trade due to the vast amenities listed above. Similarly, Watford 
have far superior trade due to the football stadium, nightclubs, hospital, major train station 
and popular shopping centre. 

The drivers have to work 10 hours a day and on a good day they are lucky to earn 
approximately £60 a day. I would like to request the committee to give this proposal careful 
consideration as this will have an huge effect on the drivers and could possibly force a lot of 
them out of work. also, i would like to highlight that London being the capital city does not 
have such an age limit restriction in place for the taxi's. I feel that a visual inspection to check 
the condition of the vehicle should be reintroduced by the department at the time of the 
vehicle license renewal, where the vehicle should be checked for visual defects by the 
licensing department.

What would happen to vehicles that are plated and the plate needs to be transferred for a 
short period to another vehicle and the time limit has passed when the original vehicle needs 
to be replated?
 
e.g Golden plate X plated at 4.5 years, mechanical breakdown or paint damage sustained 18 
months later. Awaiting parts or a respray so a cover vehicle is plated using golden plate X.  
Driver wants to return to original vehicle after repair but if new ruling comes in will not be 
allowed as vehicle would be 6+ years. Does this mean driver would be A) forced to buy a new 
vehicle or  B) not be able to transfer plate and would be forced into  a wheel chair accessible 
vehicle for the duration or C) would be prevented from working until the vehicle is back on the 
road.   
 
Drivers are continually using cover cars on a temporary basis and I would appreciate your 
comments on any exceptions you may have in mind for situations like this or how to justify the 
imposition.

I am writing to you concerning the age limit on taxi vehicles. I strongly disagree with this idea 
for many reasons.
Firstly the economy is in a bad situation which results in higher costs for example insurance 
costs are high, MOT costs are high and Road Tax costs are high. The household costs are 
increasing but revenue is decreasing
Secondly the majority of taxi drivers will not be able to afford new cars as their financial 
situation is not good, which will result in taxi drivers losing their jobs.

The main reasons why I object to the maximum starting age proposal is because this will be 
unaffordable for many drivers including myself and we do not get enough work to be able to 
afford the cost of this proposal. The only way I can see myself being able to meet this 
proposal if it was implemented, was if I took out finance which is a very risky thing to do.
It is stated in the proposals that it is reasonable to expect drivers to make significant 
investment in the vehicles they license and I would like to point out that we already do and I 
think a major point has been overlooked or the current staff at licensing may not be aware of 
the point I am about to point out at all.



Since the mid 1990's, many owners of Hackney Carriages have had to buy and pay 
thousands of pounds just to get hold of a Hackney Carriage plate/business in the first place, 
were up until the mid 1990's, drivers used to get a Hackney carriage plate as part of the 
license fee.  This is the key point I was referring to.  

When Dacorum Borough Council stopped issuing Hackney Carriage plates by and large in 
the mid 1990's, they created a waiting list for applicants to get a Hackney Carriage plate as 
part of the licensing fees and what happened was that many drivers who already had been 
issued with a Hackney Carriage Plate from the council, either put their name down on the 
waiting list for a second or more plate (!) or they got their relatives to put their names down 
and one way or the other where able to sell those plates as part of a business to new drivers 
for thousands of pounds! 

I always thought should never have been allowed to have happened but it did, so drivers will 
have the cost of paying around 4-6 thousand on average to be able to get hold of a Hackney 
carriage business before they have to pay all the other costs involved in trying to license a 
vehicle as a Hackney Carriage.
 If new applicants opt to buy a wheelchair accessible vehicle instead, which if they pass the 
licensing process could then get them a plate from the council that way only, then my 
response is, those vehicles do not come cheap either. 
Another reason why I am opposing the maximum starting age is because It is implied in the 
proposals that drivers are able to pass the MOT by buying an older car for just a few hundred 
pounds and I know from direct experience that even when buying older cars, the total costs of 
getting the car through the licensing process as a whole, runs into thousands of pounds.  
There are various licensing costs, insurance costs, the costs of buying meters which most 
drivers/cars have even those who are Private Hire drivers often have the meters in, as most 
cab companies follow the council rates of fares.
There is also the cost of meeting the compliance test requirements which means that the cars 
may need to be part re-sprayed if the car falls foul on the rules regarding scratches on the 
bodywork and things like that.  
With regard to the point in the proposals that newer cars have much better technology and 
safety standards, it is not mentioned what they are exactly. Most cars since the late 90's have 
Anti Locking Brakes, Air Bags for both the driver and front passenger and as for satellite 
navigation systems, many drivers will either  have their own sat nav or it will be part of the 
booking system device they have in their cars if they work for big cab companies like Choice 
and Millennium. I know that Rainbow also have an inbuilt sat nav system with their booking 
device inside drivers cars.
As for the point about newer cars emit lower carbon emissions, I have to ask, how much bad 
emissions are existing cars adding to the atmosphere?  If the council isn't already, shouldn't 
they be targeting buses who do release in my view and experience far too much dodgy 
emissions and always have.
I gave some examples as to the risk drivers will be taking if these proposals are accepted if 
they take out finance on newer cars in order to try and stay in the job such as if a driver is in a 
non fault accident. If a drivers car is written off in a non fault accident, it could well be the case 
that the insurance company will not pay out the full value of the car and if that happens, not 
only will the driver have to pay the full finance with all the interest still but they could well be 
unable to afford to try and get another car on the road.  I can also see the scenario where it 
could lead to a driver defaulting on payments in this kind of situation and then possible 
bankruptcy?
The Licensing Department may think that if drivers choose to get out of this business and go 
into unemployment, that they won't be missed as there are a lot of taxis/private hires these 
days but I would caution against this too for the following reasons:
First of all, it is because there is so many drivers who work in Hemel Hempstead especially 
that the public can get taxis/private hires on the whole very quickly. If there is a drop in the 
amount of drivers, then I know the public will not like having to wait longer to get a taxi/private 
hire.
Up until around 2003, there was still a lot of drivers then, but it was often the case that the 
public had to wait anywhere up to an hour or more for a Taxi/Private Hire depending on the 
time, demand and whether or not they had pre-booked or not. Even when customers had pre-
booked, a lot of the time, companies would run late on their bookings as customers often 



change their destination, or want to drop off a friend that they didn't mention to the company 
when booking and or want to go to petrol stations/off licenses to buy things like cigarettes and 
alcohol.  
I also remember there used to be long quees for Taxi's in many public places during periods 
of high demand and at weekends this sometimes used to lead to fights breaking out at Taxi 
Ranks as well as Drivers being threatened and or attacked if they couldn't meet someone’s 
demand to pick them up. If drivers are forced out of the job as a result of these changes being 
accepted, It could lead to a return of these horrible situations.
I also wanted to point out another concern I have with regard to taking out finance and how it 
could go wrong.  In this job, drivers unfortunately do get a lot of abuse, threats in general in 
various ways and scenarios too.  I genuinely believe that many of the people that treat us in 
this way do so "because they can", mainly that because we have a license that they can put 
in a vincidictive complaint in about us if we object in anyway to the way we are being treated. 

If a vindictive complaint is put in, there is no guarantee that things will go in the drivers favour 
if they have done nothing wrong, and those that hint at putting in a complaint motivated out of 
vindictiveness/spite I believe realise that it will be no skin off their nose if their complaint is not 
upheld and in any case they sure put drivers through a lot of stress and worry because like I 
said there is no guarantee what the outcome will be.

If a driver takes out a finance deal and a vindictive complaint is upheld and a driver loses 
his/her license, this will be complete and utter disaster for the driver in general including the 
possibility of facing financial ruin.
Going back to a point I made earlier about how some drivers got their Hackney Plates as part 
of the licensing fees and other drivers since the mid 90's have had to pay thousands to get a 
plate/business, I would also like to add that older drivers who have been driving for a long 
time since the 80's or earlier may have also benefited from much cheaper housing costs 
where the cost of buying/renting a home since the late 90's has rocketed and I think this also 
needs to be considered before this decision is made to accept the proposal for a maximum 
starting age for vehicles.

If the proposals on the maximum starting age are accepted, I really cannot see how it is going 
to be financially viable for anyone to be a Taxi Driver in the first place. It is a job that has so 
many overheads that drivers struggle to earn enough to live on in general and I think trying to 
recuperate  "start up costs" as well as the cost that these proposals will incur will be 
impossible and as people go to work to earn money, the obvious point drivers and the council 
need to consider is why would anyone want to be a driver in future if these proposals go 
through as they will be earning next to nothing.
Moving onto my objection to vehicles having to be dent free.  I am not sure if this is a exact 
proposal or not but it sounds like it is.  I object as there is already existing policies on dents, 
scratches and rust to cars and on dents and scratches  there is a little wriggle room for drivers 
on this but if it is being proposed that cars have to be totally dent free or scratch free that will 
be very unfair and I think petty.
Small dents have happened to most of the cars I have owned but none of it was my fault.  
They normally seem to occur in a car park, car park spaces when other vehicles park their car 
facing outwards and they hit their car doors onto parts of my car(s) not protected by a side 
impact bar and I've noticed that a lot of newer cars these days do not have side impact bars 
at all for some reason too so they could well incur small dents this way too.
On scratches, I would like to point out that drivers do not go round scratching their own 
vehicles, either cars are like that when first bought or our cars get vandalised and I have had 
that happen to me a lot over the years.  For drivers to be penalised further for things that are 
beyond their control and not their fault is totally unfair so I request that any further changes on 
dents/scratches are not approved, it will lead to further costs as well if they are accepted.
That concludes my objections and opposition to the above mentioned proposals.

I am struggling to under stand the council proposed policy on hackney carrage age restriction 
and could you please explain the logic behind it
As I see it I could buy a brand new mondeo do average taxi mileage of 50000 and after 5 
years have a car that has done 250000 miles and is taxi compliant



Or buy a 6 year old mondeo full service history one owner 35000 miles which would be non 
compliant
All so if I brought a new car and done 3 months driving 12000 miles and was not the sort not 
to check car daily portrntialy then running on illegal tyres that would also not alter this
Surely the answer is a more strictly enforced compliance check this would be fairer on all 
driver and more importantly safer for fare paying passenger

As someone that’s been in this trade for a long time you can have my feedback.
It would be nice to put new cars or ones of just a few years old, but because you the Council 
have been putting more & more taxis and private hires on the road, we are bearly making a 
living. And for drivers that have been doing this for a long time can not aford to pay that sort of 
money out.
When I started there where 60 taxis 100 private hire in Dacorum. How many now? 300 taxis 
500 private hire.
And at no time has Licensing stoppedputting more & more taxis on the road. What did you do 
a few years ago, you ca have a taxi plate if you have wheelchair accessible and most of them 
couldn’t take a wheelchair or get them into one unless the person got out the wheelchair.
So its not a good idea to change the policy for cars to be under 5 years, unless you take 
about 300 cars off the road, starting with last in first out. We need to earn money to pay out.
Another thing about new cars or 5 years old is DPF. Cars with DPF don’t like lots of short 
jobs, they block up soot then don’t go, so with are earning who can aford a newer car.



ANNEX E
Summary of age policies adopted by nearby authorities
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