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Summary:-   
 
On 10th November 1997, the Council’s Licensing Panel adopted a set of criteria for 

vehicles to meet, should the licence holder apply for an extension beyond the Council’s 

age limit for Hackney Carriage and Private Hire vehicles. 

 

Mr David Carlile has a Hackney Carriage that is over the age limit and has been allowed a 

number of extensions over a period of years.  The vehicle is now in such a condition that 

the licensing officers do not consider that it reaches the criteria set by the Council.  Mr 

Carlile disagrees with this decision and wishes to appear before the Regulatory Panel to 

outline his reasons. 
 

Recommendation:- 
 

After considering this report and any representations made by Mr Carlile, Members are 

asked to consider the following options: 

  

a) Take no action 

b) Suspend the Hackney Carriage licence 

c) Revoke the Hackney Carriage licence 

 

 

J A Messenger 

Licensing Manager 

 

 
Note: in compliance with section 100d of the Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985 the report has been 

prepared in part from the following papers:-  Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976. 

 

 



To the Members of the Regulatory Panel 9th February 2011 
 
1 Background 

 
1.1       On 10th November 1997, the Council’s Licensing Panel adopted a set of criteria 

for licensed vehicles to meet, should the licence holder apply for an extension 
beyond the Council’s age limit for hackney carriage and private hire vehicles 
(Appendix A). 
 

1.2 This procedure is well known to proprietors and has caused little problem over 
the last 13 years.  In practice, when a wheelchair accessible hackney carriage 
approaches its age limit of10 years of age, a licensing officer will meet with the 
proprietor to discuss the future of the vehicle.  If the driver elects to retain the 
vehicle it would be subject to 6 monthly bodywork and interior inspections, 
these being in addition to the four monthly mechanical tests at the garage.  If 
the vehicle remains in exceptional condition as outlined in the criteria 
(Appendix A), it is allowed to continue to be licensed. 

 
2 Current vehicle 
 
2.1 The vehicle subject of this report is described as follows: 
 Make: Metrocab 

Registration Number:  H273 DGB 
Proprietor: David Carlile, Hopesyke Wood, Longtown 
Licence Plate Number: H166 
Registration date:  24 June 1991 
 
The vehicle was first acquired and licensed by Mr Carlile on 17th August 2004 

 
2.1 Being over 10 years of age it was subject to four monthly mechanical 

inspections at the garage and 6 monthly visual inspections by the licensing 
officer. 

 
2.2 A brief history of the tests/inspections over the last few years is as follows: 
  
 20.12.06  Vehicle test Rear seats dirty 
      Light defective 
      Mirror insecure 
      Front lower suspension 
 29.03.07  Vehicle test Rear indicator 
      Track rod end 
 31.07.07  Vehicle test Steering ?? loose on hub 
      Hand brake clevis worn 
 29.11.07  Vehicle test OK 
 26.03.08  Vehicle test Brake pipe worn 
      Clevis pin worn 
      Rear spring eye bush 
 30.07.08  Vehicle test OK 
 16.09.08  Inspection Front nearside bodywork repair needs buffing up 
 27.11.08  Vehicle test Windscreen cracked 
      Indicator light out 
      Power steering box leak 



      Lower suspension bush 
      Brake pipe leaking 
      Exhaust fouling hand brake cable 
      Tyre wear on both n/s tyres 
      Corrosion on brake pipes 
      Letter sent (Appendix B) 
 April to August 2008 (approx) off road for repairs 
 12.06.09  Vehicle test Steering box leaking 
      Engine oil leak 
      Rear fuel pipes insecure 
      Power steering malfunctioning 
      Both sills damaged 
      Bodywork issues 
 June to July 2009 (approx) off road for repairs 
 18.01.10  Vehicle test Wear lower suspension bush 
 12.02.10  Inspection Bodywork blemishes and cracked paint 

Interior untidy and worn rear seat 
21.05.10  Vehicle test Bumper loose 

      Bodywork issues 
 09.09.10  Inspection Bodywork and interior issues 
      (Appendix C) 

12.10.10  Vehicle test Meter problems 
     (Garage aware of bodywork issues) 
 
Following the vehicle inspection on 9 September 2010, the licensing officer was 
so concerned regarding the condition of the vehicle that he requested the 
licensing manager to give a second opinion.  Without seeing the officer’s 
inspection results, the licensing manager carried out an inspection and formed 
the opinion that the vehicle did not and probably never would, reach the criteria 
required by the licensing authority.   
 
He discussed his findings with Mr Carlile who stated that he intended to get 
another vehicle but could not afford to for a few months.  The licensing manager 
outlined his concerns to Mr Carlile and agreed to grant an extension for a 
further three months to enable Mr Carlile to change the vehicle.  A letter was 
sent to Mr Carlisle confirming this and that the extension was granted until 31st 
January 2011 (Appendix D). 
 
On 4 January 2011 a further letter was sent to Mr Carlile reminding him that a 
replacement vehicle could be transferred to this licence before 31st January 
2011 (Appendix E). No response was received. 
 
On 31st January 2011 Mr Carlile came to see Mr Messenger.  He had not 
changed his vehicle, nor had he carried out any bodywork repairs.  He said that 
he hadn’t carried out any repairs, but if he did carry out the repairs listed in the 
letter of 9 September 2010, would the licence be extended.  The manger could 
not answer this question without seeing the standard of these repairs and stated 
that he had already had every opportunity to have them completed.  The licence 
would not be extended further.  The options open to Mr Carlile were discussed, 
one of which was to appear before the Regulatory Panel where he could give 
his reasons why the Council should depart from their criteria.  It was agreed that 
this issue would be referred to the Panel on 9th February. 



 
At 4.30pm the same day Mr Carlile attended the Civic Centre where he stated 
that he had sought legal advice and he was appealing against the decision.  
The manager explained that the final decision was with the Regulatory Panel 
and he may have pre-emptied the appeal process.  Mr Carlile said that he 
wanted to be able to use his hackney until the Regulatory Panel decision.  After 
obtaining legal advice, coupled with the fact that there were no public safety 
implications at that time, Mr Carlile was allowed to continue to use his hackney 
pending the decision of the Regulatory Panel.  A letter was sent to him stating 
this fact (Appendix F). 

  
Mr Carlile handed a letter to the licensing manager explaining why he did not 
agree with the decision that he vehicle did not fulfil the Council criteria 
(Appendix G). 

 
3        Legislation (Appendix H) 
 
3.1 Section 60 of the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 states 

that: 
 
 ‘A district council may suspend or revoke, or refuse to renew a vehicle licence 

on any of the following grounds:- 
 

a) That the hackney carriage or private hire vehicle is unfit for use as a hackney 
carriage or private hire vehicle; 

b) Any offence under, or non-compliance with, the provisions of the Act of 1847 
or of this Part of this Act by the operator or driver; or 

c) Any other reasonable cause. 
 
4. Options 
 
 After considering this report and any representations made by Mr Carlile, 

Members are asked to consider the following options: 

  

d) Take no action 

e) Suspend the Hackney Carriage licence 

f) Revoke the Hackney Carriage licence 

 
 
Prepared by:  
J A Messenger 
Licensing Manager 
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