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Delta Taxis submission - 06.03.2017 

INTRODUCTION 

Sefton MBC and Delta Taxis have remained divided on the merits 
of taxi driver topographical memory tests ever since their 
introduction more than twenty years ago. Throughout this time 
the Council has maintained that such tests are necessary for 
ensuring quality control for the travelling public, whilst 
Delta insists they are a sham, having no bearing on a driver's 
ability to perform his or her job and acting as an artificial 
restriction on the supply of private hire drivers within an 
increasingly demanding marketplace. 

DEREGULATION ACT 

All arguments were of course made moot in October 2015 by the 
introduction of the Deregulation Act, with its long awaited 
subcontracting amendment to Private Hire legislation. At this 
juncture Delta simply switched its recruitment away from 
Sefton and towards other Local Authorities that were more 
attuned to our way of thinking, in order to badge up the 
necessary drivers for our ever expanding Merseyside platform. 

2016 subsequently returned record levels of business for Delta 
(passenger numbers increasing by over a million when compared 
with the previous year) thus proving that competitive pricing 
and being able to service passenger requests during peak 
demand far outweighs the ability of new drivers to memorise, 
in order, an arbitrary list of road names from just one small 
corner of our 645 square kilometre work zone. 

OUT OF TOWN GROWTH 

Despite operating from Sefton since even before the Council's 
own inception in 1974, Delta's growth for the past year and a 
half has been attributed entirely to drivers and vehicles 
licensed OUTSIDE of the Borough. Non-Sefton licence holders 
servicing the Sefton area via our collective Merseyside 
platform now number well over a thousand and the number 
continues to rise almost daily. 

Whilst undeniably fantastic news for Delta's stakeholders and 
passengers, left unchecked it could start presenting real 
difficulties for Sefton's enforcement team charged with 
overseeing increasing volumes of 'out of town' drivers and 
vehicles without the fees typically associated with such 
activities. Is it not therefore time for licensing and 
regulatory members to take a fresh 'post Deregulation' look at 
the topographical memory test debacle? 

OBVIOUS SOLUTION 

The Council cannot impose memory tests on the out of town 
drivers who currently service the Sefton area without paying 
fees, so why continue to deter locally licensed applicants who 
WOULD pay fees? Better to take the funds, control the 
conditions of licence and bolster local enforcement of the 



issues that genuinely matter... i.e. safety and the prevention 
of illegal plying for hire. 

HACKNEY CARRIAGE KNOWLEDGE 

On the question of Hackney Carriage knowledge tests we find 
ourselves in complete agreement with both the Council and the 
Hackney Carriage trade itself. As already highlighted by the 
Law Commission when carrying out their review of the industry, 
when it comes to advance bookings, market forces will always 
take care of both price and quality within the Private Hire 
sector and so Councils need not control fares or impose 
topographical memory tests upon this side of the trade. 
However, with instant hire Hackney Carriage services being 
essentially a monopoly provision (passengers are expected to 
take the first cab on the rank or the first to respond to a 
street hail) their industry does not benefit from the same 
market force checks and measures. Councils should absolutely 
therefore continue to regulate both price and quality for the 
public hire industry, so the knowledge test should remain as 
it is for hackney carriage driver applicants. 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE / MATHS 

We are keen to dismiss any suggestions of replacing the so 
called "knowledge" with an English and Maths test (such as 
currently conducted in Knowsley) as to do so would be to 
entirely miss the point of the BKSB (Basic and Key Skill 
Builder) assessment that is already required of Sefton 
applicants. 

The BKSB Initial Assessment (English and maths) tracks the 
Functional Skills Standards and satisfies the updated core 
curriculum for English and maths from Pre-Entry Level to Level 
2. The levels go as follow... 

Pre-Entry 
Entry Level 1 
Entry Level 2 
Entry Level 3 
Level 1 
Level 2. 

Drivers cannot acquire a Sefton badge without a Level 2 VRQ in 
the Role of the Professional Taxi and Private Hire driver. But 
in order to become eligible for the course  applicants must 
first reach a minimum Entry Level 3 in English and maths. 
Applicants reaching only Entry Level 2 or below are signposted 
to additional learning and asked not to re-apply until they 
have reached the required level of English and Maths. 

It's no surprise therefore that Delta Knowsley applicants have 
a 10051; pass rate of KMBC's Essential Skills assessment. They 
are in effect being tested twice, once by BKSB before their 
VRQ course and then a second time by KMBC licensing staff 
AFTER their VRQ. 

SLIPPING THROUGH THE NET. 



There is of course the outside possibility that a less 
conscientious training provider might allow non English 
speaking applicants to slip through the net but there is a far 
more sensible and appropriate solution to this. Make it a 
condition of licence that all applicants must be able to 
communicate good English. If the Council ever receives a 
genuine complaint (beyond the anecdotal "my mate got a driver 
who couldn't even speak English") then the offending driver 
could be interviewed and tested, and if found lacking could 
have their licence immediately revoked for a breach of 
condition. This makes far more sense than twice testing 
English and maths and avoids placing an additional and 
completely unnecessary burden on the Council's stretched 
resources. 

CONCLUSION. 

For better or for worse, whether anyone should like it or not, 
Deregulation is now a fact of taxi life. Out of town drivers 
not tested by Sefton are increasingly working the Sefton area 
without paying fees to Sefton's enforcement team (in much the 
same way Sefton licensed drivers have historically serviced 
the Liverpool area without paying fees to Liverpool's 
enforcement team). Sefton can fix this in a stroke however if 
it just listens to what the local private hire industry has 
been banging on about for decades. Scrap the test, set the 
conditions of licence, collect the fees, invest in enforcement 
officers, tackle illegal plying for hire and ensure better 
safety for the travelling public. 





6t-CA ELtfuE 
Mark Toohey 

Subject: 	 FW: Knowledge Test Consultation 

From: Blueline Five-0 Taxis Liverpool 0151 521 5050-525 5050-526 5050-922 5050 
[mailto:blueline5050@hotmail.corn]  
Sent: 27 April 2017 12:29 
To: Mark Toohey; SRC Taxis Ltd 
Subject: Re: Knowledge Test Consultation 

Hi Mark 

I have read through the current test attachment and noted your "options available" and 
"questions to consider" sections. 

• I would like to start by reminding Sefton that it's overriding concern once the safety of the 
public has been ensured should be the revenue levels coming into the Council funds from 
Drivers, Vehicles and Operators Licence Fees, and that any shortfall in revenue from 
licensing would likely be made up through increases in licence fees to the trade so it is 
important that a healthy level of licence fees are generated. 

May I state for the record that I am whole heartedly in favour of regulation and 
enforcement of our trade, but it has to be relevant and must move with the times, and 
evolve as we as a trade have had to evolve in recent years. 

As you may be aware I am somewhat retired these days and no longer the Operator of 
Blueline. 

It is fair to say that my up to date knowledge of the knowledge is somewhat outdated and I 
welcomed your attachment. 

It is also fair to say that given the expected length of this email I have too much time on my 
hands. 

I do remember from times gone by of statements made to me that applicants were given the 
questions and the answers to the knowledge test when they applied. 

This is long after my initial information going back to the 1990's that some firms had 
worked out the sequence of the test and would coach new drivers on what questions to 
research or memorise based on the date or day of their test. 

Following the introduction of the knowledge test I have always agured that it would appear 
no coincidence that in the region of 20 local private hire firms across Sefton ceased trading 
or were bought out by larger firms. 



Aintree Taxis, Boundary Taxis, Circle Taxis, Excel Taxis, Jubilee Taxis, Intacab, K & b Cars 
Maghull Town Taxis, New Strand Taxis, Northway Taxis, Pendle Taxis, Red Lion Taxis, 
Skyway Taxis, Sefton Taxis, to name but a few and there are more in Formby and 
Southport over the years but all since the knowledge test introduction in the 1990's. 

Sefton are now suggesting; 

"Do nothing and continue with the existing knowledge test (this includes amending 
current routes as necessary) 
Change the test to something focusing on assessment of comprehension of English & 

numeracy 
• Change the test to assess understanding of Sefton Council's conditions and expected 

behaviour once licensed 
(regardless of location of work) 

• Some combination of the above or items not listed here?" 

Although I have always advocated the removal of the knowledge test I am now minded 
that my opinion was formed pre sub contracting changes and multi licensed operators 
employing cars from far and wide. 

I believe that it is accurate to say that the cancellation of the Knowledge Test in Knowsley 
caused some problems with an influx of out of town licence applications that resulted in 
Knowsley licensed cars and drivers reportedly working countrywide, and a brief suspension of 
the Licensing Office, it would appear that making it to easy to get a licence whilst resulting 
in a short term revenue rush, caused possible enforcement and administrative issues along 
the line. 

Indeed we have had a Knowsley applicant waiting for his appointment letter to commence his 
application since February 2017, he has informed us only today that he has had his letter 
calling him in next week to start the process, but he also informed us that he has no gained 
employment elsewhere and outside the Taxi Trade. 

This is a loss for all involved, not least of all us as a small company and a Council who should 
be more organised and better equipped to deal with applications that can affect a persons 
employment in their chosen trade. 

Once a Council through poor planning or resources or ill thought out practises starts to 
affect the livelihoods of others, then it must be time for a rethink of what obstacles are 
being put in the way of joining our trade 

Changing the Sefton test to include English and Numeracy comprehension seems irrelevant 
and unnecessary for the Council when it could and should be part of the NVQ / VRQ test. 

Ensuring the applicants understand Sefton conditions of licence would on the face of it 
seems sensible and a worthy inclusion, but on deeper consideration it appears flawed as so 

2 



many out of area drivers are working Sefton Taxi systems now, and whilst working along side 
Sefton drivers do not meet the same criteria as Sefton drivers, and how would it be possible 
to insist that these out of town drivers take a course or test to meet Sefton standards 
before they start work. 

"Some questions to consider: 

1. 	Should the Council continue with any test? 

2. 	Should the Council continue with the test in its current format? 

3. 	Should the test be amended to include items such as; 

a) Comprehension of English & numeracy? 
b) Council conditions (via 'open book' exam)? 
c) Routes? 
d) Landmarks? 
e) Other (please specify)? 

4. 	Should the test for private hire drivers be different than the test for hackney carriage 
drivers? What would be the 

difference?" 

Point A; This would be better as part of the NVQ/VRQ. 

Point B; At present would only work for Sefton drivers working in Sefton, out off area 
drivers would not comply. 

Point C; Changing the routes seems unnecessary as its a memory test and drivers only take it 
once. 

Point D; Adding landmarks would help people from outside the area know the main sites of 
heritage and interest. 

Point E; Please read on. 

At this point I feel that I have to ask what was the point of or the logic behind the 
Knowledge Test in the first place? 

Was it to raise the level of the licensed drivers skills as no other form of knowledge 
assistance was available to the driver whilst he was carrying passengers. 

Was it deemed that as most of the drivers in the 1990's were of a predominantly local 
nature hey needed a more informed knowledge of the area, and thereby improving the 
service to the general public? 



Was it a knee jerk reaction to pressure brought to bare upon the Council by competing ports 
of the trade or their Union representatives so that Private Hire Driver numbers could be 
curtailed or controlled? 

When I hear comments from passengers circle the trade that they wont use certain firms 
because of drivers insisting on "Post Code please Post Code" because they cant find their 
way without a Satnav, it does appear to make the knowledge seem redundant, when we 
consider that these are Sefton Drivers who have passed the knowledge that I am referring 
to and are or were clearly unknowledgeable without a Satnav despite passing the test. 

What benefit is a local Knowledge Test when passengers are collected so far afield by lets 
say a Knowsley or a Sefton Car who is working Birmingham or Manchester for an 
international ride sharing service, and is transporting passengers to destinations that could 
never be covered by a local test. 

I have heard tales of an Ex driver of ours who joined a Sefton Licensed ride sharing 
company. who whilst still connected to the "Merseyside" arm of this ride share app, spends 
most of his weekends working Manchester whilst sporting his Sefton Plate. 

If it is a sticking plaster that is needed short term, then amendments to the test questions 
in the attachment seem unnecessary if a Satnav is to be accepted as an intricate part of 
most dispatch systems these days. 

If its to be a visionary look to the future then maybe a national standard is required with a 
Taxi Driver entitlement group through DVLA for Drivers like we have in place for Coach and 
Bus and Truck Drivers through the current 
PSV /PCV / HGV regime. 

If it is now time to give consideration to starting the process to a more national approach 
possibly along the lines of PSV / PCV Bus Licensing for Private Hire then we need to be 
playing catch up very quickly. 

I don't believe that another driving test is necessary but a qualification that could be 
achieved whilst applicants sit their NVQ / VRQ test could suffice to gain the new driving 
licence group. 

This would effectively licence drivers to drive taxis on a national basis. 

It would appear that the "APP" has overtaken the Act and is now making a mockery of Local 
Authority Licensing Regulations. 

The new technology and innovations that we work with now have put a global perspective on a 
local service. 
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The trade appears to be favouring amalgamation at the moment following the multi licencing 
options that have become available from the recent changes nationwide, and the explosion of 
APP based systems that cry out for amalgamation. 

The "App" and the multi Licensing systems that Operators countrywide can now employ are 
making individual rules like those imposed by Sefton look outdated and a failure at what they 
were intended to do. 

Having each authority set their own rules when the Drivers and Vehicles licensed by that 
authority can easily spend their days working in other areas countrywide seems outdated and 
pointless. 

The recruitment by Sefton firms of Licensed Vehicles and Drivers neighbouring 
boroughs and those from much further afield by multi borough licensed firms, it would 
appear that it has produced a somewhat different result than what the Sefton Licensing 
Regulations were initially intended to do, when setting out to control the Cars and Drivers 
and firms operating in Sefton and protecting the public, it is fair to say that this cuts both 
ways for all L.A. Licensing regimes. 

If we accept that the Licensing Regulations through Sefton have evolved into a standard 
bearer for other Authorities over the years, then should we all be alarmed at the sight of 
Manchester Licensed Cars or Vehicles and Drivers from much further afield working 
across the Merseyside region, or should we accept that the goalposts have been moved and 
that a more national approach to licensing is now needed. 

If the changes that are anticipated to the Mayoral system and a new Unitary Authority is 
formed in the Greater Merseyside region then a Merseyside plate may well evolve. 

If Sefton becomes an "agency office" for the Merseyside regional plate, then once revenue 
sharing is agreed, Sefton really needs to be ultra attractive to taxi operations and 
entrepreneurial operators if it is to benefit from the licence fees generated. 

If a Unitary Authority is formed and we are to maintain licences for operators based on the 
office address then making it attractive to businesses to trade from Sefton will determine 
Sefton's revenue stream from licences issued. 

If a Unitary Authority is formed and plates are issued on a regional basis of say Greater 
Merseyside, Greater Manchester, Lancashire and Wirral etc, it will open this region up to 
thousands of vehicles that the councils are unaware of and the only records of their 
movements will be through individual firms databases of the journeys completed whilst they 
"were just passing through", 

What control can be exerted over a driver who having just completed a hire from near his 
home base close to Heathrow Airport and drops his passengers at Liverpool Airport and then 
that driver shows as available on an App for a ride share operation based in Liverpool but 
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part of a global network, that network can see him working his way back to London via say 
Manchester and Birmingham arms of the same ride share App. 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to respond, and please accept my apologies for going 
off on a tangent, but the changes are happening far quicker than some people appear to 
have envisaged. 

best regards 

Chris Carr 
Blueline 
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SS1-1c_0161- 

THE REQUEST 

A request has been received to comment on yet another review of 
SMBC's Knowledge test for the licencing of drivers of `hire or 
reward' motor vehicles carrying less than 9 passengers. 
(Hackney's and PHVs). 

Officers have suggested "knowledge of routes" can be dispensed 
with; this would be a "race to the bottom" (a view shared by the 
chair of the Merseytravel Taxi Group — himself a PHV trade 
representative and councillor). 

It is required that any review by officers will set out fully the 
existing policy and its rationale; which drivers in both sectors would 
like tightened not abolished or watered down. 

THE PRESENT POSITION 

NO reasoned policy changes have been advanced by PHV 
Operators —old positions are restated. The stated position of 
officers is regretted; any arguments put forward will be 
considered and scrutinised. As nothing new is apparent the 
present position locally is considered firstly: 

The logically obvious need for a driver to know where to go has 
been tested by SMBC for many years. 

A hackney must be Iicenced to ply for hire only in the district of its 
licence. 

It has always been able to act as a PHV anywhere. 

A PHV must accept bookings from an operator licenced by its own 
district. 

Recently an Operator became able to instruct an agent outside its 
area to undertake bookings. This has led to large numbers of 
`outside' PHVs to turn up at a local customers door. 

Because the Mersey area has one dominant Sefton PHV Operator 
this phenomena has been the subject of complaint in the area for 
many years; Liverpool City drivers have especially complained.. 
UBER is playing catch up. 



A Union persuaded the Transport Select Committee to consider 
the issue. The Government announced that it would ask the Law 
Commission to look at taxi & PHV licencing, while the writer was 
attending the Committee. The writer supported the PHV argument 
— the Union's solution was not appropriate. 

The result has been that not only have PHVs continued to be able 
to act anywhere but the present 'de-regulated' system has been 
introduced; allowing operators to pass bookings to firms outside 
the licenced area. 

It follows that not only has the practice of SMBC cars being 
dominant in the region continued but further that the Operator 
concerned (and others) are able to use other boroughs' vehicles 
within Sefton. 

SMBC councillors would therefore be quite mistaken to think 
this cross border activity is either new or wrong. It may well 
be disproportionate in the light of current benchmarks. As a 
justification for change this is (or should be) a 'non starter'. 

The other, real reason for the continued drive by officers and 
Operators to alter SMBC's regime is really one of commercial self 
interest; one cannot say a business should not pursue its 
commercial interests. However, in this case altering regulation to 
this end would be wrong and detrimental to drivers - lowering of 
standards. SMBC has a duty to drivers not only Operators. Surely 
a major consideration hitherto ignored. 

The last review of this matter was as recent as September 2015. 
PHV operators (broadly) set out a case for abolishing the 
knowledge test based on the need to recruit drivers in an industry 
where the 'churn' of low earning long hour employment poses 
recruitment difficulties. 

Between making the application and its consideration both trades 
met to consider the existing regime and came up with an agreed 
plan for continued knowledge testing in the event the application 
failed to abolish the test. It did fail; long standing policy was re-
affirmed with an agreed updated test. 

After the decision Operators complained via lawyers that the 
testing was wrong (some incorrect routes etc) those concerns 
were available for action during the discussion preceding the 



decision; so subsequent protestations simply arose due to 
Operators not utilising the procedure that had been made available 
to them. Poor losers? 

One of the considerations applied when considering the matter 
was the approach of nearby licencing areas' "benchmarking". 

Since re-affirming SMBCs commitment to `knowledge testing' 
KMBC have adopted an `Essential Skills' regime. Which includes 
some `knowledge' (woefully little!) 

KMBC found that its change of policy was interpreted as ` 
abolishing' knowledge for this reason, KMBC became inundated 
with applications - why: 

A licenced Hackney can act as a PHV anywhere regardless of the 
Operator's area. [Newcastle v Berwick] 

Some areas have granted hackney licences with little or no 
regulatory hurdle, Berwick issued them by post at one time. 
Nearer to home Rossendale also granted them `willy — nilly'. 
These and similar authorities are no longer granting such 
licences. So Rossndale hackneys are no longer appearing 
as PHVs. - Remember a Hackney can be used as a PHV 
anywhere. 

KMBC became perceived as a convenient licensor and 
Operators 'in nearby boroughs including SMBC 'pushed' 
KMBC as a licensor. UBER licencees were working in 
Manchester...All that has to happen now is that a booking is 
sent as a sib-contract to such licenced drivers! 

The case cited reads inter alia: 

A licensing authority should also have regard to whether an applicant for a 
licence intends that the hackney carriage will be used (either entirely or 
predominantly) for (private hire) remotely from the area of that authority as 
a PHV. It would be a lawful exercise of the authority's discretion to 
refuse to grant a licence to an applicant who does so intend. 

KMBC obtained counsel's advice to apply this proviso (as it applies to the 
PHV regime) to PHV driver licences. 



As this may affect existing licencees it is being challenged. However, this is a 
regulatory matter not a 'criminal' one where.eg, tyre treads are measured. PHVs 
working in out of the area boroughs are being reduced (UBER in Manchester for 
example) and slowly the requirement is being looked at for vehicles closer to 
'home'. 

This licencing condition does not require exact counting of bookings. It requires 
proportionality. Since 'de-regulation it cannot be said this condition would mean 
transport stops at a local boundary as operators can, and do, instruct their 
vehicles licenced elsewhere. 

Given the stated capabilities of Operators' systems proportionality in this manner 
is a simple tweaking of computer codes, already required in KMBC anyway. 

It will be recalled that SMBC operators proclaim loudly that many SMBC PHVs 
operate mostly outside the borough....SMBC permits PHVs to advertise 
themselves as 'taxis' because it is considered the public perception supports that 
view; equally the public expect drivers to know where to go! 

We, together' considered when the matter was last reviewed the statutory "fit and 
proper° provision which should attach to a drivers licence. 

It was accepted that 'knowledge' is a proper part of this statutory consideration. 
Operators suggested knowledge is a 'memory" — partly of course the implication 
is this could be acquired in Penzance before moving to the area. A fault of the 
testing regime if true' not the test. 

The use of technology alone; umm do you know the post code of the Ade1phi; 
Lime Street, or Clatterbridge? This is NOT an apocryphal comment;' a direct 
experience is that a driver did not know the way from Anfield to Lime Street. 
Whatever regime is imposed knowledge of that route would be expected? 

THE 'HURDLE' CONSEQUENT ON ENTRY REQUIREMENTS — KNOWLEDGE 
AND STANDARDS. 

Clearly entry requirements and 'standards' must meet the 'fit and proper 'test. 

A lack of proper entry standards facilitates a 'race to the bottom' . 

Modern PHV Operators use "gig economy" procedures. 

It is becoming easier (if that is necessary) to demonstrate that UBER is a gig 
economy low wage employer. A recent Employment Tribunal case (under appeal) 
showed its documents are a 'smokescreen' — but this was pointed out before it 



was granted a licence. Recently the ECJ's judge advocate general ruled that 
UBER is not a technology company as it claims (and on which basis its local 
offshoots are licenced) this opinion largely agrees with the points put to SMBC 
before it obtained a licence; this opinion also recites the 'Employment' case in 
the UK. 

The Work and Pensions Committee is considering this and similar companies. 

It should be remembered that although the contractual arrangements are simpler 
all PHV Operators effect the same 'control' over licenced drivers. 

The abolition of proper entry requirements in advance of decisions on the 
parliamentary committee, the Taylor review, and the ECJ case (which will affect 
the UK at least for a while) are not appropriate and would simply entrench low 
wage employment at an inappropriate time. 

THE REGIONAL ISSUES 

Unsurprisingly other Boroughs in the area have been annoyed at further PHV 
growth by particular fleets and Boroughs. 

A common PHV regime was suggested by the leader of the Combined Authority. 

The Regional authority now has "transport" as a remit; but not. (yet). Licencing. 

Clearly a common approach to the "it and proper" issue should be delayed until 
the new Regional Authority has had the chance to consider the issue. 

CHANGES MENTIONED BY OFFICERS: 

The possible adoption of a regime similar to that of KMBC:: 

The "Essential Skills" test is undertaken after a VRQ is obtained. 

It is tested by KMBC staff — not those licenced as Operators as is the position 
with the VRQ. 

It is partly oral — testing proper understanding of applicants & language skills — a 
requirement drivers asking for in any event. 

At least has some 'Knowledge' (of routes) is included. 



In Knowsley we are told by its officers there is a 30% failure rate, of this test. 

Testing is by those not licenced by the trade and not by colleges competing for 
students. 

The current KMBC regime is limited by the expectation and requirement that a 
licence is predominately used within the borough; an example of sensible 
regulation. 

CONCLUSION 

1. The basis of PHV Operators further application to abolish knowledge 
testing is the same as before the last review. 

2. The merits of the test remain; no stated change has occurred. 

3. The benchmarking point — KMBC were perceived as an 'easy' authority. —
it has now said line' but predominately use the licence which we (KMBC) 
grant in the area; unsurprisingly that condition is being challenged; change 
by SMBC is not appropriate without this being resolved. Operators simply 
exploit the gig economy. 

4. Regulatory scrutiny of the gig economy set out above is not an entry 
requirement as hitherto understood in the lit and proper' test. It is 
becoming a pre-requisite for Operators to abide by' these concerns thus 
becoming a lit and proper' requirement arising from the other side of the 
regulatory regime. It is not appropriate for SMBC to change its 
requirements while these matters remain unresolved; by pending court 
resolution and at the regulatory level. 

5. Officers stated preference is for change: drivers require sight of officers 
proposals so that consultation on them may be affected; presently the 
consultation process is the other way round — not acceptable! 

6. It is proper to expect that changes to the licencing regime should enhance 
drivers position within the regulatory regime. Proposals to dilute the rigour 
of the application process cannot do this. This application and the system 
does not even have this point as a consideration! 



NS-NC A- 
Mark Toohey 

Subject 
	

FW: Continue with the existing knowledge test (this includes amending current 
routes as necessary) and focus on assessment of comprehension of English & 
numeracy Including Council conditions (via 'open book' exam) 

From: Tony @ Doiphinman [mailto:tonv©dolphinman.co.uk] 
Sent: 12 May 2017 14:55 
To: Mark Toohey 
Subject: Continue with the existing knowledge test (this includes amending current routes as necessary) and focus 
on assessment of comprehension of English & numeracy Including Council conditions (via 'open book' exam) 

Dear Mark 

Continue with the existing knowledge test (this includes amending current routes as necessary) and focus 
on assessment of comprehension of English & numeracy Including Council conditions (via 'open book' 
exam) 

Regards 

Tony 
Sec North Sefton Hackney Carriage Association 
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AAKRK._ 
Mark Toohey 

Subject 	 FW: Knowledge Test Consultation 

From: Nicola Lee [mailto:nicola.lee(acleltataxis.net] 
Sent: 03 May 2017 16:42 
To: Mark Toohey 
Subject RE: Knowledge Test Consultation 

Hi Mark, 

Antrec Ltd offer the full VRQ training course that is delivered over a 1 week or 2 week programme dependant on 
the applicants employment status. Within this qualification is the Level 2 Knowledge of the Taxi industry including 9 
online tests that can take anything up to 5/10 days to achieve, they also have a Maths and English assessment test, 
this is to identify if any extra support is needed before the course or to identify any ESOL needs. 

If all providers added this assessment into delivery then the English issue would be identified before they are able to 
obtain a Sefton licence .Antrec Ltd work with Sefton Learning to refer any English (ESOL) learners to be supported 
until they are at the entry level that is needed to pass a Level 2 written and an online test qualification. 

Due to in-car technology and Level 2 qualifications, I do not see how the knowledge test as it stands is of any benefit 
to the new driver? This is wasting staffing manpower that I am sure is needed elsewhere. 

Please give me a call if you need any other information. 

Kind regards 
Nicola Lee 

T - 07821452448 
E - nicola@antreclimited.com  

Follow @Antrec Limited on Twitter 

The Investment Centre 
375 Stanley Road 
Bootle 
L20 3EF 

This email is intended for the named recipient(s) only. 

Its contents are confidential and may only be retained by the named recipient(s) and may only be 

copied or disclosed with prior consent. It you are not the intended recipient please discard this 
email and notify the sender as quickly as possible. This email and any attached files may have 



IK CARS 
Mark Toohey 

Subject: 	 FW: Knowledge Test Consultation 

From: Kwik Cars Southport [mailto:kwikcars547000@ornail.comi  
Sent: 27 April 2017 15:17 
To: Mark Toohey; Adrian Hughes; Alan Campbell; harry howard; Chris Carr; Chris Snel!grove; Frank McLachlan; Gary 
Beesley; Joe Johnson; John Murrison; John Sholicar; Mark Sanders; Michael Mulheame; Mike Denning; Neil 
McGonigle; Neville Riding; Nicola Lee; Paul McLaughlin; Paul Sinclair; Paula Hodson; Richard Jarman; Roger Haliwell; 
Sefton Hire (seftonhire@vmail.com); SRC Taxis Ltd; Steve Brown; Tommy McIntyre; Tony @ Dolphinman; Trevor 
Jones; vellowtootaxiesCiIaol.com   
Subject: Re: Knowledge Test Consultation 

Scrapping of the knowledge but with a different test in English comprehension and numeracy would be our 
preferance. 

Liam 



Mark Toohey 

From: 	 Neil McGonigle <neil.mcgonigle@uber.com> 
Sent: 	 25 April 2017 14:03 
To: 	 Mark Toohey 
Cc: 	 Mike Foulkes 
Subject: 	 Topographical Knowledge Test 

Mark 

At the recent quarterly trade meeting on 14th March we discussed a potential proposal to the 
licensing committee to remove or amend the existing topographical knowledge test, and you 
invited views from the trade in relation to such a proposal. I've set out Uber's views on this issue 
below. 

Licensing plays an important in ensuring the taxi and private hire industry is trusted, and meets 
the needs of the local community. However, regulation must be proportionate and well targeted. 
Best regulatory practice requires an assessment of whether any interventions are justified by 
specific and legitimate policy objectives. We believe that local licensing requirements should be 
regularly reassessed with this in mind, and as such we welcome the decision to reconsider the 
suitability of the topographical knowledge test. 

Historically, knowledge and topographical tests were necessary to ensure a driver was able to 
transport passengers to their destination in a direct and timely manner. However, given the 
significant advances and proliferation in GPS and mapping technology, such tests are no longer 
relevant in today's Private Hire market and should not be mandatory. GPS technology provides a 
much more accurate way of identifying the quickest or shortest route and is now ubiquitous. 

DFT Guidance also makes a clear distinction between topographical knowledge requirements for 
Taxi and Private Hire drivers. It states that such tests may be appropriate for Taxi Drivers but 
are "unnecessarily burdensome" for Private Hire drivers, given that Private Hire drivers are all 
pre-booked, meaning that a journey can be planned in advance if necessary. 

Analysis of tens of thousands of trips taken on the Uber platform in Merseyside has shown no 
difference in driver ratings or trip quality between drivers who have taken a topographical test (via 
a Sefton private hire driver's licence) and those who haven't (via a Knowsley private hire driver's 
licence). 

Given the above, we believe that the topographical knowledge test is neither proportionate nor 
well targeted and acts as an unnecessary barrier to applicants seeking to obtain a private hire 
driver's licence from Sefton Council. We note that applicants are already assessed across a 
breadth of modules as part of the Level 2 Vocationally Related Qualification on the role of a 
professional taxi and private hire driver and, in the case of Private Hire, this should provide an 
appropriate and proportionate assessment of the applicant's capability to perform the role. 

Cheers 

Neil 
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