
WAVs

For explanation / discussion – future action?

The list maintained under S 167 of the Equality Act is not a public list of operators of WAVs 
designed for public contact?

A PHV operator may have WAVs ; the list maintained under S167 does not oblige the operator to 
supply a WAV  or enter into any particular contract?

A Hackney vehicle could only be subject to the provisions if ‘hailed’ while plying for hire (itself 
undefined).

S160 envisages that there must be “taxi accessibility regulations” . What are these and where 
are the   relevant Statutory Instruments. How does SMBC envisage these provisions shall be 
applied, especially as presently there appear to be no such regulations set out. (A visit to the on-
line Act on HMG’s site  shows none as at 28th August).

To this extent this portion of the Equality Act cannot be regulated and enforced  as the 
regulations referred to as being made by the Secretary of State; have not in fact been  

made. [S160 (1)]

Drawing up a list under S.167 gives rise to a possible increase in the SMBC taxi fleet under 
S.161 to ensure the numbers are reasonable in relation to the Borough.

S165 (5) requires ‘mobility assistance’; no explanation of definition is available; what does SMBC 
consider this means. DfT guidance refers to HSE guidelines are appropriate. Manual handling is 
discussed in papers set out below.

S165 (6) provides that it is lawful to refuse carriage if such is acceptable but for the wheelchair; 
the risk assessed by the driver [including weight]  at the time will prevail?

There are no current DfT publications concerning WAV access but there is a paper from 2004:

file:///C:/Users/richa/Documents/Clipper/DFT%20WAV%20PAPER.pdf

The paper concludes at page 99:

4.3.3 Conclusions In combination the calculations and test measurements indicate that 
male taxi drivers, other passengers or carers could be at risk if they attempt to push a 
wheelchair and occupant up a slope of more than 8°. For women the maximum advisable 
gradient would be 4.5°. This is not to suggest that any individual push will result in injury to 
the individual but that the risk of injury increases with repeated efforts at this gradient. [note 
WAV ramps exceed 10 degree angles]

S167 (6) refers to “Accessibility requirements” and the following subsection: ‘any other aspect of 
their functions” - what are these?

Quite apart from the problems this agenda item raises there is a cross border dimension; 
Liverpool CC requires drivers to turn a wheelchair and restrain it. SMBC recognised this may not 
be the case in a paper considered by “L&R in December 2010.

What are the cross border enforcement issues raised here especially in relation to current 
harmonisation / enforcement authorisations across the region.

What is the maximum designed load bearing capacity of the “designated wheelchair”

file:///C:/Users/TOOHM/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/E0YI21XL/Clipper/DFT%20WAV%20PAPER.pdf


It appears that the carriage of electric wheelchairs is excluded from this portion of the EA; such 
are often carried. What requirements are attached to these whether considered as ‘buggies’ or 
wheelchairs. They cannot usually be carried for and aft for example.

As in 2010 these provisions  are a mess- should the designated list be kept in fact; many 
authorities do not keep lists.

There is still no SMBC ‘exemption procedure’ ?

The 2004 DfT paper shows a modest weight in a small wheelchair may be unsafe for the 
average driver; ramps are usually at an angle much greater than 8 degrees! The writers 
was 14 plus in an older TX1 and is no less currently!  

Attached

EA extract considered when preparing the December 2010 paper.
The December 2010 SMBC paper -annotated at the time by the writer
The 2004 DfT Paper.
The Edinburgh paper. [this refers to the above DfT document - references]


