Appendix 4

Representations and objections

The original three requests (included in the report to Executive on 12 May
2026)

1. I would like you to put before the Licencing Committee a fare increase of 10%, to
affect both tariff one and tariff two. The Committee decided in their wisdom that no
increase was required. | understand that licence fees are to be increased. | am
aware that this is a legal obligation and that the Council cannot subside this through
general rates and it must be paid for by the taxi trade. There is a question mark over
where the savings were made during the amalgamation of the seven Councils.
There is also a question over the service provided by your department, which falls
well below the standard expected....but we shall leave that for another day.

My expenses since the last increase have gone up dramatically. There has not been
an increase in tariff two since it was first introduced. | too need to balance my books
but the Council will not allow me to increase my fares. There have been three
increases in the minimum wage amounting to approximately £4 per hour, which |
have to absorb. Within the trade there is a great fear regarding UBER. A lot of the
trade think they need to keep their prices low to protect their business. This does not
make economic sense when expenses are becoming dangerously close to
exceeding income. As you are aware, any fare set by the Council is a maximum.
Those wishing to charge less, it is their prerogative to do so, but those trying to run a
professional service require that increase.

2. Local fuel prices are currently averaging approximately 140p per litre for unleaded
petrol and up to 175p per litre for diesel this was 126.9 and around 140.9 in north
yorkshire . These levels are materially higher than historical norms and are having a
direct and substantial impact on cost per mile.

Based on current real-world conditions, total vehicle running costs are now estimated
as follows:

. Petrol vehicles: approximately 50-57 pence per mile

. Diesel vehicles: approximately 54-60 pence per mile

This reflects an increase from mid-2024 levels of approximately 43-50 pence per
mile and 44-52 pence for diesel , representing a rise of at least 5-7 pence per mile
under average conditions.

However, when factoring in:

. Above-average local petrol and diesel pricing (up to 185p per litre)

. Continued increases in insurance premiums

. Rising maintenance and repair costs

. General inflationary pressures across all operating expenses the true

operational increase is realistically in the region of 7-9 pence per mile.
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Notably, fuel alone now accounts for approximately 16 pence per mile, and diesel
vehicles—previously more economical—no longer provide any cost advantage. This
removes a key efficiency that many operators historically relied upon.

The current tariff structure does not reflect these increases and is no longer sufficient
to cover the real cost of operation. Without adjustment, this places operators under
unsustainable financial pressure and risks the long-term viability and availability of
services.

In light of the above, | respectfully request that the council implements a tariff
increase equivalent to 10 pence per mile or 5 percent on each tariff , ensuring that
rates are aligned with current economic conditions and allow for sustainable
operation going forward.

| would be happy to provide further supporting information or discuss this matter in
more detail if required.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

3. I would like to submit a tariff increase to be implemented on 1st April 2026. At this
time it will be 21 months since our last increase, which really is a totally
unacceptable period of time, given the current climate, cost of living, and increase in
expenses experienced by the trade.

As i have stated previously, it is vitally important that those drivers that need it, are
given the opportunity to keep their businesses running in a profitable manner, as well
as attaining the high level of standards that this council expects in its taxi fleet.

| therefore submit the following request.

A 10% increase in the flag fall, from £4.00 to £4.40

10% increase in the running mile and waiting time.

Call out charge to increase from £1.50 per mile, to £2.00

Tariffs 2 & 3 to equate to time and a half and double time of tariff 1. And all
implementation times and dates to remain as is.
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Responses to the public notice of 14 May 2026

4. | would like my comments to be included in the consultation process.

Firstly, i do not believe the proposed increase goes far enough in assisting drivers
going through the current financial difficulties that the Iran war is causing in the
escalating fuel prices, but added to that, the current situation on increasing insurance
premiums, high cost of living, and escalating maintenance labour charges.

Then throw into the pot the council's new policy on vehicle licensing, and the cost in
having to have a Wav, Electric, or Hybrid vehicle.

Therefore, i propose that tariffs 2 and 3 are brought into line with the equivalent of
time and a half and double time of tariff one, to also persuade drivers to work nights
and unsocial bank holidays, where it is sadly lacking at the moment. And an increase
of 20p on tariff 1 flag fall, and pro rata for tariffs 2 and 3. We then may go
somewhere near to having a viable business once again.

Kind Regards

5. I'm objecting to the proposed changes to the taxi fares. They should be left as
they are as the public as well as the trade are experiencing more expenses in
everyday costs, taxi fares increase is a sure way to stop the public using taxis , but
the trade have to play fair with the public who have not got anyway of increasing
there income and only have a certain amount of money to spend on taxis , If the
trade want to survive we need to look after our custom and not out price our service
to the public.

6. Hi believe that putting the fares up is not the way forward we already getting are
livelihood taken away from us by uber an putting the taxi fares up will only make
people use uber more before we know it there won’t be an proper taxis left in North
Yorkshire it will all be uber.

7. Hi im disappointed with the little help the increase that has taken so long to bring
in compared to other councils.

8. Embarrassing, 20p per job extra is laughable, if | do 20 jobs a day that is £4 extra,
yet will ge roughly £10 plus in fuel minimum. Shove your token gesture for me. The
pull off tariff should be £5.00 all 24 hours not £4 & £6 where night time economy is
already been raped with fares. Don't worry tho, as long as the beloved Harrogate
and Northallerton are OK......
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Responses to pre-public notice consultation

9. Fares in scarborough 7am till 10pm are literally 50% cheaper than any private hire
firm. £1 on flag would help both the fuel crisis and huge gap in prices.

10. | have already expressed my view by requesting a 10% increase and it is now a
matter of urgency. The trade is on its knees at the moment.

11. There really should be no need for further consultation on this, are council
officers truly so short sighted to the effects these fuel prices are having on the
trade????

12. | think we should be able to add 1 extra per fare during this time until the price
drops back below 1.50 per litre ( diesel ). This would mean meters don’t have to be
recalibrated. Regards.

13. Hi | would like us to receive a increase in tariff urgently,im currently working
80+hours a week to get by which is ridiculous. Whoever in the past has said the
fares are ok are idiots im my opinion.

14. Our opinion has been sent but we reiterate that we urgently need a fare rise on
all 3 tariffs and a higher call out allowance, many thanks.

15. | would like to put forward a proposal for a fare increase of up to 10%

Running costs are continuing to increase and it can’t possibly be absorbed by the
licences drivers. The invasion of our of town Uber drivers must also be addressed in
order to protect the interests of the remaining licenced NYCC taxi drivers Regards,

16. | do not agree there should be any permanent uplift to the fares as standard but
would agree that a temporary measure should be brought in to combat the rise in
fuel costs. This measure should be a figure of 50p per job and as a temporary
measure should be reviewed monthly untill the costs return to levels that they were
pre the iran war. | would also like to see tariffs introduced for 5 passengers and
above rather than the current £2 per person. This typically would be fare+50% on all
tariffs.
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17. Im guessing that its becone obvious that the HCV trade is no longer financially
viable due to the massive increase in fuel costs thanks to the Middle East Conflict. It
is now, no longer viable, to do a Manchester Airport on the meter rate that we
currently have. 82 miles from Selby at £2. plus flag. £168, as an independent HCV
driver in my 7 seat WAV, it is now costing me £61 in fuel (Selby-Manchester-selby)
£7.50 a day insurance, then there's all the other costs involved, BEFORE, | take my
wages out to cover my mortgage and bills. At the end of the Financial year 24/25 it
was costing me £0.57p per mile to run my WAV, ive worked it that currently its
costing ne £0.81p per mile, BEFORE my time/labour. It is now absolutely bloody
essential that the meter rates are increased immediately, even if its just a temporary
surcharge. This needs to be implemented ASAP, as we need to get Geoff the meter
man to cover ALL 7 areas and that's a tough call.

18. Hi | Believe fares should rise by ten percent this is unfortunate but necessary due
to rising costs which are fast becoming unsustainable. | am currently looking at
alternative employment given the current issues we are facing.i have to say we have
hadno backing by the council whatsoever they come up with changes that will cost
drivers a fortune eg vehicle changes no grants or support announced.

19. At this present time | would like to add my concerns over fuel prices. My fuel
costs have risen £0.34p per litre and will probably escalate further. This will be a long
drawn out issue as well, as prices do not come down as quick and it looks like its
going to get worse in Iran. My costs have increased by 23% in five weeks. (basically
my profit margin).
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SCARBOROUGH BCLTD

trading as Boro Cors

147a Victoria Road, Scarborough, YO11 1SY - Caormnpany No. 15051613

21 May 2026

Gareth Bentley

Head of Service — Licensing
North Yorkshire Council
County Hall

Racecourse Lane
Northallerton

DL7 8AD

By email: taxifeedback@northyorks.gov.uk
Dear Mr Bentley,

Representation on the proposed variation of the hackney carriage table of maximum fares —
Section 65, Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976

We write on behalf of Scarborough BC Ltd, trading as Boro Cars, a licensed hackney carriage and
private hire operator based in Scarborough. We are responding to the Council's published notice
proposing to vary the maximum fares chargeable for the hire of a hackney carriage vehicle, in respect
of which representations are invited by 5 June 2026.

We welcome the fact that, after a prolonged period in which the maximum tariff has remained frozen,
the Council has recognised the need to act. We support the principle of an uplift. However, we wish
to register, in the strongest terms, that the proposed increase of approximately 5% does not go far
enough. In our considered view the uplift should be no less than 10% if it is to reflect the economic
reality faced by the trade — and, in particular, the substantial new vehicle costs the Council has itself
imposed through its March 2026 licensing policy. Our reasons are set out below.

1. The proposal recovers only half of what is needed

Benchmarked against the standard two-mile Tariff 1 journey, the current maximum fare is
approximately £7.88. The proposal lifts this to approximately £8.28 — a rise of around 40 pence, or
roughly 5%. The flag fall rises from £4.00 to £4.20, and the distance and waiting increments are
reached marginally sooner. We do not dispute the mechanism; we dispute its adequacy.
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The maximum tariff was last set in April 2023 and has not risen since. A maximum fare, once set,
typically governs for a number of years. An uplift must therefore be forward-looking: it has to absorb
nat only the cost inflation already incurred since 2023 but also the inflation that will accrue befare the
next review. A 5% adjustment, arriving after two years of standstill and expected to hold for a further
period, is consumed almost entirely by historic cost increases and leaves no headroom. A 10% uplift
would restore a realistic margin and reduce the likelihood that operators are once again left out of
pocket while waiting for the next review oycle.

2. Comparable regulated transport costs have rizsen far faster

The Council's own benchmarking exercise rightly considers the wider transport-cost landscape. That
landscape has moved decisively against a modest uplift:

(a) Rail. Regulated rail fares rose by 4.5%in 2025 and increased by 5.1% across Great Britain overall,
against RPI of 3.2%. Successive years of abowve-CPl rises mean rail travel has become materially
more expensive. Taxi maximum fares, by contrast, have not moved at all since 2023,

(b) Bus. The national single-fare cap stands at £3 — itself a 50% increase on the £2 cap that
preceded it — and local operators have restructured fares upward around that ceiling from
January 2026. Passengers across Morth Yorkshire are already paying significantly more for bus
travel than they were two years ago.

() The wider basket. Across regulated public transport the clear trend has been increases well
above the 5% now proposed for taxis. A hackney carriage tariff that rises by only 5% falls further
behind the wery modes against which the Council benchmarks it.

3. The Council has increased its own licence fees while offering the trade only a modest fare
rise
We note with some concern that the Council has increased a number of the statutory licence fees that

the trade is obliged to pay simply to operate. Comparing the most recently published fee schedules,
the position includes:

(a) the hackney carriage vehicle licence fee has risen on new applications from £365 to £370, and
an renewals from £295 to £310 (approximately +5.1%);

(b) the private hire vehicle licence fee has risen on new applications from £350 to £360, and on
renewals from £290 to £305 (approximately +5.2%); and

(e} the fees for change of vehicle registration and for transfer of vehicle ownership have each risen
from £55 to £60 — an increase of approximately 9.1%.

We do not suggest these increases are improper; the Council is entithed to recover its costs, and its
own costs have plainly risen. That is precisely our point. The very inflationary pressures the Council
has cited to justify raising its own charges bear at least as heavily on the operators who pay them.
It is difficult to reconcile a position in which the Council judges a 5% or greater uplift necessary to
sustain its own licensing function, yet proposes an uplift of only around 5% on the maximum fare —
the trade's sobe means of recovering a far broader and faster-rising cost base. Consistency, and
fairness to the trade, point toward a more substantial uplift in the fare.
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4. The operating cost base has risen sharply — and continues to rise

The case for a larger uplift is strongest when one examines the costs that actually fall on the trade.
These are not abstract: they are the costs of keeping a compliant, insured, roadwarthy vehicle on the
road.

(a) Vehicle repair and parts costs. Repair-cost inflation is among the most acute pressures in the
motor sector. The cost of repairs has continued to dimb — the average accidental-damage
repair claim reached £3,699 in early 2026, up 8% in a single guarter — driven by the intreasing
complexity of modern wvehicles, the sensors and cameras that even minor repairs now invalve,
and paint and materials costs that have risen by around 16% in a year.

(b) Garage labour, servicing and tyres. A recognised national shortage of qualified wehicle
technicians has pushed up hourly labour rates sharply. In our experience the local garage labour
rate has risen from around £55 per hour in 2023 to approximately £72 per hour today — an
increase of roughly 31% — a figure consistent with national industry data showing average rates
now in the mid-E70s. The cost of tyres, an unavoidable and frequent expense for an intensively
used wehicle, has rizen comparably, from around £45 to around £65 each fitted in our
experience. For an operator servicing vehicles intensively, this is a substantial and relentless
recurring cost.

(e} Inswrance. While headline private-motor premiums eased somewhat through 2025, hire-and-
reward and fleet caover iz a different market, and the underlying claims inflation that drives it is
forecast to reach 8-10% in 2026, with premiums expected to turn upward again. The cost
pressure behind insurance has not gone away; it has intensified beneath the surface.

(d) Fuel — already higher, and expected to rise further. When the present tariff was set in spring
2023, the UK average price of diesel was in the region of 154-155 pence per litre. Following the
gil-supply disruption caused by the conflict in the Middle East that began in late February 2026,
diesel has risen to approximately 185-186 pence per litre — an increase of around 20% since
the fare was last set. The House of Commons Library records that pump prices rose by some 25
pence per litre for diesel in the first three weeks of March 2026 alone. It is widely anticipated
within the trade that further supply pressure, and therefore further price rises, are still to come.
A tariff fixed today on the basiz of a 5% wplift would be set against a fuel cost that has already
climbed far more steeply and may climb further still during the life of the tariff.

(e} Employment costs. Increases to the Mational Minimum and Living Wage and to employer
Mational Insurance hawve raised the cost of the office, booking and support staff on which a
compliant operation depends — a point already made to the Council by other operators in
previous consultations.

Taken together, these are not marginal movements. The table below illustrates the scale of the
intreases the trade has absorbed since the tarff was set in 2023, drawing on Boro Cars' own
experience and on national data:
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Cost item 2023 2026 Change
Garage kabour [per howr) £55 £72 +31%
Tyres (each, fitted) £45 £B5 +44%
Diesel [per litre, UK avg) =155p =1B6p +20%
Driver knowledge f assessment £30 £37 #23%
Vehicle compliance tests (Syr+) 1/ year 2 [ year ®2
HE vehicle licence [new) £365 £370 +1.4%
HE wvehicle licence (renewal) £295 £310 +5.1%
DBS turnaround time =2 weeks =H waeks ®d

Every line in that table has risen by considerably more than the 5% uplift proposed — several by 20%
to 44%, and some cost burdens have doubled or quadrupled outright. A 5% adjustment does not begin
to close that gap. We would of course be glad to provide the Council with Boro Cars' detailed fipures
should that assist its assessment.

5. New regulatory and administrative requirements have added further cost and delay

Beyond the direct running costs abowe, a series of recent changes to the Council's own licensing regime
have added cost, time and uncertainty for operators and drivers — costs which, again, only the fare
can ultimately recaver:

(a)

(b)

()

(d)

Doubled vehicle compliance testing. Under the current policy, vehicles over five years old must
undergo two compliance tests per year rather than one, with a further increase to three tests
per year for alder vehicles. Each test carries a fee and takes the vehicle off the road for part of
a working day. For an operator running older vehicles, this is a direct doubling of a recurring
compliance cast compared with an annual test.

Driver medicals and assessments. Drivers must fund DVLA-standard medical examinations,
which now commonly cost in the region of £150 at local GP practices. The driver assessment
fee has risen from around £30 to around £37. Driver badge renewal fees have alzo increased.
These are unavoidable costs of putting and keeping a compliant driver behind the wheel.

DBS processing — slower and mare costly in lost time. The change in the DBS process, moving
from the presvious provider arrangement to the Council's own platform, has in our experience
extended turnaround from around two weeks to around eight weeks. A driver awaiting
dearance cannot work, which represents lost earnings for the driver and lost capacity for the
operator — a real, if indirect, cost of the new arrangements.

Withdrawal of anline renewals. The removal of the enline taxi renewal facility and the return
to a paper-based application process has increased the time and administrative effort required
to make and process every renewal, with the attendant risk of delay around licence expiry.
Asgociated administrative problems, including the duplication of vehicle plates, add further
avoidable cost and disruption.

Individually, some of these may appear modest. Curmulatively, and alongside the running-cost
inctreases set out above, they represent a material and growing burden on operators that a 5% fare
uplift comes nowhere near reflecting.
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6. The Council's new vehicle policy compels the trade to buy more expensive vehicles from a
narrower market

This i%, in our submission, the single most important consideration before the Council, and we ask that
it be given particular weight.

Under the licensing policy approved in March 2026, every new hackney carriage vehide licence
application must now be for a wheelchair accessible vehicle (WAV), a zero-emission vehicle (ZEV),
or a hybrid electric wvehicle (HEV). Conventional petrol and diesel vehicles — histarically the affordable
backbone of the trade — can no longer be licensed as new hackney carriages. The Council has, by its
own policy, removed the cheapest and most widely available vehicles from the market available to
aperators.

The consequences for operators are direct and significant:

(a) Higher purchase cost. WAVs, ZEVs and HEVs carry materially higher purchase or lease prices
than the equivalent conventional vehicles they replace. The Council's own policy analysis
acknowledges that WAV and ZEV uptake is “limited by price™ and expressly identifies “financial
pressure on proprietors” as a consequence of the policy.

(b) Drastically reduced choice. The pool of suitable, compliant vehicles is now a fraction of what it
was. Operators face limited model availability, longer lead times, and — for ZEVs in particular
— the additional burden of charging infrastructure and range limitations, which the Council's
analysis also recognises.

(] A costimposed by the Council itself. Unlike fuel or insurance, this is not a market pressure the
trade might absorb or hedge. It is a cost the Council has deliberately imposed by regulation in
pursuit of wider policy aims — aims we support in principle, but which the trade iz now being
asked to fund almast single-handedly through the price of every new vehicle.

The Council cannot, in fairness, require operators to invest in significantly more expensive vehicles,
from a significantly narrower range, while simultaneously holding the maximum fare — the only
mechanism by which that investment can be recouped — to a rise of around 5%. The trade itself
warned the Council during the policy consultation that the change risked “finishing off” the industry.
A genuinely supportive fare settlement is the natural and necessary counterpart to the vehicle policy
the Council has chosen to adopt. if the Council is serious about a modern, accessible, lower-emission
fleet, it must set a fare that makes investing in one viable.

7. The pressure on the trade is compounded by a weakening coastal visitor economy

The Council will be acutely aware that Scarborough and the wider Yorkshire coast depend heavily an
tourism, and that the trade's livelihood is bound up with the health of that visitor economy. That
economy is under real strain. Visit England data reported in spring 2026 indicates that coastal tourism
in England fell by around 10% over the preceding year, with Scarborough, Whitby, Filey and Bridlington
identified among the resorts hardest hit, as visitors increasingly choose overseas or city breaks amid
cost-of-living pressures. Reduced visitor numbers, lower hotel occupancy and the loss of guesthouse
and BEB capacity all bear directly on demand for licensed vehicles.
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Thiz matters to the present consultation in a specific way. With fewer fares to be had, an operator's
fixed costs — the vehicle, the insurance, the licence, the meter, the staff — are spread across a smaller
number of journeys. The cost of each journey therefore rises even where the headline cost inputs do
not. & maximum tariff that fails to reflect this leaves operators trying to sustain a year-round,
regulated service on thinner and more seasonal demand. A realistic uplift helps keep that service
viable through guieter periods — which is in the interest of residents and visitors alike, who rely on
taxis being there when needed.

B. A maximum fare is a ceiling, not a floor

We recognise the concern, properly weighed by the Council, that fares must remain acceptable to
passengers. We would respectfully remind the Council that the tariff it sets is a maximum. It does not
compel any driver to charge it. Operators retain full discretion to charge less, and competitive and
commercial pressures ensure they do where the local market requires it. Setting the ceiling at a
realistic 10% uplift therefore costs the travelling public nothing where competition holds fares down,
while giving the trade the essential flexibility to recover its costs where that is unavoidable. A ceiling
set too low removes that flexibility entirely and risks operators withdrawing capacity — which serves
neither the public nor the Council's licence-fee incomse.

9. Our request
For the reasons above, Scarborough BC Lid (T/A Boro Cars) respectfully requests that the Council:

(i) revise the proposed table of fares to deliver a uniform uplift of no less than 10% across Tariffs
1, Z and 3, applied to the flag fall and to the distance and waiting-time increments alike;

(i} treat that uplift as the necessary and proportionate counterpart to the new WAV/ZEV/HEV
vehicle requirement and to the Council's own increased licence fees, so that operators required
to invest in more expensive vehicles have a realistic means of recovering that investment; and

(iii) adopt, for future reviews, a transparent annual indexation mechanism (for example linked to
RPIl or CPI, consistent with the Department for Transport's Best Practice Guidance) so that the
trade iz not again left with a multi-year standstill that a single belated adjustment cannot repair.

We would weltome the opportunity to have further discussions and we are content for this
representation to be considered alongside those of the wider trade. We thank the Council for the
opportunity to comment and for the work involved in reviewing the tariff.

Yours faithfully,

Ben Stonehouse
for and on behalf of Scarborough BC Ltd
trading as Boro Cars
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