2. Would like the council/officers to also look at/consider the modern rationale for continuing to ask
which operator a driver is attached too — and asking Ops to sign application papers in normal times
as —these days - drivers are more likely to be with more than 1 operator and there seems to be NO
onus on them to inform council when they are with mor than 1, and/or when they move operator —
we believe, not least for safeguarding reasons, it should be incumbent on a driver to inform the
authority you of such changes and would ideally like it to be a license condition. If it is to be that it is
not incumbent on drivers to inform in this (or similar) way, then surely there is no point in asking the
question in the first place.

3. For us, the sooner a suitable course is found, and drivers can start to get through it, the better.
Without being critical SCDC were a little slow previously in getting this set up so not as many current
drivers have been through at this point as we would like. Being able to go to our customers (schools;
boarding schools; NHS; language schools; county council; social service etc) and confirm/verify that
drivers have had some training is becoming ever more commercially vital to us.

7. CCTV: we knew we would not be able to stop this populist clause coming in at SCDC when it did
but were always of the mind - for many reasons - that this should be down to driver choice.
Additionally, we knew from prior experience at Cambridge City, that, despite extensive research and
time spent, finding a properly and suitably specificized camera that really did do everything needed
for all parties was a massive a near insurmountable task — and certainly not one that could be
achieved within a sensible budget for the average driver, it being pointless having one at all if it
didn’t do everything required practically and lawfully regulation wise. Thus, an affordable camera’s
main use might be only as a deterrent, and this clearly needs to be driver choice.

With new Statutory guidelines in place we agree, a further onus for proportionality assessment
exists and this has certainly not been done in the past, mainly due to it not being a requirement!

Add in the pandemic factor and how economically challenged drivers currently are, the last thing
they need is the cost involved in this obligation, so again, at very least, timelines for any
implementation need pushing back, and when the other factors are added in, this whole part of the
policy needs revision before deciding on any implementation.

8. Regarding 3.12 COC’s: we are very happy with the proposal to remain at 12 monthly tests plus
MOT with some officer discretion where appropriate. SCDC policy of having a range of accredited
garages works well and, in our experience, standards have been and remain appropriately high.
Despite having a testing garage ourselves at Panther that would have benefitted from 6 monthly
tests, we never in favour of moving to this because of the extra burden on drivers etc. and admin
staff at operator HQ's. Also, implementing was always going to be a significant extra burden on
officers/staff at SCDC..............all unnecessary when current/12 monthly system is good.........classic
case of ‘if it isn’t broken, don’t try and fix’!!

3.19 Exempt vehicles: we have no particular view on this either way due to not being in the ‘exec
market’ but would advise that exempt vehicles without plates sometimes have issues getting on the
whitelist for bus lanes and the Cambridge city centre access area depending on the mood/current
interpretations/current rules of the county council with regard to this — might be worth checking
things out with them before making this change.



3.27 Age limits & Environmental Considerations:

Of all the proposed changes outlined this is the one, in our opinion and experience, that is
the most vital (for drivers, and by association, their operators) to be implemented as
proposed in order to avert major post-pandemic difficulties for the trade, and more
pertinently to avoid a significant deterioration in service levels to the taxi using public. Here
are the variety of reasons why:

Records at Panther and individual driver feedback, shows that drivers have spent much of
the last 18 months enduring gross takings of between 25 and 50% of their normal pre-
pandemic levels, these being the levels on which many based their business plans regarding
vehicle purchase/purchase methods etc. back in 2019 or prior.

Even now, as lockdown is eased a ‘good day’ at Panther (in terms of overall job
numbers/bookings) still only represents 65% of what we had pre-pandemic; it is clear that
the recovery in Cambridgeshire is much slower than in other parts of the country. We have
colleagues in the industry running taxi companies in the likes of Milton Keynes, Sheffield,
Nottingham, Portsmouth and Newcastle, and their recovery has been much quicker than
ours — some are back to pre-pandemic levels and one operator is actually short of drivers
and trying to recruit — this is a very different outlook to the one we face in Cambs and where
Cambs has often been immune to economic difficulties in the past, this time the ‘boot is on
the other foot’. Here is a snapshot of why:

There is a very high number of people still working from home in the Cambs area and this is
likely to continue to be the case for the foreseeable going forward........... this is down to the
nature of ‘industry’ in Cambridge and we know several large employers whose staff have
been told that there is no end date to them working from home.

The traditional things that support the taxi trade in Cambs have all been severely adversely
affected: business travel; tourism; university closure/partial closure/restricted activity;
language school business decimated; night economy decimated.

SEISS payments on their own have proved not to be enough and drivers have still had to
keep up payments of fixed business costs such as insurance; car finance; vehicle
maintenance; licensing; fuel; vehicle excise; DBS costs. Most of these costs have suffered
inflationary pressures, especially fuel. There has been no respite in the licensing regime for
them and many have not been able to access grant help via the ARG funding at SCDC due to
the SCDC stance on payments to taxi drivers from their LRDHS fund.

Many drivers have been forced to take payment holidays from their vehicle finance
agreements which severely delayed their individual business plans including any planning
they were doing towards acceding to the SCDC policy for vehicles as effective from Dec 21*
this year — this date has become a major worry for many of them in terms of being able to
viably stay in the trade when it comes to their next change of vehicle.

Resultantly, many drivers no longer currently have a good enough credit record to help them
facilitate the move towards electric & ULEV’s this soon.

Panther have already lost 70-80 drivers as a direct result of the conditions brought about by
the pandemic. Drivers are settling into employed jobs that pay less than taxi driving
traditionally did but guarantee an income and have much less of the uncertainly and worry
incumbent on being a sole trader. Many more drivers are considering their future and
‘treading water’ whilst working out how this is all going to play out for them — many of them
are stressed and are seeking help and advice from us on an almost daily basis. Of major
concern to them is the now prohibitive cost involved and infrastructure issues surrounding,
the implementation of eth vehicle age limits and electric/ULEV requirements coming into












