EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM TO

(1) THE GOODS VEHICLES (PLATING AND TESTING) (AMENDMENT)
REGULATIONS 2010
2010 No. 448

(2) THE MOTOR VEHICLES (TESTS) (AMENDMENT) REGULATIONS 2010
2010 No. 449

(3) THE ROAD VEHICLES (REGISTRATION AND LICENSING) (AMENDMENT)
REGULATIONS 2010
2010 No. 451

(4) THE PUBLIC SERVICE VEHICLES (OPERATORS’ LICENCES) (AMENDMENT)
REGULATIONS 2010
2010 No. 452

(5) THE GOODS VEHICLES (LICENSING OF OPERATORS) (AMENDMENT)
REGULATIONS 2010
2010 No. 455

(6) THE PUBLIC SERVICE VEHICLES (OPERATORS’ LICENCES) (FEES)
(AMENDMENT) REGULATIONS 2010
2010 No. 457

(7) THE GOODS VEHICLES (LICENSING OF OPERATORS) (FEES) (AMENDMENT)
REGULATIONS 2010
2010 No. 464

This Explanatory Memorandum has been prepared by Department for Transport and is laid
before Parliament by Command of Her Majesty.

This Memorandum contains information for the Joint Committee on Statutory Instruments.
Purpose of the instruments

2.1  Regulations 1, 2 and 3 above:

¢ make changes to fees charged by the Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA)
for annual testing and issue of reduced pollution certificates for Heavy Goods Vehicles
(HGVs — lorries) and Public Service Vehicles (PSVs — buses and coaches used for hire
or reward);

¢ increase the fees for annual testing of motor vehicles other than HGVs and PSVs, which
are mainly carried out in the private sector and are commonly known as “MOT tests”
{Regulation 2 only};

¢ increase the charge that authorised MOT test stations pay to VOSA to enable it to cover
its costs in supervising and administering the MOT scheme {Regulation 2 only}.

2.2 Regulations 4 and 5 above:
e amend the Public Service Vehicles (Operator’s Licences) Regulations 1995 and the
Goods Vehicles (Licensing of Operators) Regulations 1995 (S.1. 1995/2869):

0 to specify dates to be included on discs issued to vehicles operated under HGV and
PSV operators’ licences; and



3.

0 in consequence of changes to European Union (“EU”) legislation concerning
“cabotage” operations, that is the use of a foreign vehicle to conduct purely national
operations {Regulation 5 only}.

2.3 Regulations 6 and 7:

e cnable refunds to be made of some operator licence fees paid in advance, where
those fees have been reduced for 2009/10 and are being abolished in 2010/11 under
operator licence fee reform; and

e remove certain provisions made obsolete by the completion of operator licence fee
reform.

Matters of special interest to the Joint Committee on Statutory Instruments

HGYV and PSV Fees and related changes

3.1 Some HGV and PSV testing fees have increased at rates significantly above the rate
of inflation. However, these above inflation increases are offset by the abolition of certain fees
previously payable by the holders of operators’ licences for HGVs and PSVs. This element of
the change is cost neutral overall. The second element raising some fees is the equalisation of
fees charged by the Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA) for testing at VOSA test
stations and at other locations. This is part of a process to enable businesses to benefit from
reduced vehicle down-time by having tests carried out at locations more convenient to their
operators and maintainers. Again, this change is cost neutral overall.

3.2 These particular changes are being introduced on 1* April in preference to the
Common Commencement Date of 6™ April. As part of operator licence fee reform, the costs of
fee funded activities to encourage and enforce compliance are being transferred from operator
licence to test fee funding. The operator licence fee regulations which came into effect in April
2009 brought certain fees to an end on 31* March 2010, since those fees were charged per
calendar month. The corresponding increase in test fees needs to take place on the 1** of April,
rather than 6™, to ensure that those booking tests between those dates pay their share of the
costs being transferred. The cost to VOSA of delaying implementation until 6™ April would be
of the order of £140k, which would have to be recovered from other fee payers.

MOT Fees

33 The MOT test fees cover vehicles ranging from motorcycles (including those with
sidecars), through to cars, goods vehicles up to 3.5 tonnes gross weight and private passenger
vehicles with 13 or more passenger seats, which are not PSVs. The increases in the fee
maxima for all the vehicle classes covered by these Regulations are around 1.5% (although the
final figures are rounded to the nearest 5 pence) as set out in the Impact Assessment. The fees
increase is to take account of the HM Treasury forecast rate of inflation for the year from April
2010.

34 VOSA, acting on behalf of the Secretary of State, recovers the cost of administering
and supervising the MOT scheme by charging a fee (referred to as the “slot fee”) to MOT test
stations. The fee is the charge each test station will incur when entering a MOT pass result
onto a central computer database (“entries in the electronic record”). The slot fee charge is
only made when the vehicle passes the MOT test and the cost is passed on to motorists as part
of the prescribed maximum MOT fee.

3.5 The increase to the slot fee covered by these Regulations is £0.05, an increase of
around 2 %. Siemens, the external service provider, charge VOSA for each MOT test pass in
order to cover its costs in providing the MOT computerised system. The increase is therefore



4.

needed to allow VOSA to cover its MOT related costs including the payments made to
Siemens.

3.6 The actual fee for an MOT test is a very small proportion of the general costs of
running a vehicle which include fuel, vehicle excise duty and insurance. The next fee maxima

revision is expected to be from April 2011.

Legislative Context

In the following paragraphs, reference to the “principal Regulations” means the Regulations which
are being amended.

(1) The Goods Vehicles (Plating and Testing) (Amendment) Regulations 2010

4.1 The fees affected by these amendment Regulations are primarily in connection with
the annual test of roadworthiness of HGV vehicles; but also include fees to approve ‘notifiable
alterations’ which affect the permitted gross weight or key safety systems of an HGV or
applications to amended vehicle plates.

4.2 These Regulations:

¢ increase fees for full tests to complete the phased transfer of funding for enforcement
and compliance functions from operator licence vehicle fees to vehicle test fees to
complete operator licence fee reform. The related abolition of fees paid for vehicles
specified on operators’ licences was achieved by the Goods Vehicles (Licensing of
Operators) (Fees) Regulations 2009 (2009/804), which abolished those fees from 31
March 2010;

e remove the additional charges for testing HGVs or inspecting them in connection with a
notifiable alteration or application to amend a plating certificate, at non-VOSA premises
(i.e. approved private sector maintenance and testing facilities); and

e extend the times on normal weekdays during which tests are carried out without
charging “out of hours” supplements.

4.3 Separate columns for tests at premises provided by the Secretary of State and
elsewhere have been retained in the tables inserted by regulations 4 and 5. Although the fees in
both columns have been equalised this year, it is expected that they will diverge again in 2011 —
with fees for testing at premises provided by the Secretary of State being greater than
elsewhere.

(2) The Motor Vehicles (Tests) (Amendment) Regulations 2010

4.4 These Regulations change the fees for annual roadworthiness testing of vehicles
other than HGVs. The arrangements for testing and structure of fees differ significantly
between PSVs (buses and coaches used for hire or reward) and other vehicles covered by the
Motor Vehicles (Tests) Regulations 1981 (1981/1694).

PSVs
4.5 These Regulations:
¢ increase fees for full tests to complete the phased transfer of funding for enforcement

and compliance functions, and certain operator licensing administrative functions, from
certain fees related to operator licences, to vehicle test fees. This completes operator
licence fee reform —abolition of the relevant operator licence fees was included in the
Public Service Vehicles (Operators’ Licences) (Fees) (Amendment) Regulations 2009
(2009/787), which phased out those fees by 31 March 2010;
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e remove the additional charges for testing PSVs at non-VOSA premises; and
e cxtend the times on normal weekdays during which tests are carried out without
charging “out of hours” supplements.

Other vehicles covered by these regulations

4.6 Under the Road Traffic Act 1988 it is an offence for certain motor vehicles to be
used on the road unless they have been issued with a MOT test pass certificate within the
previous 12 months or time period prescribed. The test certificate is only issued if the vehicle
has been examined and found to meet specific requirements relating to its construction and
condition, and to its accessories and equipment, and the general condition of the vehicle is not
such that its use on the road poses a danger. As a result most motorists are required to submit
vehicles over a prescribed age at least once a year for an MOT examination.

(3) The Road Vehicles (Registration and Licensing) (Amendment) Regulations 2010

4.7 The fees affected by these amendment Regulations cover 2 separate services carried
out by VOSA — Reduced Pollution Certificates (RPC) and Vehicle Identity Checks (VIC).

4.8 These Regulations remove the additional charges for carrying out RPC and VIC
checks at non-VOSA premises

(4) The Public Service Vehicles (Operators’ Licences) (Amendment) Regulations 2010

4.9 These Regulations amend the Public Service Vehicles (Operators’ Licences)
Regulations 1995 (S.I. 1995/2908). They remove the need to include an “into force” date on
future PSV vehicle discs. They also standardise the expiry date of a disc, linking it to the 5
year anniversary of a licence. Although fees for discs are no longer charged, specifying an
expiry date on a disc is still necessary for enforcement purposes, to check whether a vehicle is
being used under an operator’s licence.

(5) The Goods Vehicles (Licensing of Operators) (Amendment) Regulations 2010

4.10 The Goods Vehicles (Licensing of Operators) Regulations 1995 (S.1. 1995/2869)
make provision for the identification of vehicles specified on HGV operators’ licences, by
requiring vehicle identity discs to be issued. These Regulations amend that provision, in
respect of the information to be contained on such discs. They prescribe that in most cases, the
disc is to have an expiry date linked to the five year anniversary of a licence. However, discs
issued under an interim licence or pursuant to an interim direction are instead required to show
the date the interim licence was issued or the interim direction given. As for public service
vehicles, the dates specified are no longer linked to a vehicle disc fee, but are still needed for
enforcement purposes.

4.11 The principal Regulations prescribe various classes of vehicles for which an operator
licence is not required. These include vehicles “permitted to carry out cabotage in the United
Kingdom under Community Council Regulation (EEC) No 3118/93....”.

4.12 The European Union has adopted Regulation (EC) 1072/2009 which replaces the
existing rules governing access to the international road haulage market, including rules in
Regulation (EEC) 3118/93 on goods vehicle cabotage. While Regulation 1072/2009 generally
comes into force on 4 December 2011, articles 8 and 9 concerning cabotage come into force on
14 May 2010. Articles 8 and 9 will exist alongside Regulation 3118/93 until that Regulation is



repealed on 4 December 2011. These Regulations amend the principal Regulations to reflect
the changes made by the new EU Regulation.

(6) The Public Service Vehicles (Operators’ Licences) (Fees) (Amendment) Regulations 2010

4.13 These Regulations amend the Public Service Vehicles (Operators’ Licences) (Fees)
Regulations 1995 (S.I. 1995/ 2909) to enable refunds to be made of certain vehicle related
operator licence fees. These are fees which were paid before the Public Service Vehicles
(Operators’ Licences) (Fees) (Amendment) Regulations 2009 (S.I1. 2009/787) came into effect,
but which were to cover periods between 1% April 2009 (when the annual rate of those fees was
halved) and beyond 1** April 2010 (when those fees are abolished).

4.14 Refunds of these fees for the period 1% April 2009 to 31% March 2010 (“the
transitional period”) are at half the monthly rate paid (creating parity with those who paid at the
reduced transitional rate for that period) and refunds for the period on or after 1** April 2010 are
at the full rate paid. Operators who only paid the transitional fee rate during the transitional
period are not entitled to a refund for that period.

4.15 There is no entitlement to a refund for the period on or after 1** April 2010, where a
licence has ceased to be in force, because in those circumstances, an operator would have been

entitled to a refund under the existing regulation 4 of the principal Regulations (“earlier
refund”).

4.16 There is, however, an entitlement for an operator whose licence has ceased to be in
force, to make a written application to a traffic commissioner for the half rate refund for any
relevant part of the transitional period which is prior to the “effective date” of an earlier refund.
This is because regulation 4 of the principal Regulations does not make an equivalent provision
and to ensure those operators are not treated less favourably than those who are still operating.
The requirement for operators, whose licence has ceased to be in force, to make a written
application has been imposed because VOSA will no longer have a current address for such
operators.

4.17 There will be circumstances where an earlier refund has been paid, even though the
licence has not necessarily ceased to be in force (for instance in the case of fleet reductions).
The refund scheme provided for by these Regulations reduces the monthly rate on which the
refund calculation is based, to deal with this.

4.18 These Regulations remove the fee for replacement vehicle discs.
4.19 The Regulations also remove redundant refund provisions relating to fees that are
abolished.

(7) The Goods Vehicles (Licensing Of Operators) (Fees) (Amendment) Regulations 2010

4.20 These Regulations amend the Goods Vehicles (Licensing Of Operators) (Fees)
Regulations 1995 (S.I. 1995/3000) to enable refunds of fees paid before the Goods Vehicles
(Licensing Of Operators) (Fees) (Amendment) (No. 2) Regulations 2009 (2009/804) came into
effect, but which were to cover periods between 1% April 2009 (when the annual rate of those
fees was halved) and beyond 1% April 2010 (when those fees are abolished). The refund
scheme is based on similar principles applying to public service vehicles, as set out in
paragraphs 4.13 to 4.17 above.
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4.21 They abolish the fee for replacement discs.

4.22 These Regulations also remove redundant refund provisions relating to fees that are
abolished.

Territorial Extent and Application

5.1 The Road Vehicles (Registration and Licensing) (Amendment) Regulations 2010
apply throughout the United Kingdom. The other instruments apply to Great Britain.

European Convention on Human Rights

6.1 As the instruments are subject to negative resolution procedure and do not amend
primary legislation, no statement is required.

Policy background

What is being done and why

HGYV and PSV Fees and related changes

7.1.1 The Secretary of State, through his executive agency VOSA, recovers the cost of
carrying out certain functions by charging fees. VOSA operates as a Government Trading
Fund. The level of fees is normally reviewed annually.

7.1.2 For 2010/11 VOSA believes that, even with anticipated reductions in demand for
services, its cost control measures will enable in-year costs of fee funded services to be fully
covered by fees earned. VOSA is therefore not applying any general increase in fee levels.

7.1.3 However some fees are being adjusted as part of the implementation of policies
previously announced and processes that have already begun. These adjustments are part of
packages which overall, are cost neutral to customers, though there will be both winners and
losers amongst customers. Changes covered by this Explanatory Memorandum, arise from two
such packages:
e Testing Transformation is aimed at providing testing services at places and times which
fit better into vehicle maintenance schedules to minimise vehicle downtime in line with
the strategy announced in 2008 and affects Regulations numbered 1, 2 and 3 on page 1
of this memorandum. The specific changes are to:
0 location related charges: the supplement currently charged for testing at non-VOSA
sites is being removed; and.
0 out of hours charges: the weekday hours during which testing can be carried out
without an additional out of hours charge are being extended.

e Operator Licensing Fee Reform reduces administrative costs to HGV and PSV
operators by reducing the number of times operators have to make payments to VOSA —
removing the cost of processing these payments. This is being achieved by abolishing
some fees previously charged under the operator licence fee regime and recovering
these costs from HGV and PSV test fees. The fees concerned were largely to cover the
cost of activities to encourage and enforce compliance with laws relating to HGVs and
PSVs in GB (referred to as enforcement). The change also leads to a fairer distribution
of costs across all vehicles in the respective sectors. This is particularly the case for
HGVs where, under the old regime, trailers, vehicles used for short periods by licensed
operators and vehicles used by operators who did not need operator’s licences made no
contribution to enforcement costs. Under the new regime each HGV motor vehicle and



trailer makes a proportionate contribution to enforcement costs. Overall, the cost of
operating HGVs and PSVs will be no more that would otherwise have been the case.
The first phase of fee changes, and some elements of the 2™ phase of this reform, was
implemented by regulations which came into effect in April 2009. These regulations
complete that change and, in some cases, remove some provisions which become
redundant on completion of the reform. These changes are effected by all but the
Regulations number 3 on page 1 of this memorandum.

7.1.4 The fees for all HGV and PSV services are rounded to the nearest pound. For lower
value fees this can mean some apparently high percentage changes; and for others low or no
change. Fee rounding was introduced many years ago to speed over the counter cash payment
processing, by reducing the need to give change, and to reduce the number of occasions when
cheques were made out for incorrect amounts, which added to cost and slowed processing of
payments for both customers and VOSA.

7.1.5 The Public Service Vehicles (Operators’ Licences) (Fees) (Amendment) Regulations
2010 and The Goods Vehicles (Licensing Of Operators) (Fees) (Amendment) Regulations
2010 also include provisions to refund certain fees paid before the implementation of operator
licence fee reform started in April 2009. Under the former fees regime, fees affected by the
reforms were paid in advance to cover periods of up to 5 years ahead. The affected fees were
halved during 2009/10 and are being abolished from 1 April 2010. To prevent some paying
twice for the same service (i.e. by paying higher vehicle test fees, in relation to periods in
respect of which they have already paid vehicle related operator licence fees), these
Regulations include provision for pro rata refunds of certain operator licence fees paid under
the former regime.

MOT Fees

7.1.6 The increased fee maxima introduced by these Regulations are intended to enable
MOT test fees to cover the costs of vehicle test stations in providing an MOT testing service.
Without such increases in the fee maxima a number of garages would be unable to meet the
costs of their overheads and could decide to opt out of the MOT testing scheme. This might
then lead to some motorists having to drive further to find a testing station.

7.1.7 The increased slot fee should enable VOSA to continue to cover its costs in
supervising and administering the MOT testing scheme.

Cabotage

7.1.8 Cabotage operations by European hauliers are at present regulated by Council
Regulation (EEC) No. 3118/93 of 25 October 1993 laying down conditions under which non-
resident carriers may operate national road haulage services within a Member State
(“Regulation 3118/93”). This legislation will be changed by:

(a) the coming into force on 14 May 2010 of articles 8 and 9 of Regulation (EC) No. 1072/
2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 on common rules
for access to the international road haulage market (“Regulation 1072/ 2009”’) which impose
new clearer rules on cabotage; and

(b) the complete replacement of Regulation 3118/93 by Regulation (EC) No. 1072/2009 on
4 December 2011.



Articles 8 and 9 of Regulation (EC) No. 1072/2009 introduce new clearer rules and evidence
requirements as to when cabotage is allowed.

7.1.9 Most road hauliers conducting operations in Great Britain require an operator’s
licence but there are certain exceptions, including the use of various classes of vehicles
specified in the 1995 Regulations. These include vehicles permitted to carry out cabotage in
the UK under Council Regulation (EEC) No. 3118/93. If operations are not covered by this
exception, the haulier will need a UK operator’s licence and can be acted against for failure to
have one.

7.1.10 It follows that the 1995 Regulations require amendment in consequence of
Regulation (EC) No.1072/2009 both to deal with the period from 14 May 2010 to 4 December
2011 when both Regulation (EEC) No. 3118/93 and articles 8 and 9 of Regulation (EC)No.
1072/2009 are in force and the period after this, when Regulation (EC) No.1072/93 alone will
be in force.

7.1.11 The Goods Vehicles (Licensing of Operators) (Amendment) Regulations 2010 make
consequential amendments to schedule 3 to the Goods Vehicles (Licensing of Operators)
Regulations 1995 as a result of the adoption of Regulation (EC) No.1072/2009.

7.1.12  That statutory instrument makes a transitional provision (in regulation 2(4)) to reflect
the fact that Articles 8 and 9 will co-exist with Regulation (EEC) 3118/93 until the latter is
repealed on the coming into force of the whole of Regulation 1972/2009 on 4 December 2010.

e Consolidation

7.2 Work to consolidate the Motor Vehicles (Tests) Regulations 1981 is in progress.
Consolidation of other instruments will be programmed when resources become available.
Commercial consolidations are available from various sources.

8. Consultation outcome
HGYV and PSV Fees and related changes

8.1 In respect of fees and associated matters, a formal consultation on the proposed
amendments took place between 19 August and 14 October 2009. A shortened consultation
period was allowed because these proposals largely continue or conclude two policies which
were consulted on 2008/9. Indeed, operator licensing fee reform was also consulted on in
2005/6.

8.2 Letters or Emails announcing the consultation were sent out to over 300 individuals
and organisations who use or may be affected by VOSA’s services; or who had asked to be told
of any such consultations. The consultation was also posted on the internet and can now be
found at http://www.dft.gov.uk/consultations/closed/vosafeesl. = Eleven responses were
received, though a number of those who were sent information about the consultation indicated
that whilst they had no comments on this occasion, they welcomed the opportunity to consider
future consultations. A summary of the responses received and VOSA’s consideration of these
responses is attached at Annex A.

8.3 The majority of those who commented either supported or supported with
reservations all the proposals which were the subject of the consultation.



8.4 Some of the reservations were in connection with the process of encouraging more
testing at non-VOSA premises and the effect which that would have on the availability of
VOSA premises. The closure of four VOSA test stations during 2009/10 was to remove
surplus capacity and not as a result of this policy. VOSA is committed to maintaining adequate
testing coverage in a cost-effective manner with a combination of VOSA and non-VOSA
premises. There were also reservations about the proposals that VOSA charge the same fees
regardless of test location. Some thought that the VOSA fees charged at non-VOSA premises
should be less than those at VOSA premises. Since 1997, VOSA has charged a supplement for
tests at non-VOSA premises to cover additional travelling and other costs incurred. These
supplements were halved in April 2009 and are removed in these Regulations. Thus the change
to the differential from these Regulations is the 2" stage of re-balancing fees. It was
considered imprudent to move too quickly in the transition period during which more tests at
non-VOSA premises are encouraged until it has become clearer how the market develops to
enable VOSA to reduce the costs of its own estate.

8.5 Three bodies whose members are not subject to operator licensing (and therefore had
previously not contributed to enforcement activities but who will now contribute to this funding
via their test fees) objected to this reform.
e These, or similar, views were taken fully into account following consultations on the
principles of the change in 2005/6 and on the details of the implementation in 2008/9;
e they offered no new arguments in support of their views;
e a halt in implementation or reversal of policy would mean that £1.5m in savings to
business from the reduced number of payments made could not be delivered; and
e a halt in implementation or reversal part way through the transition would create
confusion and added costs for businesses and VOSA, not least because payments in
2009/10 of those fees being abolished only cover the period to the end of 2009/10.

MOT Fees
8.6 A summary of the consultation responses received to these proposals is attached at
Annex B.
8.7 Broadly 7 of the 10 responses were content with the proposals. Of the remaining

three, one was opposed on the basis that during a recession the objective should be to reduce
the fees. Another respondent noted that as the increases are in percentages, in money terms the
gap between the cheapest and most expensive class of test will increase. The third
correspondent did not offer any endorsement of the proposed increases, instead focussing on
challenging the fact that the consultation period was for less than 12 weeks.

8.8 The remaining seven responses offered reserved support for the proposals - most
stating that it was on the expectation that the increases would take effect in April and not be
delayed. The responses to the detailed points raised are available in an excel spreadsheet.

Cabotage

8.9 Industry representatives participate actively in the development of European
legislation through lobbying, and close contact has been maintained with industry bodies
throughout the decision making process which led to the adoption of Regulation (EC) No.
1972/2009. A formal 12 week consultation exercise on the new cabotage rules was undertaken
by the Department for Transport in December 2007. Over 200 organisations and people were
consulted, and 25 responses were received with the majority being broadly supportive of the
Government’s position.



8.10 Due to the limited time before the new cabotage rules enter into force, a short,
targeted consultation on the draft Regulations in respect of the cabotage-related changes was
undertaken in January 2010. Industry fully supports the proposed amendments.

9. Guidance
HGYV & PSV fees and related changes

9.1 These Regulations do not create any new obligations but amend the level of fees to
be paid under existing obligations and reduce the number of occasions on which fees have to be
paid. Therefore, no detailed guidance is necessary. To publicise the changes, VOSA will:

put out a press release on the new fees;

post the new fees on the VOSA and Business Link websites;

display posters publicising the fee changes at relevant test stations and offices;

use other appropriate media, including direct contacts; and

inform customers of the correct amount to pay when a fee payment is due.

MOT fees

9.2 Businesses conducting MOT tests are supplied with posters showing the maximum
test fees, which they are required to display where it can be seen by customers. Information on
Business Link and Direct Gov websites will also be updated

Cabbotage

9.3 Guidance for road transport hauliers on the new cabotage rules will be available on
the Business Link website.

10. Impact
HGYV and PSV Fees and related changes

10.1 The impact on business, charities or voluntary bodies of the overall 2010/11 fee
changes, including the changes being brought into effect by earlier Regulations, is cost neutral.
The changes do, however, enable annual administrative savings estimated at £1.5m which will
benefit those who require operators’ licences. The effects on individual businesses, charities
and voluntary bodies will vary. For businesses operating HGV's specified on their operator’s
licences the estimated effects range from reductions of 0.021% to increases of 0.001% of
overall vehicle costs, depending on where the tests are carried out and the mix of vehicles in
their fleet. The rental and leasing sub-sector will face increased costs estimated as between
0.067% and 0.108% of vehicle ownership and maintenance costs. This, however, will be
balanced by savings to vehicle operators.

10.2 The impact on the public sector is neutral in terms of fee revenue, though those
operating HGV's and PSVs will be affected to a similar extent as businesses with equivalent
operations.

10.3 An Impact Assessment is attached to this memorandum at Annex C. A separate

Impact Assessment, published in March 2009, showing the overall effect of the operator
licence fee reform is also attached at Annex D for information.
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MOT fees

10.4 The impact on business, charities or voluntary bodies is minimal.
10.5 The impact on the public sector is minimal.
10.6 The impact on the public sector will be in relation to businesses, charities and

voluntary organisations that run or hire out motor vehicles.

10.7 An Impact Assessment to provide further detail is attached at Annex E.
Cabotage
10.8 An impact assessment has not been produced in respect of the cabotage related

11.

changes as no impact on the private and voluntary sectors is foreseen. The effect of regulations
2 (4) and 2 (5) of the Goods Vehicles (Licensing of Operators) (Amendment) Regulations 2010
are cost neutral as vehicles permitted to undertake cabotage in the United Kingdom are
currently exempted from the requirement to hold an operator’s licence.

Regulating small business

HGYV & PSV fees and related changes

11.1 The legislation applies to small business.

11.2 In respect of fees and related matters, to minimise the impact of the requirements on
firms employing up to 20 people, the approach taken is not to differentiate between different
categories of customer (i.e. VOSA does not offer discounted rates for bulk test bookings). It
should also be noted that the changes affect the fees paid for particular services; they do not
change the frequency at which businesses are required to use those services.

11.3 A number of small businesses were asked for their views in the consultation either
directly or through their membership of Trade and Business Associations such as the Road
Haulage Association, the Freight Transport Association, the Confederation of Passenger
Transport, the Retail Motor Industry Federation and the Federation of Small Businesses. Not
all of these bodies responded, but no issues were raised by respondents on the relative treatment
of large and small operators. It should be noted that 86% of HGV operators and 73% of PSV
operators have 5 or fewer vehicles.

MOT fees

11.4 The legislation does not apply to small business in that it does not require them to
do anything they are not doing already but it does affect them in that they may need to pay
extra fees in having vehicles tested (as described in section 10 above).

11.5 One issue in the decision on what action to take was that an increase in the test fee
maxima, to allow for the effects of anticipated inflation, should help small businesses that
operate vehicle testing stations to cover the increased costs they may experience over the next
year.

Cabotage

11



12.

13.

11.6 This instrument applies to small business but only those coming from other EU
member states to the UK.  The legislation does not set out to minimise the impact of the
requirements on UK firms employing up to 20 people as the instrument will have no effect on
them. However, generally the new harmonised EU rules on cabotage and evidence
requirements will provide greater certainty for small road haulage businesses who undertake
cabotage activities in other EU member states.

Monitoring & review
12.1 As the fee maxima setting process is an annual one this will be ongoing.
12.2 The cabotage related changes only make consequential changes the effect of which

will not be kept under review.
Contact

13.1 In respect of the cabotage related changes in Regulation 5: Fran Queen in FLD
Division, Department for Transport Tel: 0207 944 2774 or email: fran.queen@dft.gsi.gov.uk

13.2 In respect of MOT fee related changes in Regulation 2: Rob Haggar, in the LRI
Division, Department for Transport, Zone 2/09, 76 Marsham Street, London, SW1P 4DR;
email rob.haggar(@dft.gsi.gov.uk

13.3 In respect of other changes: John MacLellan at VOSA, email
john.maclellan@vosa.gov.uk or telephone number 0117 954 2531.
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Annex A to Explanatory Memorandum — summary of responses to VOSA fees consultation
Introduction

Purpose of consultation

VOSA was seeking views on proposals to revise a number of fees for 2010/11 as summarised below:

e 0% general fees increase for 2010/11
e HGV and PSV test fees are affected by:
= the removal of supplements paid for testing at non-VOSA premises leading to small
increase in fees for tests at VOSA premises
= the final transfer of enforcement costs from operator licence fees to test fees — the
operator licence fees affected are being abolished by the end of 2009/10
» increasing weekday core hours in which no out of hours supplements are payable

Removal of supplements paid for reduced pollution certificate at non-VOSA premises

Executive summary of responses

1. In total 11 respondents provided comments in response to the consultation. The breakdown of
respondents was as follows:

. small to medium 3
Businesses
large 0
Trade Associations 6
Voluntary, Community and Charitable Organisations 1
Government and other Agencies 1
Individuals 0
Others 0

NOTE:
o Respondents who offered no comments on the proposals but wished to record their wish to continue
to receive such consultations are not included in the above numbers above.

2. Overall, the majority of respondents supported the proposals. The main concerns expressed in relation to
the questions asked were about VOSA'’s ability to move as rapidly as planned towards testing at non-VOSA
sites but maintaining adequate availability of testing services. VOSA has a programme which is working
actively with stakeholders to manage these transition processes to achieve the best overall outcome.
Although not within the scope of the consultation, three respondents expressed opposition to the fee reform
process which started with VOSA’s 2009 fee changes and which these proposals complete. These, or
similar objections, had been fully considered in deciding to proceed with the fee reform.

13
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Detailed responses received and chosen solutions

QL. Do you agree with VOSA’s proposal not to seek an across the board increase in statutory fees for 2010/11?

Agree: 4
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex

Agree with reservations: 2

Freight Transport Association: “FTA welcomes the proposal for no general increase in fees for 2010/11. The
Association supports VOSA’s intention to absorb any increase in costs through greater efficiency and to reduce its cost
base. However before any further closure of HGVTS or decommissioning of lanes VOSA must clearly demonstrate that
Ministers’ commitment to deliver significant benefits and cost savings for operators, primarily from reduced downtime,
is fulfilled.”

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Recent years have seen increases in VOSA fees in excess of RPI and
this proposal goes some way to reflect the current economic circumstances”.

Disagree: 0

Consideration: The FTA comment on test station closure and lane decommissioning highlights a difficult balance
between VOSA's costs and their ability to provide customer services as the move to ATF testing develops. Some of
VOSA'’s costs will increase as a result of more tests being carried out at ATFs, particularly where the throughput of
tests is lower or cannot justify full time relocation of staff. If, to meet customer’s service aspirations, VOSA is unable
to reduce its cost base by decommissioning test lanes and/or disposing of test facilities then some of these extra costs
will have to be passed on to fee payers.

Action to pursue: Adopt the proposal not to apply a general fee increase for 2010/11 as stated in the consultation
document.

Q2. Do you agree with VOSA’s proposed basis for calculating refunds of operator licence fees paid before the
start of the transition period to cover periods during the transition period and after abolition?

Agree: 5
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex;
British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “... sensible and fair as they help to ensure vehicle
operators do not end up paying twice for their O-licence vehicle fees”.

Agree with reservations: 2

Freight Transport Association: VOSA must make relevant refunds to operators as quickly as possible.
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Given the alterations to combining the O licence and test fees into one
was introduced in 2009 it would have helped those Operators who had already paid their O licence fees for this year if
they could have received refunds prior to April 2010.”

Disagree: 0

Consideration: Unfortunately it is not possible to calculate refunds till the end of the transition year because changes
during 20009/10 could affect the sums to be refunded and the legislation needed to make the refunds will not be in
place.

Action to pursue: Adopt refund the calculation method described in the consultation and strive to dispatch cheques as
soon as possible after calculations can be finalised.
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Q3. Do you agree with the proposal to offer additional refunds, on request, to the former holders of licences
which ceased during 2009/10 for the effects of transition up till the date on which their licence ceases?

Agree: 4
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Good business practice”

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 1
Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex: “Businesses may be subject to winding up orders or suchlike. The
fees have been paid and unless there is a solid reason for any such claim, let them stand.”

Consideration: Whilst it would be less expensive for VOSA to ignore the fact that those who paid fees before April
2009 and whose licence ceased during 2009/10 had paid twice for the period from April 2009 till the end of their
licence, it would be unfair. VOSA does, however believe that many such businesses will have ceased or moved and the
costs of dealing with cheques returned as undeliverable would be disproportionate to the small sums likely to be
involved. We therefore proposed to make such refunds, but only on application. This is the same basis as that on which
refunds are currently made on premature termination of licences. On balance this still seems the fairest course of
action.

Action to pursue: Make these refunds on application as proposed.

Q4. Do you agree that the expiry date of vehicle discs should be clarified in regulations as proposed?

Agree: 5

Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex;
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Should be a publicity campaign to ensure all operators are aware of the
change”.

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 0

Consideration: Since writing the consultation it has been realised that the inclusion of an expiry date on discs issued
for HGV interim licences, which have no pre-determined life, could mislead operators and enforcement agencies. We
therefore intend to put an issue date on these discs. This is seen as less misleading to operators and should encourage
non-VOSA enforcement agencies to check with VOSA the continuing validity of discs only where the issue date seems
abnormally old or there are other circumstances which arouse their suspicion. This was been discussed with the main
HGYV operator trade associations after consultation closure and they are generally supportive.

Action to pursue:
e specify in regulations expiry date of most discs as proposed in the consultation — but show issue date for discs
issued for GV interim licences.
e  VOSA will seek to publicise the changes in available media and explore the practicality of including advice on
the changes with discs despatched to operators.
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Qs Do you agree that VOSA should remove the remaining supplements for testing HGVs and PSVs at non-
VOSA sites as proposed?

Agree: 6
Thomas Hardie Commercials; Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport
Administration, Sussex

Agree with reservations: 2

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Consideration should be given to encourage the creation of more
ATF’s by introducing a supplement for testing being carried out at VOSA test stations where there are ATF alternatives
in the area. Additionally consideration should be given to a system of cheaper tests conducted in rural areas where the
overhead costs of the test stations are cheaper than urban areas.”

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: ““ ... the BVRLA has been in principle supportive of
moving testing closer to the point of inspection, especially as this could lead to the opportunity to reduce
costs for our members and their customers. However, given the low level of interest shown with
Authorised Testing Facilities (ATF) perhaps largely driven by the unattractive commercial terms and the
economic downturn, we remain concerned that these benefits may not be available.

The general feedback from our members has been that the investment needed is not possible at the
current time. We are concerned that this could leave the larger operators who can invest in ATFs for
their own fleets in a far better position than a smaller operator who now has to travel further for his
annual test as there are no ATFs in the area willing to take third party work.”

Disagree: 1

Trailer-care.com: “ ...fees still weighted in favour of testing at VOSA — no financial incentive to invest in providing
facilities — DPs treated appallingly in terms of service and conditions applied — total charge to end customer should be
the same regardless of location.”

113

Consideration: The consultation explained that the removal of supplements for testing at non-VOSA premises was the
2" step to reflect costs more fairly. It is probable that in 2011/12 VOSA fees for testing at non-VOSA sites will be
lower than at VOSA sites.

Action to pursue: remove supplements for 2010/11 as proposed.
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Q6. Do you agree that VOSA should extend its weekday core hours for HGV and PSV testing without “out of
hours” supplements as proposed?

Agree: 6
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex;
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK; British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Will provide an improved service for smaller operators who struggle to
get tests during current core hours.”

Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex: “ ... can this proposal be maintained?”

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: ... pleased that our members will be provided with
increased flexibility at no cost. We hope that VOSA will be in a position to publish information on
those sites with extended opening hours to help operators plan their maintenance and testing
efficiently.”

113

Agree with reservations: 1

Freight Transport Association: “It is important that availability of testing during “core hours” is not treated in the
same manner as ad-hoc out of ours testing therefore VOSA must publish a list of all locations where the extended core
hours are available to enable operators to efficiently align testing with maintenance”.

Disagree: 0

Consideration: Whilst sympathetic to the comments on publicity of extended hours, the availability at any particular
location will be dependent on local demand and VOSA’s ability to provide the service in a cost effective manner.
VOSA is investigating the best method of making information available to customers and will work with ATF providers
to do so.

Action to pursue: implement the legislation changes needed to expand core hours and consider how best to meet
customer needs in a viable manner and make customers aware of the service on offer

Q7. Do you agree with VOSA’s proposal to remove location related supplements and change core hours during
which “out of hours” supplements are not chargeable in respect of Reduced Pollution Certificates?

Agree: 6

Thomas Hardie Commercials; Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport
Administration, Sussex; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Should provide an improved service to operators”

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 0

Action to pursue: implement proposed changes.

Qs. Do you agree that VOSA should remove the provision for a supplement for carrying out VICs at non-VOSA
premises as proposed?

Agree: 4
ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex; Confederation of Passenger
Transport UK

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 0

Action to pursue: remove provision.
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QY. Do you have any comments on the Impact Assessment?

Agree (i.e. No comments): 5
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex;
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree (i.e. comments): 1

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “Having reviewed the impact assessment we would like to
correct the assumptions made on the operating costs of the rental and leasing industry. Given that our
members do not use their vehicles to deliver goods or services, but are letting the customer use the
vehicle for a predetermined period of time, it would be incorrect to include the same mileage parameter
costs as part of their operating costs.”

BVRLA provided an amended table for the per vehicle operating cost of the rental and leasing industry which differed
from that included in the consultation stage Impact Assessment by multiplying the mileage related costs by between 350
and 600.

“We believe the assessment should show increased costs of between 0.11% for ATF testing and 0.18%
for VOSA site testing for our members. This translates to an additional £3 million of new costs onto the
rental and leasing sector for 2010/11. Whilst we recognise and appreciate that there is no general
increase for the fees this has little benefit to us when we are incurring another £3 million in new fees”

Consideration: In the IA circulated with the consultation, VOSA used mileage related costs for maintenance and
tyres only, in the belief that the costs of repairing vehicles and maintaining tyres is generally met by the rental or leasing
company and recovered via the hire/lease rate they charge to their customer. As such it seems wholly appropriate to
calculate these costs over the total mileage covered. Whilst using the alternative mileage would alter the percentage
increase in costs to the rental and leasing sector, it would not alter the total cost to the sector which is dependent on the
number of vehicles rather than their mileage. We also note that the BVRLA puts the additional cost to their business
sector as around £3m; VOSA’s original calculations show cost increases of between £3.7 and £6m, depending on the
ratio of tests between VOSA and ATFs. On balance we do not feel that a case has been made to alter our original
calculations of the total effect on the sector

Action to pursue: finalise Impact Assessment with no significant change.

Q10.  Can you offer any data which can be used publicly to enable the impact assessment to model the effects on
other sectors of VOSA’s customers?

No: 4
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK; Institute
of Transport Administration, Sussex

Yes: 0

Consideration: Ideally VOSA would like to be able to model the relative effects on other business sectors in a
meaningful way.

Action to pursue: model effect on road freight transport sector only, whilst continuing to explore meaningful data for
other sectors.
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General comments

Historic Commercial Vehicle Society: “Consider it extremely unfair to put operator licence fees onto tests for
heritage vehicles which do not have operators’ licences, note that their vehicles are privately owned and state that they
are not aware of any cases of enforcement amongst their members.”

VOSA Comment: For HGVs, the costs being transferred from operator licensing to testing are not for the
administration or operation of the operator licensing system but for activities to encourage compliance with and enforce
a wide range of laws applying to all GB HGVs and their trailers, whether or not they are specified on an operator’s
licence. Spreading them out over the entire HGV fleet, rather than only those vehicles specified on operators’ licences
leads to a fairer distribution of costs. Historic HGVs and trailers first used or manufactured before 1/1/1960 and which
are used unladen, are exempt from HGV testing and therefore will not contribute to these costs. Targeting of many
activities to encourage and enforce compliance aims to minimise the effect on those perceived to present the highest
risk so a low perceived risk for heritage vehicles may account for the lack of reported enforcement.

Road Haulage Association: “The RHA still has considerable concern that the ATF run out will occur by the advised
deadlines and that fee’s will stabilise over the next 4/5 years.”

VOSA Comment: VOSA will continue to work with DfT and stakeholders to enable testing services to be provided in
a way that best meets overall customer needs. Future fee stability is dependent not only on the success of that
programme but on general economic circumstances and on VOSA’s ability to address historic deficits and align its
future cost base to demand for services.

Road Rescue Recovery Association: “Totally unfair. Some people do not need an ‘O’ Licence but are having to pay
more for M.O.T’s. Recovery Vehicles are not under an ‘O’ Licence but have to subsidise those who are on ‘O’
licences.”

VOSA Comment: The reverse is true. For HGVs, the costs being transferred from operator licensing to testing are not
for the administration or operation of the operator licensing system but for activities to encourage compliance with and
enforce a wide range of laws applying to all GB HGVs and their trailers, whether or not they are specified on an
operator’s licence. Spreading them out over the entire HGV fleet, rather than only those vehicles specified on
operators’ licences leads to a fairer distribution of costs and removes a subsidy which had previously existed, removing
unfairness.

Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex: “ ... agree with all the proposals put forward by VOSA —
progressive and not too extreme, and, doesn’t appear to be non-customer friendly, well done.”

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “While we note this consultation document is not intended to
examine the principle of the fee structure, we wish to register our ongoing concern with the inequity of merging the O-
licence vehicle fee with the annual test fee and refer you to our detailed comments outlined previously.”

VOSA Comment: These views were expressed and considered following consultations in 2005/6 and 2008/9. The
regime being phased in by April 2010 gives a fairer distribution of costs across the entire HGV sector compared to the
previous system where all fee funded enforcement costs were loaded onto specified motor vehicles only.
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DIT Consultation on proposals to increase maximum MOT test fees
Closing date: 21 December 2009

Summary of consultation responses

1. The consultation documents sought comments on proposals to increase the fee maxima for each class of
MOT test within the range of classes | to VII (excluding class VI). The proposals do not cover the test classes
for heavy goods vehicles or public service vehicles.

2. The consultation was launched on 13 October 2009 with written copies sent to the known stakeholders.
The documents were published on the DfT website on 20 October so that the general public could also read
the proposals and comment. The consultation period closed on 21% December 2009.

3. There were just 10 responses, and these can be categorised as follows:

Vehicle testing related associations 3
Small & medium sized businesses 3
Large businesses 1
Vehicle owners clubs 1
Private individuals 2

4. The consultation asked just one question:
Do you agree with the proposal to increase the maximum fees for each class of MOT test by approximately
1.5%7?

5. The responses from the vehicle testing organisations accepted the proposals but two of them commented
that the increases should take effect from the stated date of 6" April 2010. The DfT reply is that this is the
objective but there is a lengthy legal process involved in signing off the documents (including the amending
Statutory Instrument) and presenting them before Parliament. It is therefore possible that the announcement
of a general election might cause this date to slip.

6. The vehicle owners club agreed with the proposals as did two of the three business responses. One of the
small businesses queried why vehicle test stations would only see a 1.5% increase in the fee maxima while
VOSA would receive a 2.5 % increase in the part of the fee that they retain. The DfT response is that the
increase in the fee retained by the test stations is based only on Treasury forecasts for inflation. Meanwhile
the increase in the part of the fee retained by VOSA also takes account of VOSA'’s forecasted income and
costs which are closely scrutinised by DfT’s finance team.

7. One individual opposed the proposals stating that in the current economic climate the aim should be to
reduce the fee. The DfT response is that the proposal is for fee maxima for a future period - i.e. from April
2010 and is based on a Treasury forecast for inflation from that period going forward - not the actual rate of
inflation that existed in autumn 2009 when the consultation began. There will be plenty of test stations that
don’t charge the maximum so the advice is to shop around, if price rather than location is the main factor for
the motorist when choosing an MOT test station.

8. The other private individual that responded to the consultation challenged the legality of the consultation
process on the basis that it was for less than 12 weeks and that a typing error within one of the documents
gave the impression that the consultation exercise would continue for more than a year (until 21 December
2010).

9. The title text on the DfT website contained the correct dates and no other respondent has queried the
typing error within the text of the document (that had given an incorrect date of 21 December 2010. The
Roads Minister approved a shorter consultation period on the basis that the MOT fee increase proposals are
a regular annual event and there were no suggested changes apart from the proposed increases in the fee
maxima of 1.5%. The DfT response is that the minimum 12 weeks for consultation is a best practice target
and not a legal requirement.

10. Ministers have decided to proceed with the increases in the MOT test fee maxima as consulted.
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Department /Agency: Title:

Vehicle and Operator Impact Assessment VOSA Statutory fee changes for
Services Agency 2010/11

Stage: Implementation Stage Version: 1.0 Date: 16 February 2010

Related Publications: Consultation on VOSA Statutory Fees for 2010/11

Available to view or download at: Annexed to Explanatory Memorandum at

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2010/em/uksiem 20100448 en.pdf
Contact for enquiries: John MacLellan Telephone: 0117 954 2531

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

To implement previously announced policies VOSA needs to adjust some elements of statutory fees
charged for some of its services as follows:

a) remove supplements charged for testing at non-VOSA premises; and
b) complete the transfer to HGV and PSV test fees of the cost of fee funded elements of
HGV enforcement and compliance; and

PSV enforcement, compliance and operator licence maintenance

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

a) To revise location related fees for testing at facilities provided by 3rd parties to ensure a fairer
balance between the fees which VOSA charges for testing at its own and 3rd party test facilities and to
encourage more tests at locations where vehicles are based or maintained.

b) To maintain existing funding levels for activities the funding of which are being moved to test fees.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

On location related fees: L1) do nothing; or L2) remove existing supplements, recovering lost income
across all testing fees - L2 preferred to encourage testing nearer to vehicle maintenance or operating
bases.

On transfer of funding of activities to encourage and enforce legal operation of commercial vehicles. to
test fees: E1) do nothing; or E2) complete process - E2 preferred because of unacceptable funding
gap and/or service reduction if process not completed.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Reviews will be integrated with normal annual cycle of fee reviews.

Ministerial Sign-off Forimplementation stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister:

= LU IO F= T o Date: 23rd February 2010
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: L2 + E2
fee modernisation

Description: Remove DP supplements and complete operator licence

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
- affected groups’ Effect on the charges paid varies with the nature
One-off (Transition) Yrs | of the individual businesses. The hire and leasing industry as a
£ Nil whole will pay more (in total between £3.7m and £6m depending
s on where vehicles are tested). This is no more than 0.108% of
e Average Annual Cost estimated operating costs (41p per vehicle per week) but offset by
O | (excluding one-off) savinas elsewhere in transport industry to vehicle operators.
£ Nil Total Cost (Pv) | £
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’
ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’
One-off Yrs
£Nil
(7))
E Average Annual Benefit
w | (excluding one-off)
z
| £Nil Total Benefit (PVv) | £
Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Costs will be spread more fairly
across all vehicles in proportion to the services they receive. There are also potential savings to
operators from reduced vehicle downtime because of the scope for tests to be carried out at more
convenient times and locations.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks Calculations are based on constant volumes. Reducing volumes
will reduce total costs to businesses and cost transfer between sectors but not affect unit costs for any
given fleet size. The effects of reducing volumes on VOSA is to be dealt with as part of normal

management processes of the Agency.

Price Base Time Period Net Benefit Range (NPv) NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
Year Years £ Nil £ Nil

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? Mainly GB

On what date will the policy be implemented? April 2010

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? N/A

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ nil

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? N/A

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? N/A

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ minimal

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition? No

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation Micro Small Medium Large +240
(excluding one-off) -3 to -11 +2 to -37 -2 to -96 to +2.3k
Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A
Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)
Increase of £ Decrease of £ Net Impact £ Nil

Key:
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Evidence Base (for summary sh

Geographic coverage: Reduced Pollution Certificate Fees UK — all others GB.

THIS DOCUMENT SHOULD BE READ IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE “IMPACT
ASSESSMENT OF ASSESSMENT OF OPERATOR LICENSING FEE MODERNISATION
SIGNED ON 25 March 20009.

1.  This Impact Assessment covers

1.1 Fees payable to VOSA covered by this Impact Assessment are those for:
B Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) plating and testing for motor vehicles and trailers
B Public Service Vehicle (PSV —i.e. buses and coaches used for hire and reward) testing
B Reduced Pollution Certificate

1.2 Fees payable to the Driver and Vehicle Agency in Northern Ireland for reduced pollution
certificates are also within the scope of this Impact Assessment.

2 General Background

2.1 VOSA (the Venhicle and Operator Services Agency) is a Government Trading Fund and an
Executive Agency of the Department for Transport. The majority of income (approximately
82%) comes from its statutory fee earning services, for example, motor vehicle and trailer test
fees. The principles governing VOSA's financial management and how the Secretary of State
sets fees payable to VOSA are contained in legislation and in the HM Treasury document
‘Managing Public Money’.

2.2 VOSA operations cover Great Britain (i.e. England, Scotland and Wales). As mentioned
above, this Impact Assessment includes fees for 1 activity which is carried out in Great Britain
by VOSA and in Northern Ireland by the Driver and Vehicle Agency.

2.3 VOSA carries out a wide range of activities on behalf of the Secretary of State for
Transport and also the Traffic Commissioners. These activities include:

 testing vehicles at VOSA and third party premises;

» checks and examinations at roadside enforcement sites, operators’ premises and other
locations at which vehicles are kept or operate, to ensure that goods vehicles, buses and
coaches are operated in a safe and legal manner and to offer advice and guidance and initiate
sanctions to encourage such operation (collectively referred to as “enforcement”);

« providing support to Traffic Commissioners to carry out their statutory functions, concerned
primarily with the licensing of operators of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) and public service
vehicles (PSVs).and the registration of local bus services.

2.4 Funding of enforcement activities is split between general taxation via DfT and fees.

2.5 In addition, VOSA is responsible for supervising the MOT testing of vehicles other than
HGVs and PSVs, which is largely carried out by private sector organisations.

2.6 This Impact Assessment covers only activities for which VOSA proposes to change fees in
2010 —i.e. plating and periodic testing of HGVs, periodic testing of PSVs and applications for
Reduced Pollution Certificates for HGVs and PSVs.
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2.7 The proposed changes covered by this Impact Assessment are:

B removal of the supplement currently charged when HGVs or PSVs are tested at non-VOSA
premises.

B increasing the fees for full tests of HGVs and PSVs to complete the transfer of funding of fee
funded enforcement activities started in the 2009 fee round.

2.8 It should be noted that VOSA does not propose to apply any general fee increase in
2010/11 since it believes that it will be able to deliver sufficient efficiency savings to absorb any
increases in the cost base. Thus the scope of this Impact Assessment is limited to those fee
areas affected by the restructuring mentioned above.

3 Options Considered
1. 3.1 Location Related Fees

3.1.1 Do Nothing (L1): Under this option, supplements for carrying out tests at non-VOSA
premises would be held at 2009 levels. The do nothing option would break faith with
statements made by Ministers in summer of 2008. The halving of supplements in 2009 was the
first step in delivering testing services, which can be better integrated with vehicle maintenance
processes whilst maintaining the independence and integrity of the testing regime. This change
in delivery is being achieved by encouraging a higher proportion of tests to be carried out at
premises where vehicles are based or maintained. It moves towards a fairer allocation of costs,
under which the cost of providing VOSA test facilities is borne by those using the facilities. The
do nothing option was therefore rejected.

3.1.2 Remove supplements whilst maintaining fee income (L2): Under this option, VOSA
proposes to carry out its intention of removing completely the supplement charged for carrying
out tests at non-VOSA premises. This is a further step in delivering on the policies mentioned
above. In the short to medium term, it is not possible for VOSA to reduce the costs associated
with providing its own test facilities quickly enough to enable the supplements to be removed
without compensating increases to the base level of test fees. A significant element in
achieving such cost reductions is to reduce the size of VOSA'’s present testing estate and
disposing of the surplus assets. Our customers have made it clear that such a closure and
disposal programme must lag behind the transfer of testing to non-VOSA facilities. It is
therefore necessary to increase the level of fees for tests at VOSA premises to compensate for
the removal of the supplements for testing at non-VOSA premises. The level of increase
needed for each of the affected test schemes varies with the level of scheme income which the
supplements generate. The percentage increases needed for each scheme are as follows:

HGYV testing 1.98%

PSV testing 0.9%

RPC testing 2.7% Because fees are rounded to the nearest pound,
applying this increase does not increase any
current RPC fees.

Vehicle Identity Checks 0% No VIC checks carried out at non-VOSA

premises

3.1.3 In considering the effect of the move from testing at VOSA premises to testing at non-
VOSA premises, modelling of the costs and benefits is extremely complex. For vehicles
maintained by maintainers (whether operators’ in-house, contracted out by operators or
provided via leasing companies or vehicle suppliers) with their own on-site test facilities, there
are expected to be financial benefits from reduced vehicle down time. Maintainers who do not
currently have their own test facilities are expected to invest in such facilities if they believe they
have a viable business case to do so. Maintainers who do not have a viable business case to
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invest in their own facilities will be able to choose whether to send their vehicles to a VOSA site
or a non-VOSA site, in the latter case paying the market rate to the site operator for the use of
the facilities. Removal of the supplements for testing at non-VOSA premises is a further step
towards charging the cost of provision of VOSA facilities to those who use them, thus removing
a factor which could otherwise distort the market. The cost of testing at VOSA sites will,
however, increase which will in turn alter the business case for those considering establishing
their own test facilities.

3.1.4 As the market changes and more tests take place at non-VOSA sites, the size and
location of VOSA sites will need to be rationalised to minimise the increases in cost of testing at
VOSA sites due to lower volumes. As part of this process, some current VOSA sites will have
to be disposed of. This will reduce the costs which would otherwise have to be met from fees
for tests at VOSA sites. In current market conditions, even if it were possible to predict how
demand at each VOSA site and availability of alternative facilities would develop over the next 2
years, the timing of disposal would also be critical in optimising benefit to customers. The
rationalisation will have to take account of how the market develops, since there may be some
areas where commercial provision of test facilities is inadequate. A further factor in future costs
is that investment to upgrade and/or replace VOSA sites will not be needed because of the
expansion of testing at non-VOSA sites. Thus, determining the impact on those maintainers
who do not have their own facilities is virtually impossible because of the great number of
speculative variables.

3.1.5 There are obvious environmental benefits from reduced numbers of vehicles travelling
for test. We have information on vehicle operating centres, but this does not tell us which
particular vehicle is at which centre or where the particular vehicle is maintained. Equally, even
if vehicle specific maintenance locations were known, it is not uncommon for vehicles to be sent
for test at premises other than those nearest to the maintenance location. It is therefore not
practicable to quantify the environmental impact.

2. 3.2 Transfer of enforcement funding

3.2.1 Do nothing (E1): Under this option the income available to VOSA to carry out
enforcement activities would decrease significantly because the 2009 fee changes abolished
the income stream from certain operator licensing fees from the end of March 2010 — reductions
would be about 34% for HGV enforcement and 82% for PSVs. Such reductions are
incompatible with VOSA’s Ministerial target to increase the number of dangerous vehicles
removed from the roads by 75% compared with 2007/8. Meeting this target already demands
major improvements in VOSA'’s operating effectiveness and targeting and would be impossible
if the income available was reduced by the levels described above. This option was therefore
dismissed.

3.2.2 Increase fees for full tests to replace the lost income stream: Under this option the
fees for full tests would be increased as stated in the Impact Assessment for Operator Licensing
Fee Modernisation. That impact assessment considered the overall costs and benefits of the
full fee modernisation package, which are therefore not included here to prevent double
counting. That impact assessment used 2008/9 fee levels as the base. The actual fee changes
applied in 2009/10 was increased at the same rate as other fees within the relevant business
sector (testing or licensing). Since there are no general fee changes in 2010/11 the remaining
increase to test fees is the cash value at 2009/10 levels which remained in the licensing sector
that year.

4. Rounding

4.1.1 Concern has been expressed in response to consultation in earlier years that rounding
of fees to the nearest pound may lead to distortion of the relative fee levels for different activities
because some fees may be rounded up more often than rounded down, or vice versa. The
original rationale for fee rounding was to ease queues at test station counters, by reducing the
amount of small change to be handled; and to reduce the administrative burden created for
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payment by cheque, because of the number of occasions on which cheques were made out for
incorrect amounts. Whilst this problem is being reduced as more customers move to self
service booking and electronic payment, which calculates the fee due automatically, VOSA
considers that the advantages of rounding still outweigh the disadvantages.

4.1.2 Last year VOSA did not apply normal arithmetic rounding rules to a few fees which had
obviously suffered from this compound rounding effect in recent years. For those schemes for
which fees are being revised in 2010, VOSA has used as a starting point, the 2009 fees before
rounding; used values rounded to the nearest penny for each element of adjustment and
applied rounding to the nearest pound only when all the elements have been applied.

5. Proposed fees

5.1 For each of the schemes for which VOSA proposes to make fee changes in 2010, the
tables at Annex IA1 show old and new fees and the effect of each element of the proposed
changes. Fees within these schemes which we do not propose to change, either because they
are unaffected by the individual restructuring elements, or because of the effects of rounding
are included for completeness.

6. Overall effect of the proposals.

6.1 The effects on costs to the HGV sector of the road freight industry and on the rental and
leasing sector of that industry are modelled in Annex IA2. The model uses vehicle cost
information published in the Road Haulage Association Cost Tables for 2009. These costs are
averages based on an annual survey by the RHA and other research — the actual costs for
individual operators or operating circumstances may differ.

6.2 For the rental and leasing industry, costs use the same RHA data but exclude elements
which would be paid directly by the user of the vehicle, mainly fuel and driver costs. The costs
are modelled for the industry as a whole using data on vehicle numbers published by the British
Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association, mainly from their annual survey of members.

6.3 We were unable to locate published data on operating costs for PSVs. Were such data
available we have no reason to believe that the effect of proposed changes in VOSA fees as a
proportion of total operating costs would be of a different order of magnitude to that for HGVs.

6.4 Overall, the model shows that the effect on total costs for HGV vehicle operators with
stable fleets (i.e. all vehicles specified on their operator licence) ranges from a decrease of
0.007% (seven thousandths of a percent) to an increase of 0.001% (one thousandth of a
percent) for tests carried out at VOSA premises. For tests carried out at non-VOSA premises,
the effect of the changes is an overall reduction in costs ranging form 0.021% (two hundredths
of a percent) to 0. 011% (one hundredth of a percent). The actual effect on individual operators
will vary depending on the mix of vehicle configurations within their fleets and their individual
cost bases.

6.5 For the rental and leasing sector of the industry, the model shows increases in estimated
overall industry costs of between 0.076% (seven hundredths of a percent) if all vehicles were
tested at non-VOSA sites to 0.108% (just over one tenth of a percent) if all vehicles were tested
at VOSA sites.
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7 Consultation

7.1 Intotal 11 respondents provided comments in response to the consultation. The
breakdown of respondents was as follows:

] small to medium 3
Businesses
large 0
Trade Associations 6
Voluntary, Community and Charitable Organisations | 1
Government and other Agencies 1
Individuals 0
Others 0

7.2. Overall, the majority of respondents supported the proposals. The main concerns
expressed in relation to the questions asked were about VOSA'’s ability to move as rapidly as
planned towards testing at non-VOSA sites but maintaining adequate availability of testing
services. VOSA has a programme which is working actively with stakeholders to manage these
transition processes to achieve the best overall outcome. Although not within the scope of the
consultation, three respondents expressed opposition to the fee reform process which started
with VOSA’s 2009 fee changes and which these proposals complete. These, or similar
objections, had been fully considered in deciding to proceed with the fee reform.

7.3 A report summarising the responses and consideration thereof is at Annex IA3 to this
Impact Assessment.

8 Competition Assessment

8.1 The removal of supplements for tests away from VOSA premises will help those who
currently use such facilities and moves towards a fairer distribution of costs. The additional fees
to fund fee-funded enforcement activities from test fees also leads to a fairer distribution of
costs over all affected vehicles.

8.2 In overall terms, the proposed change to fees remains marginal compared to other costs of
vehicle ownership and operation and will not affect the balance within the relevant transport and
support industries in Great Britain. The changes in fees will apply to all operators and
presenters equally whether large or small, largely in proportion to the number and type of
vehicles in the fleet operated or supported. The knock-on effect on the users of transport
services will be proportional to the use made of such services and have no effect on
competition.

9 Other Environment Impact Test

9.1 The proposed fee changes are not believed to have any measurable effect on the
environment. However, the increasing integration of testing and maintenance, which elements
of these proposals encourage, will have minor environmental benefits.

10 Small Firms Impact Test

10.1 Over half of all licensed operators operate between 1 and 5 vehicles, so a large proportion
of the businesses affected by the changes are small businesses. VOSA's fees are set on the
basis of the service required, with no discounting for bulk purchase of services, so do not
discriminate either for or against small businesses. The effect of fees will vary depending on
the business sector in which companies operate.

10.2 We have been able to find public domain information to model the effect of fees on the
operating costs of small businesses operating in the road freight industry. The Road Haulage
Association has carried out surveys involving a range of hauliers and published figures on
operating costs. These vary according to the nature, cost base and policies of individual
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businesses. Nonetheless, overall, the total fee burden for a licensed operator of one 7.5 tonne
truck represents about 0.388% of operating costs and the proposed changes covered by this
Impact Assessment decrease estimated overall operating cost by between 0.007% and 0.021%
(seven and twenty-one thousandths of a percent).

11 Race, Disability and Gender Equality; Human Rights; and Rural impact

11.1 Equality screening, using the equality screening proforma, shows that the proposed fee
changes do not require a full equality impact assessment since they are not believed to have
any specific effect in the areas of race equality, disability equality or gender equality. Neither
will there be any impact on human rights or rural affairs.

12 Specific Impact tests not carried out

12.1 Other specific impact tests were not carried out since the proposed fee changes do not
impact on these areas.
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the potential impacts of your
policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are contained within
the main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

B Type of testing undertaken | Results in | & Results
Evidence Base? | annexed?
Competition Assessment Yes No
Small Firms Impact Test Yes No
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No No
Other Environment Yes No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality Yes No
Disability Equality Yes No
Gender Equality Yes No
Human Rights Yes No
Rural Proofing Yes No

31



[43

0003 %0°0 €13 80°€L3 00°03 80°€13 0003 80°€L3 0003 0003 00°03 dns HOO
00l %l C- _9e3 15°5€3 00°03 15°6€3 6903 __90L€3 0003 0003 00:03 d1v/dd 8IxXyv ¢
003 %9°€- _les 89°923 00°03 89'923 2503 __¥E8z3 0003 0003 00°03 d41v/dd 8IXv ¢
00¢3 %S 6~ 613 06813 00°03 06813 1£03 12023 0003 0003 00°03 d41v/dd3IxXv |
00’13 %6'2 _9€3 16°6€3 00°03 1G°6E3 6903 | __887E3 0003 0003 00°03 __S€3 | VSOAIlB3IXYE
00'L3 %8¢ _Lle3 89'9¢3 0003 89'923 2503 __919e3 0003 0003 00°03 93 | VSOAIlBAIXYC
0003 %0’ 0 613 06'813 00°03 06'813 L€03 €5°813 0003 0003 00°03 613 VSOA 1B 3IXY | siajel
0003 %0°0 0z3 29613 00°03 29613 0003 29613 0003 0003 00°03 0z3 dns HOO
00€F %L ¥~ 0.3 £0°0/3 00°03 £0°0.3 913 __£0€/3 0003 0003 00°03 €L3 41v/dd 8IXV ¥
00v3 %02~ __£83 9£°€53 0003 9¢°€53 v0'L3 9ev3 | 89953 0003 0003 00°03 L83 41v/dd 3IXV €
00€F %€ "L~ 8¢€3 6L°LE3 00°03 6L°LE3 €203 9E¥3- T L3 0003 0003 00°03 v3 d41v/dd 38Xy ¢
0013 %y L 0.3 €0°0/3 0003 €0°0/3 9¢'L3 0003___| 29893 0003 0003 00°03 693 VSOA 1B 3IXyY
0013 %6’} __£83 9€€53 0003 9£:€53 v0'L3 0003___ | _zees3 0003 0003 00:03 _es3 VSOA 1 3IXY € (Rea SSI2IUSA
0013 %L 2 8¢€3 6. /€3 00°03 6L LE3 €L03 00°03 90'2€3 0003 0003 00°03 LE3 VSOAlEB8IXY Z 1) 1se19y J0J0N
0003 %00 vZ3 86°€23 00°03 86°€23 0003 86'£23 0003 0003 00°03 dns HOO
0013 %E9 893 €893 00°03 9£'€G3 y0'13 89953 86713 SeL3 €9°/3 41Vv/dd 3IXV €
00'v3 %S L 1S3 22153 0003 veer3 2803 __8L5v3 86713 S€13 €943 41v/dd 3IXV ¢
003 %€ 0L V3 11273 00°03 61123 503 19'1€3 86713 5.3 €9°/3 41v/daaIxv |
0083 %E €l 893 €893 0003 9¢°€93 v013 | __2ees3 86713 S€/3 €9°/3 VSOA1e 8IXY €
0083 %€ 9L LG3 (AL, 00°03 v2'Zr3 2803 | (AN 86713 §€'.3 €9°23 VSOA 1B 39XV ¢
0083 | %6cc | E€vE | Irzv3 0003 6L123 ¥503 ! Tezizz | e6vi3 S €913 VSOA TEBIXY | siaied |
0003 %0°0 8¢€3 G183 00°03 G1°8¢3 0003 G1'8¢3 0003 0003 00°03 dns HOO
00VvL3 | %Z0L SvL3 €213 00°03 12°9013 1023 8L LLL3 25863 06813 29613 d41v/dd 8IXy ¥
00%i3 | %c €L | 02Zi¥ | so6113 | o003 | siie3 | 8513 T hoss | zoees | o683 | 29613 41v/dd 38XV €
00€L3 | %6'Gl S63 12563 00°03 69953 0113 €1'293 25863 06813 29613 41v/dd 8IXv ¢
00'LZ3 | %6'9L Svl3 €TSYL3 00°03 1279013 1023 Y9013 2583 06'813 29613 VSOA 1B 3IXY ¥ shep
00123 | %c b | 02b3 | o6li3 | 0003 51183 8513 TUs6l3 | esees | o683 | z963 VSOA JE 81XV € vl puokeg  s8|aIyBA
00023 | %292 | S63 12563 00703 69953 0L'L3 “65ce3 | zage3 | 06813 | 29613 VSOAIEBIXY ¢ 1se1ey ®isel J0J0N
600¢
ur 99y (z+1) (@) oLo0z (1)
papunou Buipunou | aseasoul | Buipunod [ul ebueyo: L0z | Buipunos | Buipunou Buipunoi
wioJj abue yo papunoy 9J0jaq _m‘_wcwmw 910jaq uoneoo| iul wmcmco 9l0joq 9J0jaq 0L0¢ 9lJ0jaq
abuey) |% llesoro| @93 0102 0l0¢ 0L0cC oloc 19A003Y | uonedoT 600¢ 010z Jurebueyd| 6002 papunoy uonduosaq 994
99} JO jJudwiojo 99}
99} 0102 93} JO JudWw|d Bunsay Jusuwiadlojus 6002

(SLY1/8861 IS) 8861 suonem3ay (Sunsa ], pue sune[d) PIYI A SPO0L) AY) JIpun S 1S9, ADH

saxauuy

s994 pasodoud — Ly| xauuy XaUUY JO pUs Je S3[qe) 0) Ao
S99 VSOA — Judussassy Joeduw] — winpueiowdp Alojeuedxy 03 D xouuy




133

so94 pasodoud — Ly| Xxauuy

juswnoop| Jojely
0003 %00 _E13 80°€1L3 0003 80€13 0003 00:03___| _80€L3 0003 0003 00:03 &3 sjeoldng| 1o sjaiyaA
0003 %00 623 €v°623 00°03 €v'623 0003 00°03 £v'623 0003 0003 0003 623 leaddy| oo
0003 %00 _E13 80°¢13 00°03 80°¢13 0003 0003 | 80¢l3 0003 0003 00°03 &3 dns HOO
00'L3 %8'€ _les 89°923 00°03 89'923 2503 0003___| _9r9z3 0003 0003 00°03 93 WEX?d jnoypm
00'L ¥ %9 '€~ _lz3 89923 0003 89923 2503 8123~ | ve8e3 0003 0003 00°03 823 |d1v/dd wexs yim
VSOA| uojelsyy
00°'L 3 %8’ € LT3 89'923 00°03 89'923 2503 00°03 91923 0003 0003 00°03 9C3 je wexs Yyym|  s|qeliiloN SJo|el |
0003 %0°0 _£13 80°€L3 0003 80°€L3 0003 0003___| _80€L3 0003 0003 0003 _ &3 dns HOO
00°L3 %8’ € L3 89°923 0003 89:923 2503 0003___| _919z3 0003 0003 0003 923 W exa Jnoypm
00V3 | %62Ch- | LT3 89°923 0003 89'923 2503 9ev3 | _zgo0e3 0003 0003 0003 €3 1d41v/dQ wexs ym
VSOA| uojeldyy SS2IYIA
00'L3 %8’ € 123 89923 0003 89923 2503 00°03 91'9¢3 0003 0003 00°03 923 e Wexa Yym|  3|gqelyioN Jojo N
(dourw - Aep
0003 %0°0 L3 1993 0003 19'93 €103 0003|593 0003 0003 0003 L3 V| 1xeu) }salay Siojled ]|
(Jourw - Aep EETRIETN
0003 %00 €13 vE€L3 00°03 ve€L3 9z03 | 0003 80°€L3 0003 0003 0003 €3 V| 1xau)}sajay JOJ0N
6002 H
ui a8} (2+1) (2) oLo0z (1)
papunol Buipunou | eseaioul | buipunod |ul 8bueyo: L0z | Buipunos | Buipunol Buipunoil
wouy abueyo | papunoy | siojeq jesjousb | eiojeq | uoneoo| iuisbueys| aiojeq alojaq 0102 aJojaq
abueyp | leseno| @93 0102 | olL0Z 0L02Z 0L0Z | Jeroosy {uoneoo [ 6002 0Loz |urebueyo| e00z | pepunoy uonduosaq 894
99} JO JUswia|d 99}
99} 0L0¢C 99} JO JudWPv|d m:_umwa juswiadiojud 600¢

{panunuod} (3L$1/8861 IS) 8861 SUONEB[NSIY (SUNSI], pue SUnE[]) AIIYIA SPO0D) AY) JAPUN S IO, ADH

S99 VSOA — Judussassy Joeduw] — winpueiowdp Alojeuedxy 03 D xouuy

XoUUY JO Puo Je S9[qe} 0} A9



143

2]edl}ili8d
0003 %00 013 00013 00°03 00°03 0003 00°03 00°03 0003 0003 00°03 0L3 8jeolldng
(sway
0003 %00 cl3 0L2l3 0003 0L2l3 1103 00°03 66’113 0003 0003 0003 4% Joujw) }se}9y
Sjesas -
0003 %00 613 £5°813 00°03 £5°813 0003 00°03 €583 0003 0003 00°03 6L3 ' ¢c-6 ddns
-mmmmee- Rkl S mmmmmmmm e HOO - shep
0003 %0°0 GZ3 10°623 00°03 10°623 0003 00°03 10623 0003 0003 00°03 GT3 S}ESS +£7 1 UYIM 1S8}ay
41v/dd
00€F %lL'9- _er3 6113 00:03 61.L¥3 L£03 9EV3- | _8LSv3 0003 0003 00:03 _S¥3 je sjess gz - 6
d41v/da
003 %€ "9~ 093 61°093 0003 6t°093 503 9E¥3- LE¥93 0003 0003 0003 793 je sjess + ¢¢
VSOA
00'L 3 %V’ ¢ _ev3 6L L¥3 00°03 6L LY3 €03 1 0003 | _2viv3 0003 0003 00°03 W3 je sjess ¢¢ - 6
: VSOA skep y1
0003 %0°0 093 67°093 00°03 61093 ¥503 1| 0003 S6'653 0003 0003 00°03 093 Je sjeas + €2 UlYyIm}salay 1se}oy ASd
0003 %00 _.8¢e3 51863 00°03 S18¢3 0003 0003___| _siee3 0003 0003 00°03 .83 Siees ¢ -6
0003 %00 2s3 2£°253 00°03 2£°253 0003 00°03 28253 0003 0003 00°03 ¢s3 sjeas +¢¢  ddns HOO
41v/dd
006L3 | %l'9l _80L3 | 692013 00°03 68 793 8603 1 ¥§93- | 803 08'2v3 00°123 001z | €63 lesjeas¢c-6
! d1v/da
00GL3 %S CL SEL3 8L'GEL3 0003 8€'263 2803 | v593 01'863 08'2¥3 00°'123 08’123 0cL3 je sjess + ¢
VSOA
00223 | %9SC _8013 692013 00°03 68793 8503 0003___| _1ev93 08°2h3 00°123 08123 983 je sjeas ¢z - 6
YSOA w>m_u 71 J8A0
00223 | %G'6l GEL3 81'6eL3 00°03 8€°263 2803 00°03 95163 08°Z¥3 00°123 08123 cLL3 Je s}ess + ¢ }so)oJ pue }sa]  1S9]1 ASd
600¢ ;
ul 89} (z+1) (2) 010z i (1)
papunol Buipunou | aseaioul | buipunod |ur sbueys! 0102 Buipunos | Buipunou Buipunoi
woJ} ®mcmr_o papunoy 2l0jaq _m._wcwm 8l0j8q uoneoao| ul abu eyd| alojaq al0ja(q 0L0¢C 2l0jaq
abueyd (% llesonQ| 990102 0L0c 0L0zC 0L0Z | 48A0J8Y :uonedo] | 6002 0L0z |Jurebueyo| 6002 papunoy uonduosaq 994
99} JO JUswd|d 99}
99} 0102 99} JO JusBwd|d m:_uwwu JusawiadIojud 600¢C
(¥691/1861 IS) L 861 suolje|nbay (s}sa]) S9I21YaA J0JON dY} Japun sa94 )sd] ASd

(¥691/1861 IS) L86L suoneNbay (s)so]) SOIOIYSA J0JO|Al B} Japun s8a4 1S9 ] ASd

s994 pasodoud — Ly| xauuy XaUUY JO pUs Je S3[qe) 0) Ao
S99 VSOA — Judussassy Joeduw] — winpueiowdp Alojeuedxy 03 D xouuy




133

‘saljdde @8] a1 Yolym Joj ao1AI8s Jejnolued ay) sainusp|

uonduosaq o9

so94 pasodoud — Ly| Xxauuy

SOJON uwnjo)
s9|ge)} 99} UO SO)JON
00°€3 | %0°00lL- 03 00°03 0003 0003 | 1T€3F 1T€3 €3 Juswaelddng 4a
! 1uswa|ddns
0003 %00 [4 %] 66°LL3 0003 0003 : 0003 66113 L3 SINOH JO INO
| 41v/dad
00€3 | %98 | 23 | ovze3 | 0003 | $8'03 i [Z€3 | 88VEI__ | S€3 je Sewj J8yio v
m 41v/dd 4100
00€3 | %9¢l- 613 £0'613 00'03 0503 | JTE3 08°L23 ce3 je /1s81 lenuuy YUAA
0003 | . %00 | 23 | 9vees | 0003 | __ mm_om.:m::@@m ....... L91E3 | . €3 VSOA 18 sswif J8yio vy
! 410D
0003 %00 6l3 €0'6L3 0003 0503 ! 0003 £6'813 613 VSOAle /1881 |enuuy YUAA
6002 w
ul (€ (€)
o9} p +2+1) olozu i (2) (1)
apunol Buipunol | eseaoul | sbueyo | Loz ur | Buipunou
woil 8 | abueyo | pspunoy | ai0jaq |esouab | uopeoo| i abueyd alojaq
Bueyd % 99} 0L0Z | 0l0C 0L0Z | Jenooay ;| uonyeoo] | 600Z | Pepunoy uonduosaq 994
99}
939} 01L0¢ 99} jo dnayey 600¢

S99 VSOA — Judussassy Joeduw] — winpueiowdp Alojeuedxy 03 D xouuy

puejal| uisyLoN o1 Ajdde osje ses) esay] :gN

(2vL2/2002 IS) 2002 suonenbay
(Buisuaoi pue uoneasibay) s9|2IYaA peoy 9y} Japun S934 9} UOIIN||0d PaINpay

XoUUY JO Puo Je S9[qe} 0} A9




9¢

Buipunou
"'suwN|oo snolAald Z 8y} Jo wins 8y} SI Siy L 210J24 0102

'01/600¢ 10} soa) Buisual| Jayjo se asealoul %G awes ay} 0} }oalgns sem (1/600¢ Ul
Buipuny 8oua9i| Jojelado ul paulelal ped ay -Buipuny 88} 1S9} 0] 80U Jojelado wol) Jajsuel) 8y} JO Jley puC UI SISIUL | 010z ul abuey)n

‘01/600¢ 10} so8} }s3)

Jay)o se asealoul %6 awes ay) 0] 1938lqns usy) Ssem g0z Ul S88) 1S8) 0) paiajsuel) yed sy ‘|oAs| 800z 1e palisjsuel)
a( 0] SalIANoE Jo Bulpun) ulejuIBW 0] PapasU S88) 1S8] Ul 8Sea.oul [B]0) 8yj] JO ey sluasaidal )| ‘600z Ul Buipuny Buipunou
98] 1s8) 0} Bulpun} 8ouadl| Jo1eJadO W) Jajsuel) 8Y) SI 1| 88} 01/600Z 8Y1 Ul Papn|oul JUSWS|S JUSLWa24ojus ay) SI SIy | alojaq 6002

‘Aluo @8] paje|nojes [e10] ay) 0 paljdde si Buipunos — punod jsaiesu ay) 0] papunod Jou ale Buipeay Syl Japun sjuswa|g 1V

"$90U89|| Jojesado A\Sd PajoL)Sal 10 piepue)s Joj seousdl| Jojesado Jo uolenunRuo
pue jueiB uo sea) ybnoiy) Joj) pred Alawio] saniAnoe Jo) sAed os|e Juswa|e SIY] ‘SNIAIOE. 1UBWSI0IUS ASd O] Uolippe U] SASd

'S99} 8[0IydA 90U89l| Jojelado Woly swed Alawio)

S8l]IAIO. JUSWS0I0JUS 0} UOIINGLIU0D 88} 8y "sa)eodliad ajeoldnp Jo sjeadde ‘syjuswajddns sinoy Jo 1no ‘sisejal |eiled o) paiidde jou si (s188) ASd pUB
1 — paJinbai si 8[oIyaA 8y} Jo 18} [N} B uaym Ajuo paiidde s juswsje 8y ‘(JusWa2JOjUS S 0] Palisjel) Paulaouod S9|oIYaA ay) Jo uonelado | ADH) 99} Jo Juswale
|ebo] pue ajes soi0jud pue soueldwod abeinoous 0] SalIANOR pJemo)} S806 Yolym 99 18] 8y} JO JUSWS|S MOYS SUWN|0D 8S8Y] SADH juswiaolojug

01/6002 Ul pabieys Ajlenjoe @a) pepunoi Y] | Papunoy 89} 6002

"90INIBS SAI}08Y)9 1S00 e aplnoid 0} AljIge S, YSOA

pue puewsap [B20] Uo puadap |IM SInoy papus)xa ay} Bulinp s)sa} Jo Ajljige|ieAR JOASMOH "00:0Z O} 00:90 JoA0D 0} sAepyaam [ew.lou

uo SInoy 8109 ay} puaixa 0} sasodoid YSOA L L/0L0Z 104 "SAepung Jo sAepinjes uo sinoy 8102 ou ale aiay ] “sAepljoH yueg Aiojnjels
pue Aeq sewisuy) ‘Aepu4 poos Buipnoxe ‘sAepli4 uo 0£:91 0} 00:80 pue Aepsiny] 0} Aepuoly 00:/1 01 00:80 Ajpuslind ale sinoy
alon -jueoidde ay) Jo 1senbal ay) 18 SIN0OY 8109, SPISIN0 JNO palLIed suoneulwexa Joj pied aq 0y si yoiym uswsjddns e — dng HOO,,

"saljlj1o.} 8y} Jo asn ayj Joj ableyd Alojnie}s
-uou |euonippe ue Aas| Aew sasiwaid ay) Jo Jojesado ay| WSOA Ag ‘papinoid jou Inq ‘parcidde Jo pajeubisap sasiwaid e Jjeis YSOA Aq
1IN0 palied aJe suoljeulwexa asay} — safjioe Bunsa ] paroiddy Jo sasiwald pajeubisaq e 1IN0 palied suoljeulluexs 1oy sea)— . 41V/dd ie,

"pUBjal| UIBYLON Ul YAQ ‘OdY 101 ‘1o YSOA Aq papirold sesiwaid Je 1no pallied suoljeulwexs Jo) ses) — \YSOA le,

S9J0N uwnjo)

so|qe)} 99} UO SAJON

s994 pasodoud — Ly| xauuy XaUUY JO pUs Je S3[qe) 0) Ao
S99 VSOA — Judussassy Joeduw] — winpueiowdp Alojeuedxy 03 D xouuy



LE

"1 1/010Z 1o} 984 pasodoid 8y} smoys 994 010¢
‘adA) 1s8) yoes 4o} swi} abeiane sy} 0} sejewixosdde 0L0z ul
yolym pausaouod sagy ay) Jo Juawala Bunsal ayy 0} uoiiodoid ul ses) jJueasial |je }sbuowe }iids s1]] "dwooul S,YSOA Uo | abueyd uoneoao)
109448 9SI9APE OU UM paAowal 8q 0} sjuswajddns 4 9|qeus 0} s8aj 1S9} 0} pappe aq 0} Sey YdIym Junowe ay} si siy | JBA00DY
"S[9A8| BUIES 8y} 0} SUOIIEIO] |8 Je S99} 010z ul
ay) Bulig o} Alessaoau Junowe papunoJun ay} sl | 'sdd e 1no pauued s)sa} Joj Juawalddns Buiuiewsal ay) senowal siy| | abueyd uoneoo
Buipunou
‘01/600¢ 404 psje|nojes 88} ayy s siy L 810j89 600¢
"Ajuo @8} paje|nojes [ejo} ay) o0} palidde si buipunol — punod }saleau ay} 0] papunoJ jou ale Buipeay siy} Japun sjusws|g
(0d¥)
"99) pasodoud ay} dn ayew yoiym sjuswald sy} SMoys 29} Jo dnaye|
Buipunou
SuwWN[o9 snoiAald € ay} JO wns a8y} SI Sy 810J8q 0102
"2dA) 1s9) yoea 10} awi} abeiane ay) 0} sejewixoidde 0L0zZ ul
YoIym pausaduod sas) ay} Jo Juswa|d Bunsal ay) 0} uouodold ul sasy) jueasial [je 1sbuowe iids s1}] "dwooul S YSOA Uo | abueyd uoneoao)
1081} 9SIaApe OU YlIM paAowal aq 0} sjuswalddns 4 a|geus 0} S99} 1S9} 0} pappe aq 0} Sey Yodiym junowe ayj si siy| Janooay
"S|9AS| BWeS 8y} 0} SUOIBIO] |[e Je S8} 010z ul
ay) Bulq 0} Auessasau Junowe papunodun ay} si'}| 'S4 e Ino paLued s)sa) Jo) Juswa|ddns Buluiewsal ay} seaowal siy| | abueyd uoneso
Buipunou
"01/6002 104 paje|nojeo Juswale bunsa) ay) si siyL 810J39 600¢
"Aluo a9} paje|nales |ejo} ay} 0} paljdde si Buipunos — punod jsaleau ay} 0} papunol jou ale Buipeay siy} Japun sjuswa|g
‘uoneoldde (s1s9)
ay} 1081 40 anoidde pue JBpISUOD 0} JJOM SAlJEJISIUILIPE PUE [EDIUYDS) AlBSSBD8U 8y} Spuny 1l (Suoljels)je a|qelou awos "6°8) uoneuiwexs ASd pue ASH) 98}
INOYJIM paIaAIop S8DIAISS 104 "uoieulwexa jey} Joddns 0} Alessadau S82IAI8S pUB UOIIBUILIEXS 8U}) punj 0} 89} 8y} JO Jusawa|d ay} SI SIyL Jo Juswaje bunsa |
SOJON uwn|o)

so|qe)} 99} UO SAJON

s994 pasodo.d — Ly| Xxauuy XaUUY JO pUs Je S3[qe) 0) Ao

S99 VSOA — Judussassy Joeduw] — winpueiowdp Alojeuedxy 03 D xouuy



8¢

"a9) pasodoud | 1/010Z 1O 98] papunol QL/600Z WOJ) asealoap/asesalou|

600¢
ul 98} papunol
wouy abuey)n

-, SB UMOUS Sasealoap — 98} papunol 1/600Z WO} 98} papunod | L/010Z JO asealoap/asealoul abejuadlod abueyo 9,
papunol

"dn papunou Jano pue dgg umop papunol dgg mojaq "o’ — sajnJ Buipunos oewyjLIe jewlou sasn Buipunoy 99} 0102
Buipunou

99} pasodoud |ej0} ay} dn Bujew sjusws|d 8y} JO wnNs ay |

8104eq 834 010¢

L 1/010Z 4o} pesodoid esealoul jessusb 9,0 8yl

asealoul
|elousb 010z

S9J0N uwnjo)

so94 pasodoud — Ly| Xxauuy

S99 VSOA — Judussassy Joeduw] — winpueiowdp Alojeuedxy 03 D xouuy

so|qe)} 99} UO SAJON

XoUUY JO Puo Je S9[qe} 0} A9




6¢

Gov'v3 000°'GE LG 0Lv'C3 JajleJ) ulepnd 9|Xy €
08€'9¢3 | 000°0. oLl 089813 Jopen ajxe ¢ 1y | 60L°GCL3 0000 A 698'G/3 OlLe J|Xe € + € W
0€5°223 | 000°0L L6 0v.'GL3 Joyoely s|xe z1g¢ | 60S°VLL3 0000 L'¥9 6€9'693 olle 8|xe ¢ + ¢ 18¢
0¥Z'6L3 | 00009 26 02L'€L3 Joypen | 291°/63 00009 8'.G 18V'293 Ole 9|Xe ¢ + ¢ 1€€ - ¢€

9|Xe g1¢¢ - ¢¢
018213 | 000°0S 96l 01L0'83 Jaddn | 012°263 000°0S €89 095'€93 laddn pibu s|xe ¥ 1g¢

pIBu a|xe y 1z¢
068723 | 000°0S g'Gl ovL'LL3 pibu aixe €19z | 0.¥'983 000°0S G'9G 022'8G3 pIbu 9|xe ¢ 192
070613 | 000°0S oclL 0¥0'cL3 pibu axe z1gl | 0G8°CL3 000°0S Sy 009053 pibu o|xe Z 18|
GZ6'GL3 | 000Gy 60l 020°L 13 pibu axez ig) | S6V°293 000°GY 1'8¢ 080'GY3 pibu o|xez I¢|
060713 | 000°GY 1’6 G66'63 pibu ajxe zi1g'2 | 0L2'GS3 000°GY y'ee 08L°0v3 pibu e|xe z1g°/

3 SalN d 3 3 S9N d 3
vd S]S00 S]1S00
vd [eloL | SsalIN abesjN | vdawil 9dAL | vd B0l | Vvd SallN abeaiN | vdawil adA |
"1:Z Jopun isnl Jo OljeJ B[0IYaA 0} I9jIel) JO JUNOJJE BYe)
0] SJ9|iel} o} paAjey ale Ing SajoIYaA Jojow Jo) (abes|iw ay) sajealo
oym Jo ssajpJebal) sajge] YHY Ul pasn se sabes|iw 9|21yaA |B)o}
Juasaidals wnuue Jad sabeaji\ "peaylano Jo Juswale Aue Buipnjoxa
1Ng s9|qe} YHY 9y} Wolj S8|0IYSA JOJoW JO) SISO aoueuaulew

pue alA)} ‘|eldes uo jsaJajul ‘@ouelnsul ‘saouadl| ‘uoneloasdap Buipnjou| ",600Z S9|ge}
s3s09 (174) Ai3snpuj Buisea] pue |ejuay s}s0) BunesadQ |ejo| 150D, VHY :824n0S

Ansnpuj jJybi1ai4 peoy uo 3oayg — Zy| Xauuy

$39J VSOA — JUduIsSassy Joedul] — winpueiowdAl A1ojeue[dxy 0} ) Xouuy

s3s09 buneiado a|21yaA ‘B|21yaA Jad

s)s092 Bunesado a|dIyap




ot

‘sasodind Buijje pow 4o} papis uielund a|xe

€ 9q 0} pawnsse sio|ed] |V "L JLON Jad se jds sapiyan Jojow Aiysnpu| Buisea pue |ejusy :€ 310N
'siaquinu aALIBp 0} Yolym wody aigejiene Ajipeal sainbly ou aouls sigjiel} Jeqmelp 0 10ayd ay) saloubi
AjBuimouy siy1 (8002 99OSL J0 9°'6 8|qe) sonshels 13A) Z00Z S9PIUSA pajenoule pasuadl| yim (01/6002
ue|d sseuisng YSOA Woij) 8//002 104 YSOA Aq paise] sisjies) papialp solle 1o olel Jajiel] 2 310N
9'6 8|qel — ,uonip3 8002

£69'6L1'925'c3 |IBIoL urejug jealo) sonsnels uodsued |, uonealignd 11 woJ paAlap abie| pue wnipaw Joj xiw 189|4 L J1ON

1€871L 202G 13 8/1°GE J8|leJ} Ule)nd 8Xy €

2£G' 142 SAN [B101] 801°/85'023 052 £8/'1613 0l 6.6'80£3 4 012663 L [0l
¥88'L9G' v ¥y L3 09.'¥S Jopey oxe ¢ Wy| 8v.'6GL 93 6Y 8Ly 1523 Z 60.'G21L3 L 03 OIJe BIXB € + € Ipp
€2Z'vEY'80E3 069°ElL Jopey oxe z 1g¢] oLL'viEe L3 zL 03 0 03 03 OIJe BXB € + Z 188
6/5'719'2913 ZL.'8 Joyoey exe zigg -ze| Ge€2443 8 03 0 03 03 olJe 8|Xe g + Z 16€ - Z€
8/1'€1E'0LE3F ey Ll Jaddy pibu sixe y 1zg| 09€°€95°13 9l 01.°163 L 03 03 Jaddy pibu s|xe ¥ 1z¢
80¥'926'8S /3 L6Y'0E pibu eixe ¢ 192] 069'vEE ‘23 12 0.¥'983 L 03 03 pibL 8|xe ¢ 192
¥20'€12'85 /3 GZ8'6E pibu eixe z 181| 00922923 9¢ 058°2/3 L 068223 L 03 pibL 8|xe 7181
T.LE'682°1623 899'8lL piblsjxez 11| GL+'290°13 D G6Y 293 L 03 03 NEYEC AT
¥68'¥£6'C2E LI £96'€6 pibu a1xe g 16°/] 058269 '¥3 G8 0v¥8'0223 ¥ 0Zy'0LL3 4 012'653 ! pibL B|xe 215°/
Vd 150D (€910N) ON Vd 1809 ON Vd 1809 ON Vd 1809 ON Vd 180D ON
abig) wnipaw lews 0JOIN
1o} "y 9z|s ssauisnq JojeladQ

£00¢/cL/LE Je ale VT1dAd
Aq Aj@yesedas payddns sainbiy siajiedy - 0/ZL/LE e 199} Jo} 8}Isgam TN g wolj saunbiy ajoiysaJojow L 31 ON

8.1 °'Ge 99822 siafied |
2e5'L.2 96£'081 S8|21YyaA J0JON 9zZIs 199|4
193]} |ejo L sisquisW YI1YANd
(ousgem y1YA g ©21n0S) sloquiaw Aiysnpuj
%G9 V14Ag Ag pepinoad 1o} Buises| pue [ejual 8|DIYaA |eloiawwod jo uoniodold] BuiseaT @ jejuay
00s‘ove sigjlel|
0002z slojoel) oIy 16°1 oneu Jajes

s}s09 Bunesado a|21yaA ‘ssauisnq Jad
s)s02 Bunjesado a|oIyaA

Anysnpuj ybiai4 peoy uo 3093 — Zy| Xxauuy
$93J VSOA — Juduussassy joedui] — winpueiowdp] A1ojeuedxy 03 ) Xouuy




Iv

Ansnpuj jJybi1ai4 peoy uo 3oayg — Zy| Xauuy

ue|d ssauisng 01/600Z WO} SSWN|OA

$39J VSOA — JUduIsSassy Joedul] — winpueiowdAl A1ojeue[dxy 0} ) Xouuy

abueyn
00'¥23- 1500 do (Aeak
0003 0003 oLoc G pied) ajo1yan
00'vZ3 0023 6002 Jad 9oua21I7 O
Jeak Jad yjuow Jad
S99} paje|al 3|2IYdA 92uddl| O
0003 0003 0003 0003 abueyd
LLELL3 00°0S¢3 00°'L6E3 000523 oLoc
LLELL3 000523 00°L6E3 00°0523 600¢C
abelony uonerep (s1eeh ) JuoD / 1uBID) ddy maN
0seClh Vd suoljenunuod STAN® Vd suoneo|dde
MON
009°L Jeak 00968 anss|
Jad suoneuep Ul S82UBIIT

$99} 90Ud9|| Jad aouadl| O

sabieys YSOA




(44

S0€3- 18°€223 | 98°9/23 Gz €13 18°€/23 160923 olle 3IXE € + € Iv¥
06°€3- €6 9¥23 | v 0523 Sz 23 €5 9ve3 62 V€23 olie BIXe ¢ + Z18€
06°€3- 261223 | z8'Sze3 Gz ZL3 26 1223 89° 6023 llle 9|Xe g + Z1EE - 2¢
ov 013- | ¥96513 | 019913 G8 23- ¥9° G513 67 8513 1o ddi) pibl aIXe y lge
19°013- | 908213 | 99813 G823~ 90'8213 06 0€13 pIBL s1xe €19z
ov L13- | 820013 | €czii3 G8 €3~ 8/ 0013 29 ¥0L3 pIBl 8IXe z 181
ov 113~ | 820013 | cczii3 G8 €3~ 8/ 0013 29 %013 pibL aIxez icL
ov 113- | 820013 | czzii3 G8 €3~ 8/ 0013 29 %013 pIBLI aIXe z1G 2
abuey D 0102 6002 abueyo 0102 600¢C

41V/dd e S1Sal sosiwald YSOAIE SISaL 3101 Yo A

2dA} o|o1yaA Aq sebieyos oo

1yaA Jod YVSOA I€301

£€8°'¢€3 00 }L3- 00'¥3 78 €3 00 L3~ 00'v3 abuey ) }so0d do
V6 €L3 00°9€3 00°893 9 193 00223 00" /S3 0102
11°0L3 00" 2€3 00'v93 29163 00°'8¢3 00°€S3 6002

yana abeisane] 1sejeu 18] yan sbeiere }s8jal }s8 ]

J9|leJ} 9|Xe ¢ J9|le} 9|Xe g J9ed ]
¥SEL3 00€3- 00 V713 6 EL3 00 ¥3- 00V13 ¥S'Z13 00°€3- 00°€L3 abuey 9 ysoo do
¥9'GG L3 00°0.3 00'Sv1L3 90'8¢C1l3 00°€S3 00°0C1L3 8.°00L3 00°'8€3 00°G63 0102
0L'cv 13 00°€.3 00°L€L3 99' vl L3 00° 263 009013 £2°883 00'Lv3 00283 600C

yan
obeioe }sejal 1se ] yona abeisane] 1sejeu 1S9 yan sbeiare }sejal }se ]
9|01 YaA 10}0 W B|XE § 9|01USA 10}0 W B|XEe ¢ 9191YaA J0}0 W B|XEe g EETEN

(41v/da) sasiwaid ySOA-UoU YSOA IV

9183 00°13 0083 L1°83 0013 00°83 abuey9isoo do
76 €L3 00°9¢€3 00°893 9t 193 00°/223 00°/2S3 oLoc
817693 00°S€3 00093 62 €G3 00923 00°6+v3 6002
yoan abesane] 3sajal 1S9 yon abesane 1sajal }1so]
19|lel) 9|xe ¢ 19|lel) 9|xe g IEXCEN
Sl'ic3 0013 00123 Sl 1c3 00°L3 00°LZ3 Sl 0c3 00 L3 00° 023 abuey 9 iso0o do
¥9'GG 13 00°0.3 00'S¥L3 90°821l3 00° €G3 000213 8.°001l3 00°'8€3 00°G63 0L02
6V ¥EL3 00°693 00'vZL3 06°9013 00°2S3 00663 29°083 00°2€3 00°G/.3 600¢
yana
obelane }sejal }so | yon abeisane] }sejal 19 yon abeisane }sajal }sa]
9|01 yoA 1030 W 9|XE { S|0IYaA 10}O W 9|Xe ¢ 901YaA J0}O W 9|Xe g EEIPEIN

Ansnpuj jJybi1ai4 peoy uo 3oayg — Zy| Xauuy

%G9l

si9|led]l %c'GlL

CETRIVEY
10}0 N

so}el ainjie 4

$39J VSOA — JUduIsSassy Joedul] — winpueiowdAl A1ojeue[dxy 0} ) Xouuy

sasiwald YSOA IV

adA}) ajo1yan Aq saaj 3sa]

sabieys YSOA




1374

16192°23-|/2611°8¢3 06°663- 6964513 2 ,e3- | 686893 9v 113- 8% ¥123 sableyd VSOA
00" 03 1L €ELL3 0003 1L€113 0003 1LELL3 0003 1L €113 2oud|| Jad
052 0l 2 | SOOIy oA |BJO |
GE6¥13- |26 9LV'ELT 67 01°93- €9°.%53 z G0 €3~ 18°€.23 3 0003 00°03 0 OlUE BIXE € + € Iv¥
G/ 9v3- Z7'856'C3 [} 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0 0003 00°03 0 olue d|Xe ¢ + Z18¢
L171€3- 8€°GLLL3 8 0003 00°03 0 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0 e
9IXe Z + Z1E€ - 2€
0€.913- | ¥Z06v'C3 9l 9% 013- v9°6G13 [ 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0
laddy piblu aIxe yiz¢
21'9823- LG LGY'EF 1T 19013 908213 | 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0 pIblI 8|xe €19g
Zrzlv3- | ¥6°L29'€3 9¢ 9y 113- 810013 | 9% 113- | 810013 | 0003 0003 0 pibl 8|xe z 18|
GLv613- | 6L°€LLLT Ll 9% 13- 80013 | 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0 pIbl B|xeg el
9/.°¢€/63- | 96°696'83 g8 Z8'6¥3- 01" €0v3 2 16°223- | ss1023 Z 9¥ 113" 870013 [ pIbiI BIxe Z 3167/
600z wouy 0L0z 6002 0Loz 600C wouy 010z 6002 woiy
abueyo VSOA ON woyy 8bueyd [ VSOA ON abueyo VSOA ON abueys 0102 VSOA [ON 9191 YdA
abie wnipa llews 04Ol N
9zls ssaulsnq JojesadQ
(41Vv/da ie s)sa}) ssauisng m::m._wgo 19d wmm:m:o pue sabieyds YSOA|eIOL
19°0vz3 | /2611°8€3 6223 696%5 13 0.°13 G8'6893 G8 €3 8% 123 sabieys VSOA
00°03 LLELLS 0003 LLELLS 0003 LLELLS 0003 1L ELLS @oua| Jad
0SZ 0l 14 ) S9|2IYy oA |ejo L
v 6%¥93 |26 9Lv‘EL3 67 05923 €9°/%G3 z GZEL3 18°€.23 ! 0003 0003 0 olje BIXE € + € ¥
169713 7’85623 zl 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0 0003 00°03 0 olje BIXE ¢ + Z18¢
86°L63 8€°GLLL3 8 0003 00°03 0 0003 0003 0 0003 00°03 0 one
91Xe g +Z1€€ - 2¢€
0003 00°03 0003 0003
ECTER v2 06123 9l G823 v9'6G13 [ 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0
Joddy pibu a|xe ¢31z¢
06°9.3- LG LSY'EF 12 G823 908213 | 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0 pibl 8|xe ¢ 19|
€68¢€13- | ¥6°/29°€3 9¢ G8'E3- 80013 [ G8'E€3- 8170013 ! 0003 0003 0 pibll 8|xe z1g|
Zy G93- 6L €LL13 Ll G8'€3- 810013 | 0003 0003 0 0003 0003 0
80°.2€3- | 96°696°83 g8 6€613- 01°€0¥3 ¥ 0213 651023 Z G8'€3- 8/°0013 [ pIbL BIXe 731G,
6002 wouy 0102 6002 0102 600Z wouy 0102 6002 woly
abueyo VSOA ON woyy 8bueyd [ VSOA ON abueyo VSOA ON abueyd 0102 VSOA [ON 9|21 YdA
abieq wnipap llews 0401 N
9ZIs ssaulsnqg ._O«m‘_mao

Ansnpuj jJybi1ai4 peoy uo 3oayg — Zy| Xauuy

$39J VSOA — JUduIsSassy Joedul] — winpueiowdAl A1ojeue[dxy 0} ) Xouuy

(sosiwaid YSOA }e s}sd}) ssauisnq Buijesado sad sabueyos pue sabieys YySOA |e}OL

sabieys YSOA




144

166'G0L ‘€3 811'/GE'2EF 8€.°786'G3 £92°158'€E3 LTI [ejo L
606' €13 S60°1 093 2£2'1823 660'109'23 8/1'GE Ja|lel} UlHnd a|xy ¢
Zre'eel3 L9v'816°G3 8/2'851°13 €1€210°23 09.%S 10}0B1} 31X € Ipp
L2LVLL3 £19'6/E°)3 088°G/Z3 L19'6/£°13 069°€l 10}0B} B|XE Z }8€
182'6013 8€6'2.83 09S°G.13 8662283 2L.'g 10joe} 8|Xe Z 1E€E - €
G86'GET3 20811223 £7G°89€3 208°11.C3 vZr'Ll Jeddy pibu 8|xe y iz€
8EE'80V3 £85'706'€3 056 793 £85%06°€3 167°0€ pIBL 8|xe €197
8966613 LEV'EL0T3 655 ‘2083 LEV'EL0 V3 5Z8'6¢ pibL 8|xe Z1g|
€1 ¥ET3 962°188°13 661 ‘9.E3 962°188°13 899'8l pibu sxez ig)

699'821°13 881°69v'63 L£5°€68°13 881°69% 63 £96'€6 pibL 8Ixe Z 15"/

600z WOl 8buByD 0102 VSOA 600 WOl bUeyd 0102 VSOA “ON SIOIYBA
41v/dd je sjsel VSOA Je sisal

Ansnpuj jJybi1ai4 peoy uo 3oayg — Zy| Xauuy

Ansnpuj Buisea pue [ejuay ay) buioaje sabueys pue sabieys YSOA |eIoL

$39J VSOA — JUduIsSassy Joedul] — winpueiowdAl A1ojeue[dxy 0} ) Xouuy

sabieys YSOA




9%

%2900 %98G°0 dlv/idgiesisal
%8010 %ELY0 VSOA}e SisaL
0102
600C wouy | sebieyd
abuey VYSOA

S1S02 Aljsnpul

Buisea| pue |ejuau jo uoijiodoad
e se sabieys ul sabueyd
pasodoud pue sabieys YSOA

%1100- %5810

%1000 %G8L°0
oloc
600z woly | sabieydn
abuey VSOA
ablieT

%2 10°0- %96 1°0 %2100- | %€£2z 0
%000°0 %9610 %L000 | %€zZZ 0
0102 0102
6002 sabiey) 600z wouy| sebiey)n
woJj 8bueyd |  VSOA abueyo VSOA
wnipa iy llews

%1 20°0- %88€°0 dlv/ddie sisal
%2,00°0- %88€°0 VSOAle s}sdl
oloc
600C Wol} sabieyn
abueyo VSOA
0.1\

(20us91] UO payloads sajaIyaA ||le Bulwnsse) azis ssauisng Jojetado

S)S09 Sssaulsnq Jojeltado Jo uoipodoud e se sabieyd ul sebueys pasodo.id pue sebteys YSOA

Ansnpuj jJybi1ai4 peoy uo 3oayg — Zy| Xauuy

$39J VSOA — JUduIsSassy Joedul] — winpueiowdAl A1ojeue[dxy 0} ) Xouuy




Annex C to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — VOSA fees
IA3 — Report on Consultation on VOSA Statutory Fees for 2010/11

Introduction

Purpose of consultation

VOSA was seeking views on proposals to revise a number of fees for 2010/11 as summarised below:

e 0% general fees increase for 2010/11
e HGV and PSV test fees are affected by:
= the removal of supplements paid for testing at non-VOSA premises leading to small
increase in fees for tests at VOSA premises
= the final transfer of enforcement costs from operator licence fees to test fees — the
operator licence fees affected are being abolished by the end of 2009/10
* increasing weekday core hours in which no out of hours supplements are payable

Removal of supplements paid for reduced pollution certificate at non-VOSA premises

Executive summary of responses

1. In total 11 respondents provided comments in response to the consultation. The breakdown of
respondents was as follows:

. small to medium 3
Businesses
large 0
Trade Associations 6
Voluntary, Community and Charitable Organisations 1
Government and other Agencies 1
Individuals 0
Others 0

NOTE:
¢ Respondents who offered no comments on the proposals but wished to record their wish to continue
to receive such consultations are not included in the above numbers above.

2. Overall, the majority of respondents supported the proposals. The main concerns expressed in relation to
the questions asked were about VOSA's ability to move as rapidly as planned towards testing at non-VOSA
sites but maintaining adequate availability of testing services. VOSA has a programme which is working
actively with stakeholders to manage these transition processes to achieve the best overall outcome.
Although not within the scope of the consultation, three respondents expressed opposition to the fee reform
process which started with VOSA’s 2009 fee changes and which these proposals complete. These, or
similar objections, had been fully considered in deciding to proceed with the fee reform.

Detailed responses received and chosen solutions

Q1. Do you agree with VOSA’s proposal not to seek an across the board increase in statutory fees
for 2010/11?

Agree: 4
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration,
Sussex

Agree with reservations: 2

Freight Transport Association: “FTA welcomes the proposal for no general increase in fees for 2010/11.
The Association supports VOSA's intention to absorb any increase in costs through greater efficiency and to
reduce its cost base. However before any further closure of HGVTS or decommissioning of lanes VOSA
must clearly demonstrate that Ministers’ commitment to deliver significant benefits and cost savings for
operators, primarily from reduced downtime, is fulfilled.”

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Recent years have seen increases in VOSA fees in excess
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of RPI and this proposal goes some way to reflect the current economic circumstances”.

Disagree: 0

Consideration: The FTA comment on test station closure and lane decommissioning highlights a difficult
balance between VOSA's costs and their ability to provide customer services as the move to ATF testing
develops. Some of VOSA'’s costs will increase as a result of more tests being carried out at ATFs,
particularly where the throughput of tests is lower or cannot justify full time relocation of staff. If, to meet
customer’s service aspirations, VOSA is unable to reduce its cost base by decommissioning test lanes
and/or disposing of test facilities then some of these extra costs will have to be passed on to fee payers.

Action to pursue: Adopt the proposal not to apply a general fee increase for 2010/11 as stated in the
consultation document.

Q2. Do you agree with VOSA’s proposed basis for calculating refunds of operator licence fees
paid before the start of the transition period to cover periods during the transition period and after
abolition?

Agree: 5
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration,
Sussex; British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “... sensible and fair as they help to ensure
vehicle operators do not end up paying twice for their O-licence vehicle fees”.

Agree with reservations: 2

Freight Transport Association: VOSA must make relevant refunds to operators as quickly as possible.
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Given the alterations to combining the O licence and test
fees into one was introduced in 2009 it would have helped those Operators who had already paid their O
licence fees for this year if they could have received refunds prior to April 2010.”

Disagree: 0

Consideration: Unfortunately it is not possible to calculate refunds till the end of the transition year because
changes during 20009/10 could affect the sums to be refunded and the legislation needed to make the
refunds will not be in place.

Action to pursue: Adopt refund the calculation method described in the consultation and strive to dispatch
cheques as soon as possible after calculations can be finalised.

Q3. Do you agree with the proposal to offer additional refunds, on request, to the former holders
of licences which ceased during 2009/10 for the effects of transition up till the date on which their
licence ceases?

Agree: 4
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK
Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Good business practice”

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 1
Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex: “Businesses may be subject to winding up orders or
suchlike. The fees have been paid and unless there is a solid reason for any such claim, let them stand.”

Consideration: Whilst it would be less expensive for VOSA to ignore the fact that those who paid fees
before April 2009 and whose licence ceased during 2009/10 had paid twice for the period from April 2009 till
the end of their licence, it would be unfair. VOSA does, however believe that many such businesses will
have ceased or moved and the costs of dealing with cheques returned as undeliverable would be
disproportionate to the small sums likely to be involved. We therefore proposed to make such refunds, but
only on application. This is the same basis as that on which refunds are currently made on premature
termination of licences. On balance this still seems the fairest course of action.

47




Annex C to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — VOSA fees
IA3 — Report on Consultation on VOSA Statutory Fees for 2010/11

Action to pursue: Make these refunds on application as proposed.

Q4. Do you agree that the expiry date of vehicle discs should be clarified in regulations as
proposed?

Agree: 5

Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration,
Sussex; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Should be a publicity campaign to ensure all operators are
aware of the change”.

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 0

Consideration: Since writing the consultation it has been realised that the inclusion of an expiry date on
discs issued for HGV interim licences, which have no pre-determined life, could mislead operators and
enforcement agencies. We therefore intend to put an issue date on these discs. This is seen as less
misleading to operators and should encourage non-VOSA enforcement agencies to check with VOSA the
continuing validity of discs only where the issue date seems abnormally old or there are other circumstances
which arouse their suspicion. This was been discussed with the main HGV operator trade associations after
consultation closure and they are generally supportive.

Action to pursue:
e specify in regulations expiry date of most discs as proposed in the consultation — but show issue
date for discs issued for GV interim licences.
¢ VOSA will seek to publicise the changes in available media and explore the practicality of including
advice on the changes with discs despatched to operators.

QS. Do you agree that VOSA should remove the remaining supplements for testing HGVs and
PSVs at non-VOSA sites as proposed?

Agree: 6
Thomas Hardie Commercials; Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of
Transport Administration, Sussex

Agree with reservations: 2

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Consideration should be given to encourage the creation of
more ATF’s by introducing a supplement for testing being carried out at VOSA test stations where there are
ATF alternatives in the area. Additionally consideration should be given to a system of cheaper tests
conducted in rural areas where the overhead costs of the test stations are cheaper than urban areas.”

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “ ... the BVRLA has been in principle supportive
of moving testing closer to the point of inspection, especially as this could lead to the
opportunity to reduce costs for our members and their customers. However, given the low level
of interest shown with Authorised Testing Facilities (ATF) perhaps largely driven by the
unattractive commercial terms and the economic downturn, we remain concerned that these
benefits may not be available.

The general feedback from our members has been that the investment needed is not possible
at the current time. We are concerned that this could leave the larger operators who can invest
in ATFs for their own fleets in a far better position than a smaller operator who now has to
travel further for his annual test as there are no ATFs in the area willing to take third party
work.”
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Qs. Do you agree that VOSA should remove the remaining supplements for testing HGVs and
PSVs at non-VOSA sites as proposed?

Disagree: 1

Trailer-care.com: “...fees still weighted in favour of testing at VOSA — no financial incentive to invest in
providing facilities — DPs treated appallingly in terms of service and conditions applied — total charge to end
customer should be the same regardless of location.”

Consideration: The consultation explained that the removal of supplements for testing at non-VOSA
premises was the 2™ step to reflect costs more fairly. It is probable that in 2011/12 VOSA fees for testing at
non-VOSA sites will be lower than at VOSA sites.

Action to pursue: remove supplements for 2010/11 as proposed.

Q6. Do you agree that VOSA should extend its weekday core hours for HGV and PSV testing
without “out of hours” supplements as proposed?

Agree: 6
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration,
Sussex; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK; British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Will provide an improved service for smaller operators who
struggle to get tests during current core hours.”
Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex: “ ... can this proposal be maintained?”

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “ ... pleased that our members will be provided
with increased flexibility at no cost. We hope that VOSA will be in a position to publish
information on those sites with extended opening hours to help operators plan their
maintenance and testing efficiently.”

Agree with reservations: 1

Freight Transport Association: “It is important that availability of testing during “core hours” is not treated
in the same manner as ad-hoc out of ours testing therefore VOSA must publish a list of all locations where
the extended core hours are available to enable operators to efficiently align testing with maintenance”.

Disagree: 0

Consideration: Whilst sympathetic to the comments on publicity of extended hours, the availability at any
particular location will be dependent on local demand and VOSA'’s ability to provide the service in a cost
effective manner. VOSA is investigating the best method of making information available to customers and
will work with ATF providers to do so.

Action to pursue: implement the legislation changes needed to expand core hours and consider how best
to meet customer needs in a viable manner and make customers aware of the service on offer

Q7. Do you agree with VOSA’s proposal to remove location related supplements and change core
hours during which “out of hours” supplements are not chargeable in respect of Reduced Pollution
Certificates?

Agree: 6

Thomas Hardie Commercials; Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of
Transport Administration, Sussex; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK: “Should provide an improved service to operators”

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 0

Action to pursue: implement proposed changes.
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Q8. Do you agree that VOSA should remove the provision for a supplement for carrying out VICs
at non-VOSA premises as proposed?

Agree: 4
ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex; Confederation of
Passenger Transport UK

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree: 0

Action to pursue: remove provision.

Q9. Do you have any comments on the Impact Assessment?

Agree (i.e. No comments): 5
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Institute of Transport Administration,
Sussex; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK

Agree with reservations: 0

Disagree (i.e. comments): 1

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “Having reviewed the impact assessment we
would like to correct the assumptions made on the operating costs of the rental and leasing
industry. Given that our members do not use their vehicles to deliver goods or services, but
are letting the customer use the vehicle for a predetermined period of time, it would be
incorrect to include the same mileage parameter costs as part of their operating costs.”

BVRLA provided an amended table for the per vehicle operating cost of the rental and leasing industry which
differed from that included in the consultation stage Impact Assessment by multiplying the mileage related
costs by between 350 and 600.

“We believe the assessment should show increased costs of between 0.11% for ATF testing
and 0.18% for VOSA site testing for our members. This translates to an additional £3 million of
new costs onto the rental and leasing sector for 2010/11. Whilst we recognise and appreciate
that there is no general increase for the fees this has little benefit to us when we are incurring
another £3 million in new fees”

Consideration: In the IA circulated with the consultation, VOSA used mileage related costs for
maintenance and tyres only, in the belief that the costs of repairing vehicles and maintaining tyres is
generally met by the rental or leasing company and recovered via the hire/lease rate they charge to their
customer. As such it seems wholly appropriate to calculate these costs over the total mileage covered.
Whilst using the alternative mileage would alter the percentage increase in costs to the rental and leasing
sector, it would not alter the total cost to the sector which is dependent on the number of vehicles rather than
their mileage. We also note that the BVRLA puts the additional cost to their business sector as around £3m;
VOSA'’s original calculations show cost increases of between £3.7 and £6m, depending on the ratio of tests
between VOSA and ATFs. On balance we do not feel that a case has been made to alter our original
calculations of the total effect on the sector

Action to pursue: finalise Impact Assessment with no significant change.

Q10. Can you offer any data which can be used publicly to enable the impact assessment to model
the effects on other sectors of VOSA’s customers?

No: 4
Hillwood Auto Engineering; ACPOS; Road Haulage Association; Confederation of Passenger Transport UK;
Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex
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Yes: 0

Consideration: Ideally VOSA would like to be able to model the relative effects on other business sectors in
a meaningful way.

Action to pursue: model effect on road freight transport sector only, whilst continuing to explore meaningful
data for other sectors.

General comments

Historic Commercial Vehicle Society: “Consider it extremely unfair to put operator licence fees onto tests
for heritage vehicles which do not have operators’ licences, note that their vehicles are privately owned and
state that they are not aware of any cases of enforcement amongst their members.”

VOSA Comment: For HGVs, the costs being transferred from operator licensing to testing are not for the
administration or operation of the operator licensing system but for activities to encourage compliance with
and enforce a wide range of laws applying to all GB HGVs and their trailers, whether or not they are
specified on an operator’s licence. Spreading them out over the entire HGV fleet, rather than only those
vehicles specified on operators’ licences leads to a fairer distribution of costs. Historic HGVs and trailers first
used or manufactured before 1/1/1960 and which are used unladen, are exempt from HGV testing and
therefore will not contribute to these costs. Targeting of many activities to encourage and enforce
compliance aims to minimise the effect on those perceived to present the highest risk so a low perceived risk
for heritage vehicles may account for the lack of reported enforcement.

Road Haulage Association: “The RHA still has considerable concern that the ATF run out will occur by the
advised deadlines and that fee’s will stabilise over the next 4/5 years.”

VOSA Comment: VOSA will continue to work with DfT and stakeholders to enable testing services to be
provided in a way that best meets overall customer needs. Future fee stability is dependent not only on the
success of that programme but on general economic circumstances and on VOSA'’s ability to address
historic deficits and align its future cost base to demand for services.

Road Rescue Recovery Association: “Totally unfair. Some people do not need an ‘O’ Licence but are
having to pay more for M.O.T’s. Recovery Vehicles are not under an ‘O’ Licence but have to subsidise those
who are on ‘O’ licences.”

VOSA Comment: The reverse is true. For HGVs, the costs being transferred from operator licensing to
testing are not for the administration or operation of the operator licensing system but for activities to
encourage compliance with and enforce a wide range of laws applying to all GB HGVs and their trailers,
whether or not they are specified on an operator’s licence. Spreading them out over the entire HGV fleet,
rather than only those vehicles specified on operators’ licences leads to a fairer distribution of costs and
removes a subsidy which had previously existed, removing unfairness.

Institute of Transport Administration, Sussex: “... agree with all the proposals put forward by VOSA —
progressive and not too extreme, and, doesn’t appear to be non-customer friendly, well done.”

British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association: “While we note this consultation document is not
intended to examine the principle of the fee structure, we wish to register our ongoing concern with the
inequity of merging the O-licence vehicle fee with the annual test fee and refer you to our detailed comments
outlined previously.”

VOSA Comment: These views were expressed and considered following consultations in 2005/6 and
2008/9. The regime being phased in by April 2010 gives a fairer distribution of costs across the entire HGV
sector compared to the previous system where all fee funded enforcement costs were loaded onto specified
motor vehicles only.
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Summary: Intervention & Options

Department /Agency: Title:

Department for Transport, Impact Assessment of Operator Licensing Fee
Vehicle & Operator Services | Modernisation

Agency

Stage: Implementation Version: 1.0 Date: 25 March 2009

Related Publications:

Available to view or download at: Annexed to Explanatory memorandum at

http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2009/em/uksiem 20090787 en.pdf
Contact for enquiries: John MacLellan Telephone: 0117 954 2531

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

VOSA need to revise a number of fees as part of the implementation of a package of measures to
modernise certain aspects of the operator licensing system for both heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) and
public service vehicles (PSVs). This impact assessment covers full implementation and explains why
a phased approach is being taken to implementation.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The objectives are to reduce costs for both customers and VOSA by reducing the number of separate
payments that customers must make to VOSA,; and to spread the costs of VOSA's enforcement
activity across all operators and vehicles. This is to be achieved by transferring certain costs currently
funded via operator licensing related fees to annual vehicle test fees. This change is being
implemented over 2 years.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

1. Fee levels: HGV — apply fees to (a) motor vehicles only; or (b) both motor vehicles and trailers.
2. Implementation in a) April 2009, b) phased with half of the costs to be transferred in April 2009 and
and completion of costs transfer to testing, in April 2010

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Reviews will be integrated with future fee reviews which normally occur on an annual
cycle.

Ministerial Sign-off For Implementation Stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister:

JiM FIZpatriCk ... Date: 25 March 2009
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Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: 1(b) & Description: Apply fees to motor vehicles and trailers; Return fees
2(b) paid for services by cheque
ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ Transitional costs of making refund payments of
One-off (Transition) Yrs | £150k will fall on VOSA in 2010/11. Transitional costs of £274k
o | £ 424k 1 will fall in 09/10 to industry in terms of lost interest on 'vehicle fees
lu_> paid in advance' that are not refunded until full implementation.
O | Average Annual Cost
© | (excluding one-off)
£ Nil Total Cost (PV) | £ 405k
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ None identified
ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ Benefits are the savings made by the reduced
One-off Yrs | numbers of financial transactions and fairer spread of recovery of costs,
£ 274k across all affected groups from 2010/11. The estimated £1.6m per year
(at 2008 prices) of benefit will rise in 10/11 onwards following full
ﬂ abolition of the separate operator licensing fees. Interest revenue of
T £274k will accrue to VOSA from payments not refunded until full
% . implementation. Within the overall transport sector, £10.5 m of costs will
w | Average Annual Benefit transfer from the vehicle operating sector to the rental and leasing sector
@ | (excluding one-off) (less than 0.2% of their estimated vehicle costs).
£ 1625k Total Benefit (Pv) | £ 1782k
Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ Those currently electing to pay
vehicle related fees annually will have to change windscreen discs less often.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks Main assumptions are that volumes of vehicles operated and

tested will not change dramatically.

Price Base Time Period Net Benefit Range (NpPv) NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
Year Years 2 £ N/A £1377k
2008
What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? Great Britain
On what date will the policy be implemented? April 2009 & April 2010
Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? VOSA
What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ Nil
Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? N/A
Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? N/A
What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ N/A
What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ N/A
Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition? No
Annual cost (£-£) per organisation Micro Small Medium Large
(excluding one-off)
Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A
Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)
Increase of £0 Decrease of £1.5m Netlmpact £1.5m
Kev: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Evidence Base (for summary sh

[Use this space (with a recommended maximum of 30 pages) to set out the evidence, analysis and
detailed narrative from which you have generated your policy options or proposal. Ensure that the
information is organised in such a way as to explain clearly the summary information on the preceding
pages of this form.]

General Background

1. Following a Departmental consultation with industry in 2005/06, the then Transport Minister announced in
December 2006 that certain operator licensing fees would be removed and the income to VOSA would instead be
gathered as part of the annual test fee. A key aim is to reduce the number of financial transactions between
operators and VOSA and the associated costs of processing payments. The change is also being made to spread
the costs of VOSA's enforcement activity across all operators and vehicles.

2. The affected fees are:
e Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs):

o fees to be abolished - all vehicle related operator licensing fees (which include those paid for
vehicles on interim licences);

o fees to which the costs will be transferred - HGV test fees for motor vehicles and trailers except
fees for ‘partial’ retest up to 14 days after refusal of a test certificate and supplements for testing
out of hours or at designated premises.

e Public Service Vehicles PSVs):
o fees to be abolished - all operator licensing fees except:
» those charged for applications for new licences or to vary existing licences; and
= those charged for continuation of special licences for operators providing local services
with licensed taxis;

o fees to which the costs will be transferred - all PSV test fees except fees for retest up to 14 days
after refusal of a test certificate and supplements for testing out of hours or at designated
premises.

Customer benefits

Reduced operator costs because of fewer operator licence fee transactions

3. The main customer benefit from this fee reform is that fewer individual payments have to be made to VOSA.
HGV operators will still have to notify changes of vehicles specified on their licences on grant, continuation and
when vehicles change, but will no longer have to make a payment related to the number of vehicles specified. PSV
operators will still have to communicate with VOSA, when their licences are granted or continued and when discs
are issued, but those transactions will no longer have to be accompanied by a payment. Operators will therefore
save costs in internal financial administration and transaction charges from banks associated with making these
payments. The estimated savings from the reduction in these transactions were estimated at £1.5 million at the
time that the DfT Simplification Plan was published (representing 150k transactions @ £10°). .

4. There will be additional benefits to businesses which pay vehicle related operator licence fees annually.
Currently they are issued with windscreen discs valid for up to 1 year. In future, they will be issued with windscreen
discs valid for up to 5 years. They will therefore not need to fix new windscreen discs to their vehicles so often,
saving the cost of this operation. We have not been able to monetise this saving because of lack of reliable data
on the frequency of the need to replace discs due to fading and other wear and tear factors.

5. The impact of these benefits will be realised from the point of full implementation of the change, ie the
removal of the relevant operator licensing fees. None of the benefits above will be achieved mid-way through a
phased approach. However, transaction minimisation is not the only benefit to industry overall as explained below.

Fairer distribution of costs of compliance monitoring and enforcement.

6. A significant element of the work carried out by VOSA is to monitor compliance with legal requirements relating
to the use of commercial vehicles in GB and, where appropriate, initiating enforcement action (generally referred to
as “enforcement”). This activity is currently funded from 2 sources: by DfT from general taxation; and by vehicle
related fees charged to licensed operators.

! Transaction costs modelled at 2005 prices and as included in DfT Simplification plan following stakeholder
consultation.
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7. In the case of HGVs, this means that trailers and motor vehicles which are not specified on operator licences,
either because they are used for short periods and do not have to be specified (“on the margin”); or are outside the
scope of operator licensing, make no contribution towards the costs of enforcement.

8. In the case of PSVs, where fees are charged for operator licence discs, which are not vehicle specific, most
operators have more discs than vehicles to aid operational efficiency. Arguably they are meeting enforcement
costs disproportionately.

9. There will therefore be financial 'winners and losers' through moving largely enforcement costs recovery from
relevant operator licensing fees to the annual test fee, but the industry overall will benefit from a fairer spread of
these costs. Vehicles which do not attract operator licensing vehicle fees now, will pay more because they do not
currently contribute to enforcement costs. Operators running vehicles which do currently pay vehicle fees, will pay
less overall because enforcement costs are spread more widely.

10. Amongst the “losers” will be the rental and leasing sector. More detail on this sector is at paragraph 28. Other
losers include the owners of “private” HGVs and PSVs, such as horse boxes and preserved vehicles; and of
specialist vehicles, such those used by fairground proprietors. Whilst many of these users may be exempt from
some requirements such as drivers’ hours, they still need to maintain their vehicles and not overload them. Whilst
it has been argued that they pose a low risk because of the low mileages they operate, the same argument can be
used between operators whose compliance standards differ. The costs of setting up and maintaining a separate
test fee for this small proportion of the vehicle population would be high, and if split among the beneficiaries of the
reduced fee, could well negate any saving. There would also be the potential for abuse by some seeking to claim
the exemption falsely.

11. If this change were to be imposed in a single year, the average additional cost per vehicle to the annual test
would be up to about £40, which is a very significant test fee increase, for those outside the operator licensing fee
regime. We do not consider this would be an acceptable annual fee increase to those affected even if the benefits
from reduced transactions were being realised at the same time. We have therefore considered the impacts of a
phased approach, with a transfer of costs over two years. This will modify the effect of the change for operators of
vehicles which will be contributing to the cost of enforcement for the first time, yet not delay implementation so that
the overall benefits cannot be realised in a reasonable timeframe. We therefore propose that half of the change
will take place in 2009 and the remainder in 2010. Annex 1 sets out the costs and benefits of proceeding in
phases and the overall effect of full implementation.

Fee levels & VOSA costs

11. The elements to be taken into account in setting the revised fee levels for full implementation are:

e fransfer of the income from fees being abolished to appropriate test fees, taking into account any shift in
the balance of enforcement activities between HGVs and PSVs and, for HGVs between motor vehicles
and trailers;

e costs of the fee refund process;
e |oss of interest on 'fees paid in advance'; and

e reduced VOSA costs because of fewer operator licensing fee transactions.

12. The elements to be taken into account in setting the revised fee levels for phase one (half) implementation
are:

e transfer of the income from fees being abolished to appropriate test fees, taking into account any shift in
the balance of enforcement activities between HGVs and PSVs and, for HGVs between motor vehicles
and trailers.

Transfer of income from fees to be abolished

13. Details of VOSA income to be transferred through full implementation is approximately £23.3 million and is set
out in Annex 2. The estimated amount to be transferred for phase one implementation is half of this total amount,
approximately £12 million.

Costs of refund process
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14. £150k - see paragraph 34 below for more detail. VOSA would not recover these costs until 2010/11 under the
proposed phased approach.

Loss of interest on “fees in advance”

15. VOSA currently earns interest on the operator licensing vehicle fees paid in advance. Loss of this interest,
estimated as £1.5m?” per year, will have to be reflected in the fee levels set in the future. As a consequence of the
planned 2010/11 refund of fees paid in advance, this money will become available for operators at the point of full
implementation (2010/11). They will then be able to earn interest on this recouped finance. The overall impact on
operating costs should therefore be neutral in 2010/11. It is therefore not shown as either a cost or benefit in the
Summary: Analysis & Evidence.

Reduced VOSA costs because of fewer operator licensing fee transactions

16. One of the main aims of the proposed fee restructure is to reduce the number of financial transactions between
VOSA and its customers. This will reduce costs for both. We estimate a cost reduction for VOSA of approximately
£50,000 pa from 2010/11 which will be reflected in future fees. There will be no reduction of VOSA costs, during
the process of phased implementation .

Transitional cost associated with phased implementation

17. Phased introduction will result in a one off cost for those vehicles whose operator licence fees have been paid
in advance. This is around £20 per vehicle. The estimated total is £273,800. This is based on the £20 cost and
associated interest. Refunds will be made in 2010/11 once abolition has taken effect. This means that in 2009/10
there will be a £1 per vehicle cost in lost interest .Our assessment is that this will be around £0.3m. This is based
on an assessment of the proportion of HGV and PSV operators pre paying (74,0003); the average number of
vehicles per HGV licence (we cannot estimate average number of PSVs per licence because of discs are not
issued for specific vehicles) and the interest on the additional £20 an operator will pay per vehicle in 2009/10 (£1).
This is based on the best data we have. The cost to operators with more pre paid vehicles than average will be
more; and for those with fewer less.

Apportionment of increases by vehicle type

18. Costs have been split between HGV and PSV fleets in proportion to the time spent by VOSA on enforcement
activities on each fleet. There has been a shift in the balance of enforcement activities from PSVs to HGVs. This is
reflected in the apportionment, between the two, of the income to be transferred.

19. Within the HGV fleet, three options of how to apportion the additional test fees have been considered:
o fee addition only to motor vehicle regardless of size;
o fee additions for both motor vehicles and trailers, in proportion to identified effort on each, but
regardless of number of axles; and
o fee additions for both motor vehicles and trailers, in proportion to identified effort on each, but varying
also by number of axles.
We are able to identify the time spent on activities directly related to motor vehicles; that on trailers; and that not
specifically attributable to particular vehicle types — e.g. a vehicle examination is specific to a motor vehicle or a
trailer; a driver’s hours check is specific to a motor vehicle; a weight check is not specific to either. We therefore
propose to split these costs between motor vehicles and trailers in proportion to the enforcement effort associated
specifically with each type of vehicle. We also considered whether we had evidence that the time taken for
enforcement activities differed significantly by size of vehicle. Whilst it may be expected that the time for some
activities, such as vehicle examinations or weighing, will vary with the number of axles - other activities, such as
drivers’ hours checks, are independent of vehicle size. We have no evidence to enable us to quantify such
differences and therefore propose to apply the same level of increase to all sizes of motor vehicle. Similarly, we
propose to raise the proportion of overall cost apportioned to trailers equally from each trailer regardless of size or
weight.

20. Within the PSV fleet, the issue of splitting between motor vehicles and trailers does not arise and similar
considerations apply to different sizes of PSV. We therefore propose to apply the same fee increase regardless of
vehicle size.

% This figure is based on interest rates received in September 2008. Whilst this will reduce if interest rates fall,
income lost will still hae to be replaced from fee income.
% Some 72% of 98,000 HGV operators pre-pay; and some 38% of 9,000 PSV operators pre-pay
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21. Annex 3 shows the calculations to apportion the income to be replaced between HGVs and PSVs; and for
HGVs between motor vehicles and trailers; with the resulting test fee increases for full and, separately, phased
implementation.

Treatment of retests

22. We considered how retests following test failure should be treated. There are 3 levels of retest. For retests
within 14 days of a failure, a partial test is carried out at reduced fee, to reflect the shorter retest time. Beyond 14
days a full test is carried out and a full test fee charged. The vast majority of retests (over 98%) are partial retests.
Full retests represent around 0.35% of all full tests. The original thinking, when fee reform was announced, was
that retests should not contribute to the costs being transferred. However to differentiate in fee between a full test
and a full retest would mean creating 6 additional fees with added cost and complexity. If that cost were to be
recovered from the full retests, there is a possibility that the fee for a full retest would be little different from than
that for a full test which was not a retest. On balance therefore, we propose to spread the costs of enforcement
across all full tests including retests which require a full test.

Proposed fees

23. See Annex 1.i

Costs of refund process

24. £150k - see paragraph 34 below for more detail.
Loss of interest on “fees in advance”

25. VOSA currently earns interest on the fees paid in advance. Loss of this interest, currently estimated as £1.5m
per year, will have to be reflected in the fee levels set in future. However, since this money will now be available for
operators to earn interest the overall impact on operating costs should be neutral. It is therefore not shown as
either a cost or benefit in the Summary: Analysis & Evidence. This figure reflects the interest rate achieved when
the IA was being prepared. Any reduction in the interest rate obtained would be reflected in a shortfall in income
received. VOSA would have to replace that income from fees. Regardless of whether the shortfall arose from loss
of interest from advance fees paid, or from a reduction in the interest rates available in the market, costs to be
covered would remain the same and would have to be met from fees.

Reduced VOSA costs because of fewer operator licensing fee transactions

26. One of the main aims of the proposed fee restructure is to reduce the number of financial transactions between
VOSA and its customers. This will reduce costs for both. We estimate a cost reduction for VOSA of approximately
£50,000 pa.

Modelling the effects on businesses

27. The effects on costs to the HGV business sector as a whole are modelled in Annex 4 for full and, separately,
phased implementation, and include transitional costs. We were unable to locate published data on operating costs
for PSVs. Were such data available we have no reason to believe that the effect of the proposed changes in
VOSA fees, as a proportion of total operating costs, would be of a different order of magnitude to that for HGVs.

28. Within the HGV sector there will be winners and losers. One particular sub-sector who will have to
bear additional costs is the rental and leasing sector. This was recognised when the decision was taken in 2006 to
implement these fee reforms. Using figures published by British Vehicle Rental and Leasing Association (BVRLA)
on the number of vehicles supplied by their members and in the sector as a whole, the fee changes will increase
the costs to the leasing sector by just under £10.5 million. Their prime concern was that in a competitive market
they would be unable to pass on this cost increase to their customers, particularly where vehicles were covered by
long term hire contracts. However, using RHA published figures the vehicle ownership costs (excluding fuel and
drivers) of the sector are around £5.5 billion. Thus the change will add just under 0.2% to operating costs. To put
this in context, a test fee increase averaging 73p per week will need to be added to an average rental charge of
£500,per week. This tends to validate the view taken in 2006 that absorbing or passing on these costs to
customers, most of whom will benefit from the reduced operator licensing fees, is not unreasonable. There has
also been a lead time of over 2 years between announcement that fee reforms were to go ahead and the first stage
of implementation. The implementation of the change is also to be phased over 2 years to further ease the impact
on businesses.
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Transition arrangements
Background to transition arrangements

29. The relevant operator licensing fees can be paid in advance to cover services delivered over a period of one or
five years after the fee is paid. Operators gain an advantage in terms of having a set pre paid cost. Thus, at any
time, VOSA is holding a balance of fees paid in advance for services yet to be delivered. When the funding for
these services shifts from the operator licensing fee to the test fee, the amount held by VOSA for services yet to be
delivered has to be returned to the operators, otherwise they would be paying twice for the same service.

30. There are approximately 98,000 GV and 9,000 PSV licences in existence. The holders of the vast majority of
these licences will have paid for services beyond the changeover date. The total sum held as “fees in advance” for
the fees to be abolished varies from month to month, but is of the order of £30 million. Individual operator
entitlements vary according to the number of vehicles paid for and the length of time until the next fee due date.
The refund calculation will also take into account the effects of the staging of the change over 2 years. The refund
entittement cannot be calculated until the 2" stage has been completed.

Dealing with 'fees paid in advance'

31. Early consideration was given to how money should be returned to operators. Options considered were:
a) do not attempt to return the money;
b) provide a credit which could be used against future test fees; or
c) refund the money to operators.

32. Option a) was dismissed as being unfair since some users would have to pay twice for the same services.

33. In considering option b) we know that a very significant proportion of test fees is paid by maintenance
contractors or rental / leasing companies, rather than operators and that some operators use several contractors.
If any form of credit were to be adopted, arrangements would need to be made to enable operators to transfer
credits to contractors. Credits may also need to be split amongst several contractors or in-house maintenance
units. This would create a significant administrative burden for operators, contractors and VOSA, which could
negate the benefits of reduced administrative burdens and add significant cost to the refund process.

34. Option c) is therefore seen as the only practical option. We have considered two methods of repayment —
cheque or credit transfer. VOSA does not maintain, nor does it wish to maintain, bank account details of the
maijority of operator licence holders. Whilst it would be possible to use credit transfer for those operators whose
account details we hold, this would add to the complexity of the process - making it slower, more costly and higher
risk. This method was therefore rejected.

35. We therefore propose to refund the money by cheque to operators.
Reducing the value and number of refunds

36. As mentioned in paragraph 9 above, we intend to stage the introduction of the changes in this impact
assessment over 2 years. To reduce the value and number of refunds needed, we also wish to change the basis
for payment for those fees which are due to be phased out and which fall due for payment in 2009/10. We propose
that any such payments which fall due from the introduction of 2009/10 fees should cover only the period until the
end of March 2010 and be calculated on a pro-rata basis for each month or part month. Currently PSV disc fees
are per month but HGV vehicle related fees are per quarter. We propose to apply the most generous of the 2
current approaches. This is the same basis that we propose for calculating refunds. The aim will be to ensure
parity between different fee payers, regardless of when payment dates fall due..

Costs of calculating and making refunds

37. The main one-off costs of the refund process are:
e the bespoke program required to calculate the refunds;
e the cost of outsourced* cheque production and its supervision; and
e bank charges per cheque issued.

The overall cost of the above is estimated at £150k.

* Using in-house resources would mean that payments would have to be staggered over many months which we
regarded as unacceptable.
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38. We considered whether this should be deducted from the money to be refunded or taken into account in setting
future fee levels. The main beneficiaries of the change are future fee payers because of savings from fewer
individual transactions. We therefore propose to include the net cost of the repayment in the calculation of the
revised fees for 2010/11.

Specific impact tests

Competition assessment
39. The change in funding will affect HGV and PSV industries in slightly different ways.

40. In the case of HGVs, there will be a difference in impact between operators:
¢ those who operate only vehicles “specified” on their licences will see their overall fees reduced, whereas
those who operate vehicles on short term “hires” which are not “specified” on their licences will experience
increased costs for these vehicles, reflecting the increased test costs;
o those operating trailers will see their costs increase for the same reason.
The change to fee costs for individual businesses will vary according to the mix of specified and unspecified motor
vehicles and trailers in the individual fleet. Moving to payment via test fees will ensure more proportionate balance
across the full vehicle fleet. It is also noted that vehicle rental and leasing companies will see their costs increase,
however the effect be in proportion to fleet size so should not affect competition between such companies.

41. The situation is different for PSVs, where the relationship between the number of vehicles “in possession” and
the number of vehicle discs issued is less clear. Some operators have more vehicles than discs because of “spare”
vehicles — others have more discs than vehicles to enable them to cover short term and seasonal peaks or to take
new vehicles into their fleet without having to immediately remove another vehicle. Industry wide, there are about
10% more discs on issue than vehicle tests each year. Thus those with more discs than vehicles will save money,
whereas those with more vehicles than discs will pay more.

42. In either case, the changes represent such a small proportion of the overall cost of owning and operating a
vehicle that they will not affect competition.

Small firms impact test

43. Over half of all licensed goods vehicle operators operate between one and five vehicles, so a large proportion
of the businesses affected by these changes could be small businesses.

44. A number of small businesses were asked for their views in the consultation either directly or through their
membership of trade and business associations, such as the Road Haulage Association, the Freight Transport
Association, the Confederation of Passenger Transport, the Retail Motor Industry Federation and the Federation of
Small Businesses. No issues were raised by respondents on the relative treatment of large and small licensed
operators.

45. Almost all fees subject to fee reform are dependent on the number and type of vehicles involved. The
exception is for operator licensing fees which apply per licence. The effect of the changes on a one vehicle HGV
business is estimated to be a reduction of 0.017% on total costs. The effect on a four vehicle business is estimated
to be a reduction of 0.003% on total costs, which represents an extremely small proportion of such costs. Therefore
small businesses will benefit from the changes and none should be unduly disadvantaged.

46. It is not possible to model the effect of the changes on PSV operators as we have no details of their costs.
However, as a larger number of PSV fees are to be abolished and PSV operators carry out transactions more
frequently than HGV operators it is expected that their operating costs will also fall as a result of these changes.

Race, disability and gender equality; and human rights

47. The proposed fee changes are not believed to have any effect in the areas of race equality, disability equality,
gender equality or human rights.

Specific impact tests not carried out
48. Other specific impact tests were not carried out since the proposed fee changes do not impact on these areas.

+
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Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the potential impacts of your
policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are contained within
the main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

B Type of testing undertaken | Results in | & Results
Evidence Base? | annexed?
Competition Assessment Yes No
Small Firms Impact Test Yes No
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No No
Other Environment Yes No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality Yes No
Disability Equality Yes No
Gender Equality Yes No
Human Rights Yes No
Rural Proofing Yes No
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Annex 1 Fees

Annexes

NOTE: all fees shown at 2008/9 levels. Changes actually applied in 2009/10 and 2010/11 will be affected by general fee
changes in those years, the impact of which will considered in the Impact Assessment for VOSA fee revisions 2009/2010.

HGYV Test Fees affected by merger
Fee Current Fee O licence vehicle fee Fees before effect of
Description merger changes general fee changes
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 1 Phase 2
2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11
Motor Vehicle
Test & 2 Axle At VOSA | £51 £18 £18 £69 £87
retest Site
beyond 14 At £64 £18 £18 £82 £100
days DP/ATF
3 Axle At VOSA | £73 £18 £18 £91 £109
Site
At £86 £18 £18 £104 £122
DP/ATF
4 Axle At VOSA | £96 £18 £18 £114 £132
Site
At £109 £18 £18 £127 £145
DP/ATF
Trailer
Test & 1 Axle At VOSA | £25 £7 £7 £31 £39
retest Site
beyond 14 At £32 £7 £7 £39 £46
days DP/ATF
2 Axle At VOSA | £38 £7 £7 £45 £52
Site
At £45 £7 £7 £52 £59
DP/ATF
3 Axle At VOSA | £48 £7 £7 £55 £62
Site
At £55 £7 £7 £62 £69
DP/ATF
HGYV O Licence Fees affected by merger
Fee Description Current fee 2009/10 fee 2010/11 fee
2008/09( (before effects of
general fee
changes)
Vehicle fees Per quarter (or 5 years in £10 N/A
(per specified part thereof) advance (£40 pa) Fee abolished — refunds made
motor vehicle) 1 year in advance | £12 following 2010/11 fee changes for
(£48 pa) payments made before phase 1 of
transition process
Per month (or For period till N/A £2 N/A
part thereof) 31/3/10 (annual
(Note 1) equivalent
between £24 and
£2 depending on
due date)
N/A N/A Nil

Note 1: Fee payable only if payment of fee would have been made during 2009/10
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Annex 1 Fees

PSV Test Fees affected by merger

Fee Description Current Fee O licence vehicle fee merger Fees before effect of general
changes fee changes
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 1 Phase 2
2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11
PSV Test + retest | 23 + seats | At VOSA £84 £20 £20 £104 £124
beyond 14 days Site
At £96 £20 £20 £116 £136
DP/ATF
9-22 At VOSA £59 £20 £20 £79 £99
seats Site
At £71 £20 £20 £91 £111
DP/ATF
PSV O Licence Fees affected by merger
Fee Description Current Fee Phase 1 Phase 2
2008/9 2009/10 2010/11
Grant or continuation - 2008/9 5 years in £148 N/A
standard or restricted advance (£29.60 pa) Fee abolished — refunds made
following 2010/11 fee changes for
payments made before phase 1 of
1 year in £29 transition process.
advance
2009/10 Per month N/A £1 N/A
(or part (annual
thereof) till equivalent
31/3/10 between £12
(Note 1) and £1
depending on
due date)
2010/11 N/A N/A Nil
Vehicle disc 2008/9 5 years in £6 N/A
(per month or part thereof) advance (£72 pa) Fee abolished — refunds made
following 2010/11 fee changes for
1 year in £7 payments made before phase 1 of
advance transition process.
2009/10 For period N/A £3 N/A
till 31/3/10 (annual
(Note 1) equivalent
between £36
and £3
depending on
due date)
2010/11 N/A N/A Nil
Duplicate disc fee £15 £7.50 Nil

Note 1: Fee payable only if payment of fee would have been made during 2009/10
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Annex 4 — Effect on HGV sector operating costs
Vehicle operating costs

Per vehicle costs

Source: RHA "Goods Vehicle Operating Costs 2008".
Type Time PA Mileage costs Miles PA Total PA
£ p Miles £

7.5t 2 axle rigid 39,115 38.7 45,000 56,530
12 - 14t 2axle rigid 43,930 44.7 45,000 64,045
17 - 18t 2 axle rigid 49,400 51.4 50,000 75,100
24 - 26t 3 axle rigid 56,970 65.3 50,000 89,620
32t 4 axle rigid tipper 61,830 78.7 50,000 101,180
32 - 33t 2 + 2 axle artic 61,563 67.2 60,000 101,883
38t 2 + 3 axle artic 68,358 74.5 70,000 120,508
44t 3 + 3 axle artic 74,538 82.4 70,000 132,218

Per business costs

No of artic tractors 121,600 No of trailers 240,350 Trailer ratio  1.98

Business Size
Micro Small Medium Large
No CostPA | No | CostPA | No Cost PA No Cost PA
£ £ £ £
7.5t 2 axle rigid 1 56,530 | 2 113,060 | 4 226,120 | 90 5,087,700
12 — 14t 2axle riaid 18 1,152,810
17 — 18t 2 axle rigid 1 75,100 | 2 150,200 | 36 2,703,600
24 — 26t 3 axle rigid 1 89,620 | 31 2,778,220
32t 4 axle rigid tipper 1 101,180 | 16 1,618,880
32 — 33t 2 + 2 axle artic 2 203,766
38t 2 + 3 axle artic 12 1,446,098
44t 3 + 3 axle artic 1 132,218 | 2 264,436 | 45 5,949,816
Total 1 56,530 | 4 320,378 | 10 831,556 | 250 | 20,940,889

NOTE 1: Fleet mix for medium and large derived from DfT publication “Transport Statistics Great Britain
2007 Edition” — Table 9.6

NOTE 2: Trailer ratio for artics divided trailers tested by VOSA for 2006/7 (VOSA Business Plan 2008/9)
with licensed MVs 2006 (DfT statistics table 9.6 — see above). This knowingly ignores the effect of
drawbar trailers since no figures readily available from which to derive numbers.
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Annex D to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — Operator Licence Fee Reform
Annex 5 — Effect on operating costs fro Rental and leasing sub-sector

Financial effect of operator licensing fee reform on rental and leasing
sector

Vehicle operating costs

per vehicle costs

NOTE: These costs are derived from cost tables for 2008 published by the RHA. They include depreciation, insurance,
interest on capital, tyre and maintenance costs for motor vehicles from the RHA tables but exclude any element of
overhead. Mileages per annum are as used in RHA tables for motor vehicles but halved for trailers to take account of
trailer to vehicle ration of just under 2:1.

Source: "RHA Cost tables 2008" (see NOTE)
Type Time PA Mileage costs Miles PA Total PA
£ p Miles £

7.5t 2 axle rigid £9,930 8.7 45,000 £13,845
12 - 14t 2axle rigid £10,930 10.4 45,000 £15,610
17 - 18t 2 axle rigid £12,600 11.4 50,000 £18,300
24 - 26t 3 axle rigid £16,790 14.8 50,000 £24,190
32t 4 axle rigid tipper £19,960 18.7 50,000 £29.310
32 - 33t 2 axle tractor £12,740 8.8 60,000 £18,020
38t 2 axle tractor £14,720 9.0 70,000 £21,020
44t 3 axle tractor £17,720 9.9 70,000 £24,650
3 Axle curtain sided trailer £2,640 5.5 35,000 £4,565
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Annex D to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — Operator Licence Fee Reform
Annex 5 — Effect on operating costs fro Rental and leasing sub-sector

Rental & leasing fleet operating costs

Proportion of commercial vehicle rental and leasing fleet provided by BVRLA 65%
members (source BVRLA website)

BVRLA members | Total fleet

Motor
Fleet size vehicles 180,396 277,532
Trailers 22,866 35,178

NOTE 1: motor vehicle figures from BVRLA website for fleet at 31/12/08 -
trailers figures supplied separately by BVRLA are at 31/12/2007

NOTE 2: Fleet mix for motor vehicles derived from DfT publication
“Transport Statistics Great Britain 2007 Edition” — Table 9.6

BVRLA Fleet Total fleet
No Cost PA No Cost PA
7.5t 2 axle rigid 64,943 £899,129,743 99,912 £1,383,276,528
12 - 14t 2axle rigid 12,989 £202,750,672 19,982 £311,924,111
17 - 18t 2 axle rigid 25,977 £475,379,539 39,965 £731,353,137
24 - 26t 3 axle rigid 22,369 £541,108,626 34,414 £832,474,809
32t 4 axle rigid tipper 11,545 £338,394,033 17,762 £520,606,204
32 - 33t 2 axle tractor 1,443 £26,005,887 2,220 £40,009,057
38t 2 axle tractor 8,659 £182,012,348 13,322 £280,018,997
44t 3 axle tractor 32,471 £800,417,052 49,956 £1,231,410,849
Total motor vehicles 180,396 £3,465,197,901 277,532 £5,331,073,693
Total trailers 22,866 £104,383,290 35,178 £160,589,677
FLEET TOTAL 203,262 £3,569,581,191 312,711 £5,491,663,370

Test fee increases from fee reforms
NOTE: figures are for both phases of implementation reform at 2008/9 fee levels.

BVRLA Fleet Total fleet

Vehicle type Fee increase Fleet afected Cost
Motor Vehicle £36 180,396 £6,494,256 £277,532.31 £9,991,163
Trailer £14 22,866 £320,124 £35,178.46 £492,498

TOTAL £6,814,380 £10,483,662

Proportion of
operating 0.19% 0.19%
costs
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Annex E to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — MOT Fees

Summary: Intervention & Options

Department /Agency: Title:

Transport Impact Assessment of MOT fee increases

Stage: post consultation Version: 3 Date: 22 January 2010
Related Publications: None

Available to view or download at:  http://www.dft.gsi.gov.uk

Contact for enquiries: Rob Haggar Telephone: 020-7944-2457

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

Prescribed MOT test fee maxima need to be increased in order to take account of the increased costs
which MOT testing stations are likely to face over a 12 month period (from April 2010 to end March
2011) in providing an MOT test service to the public.

A small part of each fee collected by MOT test stations (around 4% of the total for most test classes)
is passed to the Department’s Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA) in order to cover
VOSA'’s costs in supervising the scheme — these costs include payments to VOSA’s contractor for
providing and maintaining computerised support for the administrative aspects of the MOT scheme.

Government intervention is necessary because MOT testing fees are prescribed in regulations and the
convention followed has been to allow an increase for the anticipated effects of inflation each year.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The main purpose of the statutory requirements for vehicle testing is to help ensure that motorists
maintain their vehicles in a reasonable way such that they are less of a risk to other road users and
that pollution from vehicle emissions is minimised.

The main objective in relation to fees is to ensure that the maximum fee levels strike the right balance
between costs to the vehicle testing industry, financial burdens on motorists and the desire to
maintain high standards of road safety and vehicle roadworthiness.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

The option to leave fee maxima at their current levels is not pursued in this document. It could be
argued as unfair to testing station operators in ignoring anticipated inflationary increases and might
result in some withdrawing from the vehicle testing business. A failure to provide any increase is also
likely to leave VOSA unable adequately to administer and enforce what is an expanding MOT test
scheme.

Only the preferred option of increasing VOSA's element of the fee by £0.05 (5 pence) and the net fee
(ie: that part retained by the testing stations) by the forecast GDP deflator rate for the year from April
2010 (currently 1.5%) has been pursued.

This option should help to cover the effects of inflation and VOSAs estimated cost increases.

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects? Fee maxima are generally reviewed every year, to cater for the effect of inflation and
also to allow for any changes to MOT test content and average test durations.

Ministerial Sign-off For consultation stage Impact Assessments:

I have read the Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options.

Signed by the responsible Minister:

= LU O =T Date: 23rd February 2010
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Annex E to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — MOT Fees

Summary: Analysis & Evidence

Policy Option: 1 Description: Increase the fee maxima to allow for inflationary
increases in costs to VTS and VOSA

ANNUAL COSTS Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main
affected groups’ The average monetised cost is indicated by the fee
One-off (Transition) Yrs | increase table in the evidence base. The average extra cost to most
£ nla 0 private motorists should not exceed £0.85 pence. The most affected
) group should be private motorists, although many businesses own
I“—J Average Annual Cost vehicles of MOT- testable age. Of the 34 million registered vehicles
8 (excluding one-off) around 28 million are old enough to need MOT testing.
£ see text 1 Total Cost (PV) | £ see text
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ There should be no other additional costs
to any group (though testing station operators will face increased operating costs over the next year due to
the effects of inflation).
ANNUAL BENEFITS Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main
affected groups’ The review of the MOT scheme test frequencies
One-off Yrs | published in December 2008 indicated that the average net value
» | £nla o | of the MOT testing scheme to society could be around £4448M
= - per annum. The increases in test fee maxima proposed should
b Average Annual Benefit help ensure that the scheme benefits are preserved.
= | (excluding one-off)
g £ see text 1 Total Benefit (Pv) | £ see text
Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ MOT testing stations would see an
increase in revenue to help offset increased operating costs. Motorists should continue to enjoy a
broadly similar availability of conveniently-located vehicle testing stations.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks One risk is that the proposed increases in fee maxima of 1.5 %
are not substantial enough. This could result in some testing stations leaving the MOT scheme. If that
case some motorists, in more remote areas, could face increased travel costs to testing stations -
which would also lead to a loss of personal time and extra environmental emissions. Conversely, if
the proposed fee ceiling increase were to be too generous, some testing stations could choose to
increase prices unnecessarily.

Price Base Time Period Net Benefit Range (NPv) NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
Year 2008 Years 1 £ n/a £ none
What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option? GB
On what date will the policy be implemented? 6 April 2010
Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy? VOSA
What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations? £ n/a
Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles? Yes
Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No fees not covered
What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? £ n/a
What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £ n/a
Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition? No
Annual cost (£-£) per organisation Micro Small Medium Large
(excluding one-off) n/a n/a n/a n/a
Are any of these organisations exempt? No No N/A N/A
Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)
Increase of £ n/a Decrease of £ n/a Net Impact £n/a

Kev: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Annex E to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — MOT Fees

Evidence Base (for summary sh

Background

1. Section 46 of the Road Traffic Act 1988 empowers the Secretary of State to make regulations
which — amongst other things — make provision as to the maximum fees to be paid for MOT
tests.

2. MOT test fees are intended to cover two major cost elements:
e The cost to testing station operators of providing an MOT-testing service to motorists; and,

e The cost to the Department’s Vehicle and Operator Services Agency (VOSA) in supervising
and enforcing compliance with the scheme requirements (including the costs VOSA pay to
their computer-service provider).

3. There is no prescribed time for reviewing MOT fees, but the Department’s longstanding policy
has been to set MOT fee maxima so that:

e Fee maxima enable MOT testing stations to cover their reasonable costs (and safeguard
motorists from excessive charges for statutory tests);

e prospective new testing stations are encouraged to join the MOT Scheme;
e motorists have plenty of choice in deciding which testing stations to use;
e motorists do not need to travel excessively long distances to testing stations; and,

e VOSA have the necessary income to enable them properly to supervise and administer the
MOT Scheme.

Costs

4. Inflation has been one of the main factors that influences the operating costs of vehicle
testing stations and also of VOSA. Consequently test fees tend to be reviewed annually.

5. Given that the Department is not proposing any changes to the content of MOT tests this
year the only factor to be taken into account in this ‘fee round’ is the impact of inflation. The
‘inflation index’ suggested for the purposes of calculating MOT fee increases is the Treasury’s
GDP deflator forecast for 2010/11 - this is currently 1.5%. It is this figure that the Department is
proposing to use in the 2010/11 MOT fee calculation.

6. A 5p increase in VOSAs slot fee part of the test fee is necessary for:

e supervision costs (mainly VOSA staff) due to increases in the numbers of authorised
examiners and vehicle test stations and,

o forecast cost increases in the computer supported elements of the scheme.

VOSAs share of a test fee would increase by 5p (around 2%) whereas the MOT trade element
of the fee for a car class test would increase by 80p (1.5% ). However, VOSA’s operating costs
during 2010 /11 are expected to be affected by inflation and other factors, including fixed
contract commitments to their computer services provider. In recent years the VOSA element
has been kept at a level that would consume accrued surpluses by keeping income from the
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MOT Scheme lower than costs. The increase in the slot fee now proposed will contribute
towards VOSA'’s costs in running the scheme in 2010/ 11. The accrued surpluses have
virtually been used up but the increase in the slot fee will put VOSA on a path to covering its
costs in administering the scheme from the slot fee revenue.

7. Many MOT garages offer discounted test fees and it is likely that many will continue to
choose not to pass the full increases onto their customers.

Cost increases proposed

8. The proposed new fee maxima for each class of fee are set out in the table below. The fees
are rounded to the nearest 5p

Test class current fee max | Proposed new max. fee
Class | & Il m/c without | £29.20 £29.65
sidecar

Class | & Il motorcycle | £37.20 £37.80
& sidecar

Class Il 3 wheelers £37.20 £37.80
Class IV minibus £56.45 £57.30
Class IV - cars £54.00 £54.85
Class IV A £63.05 £64.00
Class V > 16 seats £79.45 £80.65
Class Vup to 16 seats | £58.65 £59.55
Class V A (i) £122.65 £124.50
Class V A (ii) £79.30 £80.50
Class VII vans £57.70 £58.60

9. The increases in each fee class are comprised of the 5p increase in payments to VOSA and
an approximate 1.5% increase in the fee retained by the test station (as fees for each test class
are rounded to the nearest 5 pence the % increases can vary slightly between each class).

Benefits

10. The main benefit of increasing the fee maxima at the level proposed is that it is intended to
enable the MOT scheme to continue much as it does at present, safeguarding motorists from
excessive charges for statutory tests whilst helping to ensure they do not have to travel long
distances to testing stations.

11. It is impossible to predict with any certainty what the impact would be if a fee increase of
less than what has been proposed were to be made. In principle, the impacts could, for
example, include:
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Fewer testing stations for motorists to choose from;

Increased costs to motorists in more remote areas due to longer journey times to fewer
testing stations;

Fewer testing stations offering discounted test fees (because of a reduction in competition);
and,

Testing stations feeling under pressure to complete more tests in less time in order to
safeguard profits (which could result in pressures on testing standards).

Any combination of these factors would tend to detract from the current overall net benefits —
which might therefore be an undesirable change.

12. Although the fees are going up in nominal terms they are staying broadly the same in real
terms given that the increases are in line with current forecasted inflation rates. It should also
be borne in mind that the Secretary of State is constrained to set what he believes to be ‘fair
fees’ — and we believe that these are the fee levels proposed.

77



Annex E to Explanatory Memorandum — Impact Assessment — MOT Fees

Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the potential impacts of your
policy options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are contained within
the main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

B Type of testing undertaken | Results in | & Results
Evidence Base? | annexed?

Competition Assessment No No

Small Firms Impact Test No Yes

Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No

Carbon Assessment No No

Other Environment No No

Health Impact Assessment No No

Race Equality No Yes
Disability Equality No Yes
Gender Equality No Yes
Human Rights No Yes

Rural Proofing No No
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Annexes

Race Equality Impact/Human Rights Impact

1. The underlying principle of the MOT scheme is to ensure that all in-scope vehicles registered in GB are in a
roadworthy condition irrespective of the ethnic origin of the registered keeper of the vehicle.

2. The Department does not consider the scheme would be in conflict with EU Law or the European Convention on
Human Rights. EU law requires vehicles throughout the EU to be subject to periodical roadworthiness (MOT)
inspection in the Member State in which they are registered.

Consultation with small business: the small firms’ impact test

3. The requirement to meet prescribed roadworthiness standards has been in force since the
1960s and should feature in businesses’ projected costs. We have calculated that a small
business with, for example, ten vans under 3,500kg can expect to pay a maximum £0.90 x 10
or £9 per annum extra in vehicle testing fees; i.e. the cost of having one of its vans tested could
rise by 90 pence from £57.70 to £58.60

4. The actual fee for the MOT tests is in fact a very small proportion of the annual cost of
running a motor vehicle: Insurance, vehicle excise duty, maintenance, fuelling costs and
depreciation in value with age are all more significant factors in the motoring related costs of
businesses.

Gender Equality

5. These provisions will be applied equally to any person, irrespective of gender.

Disability Equality

6. These provisions will be applied equally to any person, irrespective of whether or not they have any disability. A
person with reduced mobility who owns a car of MOT testable age —i.e. over 3 years since first registration — can
expect to pay £0.85 per annum more for their vehicle test fee if the vehicle testing station charges the maximum
fee for that class of MOT test. People with disabilities may be more reliant on their cars for their personal mobility
but given the low increases that are being proposed the impact should be minimal.
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