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Dear Mr Davies

I am writing as a response to the consultative document on vehicle registration.  I feel that the best way for me to respond is by way of a general overview of the points raised in the form rather than by answering each individual question as written.  I shall concentrate on the parts, which, as a vehicle enthusiast for the last 40 years and an active member of the NSRA, I am most familiar with. 

Items 12 - 16 - Q Plates

I do feel that there is a place for a form of registration where the age of the vehicle is indeterminable by way of presented documentation and/or some major up-grading has taken place.  

Where such up-grading, under the present rules, requires an SVA test, and the vehicle being presented is actually predominantly an older vehicle with its characteristic interior switches, door handles etc., the SVA is an inappropriate method to assess the vehicle.  Any inspection required should concentrate on PRIMARY safety i.e. making sure the brakes, steering and lights work properly.  An MOT really. 

With regard to consumer protection, I will accept that when selling a relatively modern vehicle, then if the plate said it was a car first registered in the year 2000, one would expect everything to match that.  However, progressively, as a car gets older it is inevitable that certain components get replaced.  Sometimes this is done with recycled parts and sometimes with new.

I believe that any car presented for inspection and where it is apparent that the essence of the vehicle remains as described, the vehicle should be allocated an apropriate number that reflects that description.  If necessary, the registration document can elaborate and say that it does not guarantee the stated year of manufacture.  I do feel that the inspections should be carried out by a person who is adequately familiar with the type of vehicle presented.

I cannot see any valid reason why this cannot be achieved.  After all the DVLA itself makes a great deal of money from selling what most people would describe as age related plates to any one that wants one, which makes new cars appear to be of indeterminate age.

There would be no great objection to the consumer paying for this service as long as the fees accurately reflected the cost.

Items 7-20  Permanently Imported vehicles

Broadly speaking, the present regulations appear to work adequately.  However, as stated in the previous section there should be scope for allocating an age related plate even if the vehicle does not completely match the “off the showroom floor” specification.

If the vehicle was registered in, say, the USA as a 1935 Chevrolet, then that is how it should be registered in the UK, regardless of whether the inspector can find a chassis number on the vehicle.  Once again, the people inspecting the vehicles should have appropriate knowledge of the vehicle type.

Items 40 – 46  Radically Altered Vehicles

The current system is not, in my opinion appropriate to current reality.  Modern motor manufactures do not make body shells/chassis available for very long after the model has ceased production.  If we assume that the main concern is that of the use of stolen cars in order to create a seemingly legitimate car, then the requirement for a body/chassis direct from the manufacturer is unnecessary.  All that is required, is that a legitimately sourced reproduction unit is used and that documentary evidence can support it.

All radically modified vehicles should retain the original mark, provided the vehicle remains visually similar to the original vehicle.

If we assume that the vehicle, under the present points system, requires an SVA test then, as with the section on Q plates, the current SVA test is wholly inappropriate. There are numerous aspects of the SVA that cannot be met by an older vehicle because of its inherent design characteristics.  Where a test is required, then that should be a test that concentrates on primary safety and workmanship, with less emphasis on the radius of intrusions into the passenger space etc.

Any testing should be paid for by the person presenting the vehicle.

Items 53 – 59 Kit Conversions

The registration mark for such vehicles should either be the original mark, in the case of a kit of parts added to a pre-registered body/chassis or an age related plate to reflect the parts added to a new body/chassis.  In either case in order to prevent any confusion as to the authenticity of the vehicle, the registration document could be marked as being a Kit Conversion.

Once again, where the conversion is based upon an older vehicle the Current SVA is inappropriate.  A test that concentrates on primary safety and workmanship should be substituted.

Items 74 – 81 Reconstructed Classics

Reading the notes on the consultation document, it is unclear what is meant by “must comprise of all genuine period components, of the same specification, all over 25 years old”.  Clearly some components are what would be described as service parts that under normal circumstances would have been replaced several times in an un-reconstructed vehicle. 

It is unrealistic to expect ALL parts to be over 25 years old, and It is surely desirable that some of the safety related parts are as new as possible.  

Any assessment of the validity of a claim to be a reconstructed classic should be made by the appropriate Classic car organisation.  

Where a vehicle is registered as a reconstructed classic, the registration mark should be age related to the type of vehicle and, as there would be no obvious way of visually identifying that the car was reconstructed from varying sources, the registration document should be appropriately marked.

Overall Observations

Firstly, there is no compelling evidence that the allocation of a Q plate is of any help towards consumer protection.  Adequate protection would be provided by marking the registration document, as appropriate, with any information as to the provenance of the vehicle.

As the DVLA actively encourages the hiding of a vehicle’s date of registration by the selling of personalised plates, we assume that all relevant organisations are happy that they have sufficient information available to them from the registration document.

Secondly, where an older vehicle has been modified, either as a kit conversion or radically modified vehicle, and the degree of modification currently requires an SVA, that test is inappropriate.  I have no objection to a specific test if it concentrates on PRIMARY safety issues.  The current SVA does not suit the requirements of the older vehicle.

Thirdly, all inspections of vehicles should be carried out by persons familiar with the type of vehicle presented.  If that means using the expertise of third parties, then that should be done.

Lastly, in general, the cost of inspections should be borne by the owner of the vehicle.  There is a danger, however, that this may encourage an over use of inspections where they really are not required.

I trust that the foregoing will be taken into consideration when assessing the replies to the consultation document

Yours Sincerely

Malcolm Beakhust

