City of Richmond Report to Council

Richmond City Council Date:  September 19™ 2007
Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair File: 12-8275-02/2007-Vol
General Purposes Committee 01

BUSINESS LICENCING OF CLASS A AND CLASS N TAXICABS IN RICHMOND
- FOLLOW-UP REPORT

The General Purposes Committee, at its meeting held on Monday, September 17", 2007, considered
the attached report, and reconunends as follows:

Committee Recommendation (Clirs. Barnes, E. Halsey-Brandt and Steves opposed)

(1)  That Recommendation No. 3, “That staff bring forth amendments to the Business
Licence Bylaw 7360 to eliminate the maximum number of vehicle licences that can be
issued for Class A and Class N taxicabs”, be referred to staff for the preparation of a
report wiich would:

(a)

(b)

(c)

include information on the need, if any, for additional Class A and Class N taxi
cabs in the City both now and for the future, and whether this need could be
addressed within the City’s existing taxi companies or were additional companies
required;

include mechanisms to ensure that the needs of the disabled community were
addressed and included in a bylaw, with appropriate fines or licence removal for
those companies which did not comply with the City’s standards; and

provide a legal opinion on whether or not the City has the authority to deny
business licences for taxi cab companies once approval had been given by the
Provincial Transportation Board for the issuance of taxi licences for companies
wanting fo operate in Richmond.

(2)  That staff bring forth amendments to Vehicle for Hire Bylaw 6900 to:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

IIGIT7T

add a Standard of Service section for all Class A and Class N taxicabs, including a
provision that Class N taxicabs must give priorify of service to people with
disabilities;

require that all taxicabs display an enhanced tariff decal that includes information
regarding the process for cusfomers to register comments aboul the service they
receive;

require that all taxicab drivers must complete a suitable disability awareness
fraining course offered by the Justice Institute of BC and approved by Council;

strengthen provisions that Class N taxicabs must have adequate equipment for
transporting people with mobility aids with such equipment to be maintained in
proper working order; and

add a Chauffeur Permit requirement section that specifically addresses
application and appeal procedures.
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(3)

4)

(3)

(6)

(7)

That staff bring forward a report to add specific fines for violations made under the
Vehicle for Hire Bylaw 6900.

That a letter be sent to the Passenger Transportation Board requesting that any future
taxi licences issued for Riclunond-based taxicab operators provide for an increase in
the number of accessible taxis available to serve Richmond.

That the City request Commercial Vehicle Safety and Enforcement to jointly participate
with City staff and Richmond RCMP in annual vehicle inspections of Richmond taxi
operafors with this inspection to coincide with one of the City’s semi-annual
inspections.

That the curriculum of the disability awareness and sensitivity training course offered
by the Disability Resource Centre be forwarded to the Justice Institute of BC for its
consideration in the development of a new disability awareness course for taxicab
drivers.

That a copy of this report be forwarded to the Passenger Transportation Board for
information.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair
General Purposes Committee

Attach.

VARIANCE

Please note that staff recommended the following:

(1)

(2)

ANDsTEA

That staff bring forth amendments to Vehicle for Hire Bylaw 6900 to:

(a) add a Standard of Service section for all Class A and Class N taxicabs, including a
provision that Class N taxicabs must give priority of service to people with
disabilities;

(b) require that all taxicabs display an enhanced tariff decal that includes information
regarding the process for customers to register comments about the service they
receive;

(c) require that all taxicab drivers must complete a suitable disability awareness
training course offered by the Justice Institute of BC and approved by Council;

(d) strengthen provisions that Class N taxicabs must have adequate equipment for
transporting people with mobility aids with such equipment to be maintained in
proper working order; and

(e} add a Chauffeur Permit requirement section that specifically addresses application
and appeal procedures.

That staff bring forward a report to add specific fines for violations made under the
Vehicle for Hire Bylaw 6900.
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That staff bring forth amendments to the Business Licence Bylaw 7360 to eliminate the
maximum number of vehicle licences that can be issued for Class A and Class N
taxicabs.

That a letter be sent to the Passenger Transportation Board requesting that any future taxi
licences issued for Richmond-based taxicab operators provide for an increase in the
number of accessible taxis available to serve Richmond.

That the City request Commeicial Vehicle Safety and Enforcement to jointly participate
with City staff and Richmond RCMP in annual vehicle inspections of Richimond taxi
operators with this inspection to coincide with one of the City’s semi-annual inspections.

That the curniculum of the disability awareness and sensitivity training course offered by
the Disability Resource Centre be forwarded to the Justice Institute of BC for its
consideration in the development of a new disability awareness course for taxicab
drivers.

That a copy of this report be forwarded to the Passenger Transportation Board for
information.
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Staff Report
Origin

At the October 16, 2006 meeting of the General Purposes Committee, staff presented a report on
the City’s bylaw regulation that limits the maximum number of vehicle licences that can be
issued for Class A and Class N taxtcab service in Richmond. Following discussion of the report,

the following referral was carried:

(1) That staff review and report to Council on the licence fees levied for Class A and Class N
taxicabs to ensure that the licence fees are collected on a cost-recovery basis.

(2)  That the matter of Business Licensing of Class A and Class N taxicabs in Richmond be
referred to staff to review:
(a) the service and safety levels provided by Kimber Cabs;
(b) the need for more taxis for those with disabilities in Richmond; and
(c) the number of taxi cabs needed for Richmond, and the training required for people
with and without disabilities;

(3)  That staff discuss with the Passenger Transporiation Board:
(a) the number of taxicabs in Richmond, including the possible need for the further
eleven as applied for by Richimond Cabs;
(b} the service levels provided by, and training provided to, Kimber Cabs, and whether
Kimber Cabs is providing service to the disabled as required by their existing Class

N licence;
(c) whether there is a need for additional taxi cabs for those with disabilities within

Richmond; and
(d) the number of taxi cabs in other cities and how these cabs affect service in

Richmond.

This report responds to Parts 2 and 3 of the referral and provides recommendations with respect
to the need to amend the existing regulation of Class A and N taxicab operations in the city. Due
to the time and resources required to undertake a comprehensive review of the hcence fees
levied, staff anticipate presenting a separate report to address Part 1 of the referral in early 2008.

Analysis
1. City Regulation of Accessible (Class N) Taxicab Service in Richmond

Per Section 10.1 of the City’s Vehicle for Hire Regulation Bylaw 6900 (Bylaw 6900), a person
with disabihities is defined as:

A person whose mobility is limited as the result of a permanent or temporary disability
which makes it difficult or impossible to use a conventional taxicab.

Per Section 3.9 of the City’s Business Licence Bylaw 7360 (Bylaw 7360), Class N vchicle
licences are defined as:
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Ataxicab of a tvpe and design which is used primarily for transporting a person with
disabilities, and which is equipped ywith a hydraulic lift or ramp, or other equipment for
loading or unloading persons who use wheelchairs for mobility.

Per Section 7.1 of Bylaw 6900:

A taxicab driver must not transport persons in a Class N taxicab unless at least one of the
persons being transported is a person with disabilities, except that an able-bodied person
who accompanies a person with disabilities on a portion of a round-trip may travel
unaccompanied in the same vehicle on the remainder of the journey.

Class N taxicab service in Richmond 1s provided primarily by Kimber Cabs, which has 18
accessible' vehicles, as well as Richmond Taxi, which has four (4) accessible vehicles. While
the conditions of the provincial taxi licences held by both companies for these vehicles specify
that the vehicles must be operated as accesstble taxis, the conditions do not specify that the
companies can only transport passengers with disabilities.

2, Service Levels of Class N Taxicabs

Staff contacted vartous stakeholders to obtain feedback regarding the current customer service
levels for the disabled community of both Richmond Taxi and Kimber Cabs. These comments

are summmarized below,
2.1 Kimber Cabs
In a meeting with staff in November 2006, Kimber Cabs advised that:

« typically all of its 18 vehicle are in service from 8:00 am to 7:00 pm during weckdays, with
about 14 vehicles in service on weekends;

« the company endeavours to maintain a minimum of three (3) vehicles operating after 7:00
pm for service in Richmond (excluding the anport);

« wait times for passengers are typically 10 minutes during slower periods and passengers
with disabilities are given priority; and

« transporting passengers with disabilities accounts for approximately 25% of its business by
number of trips.

The company also advised that it intends to apply to the provincial Passenger Transportation
Board (PT Board) for an additional 10 provincial taxi licences for Class A service. The company
believes the additional licences will allow it to respond to increasing demand for both
conventional and accessible taxi service as the new Class A vehicles will cater lo passengers
without disabilities and thus allow its existing Class N vehicles to focus on the transportation of
passengers with disabilities.

' Per Division 44.1 of the Motor Vehicle Act Regulations, an accessible taxi is defined as a taxi having a gross
vehicle weight rating of not more than 4500 kg, which 1s designed and manufactured or converted for the
purpose of transporting persons who use mobility aids. Mobility aid means a device, including a manual
wheelcharr, electric wheelchair and scooter, that is used to facilitate the transport, in a normally seated
onentation, of a person with a physical disability.
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Kimber Cabs’ application for these 10 additional taxi Jicences was published in the May 30,
2007 edition of the PT Board Bulletin, which 1s published weekly to advise of applications to
and decisions by the PT Board. Upon publication of the application, the PT Board provides a
14-day period for interested parties to make submissions to the PT Board regarding the
application. In response to this invitation, City staff forwarded a letter to the PT Board (see
Attachment 1) that summarnized the comments received from stakeholders regarding the level of
service of both Kimber Cabs and Richmond Taxi (i.e., summary of comments described in
Sections 2.3 and 2.6). As published in the August 29, 2007 edition of the PT Board Bulletin, the
PT Board rejected the application of Kimber Cabs, primarily because the company failed to
demonstrate a public need for the additional 10 taxi licences (see Attachment 2 for the PT Board

decision).
2.2 Richmond Taxi
In a2 meeting with staff in November 2006, Richmond Taxi advised that:

« the company has four (4} accessible taxis, all of which the company endeavours to maintain
available for service at all times;

» transporting passengers with disabilities accounts for approximately 70% of the trips made
by the accessible taxis;

. the conditions of Richmond Taxi’s provineial taxi licence, revised when the company was
1ssued an additional four (4) licences in July 2006 (two (2) for conventional and two (2) for
accessible taxis), require that a minimum of one (1) accessible taxi be available for service at
all times (i.e., 24 hours per day, every day of the week); and

« the company will monitor demand levels to assess whether or not additional accessible taxi
service 1s required.

The company’s original application to the PT Board for additional taxi licences did not include
any accessible taxis. The PT Board specified that two (2) of the four (4) taxi licences must be
accessible taxis based on a submission from the Richmond Committee on Disability (RCD).
Richmond Taxi advises that, at the time of its application, it did not perceive a demand for
increased Class N service.

23 Richmond Committee on Disability / Disability Resource Centre

At their appearance before the General Purposes Committee at its October 16, 2006 meeting,
representatives for the Richmond Committee on Disability (RCD) and the Disability Resource
Centre (DRC) expressed dissatisfaction with Class N taxi service for the disabled community.
The representatives complained that at times it was difficult to obtain accessible taxi service
during evening hours and that safety equipment was not adequate within some Class N vehicles
to safely secure passengers using wheelchairs. A representative recounted an incident in May
2006 when Kimber Cabs refused to provide service between the airport and a Richmond hotel
for disabled delegates attending a conference as the hotel had a contract with Richmond Tax1, not
Kimber Cabs, to provide service. The RCD subsequently followed up its concerns with the
provincial Passenger Transportation Branch, which is responsible for initiating enforcement and
compliance actions against licensed taxicab operators.

In a subsequent meeting with staff, RCD representatives advised that it met with Kimber Cabs on
November 7, 2006 to discuss Kimber Cabs’ safety and service levels for the disabled
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community. The RCD reports that it is awaiting a follow-up response from Kimber Cabs. The
RCD also noted that Kimber Cabs and Richmond Taxi appear to use each other’s services when
responding to a request for an accessible taxi. For example, if Richmond Taxi receives a call for
an accessible taxi but does not have one available, the company will advise Kimber Cabs, which
will then send an accessible taxi. However, according to the RDC, this practice can create
confusion for the client as he/she is typically not informed of the change and thus is not aware
when the alternative taxi arrives that the vehicle is responding to his/her request. As an example,
RCD reported that a request to Kimber Cabs was made but a conventional sedan from Richmond
Taxi responded to the call instead.

Generally, the RCD supports an increased availability of Class N vehicles that have properly
maintained safety equipment, and better training to ensure drivers are knowledgeable in the use
of the equipment and professional in their treatment of people with disabilities.

24 TransLink / HandyDART

TransLink offers the TaxiSaver Program, which is a service for people with permanent
disabilities who have a HandyCard.” HandyCard holders can buy TaxiSaver coupons from local
HandyDART offices and use them to pay for taxi rides. Currently, all taxi companies in the
Lower Mainland participate in the TaxiSaver program. TransLink staff managing the
HandyDART program advise that they have no record of taxi service complaints from TaxiSaver
clients in Richmond. In 2002, TransLink also engaged the use of Kimber Cabs to provide
weekday cvening service for HandyDART users on a temporary basis during which TransLink
assessed the level of customer demand to determine if a HandyDART vehicle shift was
warranted. TransLink staff encountered no problems with Kimber Cabs during that phase and, in
general, report that their experience with both taxi companies in Richmond has always been
productive and that the companies have been willing to correct problems when they are madc
aware of them.

Richmond HandyDART also uses Kimber Cabs as a back-up to their service. For example, if a
HandyDART vehicle fails or a vehicle runs extremety late, Kimber Cabs will be used to alleviate
the situation for wheelchair clients. Richmond HandyDART staff advise that in the past 12
months, they experienced three cases where a Kimber Cab did not show up as booked by
HandyDART staff: one instance where the company was unable to take a booking at 6:30 pm
duc to a lack of available taxis and two instances where they could not take a booking because
they were serving cruise ship passengers at that time. Richmond HandyDART had no
complaints regarding taxi driver training, proviston of evening service or the correct use of
securement systems.

2.5 Passenger Transportation Board / Passenger Transportation Branch
The PT Board is mandated to consider public need, the suitability of the applicant and economic

conditions when considering applications for taxi licences. Staff of the PT Board advise that the
Board is responsible for approving the issuance of taxt licences while the PT Branch administers

? To be eligible for a HandyCard, persons must reside within the TransLink service region and have a permanent
physical or cognitive disability that prevents them from using the public transit system without assistance. A
HandyCard entitles holders to concession fares on TransLink services and an attendant who accompanies and assists

a HandyCard holder 1s eligible to travel free.
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the process and initiates enforcement and compliance actions against licensed operators. PT
Branch inspectors perform random audits of taxt operators (e.g., verify areas of operation, rates
being charged, etc) and also follow up on written comptaints. The PT Branch can assess a
variety of administrative penalties for violations including monetary fines up to $1500, licence
suspension and cancellation, refusal to transfer the licence, and resiricting the operation of one or
more of the licensee’s vehicles.

The PT Branch does not disclose the nature of any complaints received or if any administrative
penalties are levied. However, if the PT Board is reviewing an application for additional
hicences from a particular taxi company, the Board will check with the PT Branch to determine if
any penalties have been assessed against the company and this information will be a factor in the
Board’s decision regarding the additional taxi licence application.

The PT Board typically does not include any service level standards (e.g., minimum hours of
operalion) as part of the conditions of a taxi licence.” In addition, PT Board staff advise that the
Board is unlikely to impose a condition that a taxi company transport only passengers with
disabilities, as this restriction may render the company financially unviable due to the limited
market. Rather, the PT Board establishes conditions that a minimum number of a taxi
company’s fleet must be accessible vehicles. PT Board staff acknowledge that it is difficult to
ensure that a taxicab company consistently provides a satisfactory level of customer service.

2.6 Tourism Richmond / Hotels in Richmond

Tourism Richmond staff advise that they have no record of complaints lodged with their agency
regarding the provision of taxi service for passengers with disabilities. However, the agency
canvassed several local hotels for their feedback regarding the level of taxi service for both
passengers with and without disabilities. Comments specific to taxi service for the disabled

include:

. refusal of Kimber Cabs to provide pre-arranged passenger transfers between a hotel and the
airport as that hotel had a taxi stand contract with Richmond Taxi;

+ lack of available accessible vehicles and thus long wail times for passengers;

« drivers arc assigned to accessible taxis who do not know how to use the ramps and
securement systems (1.e., tie-downs for wheelchairs);

« lack of proper use of securement systems;

« lack of mechanical lifts on taxicabs;

« not enough trained drivers who know how to assist someone with disabilities;

« current level of traming regarding disability awareness that is provided by the TaxiHost
Level 2 Program 1s inadequate; and

« vehicles are old and not kept clean.

In addition, the following general comiments were offered with respect to taxi service levels:

+ hotel guests travelling from the atrport have been subjected to complaints from taxi drivers
that the trip is too short (i.e., the driver would receive a relatively low fare compared (o a trip
into Vancouver);

? As noted in Section 2.2, the revised conditions of Richmond Taxi’s provincial taxi licence require that the
company maintain a rmnimum of one accessible taxi available for service at all times. This specific service-related
condition was included 1o reflect the terms of an agreement between Richmond Taxi and the RCD.
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hotel guests have complained that taxt drivers did not take the most direct route to the hotel

or dropped off guests at the wrong hotel; and
recent experiences of longer than usual waits for taxicabs during the evening.

Tounsm Richmond staff advise that they are working with local hoteliers, Vancouver
International Airport Authority (YVR) staff and Tourism Vancouver staff to address the above
concerns raised by visitors to this arca.

3. Proposed Provincial Taxicab Service Initiatives

The BC Minister of Transportation proposed in April 2007 that a Taxi Biil of Rights be posted in
every taxi to help address concerns of dissatisfactory taxicab customer service such as refusal of
fares and demands for payments in cash. As part of this process, Ministry of Transportation
(MoT) staff have developed four initiatives to improve taxi service:

Picking Up Quuside of Licensed Area: create a ticketable offence for a driver who picks up a
passenger outside of the geographical area of the taxi licence. The offence would apply BC-
wide and be enforceable by peace officers and PT Branch inspectors.

Trip Refusal: create a ticketable offence for a driver who refuses to transport a passenger.
The offence would apply BC-wide and be enforceable by peace officers and PT Branch
mspectors.

Taxi Bill of Rights: to clarify the expectations of both passengers and drivers and improve
passenger satisfaction and taxi industry efficiencies. The Bill of Rights is not intended to be
enforceable and its acceptance would depend on trust in an effective complaint process (next
item). Imtially, the intended scope would be the GVRD only.

Complaint Handling: improve complaint handling rather than switch responsibilities from
one agency Lo another. At this time, there are no plans to create an industry-funded “taxi
ombudsman.”

In July 2007, MoT and PT Board staff conducted consultations on the proposed initiatives with
three primary stakeholder groups: (1) taxi industry and drivers; (2) local governments and peace
officers; and (3) passengers and consumers, including people with disabilities. Staff attended the
session for local governments, which included representatives from Bumnaby, Suitey, Coquitlam,
Y VR, Vancouver Police Department, and RCMP. Key issues identified at the meeting included:

concern that a “Bill of Rights” carries the connotation that it 1s enforceable and thus may
create higher expectations in passengers that his/her complaint will be investigated and
resolved, which reinforces that a strengthened complaint handling process is needed; and
the proposed ticketable offences may not be among the prionties for enforcement by peace
officers, which suggests that more PT Branch inspectors may be required to effcctively
enforce the new regulations.

At this time, the intent of the Ministry 1s to mtroduce the regulatory changes to create the
ticketable offences in Fall 2007. It is not yet clear if the Taxi Bill of Rights and an improved
complaint handling process will also be introduced at that ime as well,
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4. Service Levels of Taxicabs in Richmond

Recommendation 1: that the City’s Vehicle For Hire Reguiation Bylaw 6900 be amended to
include a Standards of Service section for both conventional and accessible taxis.

Based on the recent feedback from various stakeholders, there are indications that the current
level of accessible taxi service is inadequate, particularly during evenings. A key issue appears
to be how the existing accessible vehicles are deployed with respect to hours of operation and the
priority of response to service requests from customers with disabilities versus without
disabilities. In addition, there are also concerns with the quality of service provided by operators
of conventional taxis such as unprofessional behaviour towards customers in short trips. The PT
Board has the authority to establish taxi service levels but typically does not specify such
conditions as part of a taxi licence. Staff therefore propose amendments to the City’s Vehicle for
Hire Bylaw to include the following service standards for both conventional and accessible taxis:

. sufficient number of vehictes in operation to meet demand in a timely manner,
. accessible taxi licence holders 1o give priority of service to passengers with disabilities; and
. drivers to maintain professional and courteous conduct.

With respect to Class N taxi service, staff note that the prohibition in Section 7.1 of Bylaw 6900
(cited in Section 1) may discourage taxicab companies from applying to operate accessible taxis
in Richmond as operators may deem meeting the requirement to be financially unviable.
Thereforc, as part of the amendments proposed above, Section 7.1 would be amended such that
accessible taxi licence holders must give priority of service to disabled customers. Given the
proposed amendment, Section 7.1 would then be consistent with current provincial taxi licence
conditions for accessible taxis.

In addition, as the PT Branch has the mandate to respond to written complaints regarding taxi
service and the authority to levy penalties, staff propose that the tariff decal required to be
displayed in every taxicab be modified to include information regarding the process for
customers to register comments about the service they receive (see Attachment 3 for the
proposed decal). The tariff decal would be modified to meet any provincial requirements per the
Province’s proposed Passenger Bill of Rights (as noted in Section 3). Finally, staff would also
suggest to the RCD that it encourage people with disabilities in Richmond whe experience
unsatisfactory service to write to the PT Branch and the City to register their concerns.

5.  Mechanical and Equipment Safety of Taxicabs
5.1 Provincial Vehicle Inspection Program

Taxis are subject to semi-annual mandatory vehicle inspections via the Vehicle Inspection
Program, which is a privately delivered program that is monitored and regulated by the
provincial Ministry of Transportation through various acts and regulations. The inspections are
performed by private mechanics authorized by the Ministry’s Commercial Vehicle Safety and
Enforcement (CVSE) as Authorized Inspectors at Designated Inspection Facilities and at
Preventative Maintenance facilities for large fleets. Audits are performed on these inspectors
and facilities by CVSE Vehicle Inspectors to monitor compliance of the applicable standards and
regulations. A satisfactory CVSE inspection report is required when a company’s provincial taxi
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ticences are renewed, which occurs annually. Vehicle Inspectors also investigate wrillen
complaints regarding safety-related issues.

5.2 Commercial Vehicle Safety and Enforcement (CVSE) Inspections

Local municipalities can also request CVSE Vehicle Inspectors to perform inspections of taxi
operators, which are typically undertaken with local police at an ICBC Claim Centre. The
municipality can advise the taxt companies that all of their vehicles are required to attend at the
specified location, date and time. These inspections typically have not occurred on a re gular
basis and the City last participated with Riclunond RCMP and ICBC in such an ispection in

2004.
53 City of Richimond Inspections

The City also performs semi-annual inspections with the assistance of Richmond RCMP. City
stafl examine vehicle cleanliness, verify that the commercial vehicle and tariff decals are
displayed, and test the vehicle’s lights and taximeter to ensure that they are in proper working
order. Richmond RCMP’s primary role is to serve as an added authority to ensure that taxicab
operators report for the inspections; officers also verfy that the operator possesses a valid
driver’s licence and chauffeur’s permit.

5.4 Recommendation on Safety Inspection of Taxicabs

Recommendation 2: that the City request provincial Commercial Vehicle Safety and
Enforcement (CVSE) Vehicle Inspectors to jointly participate with City staff and
Richmond RCMP in annual vehicle inspections of Richmond taxi operators with this
inspection to coincide with one of the City’s semi-annual inspections and that the City’s
Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw 6900 be amended to include equipment maintenance
standards for accessible taxis.

The CVSE has the mandate, authority and expertise to conduct vehicle inspections of taxicabs,
including the specialized equipment of accessible taxis, and has indicated a willingness to work
with City staff and Richmond RCMP to increase the regularity of vehicle inspections of
Richimond taxicab operators. Staff anticipate that an increased frequency of vehicle inspections
will help ensure that the ramps, lifts and securement systems of accessible taxis are maintained in
proper working order as well as improve overall vehicle safety levels. Staff further propose
amendments to the City’s Bylaw 6900 to require the maintenance in good working order of
equipment specific to accessible taxis.

6.  Training Requirements for Drivers of Accessible Taxis
6.1 Justice Institute of BC TaxiHost Program

The TaxiHost Program was developed in 1994 to help create a consistently high standard of
taxicab service in Greater Vancouver. The program, offered through the Justice Institute of BC
(JIBC), 1s open to current and new drivers and has two levels of training. Level 1 has three
modules, one of which includes disability awareness training as part of the curriculum. Level 2
has four modules, one of which focuses entirely on transporting people with disabilities. This
latter course uses disability awareness sirnulations to give participants an opportunity to
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experience what it might be like to have different disabilities. The course also reviews the
appropriate language for discussing major disabilities and the principles for transporting people
who experience specific disabilities are discussed and practiced. Instructors include taxi industry
and customer service personnel as well as people with vision loss.

The provincial Motor Vehicle Act and City bylaws require taxi drivers (o possess a valid
chauffeur’s permit, which is issued by Richmond RCMP, As of January 1, 2007, Richmond
RCMP (along with all municipalities that have RCMP police services) require completion of
Level 2 of the TaxiHost Program as a prerequisite for obtaining a chauffeur’s permit. Other
munjcipalities and agencies that already required completion of Level 2 prior to January 2007
include YVR and the cities of Vancouver, New Westminster and Surrey. Virtually all taxi
drivers with both Richmond Taxi and Kimber Cabs already have Level 2 training, as most of
their cabs operate at the airport and Y VR requires the completion of Level 2.

JIBC staff acknowledge that the TaxiHost Level 2 module on disability awareness provides
limited hands-on training regarding the proper use of securement systems in accessible vehicles.
JIBC staff advise that they intend to review in 2007 the need to develop a new course separate
from the TaxiHost Program that provides specific hands-on training for drivers of accessible
vehicles and, if judged necessary, develop the currtculum for such a course.

6.2 Richmond Committee on Disability — Disability Awareness and Sensitivity Training

The RCD, through the Disability Resource Centre (DRC), offers a disability and sensitivity
training course for businesses and organizations (see Attachment 4). The course includes safety
factors when transferring passengers in wheelchairs in and out of a vehicle. Hands-on training
on the proper way to secure wheelchairs with tie-downs and seatbelts is provided when drivers
can bring their vehicle for demonstration, as there are several different types of systems.
Accessibility consultants and professional trainers, all of whom are persons with disabilities with
knowledge of different types of conditions, provide the traiming. A professional driver who
serves the disabled population on a daily basis was added to the training team in 2006. In 2003,
the RCD provided training to 150 drivers with various hotel shuttle bus operators as well as some
hotel staff and, in 2006, provided training to 50 employees with Park N’ Fly. The RCD ntends
to develop a refresher course so that previous participants can update their training on a regular
basis. To date, neither Richmond Taxi nor Kimber Cabs have enrolled any drivers in this
training course. Kimber Cabs has spoken with the RCD regarding the course and the company’s
shareholders intend to discuss the possibility of funding the training for its drivers.

The RCD believes its training course would benefit taxicab drivers, particularly if the Level 2
module of the TaxiHost Program does not include hands-on training and demonstrations, and is
not delivered by people with disabilities and/or who work daily with people with disabilities.

6.3 Passenger Transportation Board
PT Board staff advise that the Board does not specify training requirements for taxicab drivers,
as there is no comprehensive province-wide standard for training. PT Board staff are not fully

familiar with the TaxiHost Program in the Lower Mainland and cannot comment as to whether
or not the Level 2 module that focuses on transporting people with disabilities is adequate.
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6.4 Recomimendation re Training for Drivers of Accessible Taxicabs

Recommendation 3: that the curriculum of the DRC disability awareness and sensitivity
training course be forwarded to the JIBC for its consideration in the development of a new
disability awareness course for taxicab drivers and that all Richmond taxicab drivers be
required to complete a suitable disability awareness training program offered by the JIBC
and approved by Council.

The DRC offers disability awareness training and the JIBC, which currently offers the TaxiHost
Program, is considering development of a similar course. As the JIBC is the recognized regional
authority for the provision of laxicab driver training, staff recommend that the curriculum of the
DRC training course be forwarded to the JIBC for its consideration in the development of a new
disability awareness course for drivers. All taxicab drivers would be required to complete the
disability awareness courses offered by JIBC, as drivers are typically not assigned to a particular
vehicle.

7. Need for Additional Conventional and Accessible Taxicab Service
7.1 Comments {rom PT Board Staff

PT Board staff advise that the process to issue new or additional taxi licences is entirely
applicant-driven. The PT Board assess an application based on the following criteria:

(a) whether there is a public need for the service the applicant proposes to provide under any

special authorization;

(b) whether the applicant is a fit and proper person to provide that service and is capable of
providing that service; and

(c) whether the application, if granted, would promote sound economic conditions in the
passenger transportation business in British Columbia.

The applicant can substantiate that there is an unmet public need by including, for example:

. user support statements from passengers regarding wait times and the availability and cost of
alternative transportation modes;

+ signed contracts or agreements (o enter into a contract;

« rndership and trip projections;

. information about competing services; and

+ information on local demographics and economic trends.

7.2 Comparison with Other Municipalities

The table below compares all GYRD municipalities with Richmond and calculates the number of
taxicabs per 1,000 population assuming that all taxicabs licensed by a municipality are available
to operate within that municipality. Some taxicab companies may choose to assign a number of
their 1axicabs to operate solely to/from the airport, which would decrease the number of taxis
available to serve the community.
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Number of Taxis Licensed by Other Municipalities

F;I mic’i— Ality Maximum No. of i No.of Taxicab -~ No.of Taxis - Taxicabs per
L ) patit Taxicabs ! Companies Licensed _ 1,000 Population
Della ! No Maximmum ' 8 _ 200 L 1.95 ﬁ‘
e e s Class A2 57 ; . \
; New W eb{mmstu_ v Accessible: N A ] 38 1.01 !
. Coquitlam Mo Maximum 3 f AV . 096 :
. . "o Class A: 475 . I . ‘ :
| Vancouver . Accessible: 113 . 4 ! 477 j 0.81 i
- Port Coquitlam i No Maximum ‘ 3 43 : 0.78 |
P 1 I i i :
i - o Class A: 282 | 5 ; - .
surrey '+ Accessible: NFA 3 282 ) 0.72 -
i North Shore' No Maximum f 2 | 121 i 0.68 i
‘ »  Class A: 96 i ‘ ; . |
; ' | 7 t 52 i
' Bumnaby «  Accessible: 11 ] j 10 r 05 ‘
- fe Class A: 75 ' ? . i' :
| i ) : |
l Richmond L. Accessible: 20 2 : 95 | 0.52
! White Rock ] No Maximun I 3 ! 0.41
i Maple Ridge No Maximum : 1 13 ) 0.20
i Langley City No Maximum i 1 2 i 0.08
Langley Township No Maximum 5 3 _Not Tracked L - ;
Regional Average 0.72 ’

1 TFaxicabs serving the North Shore mumicipalities (City of North Vancouver, District of North Vancouver and
West Vancouver) have an inter-municipal licence issucd by the District of North Vancouver.

Of the five municipalities that impose a maximum hmit on the number of vehicles licensed, two
of these (New Westnunster and Surrey) have a limit for Class A vehicles only and have no
maximuim limit for accessible taxis. In April 2007, the City of Vancouver approved an increase
i the maxomum number of taxicabs (o be licensed from 477 to 388, with 54 of these 1o be
accessible vehicles i order to reach an objective that 15% of the city taxi fleet be accessible by
the end of 2007,

As noted 1 the table, Richmond is below the regional average of number of taxicabs per 1,000
capita. Applying the regional average to Richmond indicates that approximately 40 additional
taxicabs would be licensed to operate 1n the city.

7.3 Number of Taxis Licensed by Other Municipalitics

The conditions of a provincial taxi licence specify the geographic area within which a passenger
trip imay originate, which usually corresponds to the municipatity that the company is based in.
For example, the transportation of a passenger bv a Burnaby-based taxi company typically can
originate only from within the City of Burnaby but can terminate anywhere in BC. Some
companies may be permitied to operate in more than one municipality and, if so, they would
need to obtain municipal business and vehicle licences. Indeed, this situation accounts for the
relattvely high number of taxis per 1,000 capita in Delta. As there are no Delta-based tax
companies, Swirey-based taxi companies are permitted to operate in Delta to ensure service {o
that commumity. Richmond has 1ssued business and vehicle licences to Richmond Taxi and
Kimber Cabs only, thus no other taxi company can pick up passengers in Richmond, except from
the atrport.

2070436 2’]2



September 4, 2007 S 14 -

YVR regulates the number of vehicles of taxi compamies authorized to pick up passengers at the
airport through individual contracts with each company. The conditions of the contracted
company’s provincial taxi licence must include airport servicing.

7.4 Recent Applications for Taxi Licences to PT Board

The PT Board Bulietin is a weekly publication of summaries of applications regarding taxi
licences. Over the last few months, there have been two applications by separate companies for
additional taxi licences to operate in Richmond:

«  May 30, 2007 Edition: apphcation from Kimber Cabs secking additional taxi licences for 10
vehicles, of which none would be accessible; and

o Julv 18 2007 Edition: apphcation from Garden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd, a new company,
seeking taxi licences for 30 vehicles, of which five would be accessible.

As noted i Section 2.1, the PT Board rejected the application by Kimber Cabs; no decision has
been issued on the application by Garden City Cabs. Staff note that the maximum numbers of
vehicle heences that can be issued for taxi operations has been reached; thus, should any or both
of these applications be successful, amendments to the Business Licence Bylaw wouid be
required to enable the operation of these additional taxis in Richmond.

7.5  Need for City Regulation of Maximum Number of Class A and N Vehicle Licences

PT Board staff have affirmed that the process to potentially increase the number of taxicabs
operating in Richmond is entively applicant driven and that the PT Board does not consider any
municipal bylaws limiting the number of business and vehicle licences that can be issued when
making its dectsion to grant new taxi licences.

The original impetus to establish a maxumnum number of taxicabs that would be licensed by the
City was apparently prompted by an oversupply of licensed taxicabs operating in the
muntcipality, which may have been duc to the lack of a provincial licensing requirement for
companies operating within a municipahty at that time and/or that economic entry criteria inay
nol have been fully considered at that time by the provincial agency responsible for issuing taxi
licences. As of 2000, all taxi operators require provincial licensing and the Passenger
Transportation Act became effective in June 2004 and specifically created the PT Board, which
1s responsible for, among other matters, determining whether applications for passenger directed
vehicles (i.e., taxicabs) meet an cconomic test.

As the PT Board has the specific mandate, power, expertise, and resources to regulate taxicab
operators in BC and must explicitly consider economic entry criteria, the City’s need to impose
an upper limit on the number of taxicabs that operate in Richmond 1s debatable. The PT Board
considers all issues and consequences related to the issuance of additional taxi licences within a
municipality; thus, additional overstght by the City may be considered as redundant and a
duplication of effort.

Based on the above noted regulatory control of the PT Board over the taxicab industry, staff
conclude that any increase or elimination of the maximum number of City licences that can be

1ssued will not:
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« affect the relative monetary value of a taxi licence as this 1s determined by the absolute
number of taxi licences issued for a municipality, which is controlled by the PT Board; or

.+ “open the floodgates™ and necessarily lead to an eversupply of taxis in Richmond, as any
operator must first obtain a taxi licence from the PT Board, which has rigorous criteria that
govern the issuance of taxi hcences.

While there appears to be a need for increased taxi service in Richmond based on the existing per
capita average relative to other municipalities as well as comments from various stakeholders,
the City cannot directly increase the number of taxicabs operating in Richmond. The elimination
of the maximum number of City-issued vehicle licences will enable the provision of increased
taxi service in Richmond but does not guarantee it as the prior issuance of a provincial taxi
licence by the PT Board is a prerequisite.

7.6 Recommendation re Additional Class N Taxicab Service

Recommendation 4:; that the limit on the maximum number of Class N taxicab vehicle
licences that can be issued be eliminated to encourage improved service Ievels, and that a
letter be sent to the PT Board requesting that any future taxi licences issued for Richmond-
based taxicab operators provide for an increase in the number of accessible taxis available

to serve Richmond,

The elimination of the maximum number for City-issued Class N vehicle licences will streamline
the administrative procedures by removing the need for the City to continually amend its Vehicle
for Hire Bylaw in response to each application. It would also encourage new taxi companies
with accessible vehicles to apply to the PT Board to provide service in Richmond. In turn, this
potential or real competition from new taxi companies with accessible vehicles could motivate
the existing taxi companies to raise their standards of service levels.

To further emphasize the City’s desirc to increase the {leet of accessible taxis in Richmond, staff
also recommend that a letter be sent to the PT Board requesting that any future tax: licences
issued for Richmond-based taxicab operators provide for an increase in the number of accessible
taxis available to serve Richmond.

7.7 Recommendation re Additional Class A Taxicab Service

As noted in Section 7.2, the number of taxis in Richmond is below the regional per capita
average, which suggests that the current maximum himit on the number of Class A vehicle
licences that can be issued should be revised. As such, staff present the following three options

for Council’s consideration:

Opiion 1. that the existing limit on the maximum number of Class A taxicab vehicle licences that
can be issued be retained (Status Quo).

This status quo option is not recommended. Should the maximwm limit on Class A vehicle
licences be retained at its current number and a taxicab company 1s successful in obtaining
Class A taxi licences from the PT Board, then staff and Council would be required to address
each application separately and amend Bylaw 7360 accordingly each time, which would
continue the current redundant application review process and incur additional administrative
procedures for City staff, Council and the applicant.
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Opiion 2 Recommendation S: that the limit on the maximum number of Class A taxicab
vehicle licences that can be issued be eliminated to encourage improved service levels.

As noted in Section 7.4, the PT Board has the specific mandate, power, expertise. and
resources to regulale taxicab operators in BC and municipal oversight is no longer necessary.
Given approval of Recommendation 4 and the chimination of the cap on Class N vehicle
licences, the similar elimination of the cap on Class A vehicle licences would avoid any
possible apprehension of bias towards a particular company.

Option 3. that the limit on the maximum number of Class A taxicab vehicle licences that can be
issued be increased by 30 from 75 to 105.

An alternative to elinunating the maximum hmit on Class A vehicle licences 1s increasing the
maximum himit by an amount to bring Richmond’s per 1,000 capita number of taxicabs in
line with the regional average. Given a current combined number of 95 taxis eligible to serve
Richmond, the combined maxunum linits would need to be increased by 40 from 95 to 135,
Based on the existing proportion of Class A to Class N vehicle licences, increasing the
combined maximum himits by 40 would translate to an increase of around 30 Class A taxis
(from 75 to 105). An increase to the maxunum limit on Class N vehicle licences would not
be required given that Recommendation 4 is approved {i.e., elimination of the cap). This
option would lessen (though not climinate) the administrative burden associated with
amending Bylaw 7360 cach time an applicant is successful in obtaining taxi licence from the
PT Board.

Financial Impact

None of the recommendations 11 this report would result in additional capital or operating
financial costs to the City.

Conclusion

Based on discussions with staff from the Passenger Transportation Board and stakeholders, staff
have developed the following three recommendations intended to improve the customer service
and safety levels of all taxi operators in the cily:

+  Recommendaiion /: that the City’s Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bvlaw be amended to
include a Standards of Service section for both conventional and accessible taxis, including
proviston that Class N taxicabs must give priority of service to people with disabilities;

«  Recommendation 2: that the City request CVSE Vehicle Inspectors to jomtly participate with
City staff and Richmond RCMP in annuai vehicle nspections of Richmond taxi operators
with this mspection to coincide with one of the City’s semi-annual inspections and that the
City’s Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw be amended to include equipment maintenance
standards for accessible taxis; and

+  Recommendation 3: that all taxicab drivers must complete a suitable disability awareness
training prograim offered by the Justice [nstitute of BC and approved by Council.

With respect to the need for increased Class A and Class N taxicab service in Richmond, PT
Board staff have affinmed that the process to potentially increase the number of taxicabs
operating in Richmond 1s entirely applicant driven. The PT Board does not consider any
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mumcipal byvlaws hmiting the nunmiber of business and vehicle hiecences that can be 1ssued when
making its decision to grant new taxi licences. Based on regional statistics as well as commients
from various stakeholders, there appears 1o be a need for increased taxi service in Richrmond. In
addition, the expanded use of taxi service in Richmond would also be consistent with the City's
long term sustainability objective of encouraging and supporung other transportation alternatives
to private automobile ownership. Staff therefore propose the following two recommendations to
allow for a more streamlined process for potential operators to apply to the PT Board for
additional or new taxi licences:

«  Recommendation 4; that the hmit on the maximum number of Class N taxicab vehicle
licences that can be 1ssued be climinated to encourage improved service levels; and

+  Recommendation 5: that the limit on the maximum number of Class A taxicab vehicle
licences that can be issued be elininated to encourage improved service levels.

To further emphasize the City’s desire to increase the {leet of accessible taxis in Richmond, staff
also recommend that a letter be sent to the PT Board requesting that any future taxi licences
issued for Richmond-based taxicab operators provide for an increase in the number of accessible
taxis avatlable to serve Richmond.

—_— =" : -

Joan Caravan
Transportation Planner (4035)
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Attachment 2

PT Board Decision re Kimber Cabs Ltd Application AVG7-704

PI55e5er

TRANSEORTATION BOARD e it SLASSHRE SIRES T - PU S0 SERI T IS PN 0k - BUTUN B e 208

Application Decision

Application: AV704-07

Applicant: Kimber Cabs ttd,

Trade Hames: Kimbeal Cabs

Address: 4360 Vanguard Road, Richmord 82 VEX 2PS
Principals: IGILL, At Gl Dalbara Singh
T HANS. Suijit I SINGH. Kewal
- SINGH. Keveal | STAMM, Peel
Special The applicart has soecial authonzation to operate passerger dizectad vehiclas, This
Authorization: i zan be viewed in the 27 Sourd Suietin 5f Cacember 1. 2004 ot
HEv i b cal ‘byliet; faal
Summary: Addition of Motor Vehicles (PDV)
I (Section 32 of the Passenger Transporfation Act)?
s Preposed addision of 10 motor vahices to ircresse the madirrum Fee: size fal
. passenger direciad vehicles from 18 to 28 vehicles, of which 13 are accessible
taxis, {Of these 10 addtiorsl vehicles, the applicant is proposing that nare wil ke
accessible btaxis.}
Publication: | The application was published i the &7 Somd Bufiesin on May 30, 2007,

Submissions:  Elack Top Cabs 2d.
City of Rickmond
Yel orw Cab Co. Lbd.
" Lowa Cabe Ltd,
" Richmend Cabs Ltd.
" Carden City Cabs of Richmaond Lod.
Rickmand Comerities on Disabilty
. ERULLAR, Bakar Singh
o Board  The Bosrd may spprove an applicstior forwarded o it unde: sector 2601) of the
Considerations:  Aycsmager Transoortation Art f the Boaie considiers thas, as set out in section 2811
of the Act:
{a} theie iz « public need for the serace the applicant propesed ta piovide urde: ony
specis| suthorization.
k) the opplicant is a fit and proper parsen 1o provide that service and is capable of
providing that service, ord
{c] the application, if granted, would promote sound economic conditions in the
passanger transportstior business in 3ritish Calumbia,
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i The Board may approve a special authetization if «ll *hree provisions are answered in
the affirmative. The Board may refuse o lizence if any ore provision 15 answared in
the negative.

Application  The Boerd views taxicabs ot complementary o the public sranspartation syszem used
Matters: Ly many people in their daily life. Sor thes types of applications. the Board is
leoking for supporting documentatior: from potentia! users as well a3 business plans
" and financial statements when considerirg pubic need. applicant ftness snd
economic conditions,

- The length and tomplexity of the business plan and financial information as weil as
the volume of letters or staiements fram potensial users should refect the forlewing
factors: the type, size, and complexity of the proposed transportatien business; and
the degree of comparable competitior in the operating ares.

Regardless of how much suppoiting mazeriat is provided, it is up to the app:icant to
guide the Board as to 'what conciusion it shou'd reach basag on the supporting data
ard information thaz it submits with its application.

The Applicstion Handbcak, & companion te the application pazkage =rd forms,
. cortatns infoumation an application requitements and Board considesations.

Board Decisions: _ The application for additional vehicles is refused.

Background: Kimbe: Cabs Ltd. {Ximber] holds Passenger Transportation Licence 70458 that
attharizes the operstior of 18 passenger directed vehicles a5 taxic, o'l wheel chair
accessible, with otigination of bips in the Gty of Richmond, This application seeks <he
addition o7 10 patsenger directed vekicles to operate a5 naxis, al non-accessible,

| Aftar reviewing the file. I submitted o list of questions to the applicant, together witk
I a request for additicnai information. A response was receved July 25, 2007, Upon

I raview of this informazion, T sought clarification of certain matters and received o

- responsa froms the applicant on August 13, 2007,

Procedural * Upon receipt of the file. ] noted that one of the submitzers. Gaiden Cizy Cabs of
Matters:  Richmond Lxd. {Garden City}, had fited an application on the date of its submission on
this application. Thic aczurrad near the end of the submission peiod for A¥703-07.

_ 1 corsidered whether Saction 14 of the Act might be applicable. This section gives

. the Sourd discretior te corsides applications that invaive similar questions of fack, law

: or paiicy together of consacutivesy.

: Kimbet's application is #ar 10 additioral vehicles, o'l rorraccessible, for o compary
that is already an establishad licens=e in Richmond, Garden City 1= making spplication
for & new licence, frn 30 vehicles w0 operate in the ssme alea. Kinker's applicstion
was recarved at the Soerd 20070625, whereas Garden City's was not recerved un<it

- 2007/07/12. The applications are sufficienzly differant, and sufficiently sepatated in

I time of applization snd publicabon. that s further delay te Kimber's application is not

I wairanted in the circumstances. 1 decided thas I would proceed to <onsider

: app ication AV74-37 at this tire.

Reasons: i |, Js there o pubiic need for the service that the appicant proposes o provde
vnder special authonzabon?

: The application matenials indicate that Kimber currertiy operates nine vebicles en
; dayshift a1 Vancouver International Awrpert {YWR}, nire vehicias or dayshift in the
! City of Richmond, nine vehicies on right shift at YWR and five vehicles or night shif-

Face Azgoogtan Dok mgiansga T Tabo Suary
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in the ity of Richmond. The vehicles assigned mo YVR may also provide servize in
the City of Richrorid if there is deamand for the service when those vehic ec ar2 rot
fully engaged with business at YVR.

The Appication handbeok states: "The orus is on the apglicant 2o prove to the
Eoard that there is o public need for the service, The appicant must prasen:

. matesial, substantiate the materia’ and explsin how & the meterial relates to
piovirg need.”

in speaking to the need for additions' vehicles, he applicant stares: "The Company
currently oparates 18 vehicles, 9 of which are dadicated o the Airport and whickh
also waork in the City of Richmond a5 1equired. These vehicles often mrave: from the
Airport w the local hotels where they may be used to provide transpertation
seivices 1o guests ard patrons of the hotel, back to the Airpoit o1 to other points in
the city. Tha absence of thoce vehicles fiom the Airport will leave Airport demand
for service unfulfilied.” The application materials include pages of "Minutes of Taxi
Service Group/ YVRAA Mestings” from November 2006 te Aphi 2007 indicating tha
numbe: of tiips that Kimber, ac well as other companies, have oiiginated at the
aitpart over the past several manths, There is nathing in the file howaver, thet
would support the claim that the absence of Ximbei’s vehicles from YVR would
resul in an unfufillad damand there, ltis not clear, on the evidence before me, that
ather companies could rot or would not mest that demand. There is no indication
fram the YWR airpart autharity that weould verify the applicanz's ¢aim,

Kinvha indicazes that its current contract with YWR expires in Febiuary 2008 and
that. if successful in this spplication, it will seek to place on additional nine vehices
in the YWR samvice. Isire of tan additional vehicles. if approved. would be dependen:
upon « rev contract with YWR that would doubie Kimber's commibent 1o that
service, Tha applicant mukes no claims Shat such « conziact currently exists, only
that it intends o enzel into ane. My 1eview of the file shows that there is no
indication of suppers for zhis application from tha maragemen: of YYR, nar any
matearial that would indicate intent or the part of YR to ente inmg a contract with
Kimbe: for additbanal vehicles, This is a stazement of the applicant’s business
intenzians rather than any evidence of pubic need.

The applicart states: "The hotels are consiantly 1equesting service with 5 passenger
sedans.” Thaiz is no evidence in the file to subsiantiste thic c.aim. There are no
letters of suppoi= for the applicatian fiem any hotels in the ares.

The applicant states: "The Company piovides service 0 « number of eldarly
patsengers who expariznce sope difficuty in accessing the vang, which are highe
than o sedan, Thesa e dery passengets are constanily requesting service for regula
five passengar sadans which is [zic} easier for them to anter snd exit.” Therz is no
awvidence in the file from any of Kimber's passengers that would verify <his <laim.
While there are some statements of service usage, nore makes any referance to the
issue of difficuity of entiance o egiess with 12spect to the existing fleet.

With yespan to the eventualibty that this app.acation is rot approved. ihe applicant
szatas: "The delsys in 1espanse time will get longer. Currently the Company is
experiencing unrzasonable lang delays betaeen 7am and %am and 3pm to s5pm.
The delays cuirent'y experienced between 7am ard Jam are in 2xcess of half ar
hout and s1e unacceplable to the Company. The delays cunently experienced
" batwieen 3pm and 6pm can be and often are in excess of an hou,” I my request
_for additiona infermatian from the appiicant, | asked for specific custorer sarvice

Fdze Aogwcatir Selis T E N L B ot L SR L]
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response data and ustoric trip data. The applicart responded “Trne Company deas
nat have avaifabie to it specific inforr: ation with respect to higzaric customat
raspensa times as it has not in the pest Siacked wait times,” shsert any varfiable
irformation on thic ssue I place ‘tle weight or the claims the appicant bas made
with raspect to customer sarvica respanse timas,

The leiter of May 14, 20C7 fiom Mi, Ssbeting on behalf of the agplicans z1ates: "The
Company's fleet has baen static since the tosor Carrier Commission granted Kimber
its vcanses in 1993. The Company has not sought an incresse in the size of its fleet
since its incaption,” 1 note that decision AV1358-04 gianted Kember's request for
four additoral wheel chair accessible vehicles, authorizing it to increase ts fleet
fram 14 vehicles to 18 vehicles, o1 nearly 29%, ‘ess than three years aga.

The City of Richmond, in its submission dated June 11, 2007 refers to, amang cther
iseues, “recent expeliences of longar than usual wairs for taxi cabs during the
evening.” In responsa, the appiicant states: "The lack of seivice during the
ewanings is largely due to the shortage of vehicles in Kimbar's fleet,” 1 find thes
explanation at odds with the fact that the applicant operates only five vehicles an
might shift in the City of Richmond. The explunation offered for thus feve! of
aperdtion is: “Cuiing the night shift when demand decnsasas for servics in che city
only § vehicies are assigned ko work the ¢ty Fuither. in its Fnal response to my
queshons dazed August [3, 2007, the applicant makes states that five vehiclos woik
24 hour shifts seven days per week and tha: four vehicles are operated by "lesse
operators” from 7 a.m. or 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. or 8 p.m., but in no case more than 60
hows por weak, Clearly, with four vehicles not currantly epeiating on =he night shifz,
the reqcon for lenger aaits canmot fanly be attiibuted to the shortage of vehizles in
Kimbei'’s Feel, By exercising fuither conwol aver the four lease vehicles, Kirtbe
could inciease its night shift capacity ir the City of Richrmond seivice by 30%.

The applicart offers 17 "statement of cervice usage” foimis a5 suppat for the
appiication. 1n 12viewing these statzments, [ note that nine of them provide no
details whatsoeve: with respect o the nead for additiona: taxt servicas, These are
signed statemants with basic contect information, None 2f the guesiions paitsining
to the need for maie or improved sesvice hove been answered, [ place little weight
on these statements of seivica usage. The remainirg eighs statemants range from
@ vEly minimal responce to the questions to & more fulsarre response.

There are no letters of suppeis fiam individuals, campanias or orgamzations whe
would either use the additional s21vice o1 woud be in & position ko recorsmend o:
direct others to use it, This 1s. in my expeniance, very thin suppart for sn applicazion
of thiz size and nature.

The spplicabion matenasls includz ceverasl pages af data, appatently gsthered hom
irte:ne sites. partaining to the City of Richmond's populstion base, demegraphics,

. businesses and hotels, These is nothing in the file that explains haw this infeimatior
r2lates to the past, present or future demand fou the applicant’s taxi servicas. There
are same comparisons of papuiation o taxi ratios for Richmond snd for other Lower
Mainland muricipalitizs. Populstion sebistics, in the absence of ather supporting
documertation. are rot of much assistance in demorstrating gublic nead for
additioral vehizies for o taxi company. If ather supporting documents such as
company oparelions, abendoned calls, firarcial projectons and ‘etiers of suppoit
are pravided, shen population «nd tourisr: statisiics may be a factor the in
establishing that a reed exists for more taxis. In this case, there was not sufficiant

_euppoiting or carroborating inforrmation o give weighs to the raw dats provided,

Fage 4 Aspvieatcr Sesaman Srszaryras SransowTaboy o
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Attachment 2 Cont’d

PT Board Decision re Kimber Cabs Ltd Application AV07-704

i Hind that the applicant has not demonstiated thet « public nead exists for tha
i additioral vehic'es scught under this application.
DL Ts the applcant o ff and proped person o provide that service «nd s the
appifcant capable of providing that service?
The Bosrd corsiders “applicant fitness” from two pergpectives. o1 in two zteps: (s)
. is the applicant a ™it and proper pesson”™ to provide the proposad seivice; and (b) is
: the applicant capeble of pioviding thet service?
: The appicant is an expenercad aperator of taxis in the Lower Mainland. The
. apfication metenals include sufficient historical Rnancia: informsation, financial
projections and a business p'an that supperts the application.
Soma submitters raise concerns with the age of the applicant's fleet. There are ro
terms and conditions of ficence imposed on the applicant with respect to these
* matbers, Whie saven of the vehicles in the fleet are model years benween 1987 and
1981, there is no evidence before me that these vehicles do not mees the standards
: required by legislation,
" Some submitbeis raise the issue of the lack of evaitability of Kin:ber's vehicies to
. sarve the disabled commurity, Haither the applicart, ner most other taxi companies
operatirg whee' thail accassibie vehices, is 1=sticted from using iks Feet to serve
_ the broeder commupity within its operating ered. The Boord encourages iicensees <o
" operate suficient wheel chair accessible vehicles within their fleets to meat the
- needs of the disabied community, but generaliy refrains from placing restriciions or
T such use w0 enable operasars i¢ mainiain fexibility and ecoromic viabitity,
Some submitbais have 1aised the iszue of whether o not Kinsbel's dispatch operates
D on a 247 basis. ARer receiving responses to specific questions in my bao separate
enquiri=2s inzo Kimber's appiication, 1 am catisfied that the applicant does have
- dispatch servicas an o 24)'7 basis.

. ! find that the applicant ie « fit and proper person to piovida the service sought
: under this apglication, and would be capabie of providing the sarvice.

L. Would $he appication, f granted. prompde sound econamic conditians i e
passenger transpoitation business in Bitish Columbia?

. The Board appicachas the "economic condibions” issue from a bicad perspeciive.

" The econemic conditians of the “transpoization business in Bntish Cotumbia™ aie
consdered ahead of the economic and fnancial interests of an individug’ app-izent
or operetes, The Board suppoits healthy campatition within passenges
transportation maikets, As w=ll, the Board discovrages destiuchive forms of
competision thet could unduly harm existing service providars.

“In this particular instance, the opplicant hos nat demaonstiated public nesd o0 my
salisfaction, [ bave nat made any determination as to whesha the spplication, if
granted. would promote sound economic conditions in the passanger JIanspoltation
busirass in 3rizich Columbia.

Board Panel Chair: Cenris 1. Day

Determiination Date: August 17, ZC07

Pamwe & Asgiogine Jesan e Farzangs franspoisnt Soard
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Attachment 3

Proposed Revised Taxicab Taritf

City of
RICHMOND

TAXI CAB TARIFF
METER RATES

(Includes G.S.T.)

$2.75 for the first 63 metres or fraction thereof.

$ .10 cents for each additional 63 metres or fraction
thereof.

$ .10 cents for each 13 seconds stopping time or
waiting time.

» No charge shall be made for extra passengers.

» The carrying of passengers for separate fares is
prohibited.

'COMMENTS OR CONCERNS ABOUT

YOUR TAXI CAB SERVICE?

Obtain cab #, cab company and call the Richmond
License Office: 604-276-4000 with the details or send
your concerns to Richmond City Hall at

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Attention:; Business Licence,
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Attachment 4

#@ Disability Resource Centre

& A Program of the Richmond Committee on Disability
f A Member of the Canadian Association of Independent Living Centres

DISABILITY & SENSITIVITY TRAINING

Training Fact Sheet ~ Welcome Customers with Disabilities

Basic Training Components:
1. Introduction & Overview

2. Background Information

» Terminology
> Statistics
» Disability Types

3. General Approaches and Etiquettes

» Basic Rules and Words of Dignity
» Basic Skills
» Communication Skills

4. Specific Approaches and Assistance

++ Mobility Disability, Visual Impairment, Hearing Impairment, Cognitive
Disability, Mental Health Issues

Characteristics of Various Types of Disabilities
Assistive Devices
Effective Ways of Providing Assistance

Y VvV

5. Assisting Customers Using Assistive Devices

» Presentation and Sharing by Professionals
» [Demonstration

6. Video Presentation

-~

. Questions and Answers

> Share personal experiences and ask for more in-depth information

All training details are subject to changes and modification by DRC.

226
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Attachment 4 Cont’d

Comprehensive Training Components:
1. All Basic Training Components

2. Basic Emergency Scene Management

» General guidelines
# Visual Impairment

» Hearing Impairment
» Mobility Impairment

3. Evacuation Protocol for Persons with Disabilities

» Scene Survey
» Primary Survey ABC
» 0On-going Care ABC

4. Know the Equipment

» Mobility Tools — various manual wheelchairs, walker, scooter
# Visual Cues — Talk Board
» Tactile Cues - Braille, Raised Form

5. Role Play and Activities

» Role Play

» True or False Quiz
» Inclusive Language
» Case Studies

6. Special Requests

» Additional topics relating to specific trades

» Extra social-cultural aspects of disabilities
» Any other subjects pertaining to disabilities issues

CONTRACTING OUR SERVICES:

Venue — Disability Resource Centre
Number of trainers - 2 or 3 Number of participants — maximum 12

< Basic Training — 2.5 hours (one 15-minute break) $375.00

*» Comprehensive Training — 4.5 hours (two 10-minute breaks)  $600.00
% Training with Special Reguests Negotiable

< Training with Other Changes Negotiable

Call Ella Huang at 604-232-2404 for more information.
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