City of Richmond Report to Committee

TO Gerural Purposes ~Jul a1,2008

To: General Purposes'Comm'it'tee ' ~ Date: July 2, 2008

From: Amarjeet S. Rattan ' File: - I'R ~E0(cO ~ 2O~ ?3&:0/8%0‘-:}-
- Chief Licence Inspector
Re: BUS!NESS LICENSING OF CLASS A AND CLASS N TAXICABS IN RICHMOND -

Staff Recommendation

That Business Licence Bylaw 7360, Amendment Bylaw No.8407, to increase the number of
vehicles permitted to operate under Class A and Class N, be introduced and given first,
- second and thlrd readings

A-fathe,

Amarjeet S. TRattan
Chief Licence Inspector, Busmess & Fmanc1a1 Servxces
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Staff Report
Origin

On June 13, 2008, staff received correspondence from Garden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd.
. advising that the company had been successful in obtaining a permit from the Passenger
Transportation Board (PTB) to operate a fleet of vehicles in the City of Richmond for the
purpose of providing a taxi service. The company is now requesting a Busmess Licence to
operate the newly penmtted vehicles (Atftachment 1).

Although tax1s are permitted and regulated under the provincial Passenger Transportation Act,
the number of taxis licenced to operate in the City is regulated under the Business Licence
‘Bylaw. As the maximum number of taxis permitted to operate under the Business Licence
Bylaw has been reached, this report is to provide Council with the information necessary to-
_enable a dec151on on the above request.

Findings Of Fact

The Bylaw currently limits the number of taxis permitted to operate as a vehicle for hire to 75
Class A (non-accessible taxis) and 20 Class N (accessible vehicles). These licences are currently
held by 3 companies; Richmond Taxi Co. Ltd.: Coral Cabs Ltd. and Kimber Cabs Ltd. The last
increase in taxi numbers was in November of 2006 when Richmond Taxi Co. Ltd. was
successful in obtaining four permits from the Passenger Transportation Board.

- Analysis

Garden City Cabs

Garden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd. applied to the Passenger Transportation Board in July of
2007 for a permit to operate a flect of 30 vehiclés for the purpose of providing a taxi service in
Richmond. The PTB application was amended in October of 2007 to reflect that 20 of the
vehicles would be Class A and 10 would be Class N. On June 12, 2008, the PTB approved the
application with a number of terms and conditions, including:

e maximum fleet size of 30 vehicles of which 18 are Class A and ‘12 are Class N

e at all times there is to be a minimum ratio of 3 Class A taxis to 1 Class N taxi

e aminimum of 2 Class,N (whcel chair accessible) vehicles must be available to
service passengers ougmatmg in the City of Richmond 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week

» Class N vehicles must be operated in accordance with the Motor Vehicle Act
regulations including Division 10 (motor carriers) and Division 44 (mobility aid
accessible taxi standards) and in accordance with any other applicable equipment

~ regulations. and standards

* (ransportation of passengers may only originate from points within the City of

Richmond excluding the Vancouver International Airport
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e acopy of the ‘Taxi Bill of Rights’ issued by the Ministry of Transportation must
be affixed o an 1nter10r rear-seat side window of each tax1cab operated under the -
licence

e foraperiod of five years no share or shares of Garden City Cabs of Richmond
Ltd. can be transferred without the prior written consent of the PTB. .

Passenger Transportation Board Decision Process

The PTB held pubic hearings in December 2007, January 2008, February 2008 and March 2008
and various delegations appeared before the Board to comment on the impact-another taxi
service may have on existing taxi companies or to comment on existing taxi service in
Richmond. City staff monitored a majority of the pubhc hearings for 1nformat10n purposes.
Some of these delegations included:.

- Richmond Committee on Disability (RCD)
- Richmond Taxi Co Ltd.

Coral Cabs Ltd.

Kimber Cabs Ltd.

Tourism Richmond

Richmond Chamber of Commierce.

In making their decision with respect to the Garden C1ty Cabs of Rlohmond Ltd apphcatlon the
PTB noted the followmg information recewed

¢ that there was consistent evidence of long wait times and unsatisfactory service
levels from the current Richmond taxi companies

¢ that the evidence presented of the rate of growth of business and tourism in
Richmond has been strong and is forecasted to grow over the next couple of years
and there was concern that the existing taxi companies may not be able to service
the increased demand brought on by the growth

e increased YVR traffic and hotel room growth in Rlchmond

e a October 9, 2007 letter received from the Council of the City of Richmond

- - supporting an increase in the number of taxis licensed to operate in the City and

_more specifically an increase in Class N accessible vehiclés (Attachment 2).

The PTB decision in its entirety has been attached to this report (Attachment 3).

City of Richmond Taxi History

The current City bylaw to limit the number of Class A taxicabs was originally adopted in 1958 in
response to laxicab disputes that had resulted in confrontations between drivers over fare issues.
Prior to that time, there was no limit to the number of business licences issued and this resulted
in more taxicabs operating than what local demand could support.

‘The Class N taxicabs were established in 1986 in response to a request for a taxicab service that
would meet the needs of the physically disabled community.
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In November of 2006 Council approved an amendment to the bylaw to increase the number of
licences permitted under Class A and Class N when Richmond Taxi Co Ltd. was granted four
additional permits (2 Class A and 2 Class N) by PTB. '

Taxi Cab.Service

Recent correspondence received (Attachment 4 and Attachment 5) indicates that a sector of the

: commumty is of the view that they are not being adequately served by the existing taxi
companies. The RCD has also appeared before Council to express frustration with the existing
companies providing inadequate or sporadic service to the disabled community. As per a
previous Council referral, staff are working on revisions to the Vehicle For Hire Bylaw that
would require further enhancements to the service levels provided by taxi companies.

-Financial Impact
Increased licence fees via a higher number of licences being issued may be realized.
Conclusion

As part of the process of granting 30 new taxi permits to Garden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd.,
PTB considered many issues, including:

o ifthe operator was a fit and proper person capable of providing the service

¢ would the new permit promote sound economic conditions in the passenger
transportation business

o whether there was a public need for the additional service

o the concerns raised by the existing companies on the potential impact to their business.

Sornae of the community benefits that could result from a decision to increase the number of taxis
licensed to operate under the Business Licence Bylaw include:

-» making more Class N accessible vehicles available

e potentially decreasing wait times for all users

e taxi service will be able to keep up with the pace of current and projected growth in
the city.

| icence Inspector
(4155) :
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T AL l“;"; 7 o . ’ .
W @ MY City of Richmond - Bylaw 8407

Business Licence Bylaw7360, Amendment Bylaw 8407
The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. That Busmess Licence Bylaw 7360, Sectlon 2.1.27.3 (a) is amended by increasing the number
-of Class A taxicabs to 93. : ,

2. That Business Licence Bylaw 7360, Section 2.1.27.3 (b} is amended by increasing the number
~ of Class N taxicabs to 32. '

3. This Bylaw is cited as “Business Licence Bylaw.7360 and Amendment Bylaw 8407 ”.

FIRST READING , ' - [

RICHMOND
- -‘ | APPRO
SECOND READING | o ‘ __ . VED |
THIRD READING o : | ‘ o contnc by
' dept.
ADOPTED
' APPROVED
.fur_leg‘;_a!ity
MAYOR - ~ CORPORATE OFFICER
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Attachment 1

Garden Clty Cabs ot Richmond

12180 Wondhead Ril Richmond; 1C VEV TG i

June 13,2008 : '7 0\6 \OD :
Inanne Hikida _. ‘ B oy ww

Business Licenss Inspecior : ' : A
ol iNo. 3 1ad - : a\\
Y

Fichrnaid, 12C

~

IR A
Mg Fiada:

wly name is Sam Hundal, [am tnt'“rc tary Director for Ga 1cn & niy ,':;I)k of
Richmond. .

Az you may koow the Passenzor L ansporfation Board yesierday granted licenses
Loy Ohrden Chily Cabs B operale o ey st company iy ihe cily o Tichmeond This
Aecisinmn wig ju art ol a lenghy puldic hsarng whan siagred i Decsmber and
somplatad i March, The Lovaril heard froo numerons stakehalders including, &
lelter from Mayor Drodic asking the hoard 10 grant addidonal hicenses. |
understandd a copy of the decision was forwaded o you and you can gei the

details of the hearings in rhi decision.

[ would like 1o vequesl authorization for ble]ﬂ(,\b licenses (o operale 30 taxicabs of
which 12 would be aceessible, as per the YT decasion.

HEihere is an Yy furihier infoomation 1[mI)Lu| nqnn plcase tin nof hesgitaie locontact
mo on my cell mimber J L ./-Ir_!—jl@() or Parmijil Randhaws dircetor of Gagden

r-.'\

Ciiy Cabs a1 604 T28-0)2

Thanking you in advancs for vour assisiance.
¥ >

Sincerely,

G Fuddal
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City of RICHMOND
6911 Nao. 3 Road
Richmond, B.C. VEY 3C1

Telephonc: (GOX) 2764 133
Fax No: (601) 276-4332

Attachment 2

MALCOLM BRODIE o
MAYOR - f . o

October 9, 2007

Mr, Dennis Day _
Chair of the Passenger Transportation Board
P.0. Box 9850 STN PROV GOVT

" Victoria, BC V8W 9T5

Dear Mr. Day:
Re: City of Richmond Report on Taxi Service Issues

-~ At the regulér City of Richmond Council meeting of September 24, 2007, Council considered a report
on taxicab service issues in Richmond and passed the following resolution: '

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

" (a) add a Standard of Service section for all Class A and Class N taxicabs, incfuding 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;

(¢) require that all laxicab drivers must complete a suitable disabilily 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 . : '

(¢) add a Chauffeur Permil requiretnent section that specifically addresses application and
appeal procedures. '

(3)  That staff bring forward a report lo add specific fines for violations made under the Vehicle
for Hire Bylaw 6900. ' ‘

(4)  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 uccessible taxis available to serve Richmond.

(5)  That the City reques! Commercial Vehicle Safety and Enforcement to jointly participate with
: City staff and Richmond RCMP in annual vehicle inspections of Richmond taxi operalors
with this inspection to coincide with one of the City's semi-annual inspections. 4"

RICHMOND

Istund City, by Nature

2288251

2@6



(6)  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. ¢

(7)  That a copy of this report be férwarded to the Passenger Transportation Board for ‘
information. .

As you will note in the above resolution, the general intent of the proposed amendments to Richmond’s.
Vehicle for Hire Bylaw is to ensure that the public consistently receives reliable, safe and high quality
taxi service regardless of the specific needs of the customer. With respect to Resolution 4, our local
community of people with disabilities has expressed to City staff and Council that there is a need for
greater service levels of accessible taxis in the city, particularly during the evening hours. With respect
to Resolution 7, please find attached a copy of the report. '

Thank you for your consideration of these issues regarding taxicab service in Richmond, both at present
and in the future. Should you have any questions or wish to discuss any aspect of the report, please
contact Victor Wei, Director, Transportation at 604-276-4131 or ywei@richmond.ca.

Yours lTuly,

‘Malcolm D /Brodie
Mayor

ce: - Jan Broocke, Director and Secretary, Passenger Transportation Board
Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, City of Richmond
Amarjeet S. Rattan, Manager, Business Liaison, City of Richmond
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JUN-12-2008 15:27 From:PASSENGER TRAN BORRD 258 953

Pa5senser

3788

To:Dwen Bird F.3-36

Attachment 3

TRANSPORTA 1ON BOARD 202. 949 BLANSHAR

1

tion Decision

1623-07

Applic

i
Application: |

TREET + PO BOX 9850 STN PROV GOVT + VICTORIA BC Ve ars

Apblicant: E_Ga'rﬁen City Cabs of Richmp d Ltd,
Trade Nama: Garden City Cabs , _} |
. i Harley J, Harris, Counsel
Address: { Owen Bird |
i 29" Floor ~ Three Bentall Cent{
i 595 Burrard Street, PO Box 494180
i Vancouver BC' V7X 115 ; ; .
Principals: i PUREWAL, Amrik S, | RANDHAWA, Paramijit S,
{ HUNDAL, Surinderi . WAHLLA, Joginder .
Special { None i
Authorization: !
Summary: ! New Speclal Authorization | DV)
- (Section 26 of the Passenger sportation Act)
Proposed new special authorizgion to operate passenger directed vehicles in
§ Richmond with a maximum flegt}size of 30 taxis that accommodate a driver and not
i less tha_n 2 and not more than passengers,
Publication: i PT Bulletin - July 18, 2007 ‘;

i (October 11, 2007 - fiect amer|

d to reflect 20 non-accessible and 10 gccessible

, : taxis), | .
Submissions; i+  Richmond Cabs Ltd. _j *  BC Taxi Assoclation
' i * Represented by: : * ' Represented hy:
i «  Barry Dong, Harris & Com%ny +  Mohan Kang, President
i e . Coral Cabs itd, *  Kimber Cabs Ltd,
i ¢ Represented by: ; *  Represented by: .
¢ Barry Dong, Harrls & Comp jny ¢ Mohan Kang, President, BC Taxi
Assocfation
i ¢ Richmond Commmee on { *  Black Top Cabs Ltd,
i Disabillty
. t *  Vancouver Taxi Ltd, -’ +  Yellow Cab Company Lto,

BHULLAR, Balker Singh ! *  Maclure’s Cabs (1984) Lid,
i *  AWAN, Mahmood ' ¢ Black Top Cabs Ltd,

Héaring Dates and

Location: Mar 26-28, 2008 in Rlchmond

Board Members:

December 11 to 14, 2007; Jan.

y

i Denms Day, Chair; Kabe) Atwall;

|
!
|

p-30, 2008; Feb. 6-8, 2008 and

l;émber

Page 1
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JUN-12-2688 15:27 From:P

ASSENGER TRAN BOARD 258 953 3788 To:Owen Bird F.4-36
* I

1
H
i

!
i

Considerati

i

"f‘"’ | The Board may approve an arﬁ{:‘ ication forwarded to It under section 26(1) of the
MS: : Passenger Transportation Act

the Board considers that, as set out in section 28(1)
- iof the Act: o ‘

i (a) there is a public need for

| e service the applicant proposed to provide under
any special authorization, ! ‘

(b) the applicant is a fit and p)
K praviding that service, ané

(c) the application, if grantedj ould promiote sound economic conditions in the
i passenger transportation li‘: siness in British Cojumbia.

The Board may approve a speglpl authorization if ali three provisions are answered
i Inthe affirmative. The Board y refuse a licence if any one provision is answered
i in the negative, :

Application Mattifrs: The Board views taxicabs as CQL plementary to the public transportation system

Board
Determination:

Background:

! used by many people in their difly life. For these types of applications, the Board is
i looking for supporting documelitation from potential users as'well as business plans
and financial statements when;tbnsidering public need, applicant fitness and

i economic conditions. g :

business plan and financial information as well as
i the volume of ietters or statemights from potential users should reflect the following
{ factors: the type, size, and conh lexity of the proposed transportation business; and
i the degree of comparable compgtition in the operating area.

_ Regardless of how much 5uppq' ng material is provided, it is up to the applicant to
i guide the Board as to what conepsion it should reach based on the supporting data
i and information that it submits ith its application.
! The Application Handbook, g cgi
i contains information. on applical

i The length and complexity of t

panion to the application package and forms,
n requirements and Board considerations,

 The special authorization sdilaht by the applicant is approved.

: ] i
 The terms and conditions of

_ The rates approved are tho
i Lower Mainland Taxicab Ra

cence are as set out in this decision.

set out in the Board’s “Rule Respecting
s", effective January 5, 2008.

This applicétioh was initially for a Speclal Authorization jL’L:ence to operate 30 vehicles as taxis, 5 of which

were to be accessible vehicles, originating In the City of

ichmond. The application was subsequently

amended to operate 30 vehicles, 10 of which would be igfcessible vehicles, The background events,

between the public
this decision under

The hearing took p
oh December 11, 2
.. perhaps reasonably

from two witnesses| one representing Tourism Richmong

Commerce, who ha

ption date and the commencement di the hearing, are adequately covered elsewhere in
the heading “Procedural Matters”, i :

ded a total of 12 days of testimony commencing .
e panel heard evidence from 12 witnesses,

es, on behalf of the applicant, We also heard

nd ane representing Richmond Chamber of
arden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd. (GCCRL) to

_ : : : [
ace in the City of Richmond, and indl
P07 and ending on March 28, 2008. !
described as taxi user support witng

d been subpoenaed at the request of

|

Page 2

1
Application D T‘ion ) ) Passenger Transportation Board
] .
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appear at the helring_, Further testimony called in su nprt of the application was heard from the
accountant who had prepared the pro-forma financial §atements on behalf of the applicant and from three
of the four princlpals and Directors of GCCRL, ' -

1
i
The panel also hdard a presentation from a group ofﬁ people representing the Richmond Committee on
Disabifities (RCD)|that is recognized as a submitter to these Proceedings. The RCD representatives outlined
issues of concern|to the 356 members of that organizhlfon. The applicant, submitters and Board panel had
the opportunity tg ask questions of the RCD panel. p

|
BC Tax] Associatign (BCTA) called one witness, f
|

les, all accessible, in the City of Richmond. KCL.
Director and Shareholder of KCL, two KCL drivers

Kimber Cabs Ltd. (KCL} is authorized to oOperate 18 ve
called 4 witnessed, including the Manager, who is also
and a dispatcher. ' If

. |
Richmond Cabs Ltd. and Coral Cabs Ltd. (together, Rl
which are accessible, in the City of Richmond. RCL callafl its Secretary, who Is also a Director and
Shareholder of th Lompany, as a witness, RCL also c‘é! d two drivers, neither of whom are shareholders in
the company. In ddition, RCL called Professor Garland|Ehow as an expert withess with respect to his

_report on taxis, arld as a non-expert witness with respel to his analysis of dispatch data at RCL.
. 1 &

hold authorlzation to operate 79 vehicles, 4 of

The appficant was|permitted to call a rebuttal withess {"ea jarding the dispatch data.

In total, the panel|heard from 33 witnesses {including tHe five members of RCD who appeared as a panel)
and examined sonje 42 exhibits that ran to several tholl$and pages of evidence, The 12 days of hearing

- time is unprecedented since the Inception of the Board {f June 2004, While the application itself is not
unusually complex|in nature, the sheer volume of matgill before the panel warrants comment,

. Procedural Matters i

There were a nlimper of procedural matters associated With this hearing. The Board has the power to
control its own pracesses pursuant to section 12(1) of ihE PTA and, in the course of the hearing we made
various proceduralirulings respecting such things as quggtioning of witnesses and admission of decuments,

tion of Garden City Cabs of Richmci Ltd. (GCCRL) was published In the Passenger
rd’s “Bulletin” on July 18, 2007. The gotice stated that Tobin Robbins of Heenan Blaikie
representative, . ' i

Notice of the appli
Transportation Bo
was the applicant”

On July 31, 2007, the corporately related companies of Richmond Cabs Ltd. and Coral Cabs Ltd.
(colfectively referred to as RCL) made submissions to thelBoard opposing the application, At that time,
Barry Dong, of Hartis and Company, representing both mpanies, objected to Mr. Rabbins’ representation
of GCCRL on the griounds that Mr. Robbins had previously acted for RCL on an application before the Board
and, thus, would have been privy to confidential informalfon. Mr. Dong requested that the application be
dismissed or adjoufned generally. On August 28, 2007, e ruled that the grounds for dismissal were not
supported by eitherf-the Passenger Transportation Act ’l' he Administrative Tribunals Act. As well, the
Board was not pre i Afe it on hold. :

Page 3 fon Passenger Transportation Board
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In late August, R
party to this actig
interest as betwe
from acting for of
Columbia ruled, 4
defendants from

CL launched a civil action against Tol
n. RCL sought a deciaration that TagIn
en RCL and GCCRL and an interim an

Robbins and Heenan Blaikie. The Board was not a
Robbins and Heenan Blaikie were in a conflict of -
permanent injunction restraining the defendants
on behalf of GCCRL In any applicatiby before the Board. The Supreme Court of British
mong other things, that RCL was entifled to an Interim injunction restralning the

acting for or on behalf of GCCRL in ddftnection with this application before the Board,

v I [}
On November 21| m,L
now representing '
Dong responded
pending a final di

led the Board and hearing participants that he was

pared to commence the hearing as scheduled. Mr.

he application be dismissed or adjourned generally
the application was “tainted”, Other submitters

On December 3, 2007, the Board ruled that that the &

lication would not be dismissed or adjourned and
that the hearing :}ou!d proceed as scheduled on Decet

er 10, 2007,

order to stay, pending a decislon of the Court on a
with the hearing Into the application of GCCRL. The
The hearing proceeded on December i1, 2008,

hibit in this hearing. We refused this request on
he substantive_ matter before the Board.

Board's decision, RCL sought a cotjl [
judicial review petjtion, the Board's decision to proceed
Court dismissed this application on December 10, 2008

GCCRL sought to enter the decision of the court as an id|
the grounds the décision of the court Is not relevant ta |

2. Submitterk :

Upon receipt of t

e to the Board that they wished to participate in
e requirement to provide notice to the applicant

By the deadline of
the hearing as sub
and eight did not.

Sept. 26, 2007, 12 persons gave no
mitters. Four of the submitters met

————

before Oct. 1%, sd

At the pre-hearing
requirements shou
reasons.

The Board ruied th
the potential subm

the application and

acceptance of thes

The Board also pu
other patty-to the
followed.

‘The BCTA, KCL, R

hearing, the Board

- hearing. All other 4

give evidence to th
application.

The Richmond Com)
December 11, 2007

Richmond Cormmitt.

i

The Board provided the eight undelly
ven submitters provided the $50 fe__e{

cohference, the applicant argued théla
d be disqualified. The submitters p

— T

pt the submitters would be qualified!
tters, disqualifying them may resuit j
the applicant had not demonstrated
B submitters. oo
all participants on notice that it exp
earing, to be copied to all other parf

) H

fuled that only these submitters may
ubmitters could question the applicg
2 Board. On December 7, 2007 Roya

fittee on Disability provided a pan
. The applicant, those submitters pré

¢e on Disability following the presen

., and RCD met Board requirementsgl

1

red submission notices to the applicant on or
ithin the specified timeiines.

submitters who did not meet the filing
bent argued agalnst disqualification for technical

cause the applicant had recelved ample notice of
the Board not receiving information relevant to
nat it wouid be unduly prejudiced by the

ted all correspondence to the Board, or to any
s to the hearing and that Board timelines must be

pr pre-hearing disclosure. Prior to the start of the
rovide oral and documentary evidence at the

$ witnesses, ' They would not be permitted to
City Taxi withdrew as a submitter to the .

nt, and the panel asked questions of the
ion. The Committee did not participate in the

1 |
e}esentatlon to the Board on the morning of

Page 4

Application D4
1

fon Passenger Transportation Board
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To:Owen Bird P, 736

hearing. Submitters Bhuilar, Awan,!
[d. and Black Top Cabs Ltd. did not 4
provided notice to these submitters, |
ss further, they must advise the Bod
ed on communications among the B

Jremainder of the
MacLure’s Cabs L
2008, the Board §
the hearing proce
wished.to be cop

!

The BCTA, KCL and RCL were the active submitters a
presented oral and documentary evidence and Cross-¢
portion of the hedring, the Board ruled that it would a
active submitters.|. :

e i
Board received 12 written submission
ed further documentary and oral evl
final written submisslons from the B!

i Amendment

In summa?y, the |
record. We recely
oral evidence and

3. Applicatio; f

llow Cab Company Ltd., Vancouver Taxi Ltd.,

pear at the hearing in December, On January 8,
luding the RCD, that if they wished to participate in
- Only the RCD responded, indicating that they

rd and participants. '

after publication of the hearing. These are on the
nce from the RCD. We received documentary and
A, KCL and RCL,

mmary published on July 18, 2007 s}
mond. Twenty-five (25) would be né
conference, the applicant asked for!
d-10 accessible taxis. f

The application sy
in the City of Rich
to the pre-hearing
accesslble taxis an

, The Board conside
amendment if the
at the pre-hearing

application were re-published.

The §
conference on Oct. 2, 2007. i

W, the Board allowed the amendmer
vious Board practice, and because th
stance of the application - i.e. a ney

Upon further revie
consistent with pr
of the fact and sulf
SOMe non-accessil
amendment was n
restrictive mix of v
republication woul

Pt & request for more vehicles or addi
chicles and restrictions in the terms a
not serve any purpose in this instaal’l
L ;
. 4. Expert Evillence |
RCL called Garland|Chow as an expert witness. Dr. Chd
Lagistics Division and Director of the Bureau of Intelligg
within the Sauder $chool of Business at the University ¢
an expert witness with regard to transportation matterq
New Taxis in the Clty of Richmond, October 2007” was |

" appropriate notice with respect to thls expert witness a
Board's Rules of Practice and Procedure, accepted Dr. 4"
and his opinions ar|sing from that report. . |
Dr. Chow also unddrtook some analysis of the RCL dispé
regard to this analysis. He was not put forward as, or L
portion of his testimony. " |

E
i
A
|
H
i

red this request and on September i

!

accessible taxis and 5 would be accessible. Prior
e “mix” of vehicles to be changed to 20 non-

» 2007 ruled that the Board would only accept the
pliqant then withdrew Its request, but re-iterated it

Fequested by the applicant as that would be
publication in the Bulletin adequately gave notice
faxi company in Richmond, which will operate-
Further, the Board was of the view that since the
onal vehicles, it was merely a request for a more
d conditions that would apply to the license,

is an Associate Professor in the.Operations and
Transportation: Systems and Freight Security
3ritish Columbia, At the-hearing he was called as
cluding taxis. His statemerit "Re: Licensing of
tered as exhibit #42, RCL provided the _

his report. We, pursuant to Rule 25 of the

W.as an expert witness with regard to hig report

Ih records and provided oral testimony with
epted by the panel as, an expert withess for this
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5. Orders ¢

y

Pursuant to 3 re uest
hearing to Craig Jones
We refused to lssue an

with regard to th
outlined In sectio
proposed dispatc

As the hearing prh
a representative

6. Statemer
- (a)

The applicant and
2007 copies of an
well as witness lis
provided copies of
evidence of public
Or representatives

Si

exhibits at the outset of the hearing, i
. : !
- (b)  “Amended SSUs” |

At the hearing in ¢
SS5Us that were fol
‘their original SSUs
rellability of all the
contents. GCCRY.
of Practice and Prg
dangerous precedd
and reliability of th

We reviewed the 2
any, would ultimat,
present witnesses

ts of Support Usagé, "Amended Stat
[atements of Support Usaq

y written or media presentations the
s, (This direction did not apply to e

irgued against the Introduction of the

B "amended SSUs”, i

B “amended SSUs” and admitted 7

Attend . o

from Harley Harris on behalf of i
of the Richmond Chamber of G
Order to Attend to Michael Hry
operation of the dispatch system w
28(1) of the Passenger Transportaﬁ
system was Included in the applica

gressed, dispatch records became e.
f Piccolo Software Inc. as a.rebuttal

submitters were directed to provide

over 250 letters and Statements of
need for a new taxi service, These 1
of businesses regarding the taxi sity)

ecember, RCL made application to d

RCL argued that the “amended Ss|]
S5Us, especially where no witnesses
cedure. The applicant also argued
nt for future hearings, The applicarit

e
owed up on by RCL and where the sﬁzhor_s of the SSUs pur

bt accepting the “am

y Lakeman, Tourism Richmond.
of DDS, as we were not persuaded that testimony
relevant to the considerations of the Board as

n Act. As well, some Information about the

s materials, '

ents of Support Usage” and “Validation Forms”

the Board and to each oth
ould be introducing in evidence at the hearing as
ert evidence.) As-part of its Mmaterials, the applicant
(collectively referred to as “8SUs™ as -
re documents Purportedly completed by individuals-
ion in Richmond, The SSUs were entered as

er by November 23,

as evidence. These were
portedly recanted or changed
out the accuracy and

e oral testimony on their

Rule 24 of the Board's Rules
ended SSUs” would set 3

y be Issues with the veracity

r 29 “amended $SUs”
" raised concerns ab
vere called to provid
e documents, citing

no_ted ‘that there ma

T

2ly be accorded to the documents,

documents were o
would provide no

but rather appeare
than those who ori
times, the commen
notations on at lead

(0 od

- RCL requested perr

. of the applicant to
completed some of
persuaded us that 4

vho were able to provide direct testif
tained. The remainder of the “ame
sistance to us in our deliberations,
to be new evidence. In some instd
inally completed the SSU, or a comi
was simply “he/she doesn't work h
it one of the forms, ; ’

ginal SSUs :

Nission to review the original SSUs. |
provide RCL with handwriting samplas
the original SSUs. The request for |

uch an intrusive action was warrantg
{

!
1
i
f
1

xhibit #31, We would determine what weight, if

advised RCL that we expected that it would

ny regarding the manner in which the “amended”
S5SUs” were not admitted as evidence as they

r the most part, these were not “amended SSuUs”

€s, comments were provided by persons other

nt was not initialed by the original author. At
anymore”, Representatives from RCL made

also requested that the Board order the principals
RCL implied that it believed principals of GCCRL
dwriting samples was denied, as RCL had not

or relevant to the matter at hand.
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I
i
On December 13
the applicant sub;
application to hay
application, subje
the SSUs and this

(d)

The applicant soy
the SSUs previous

. excluded as evide
principals of Gard
original SSU were
the validation forn
‘accepted. The pan
used in assessing

2007, we ruled that counsel for RCti
ect to certain conditions and an undk

ct to specified conditions. Mr. Bluesd
was entered as exhibit #42, i

alldation Forms

ght to enter tdocuments
ly entered as exhibits,

V

i
= i
obtained by!
We aocepted
Ce as they would provide no assist

en City were not'accepted, Forms'%
not accepted. Where it was pot cleg
h and the original form, the va!idatiop
el employed substantially the same g
the “amended SSUs”. ‘

7. Dispatch li?etords, Summarles and Trip Logs

{a) Qispatgf

o A;'aking by Mr. Dong.

e these SSUs examined by Mr. Blueschke, a handwriting s

ay take possession of original SSUs-submitted by

Subsequently, RCL made
pecialist. We allowed this
N report of his analysis of 4 of

ke provided a writte

e principals of GCCRL that purportedly validated

7 forms as evidence, The remainder were

e to us In our deliberations, Forms completed by
pleted by persons other than those who signed the
to the panel that the same person had signed both
form was not accepted. Unsigned forms were not
fJteria in assessing the “validation forms” as was

At the pre-hearing
'similar to that whig
Taxi Ltd.), This in
submitters who we
submitters.

The Board'’s rulihé

Applicants
praper and

The Board will consider alf evidence present
appropriate weight to such evidence in artyl
the submitter to state its case. The Beard y
ca

 to support or substantiate any statements

welght to unsubstantiated statements,

Within applicable requirements and rules, the parties!
' ind how much to present at-a hearing.
pxample of the Green Valley hearing, ead
pard the GVT application, after reviewing
This panel has not initiated a stmilar re

Cabs application. The applicant, when m

Despite the
panel that he
Information,
Garden City

|

nfosed, demonstrate that they are fit and

at the Board require infor
aring Into application # 1935-05 (Green Valley
lization, passenger wait times and ridership for
5 request arguing that this put a “reverse onus” on

mation from submitters

ce Cutcomes;:

hat approval of an a

pplication will promiote
tion Industry. ;

e their assertions. The Board's *Falicy

by a submitter and give
g-at a decision. The onus is upen
I not speculate as to the submitter's

case is considered on its own merits, The
e materials on file, requested specific

st for information with respect to the

ng & request for the information, did not

Page 7
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e

{

sufficiently demonstrate the reason why such ma
ordering Submitters to produce certain informatio
Panel expectation that any evidence provided will
substantiated, '

pls are

E—r—

1
|
imber Cabs Ltd, (KCL) provided dispg
r. Dong was cross-examining GCCRI |fy
g what RCL's dispatch records showy
tRCL had asked Dr. Chow to review |
roposing to call.” The applicant objecik
ised by Mr. Dong must be entered if

her ordered that the actual dispatch gk
t, some of the information in the sy
tted summaries were entered as Exhill

Neither RCL nor K
However, when M
witnesses regardi
acknowledged thd
that GCCRL was i
summarles being
decision, We furt
applicant’s reques
data. These reda

(©  TrpL

Prior to RCL provig
Board order RCL
the dispatch recor
regarding the disp,
helpful to the pan

8, In

- Immediately prior
and victim impact
certified on March
the documents we
this matter at the ¢
rmaintained that th
prejudicial and go
of the presumption
see the value in en|
documents.

Evidence & Findi
1. Expert Evid

RCL called Professq
Director of the Bure
of Business at the |
the field of transpo
"“Statement of Garl
(Exhibit 42) herea

Professor Chow's g

D ri eets
1ing_ testimony on its analysls of the
p provide daily logs and trip sheets, {4
ds. We declined this request. At th
atch system and the ap

l'in making a determin

[y a 2
‘f. ime.jt
plicant had ng{ convi
ation.

formation & Victim Impact State

to the start of the last few days of ti¢
of the pf
king to h
e relevant with regard to applicant fj H
conclusion of the hearing, The applice
EY were not relevant to fitness as thz 1
pgainst the constitutionally entrenchey
of innocence, we would not allow the
tering documents if we were not to Atk

e the
ess,
t arg

hgs
lance

r Garland Chow, Associate Professor!
fau of Intelligent Transportation Syste
University of British Columbia, as an &
tation economics. He provided expe
nd Chow Re: Licensing of New Tax!|

r referred to as the Chow report, F
Haliﬂcation as an expert witness s fol

ified, under direct examination, that
think piece” on entry into taxi marke
1 Vancouver to Richmend” and subn"i

Professor Chow tes
Vancouverto doa*
he said he “change

had

]

ded It,

However, all participa
factual and that any

about its service to the withes
CL dispatch data pertinent to the support witnesses

hearing,
cipals of GCCRL. The information was court

d above in Procedura

. When asked to

relevant. Therefore, the panel isnot
nts are alerted to the
assertions made will be

rf

5. Mr, Dong

bpatch records, the applicant requested that the
week period, in order that GCCRL can verify

was made, we had not heard any testimony
nced us that trip logs were necessary or

RCL sought to introduce an information

Board rule on the charges. It submitted that
Moreover, RCL would be barred from raising . -
ued against entering the documents. GCCRL

are unproven aflegations. The allegations are
presumption of innocence. We ruled that, in light
documents to be entered as exhibits, We did not
Bke any rulings on the substance of the

process surrounding
I Matters,

been asked in 2006 by Yellow Cabs of
provide a report for Richmond,
Under cross-examination, Professor Chow

Page 8
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“Moadified this statement to say that: “T took g report t]i- t had already been written aﬁd adapted it to

Richmend.”

- The Chow report Contains errors that indicate, in the \#
research were not undertaken prior to submission of

Professor Chow s

Again, at page 5 he states: “As noted above, the two R
dispatched....” In fact, under cross-examination, Profek

KCL’s manual disg

of Richmond. He stat
the report, Professor Chow states: “The current tax] td

by-law criteria,,.” 1
There is no evider

W of the panel, that some very basic levels of

e report, For example, at page 4 of the report,
Richmend are fully computerized dispatched...”
hmond taxi companies are fully computerized

Or Chcw. admitted that he was “misinformed” about
other taxi company operates within “fringe areas”
at any time before issuing the report, At page 8 of
fesident population ratio is well below the Richmond
nel, no such by-law exists in the City of Richmond.

ates: “Since the two taxi companies;i

Aside from these
assessing tha sity
and Seattle to de

2000, the report s

- Value In assessing
based in Richmon

'of taxi capacity us
Jurisdiction, in this
more theoretical

operators, which i not so In the case at hand; and,'by;
operators who could provide dispatch information, as chy

seems to go beyo
dispatch records t

Act, the Board can require information from applicants |

have an ohgolng

The panel heard te timony from 12 sl:pport witnesses

behalf of custome

usage themselves,
with the employee

I
rrors, the report draws on situationg ‘ _
tion in Richmond, Professor Chow's ‘i¢port puts forward the examples of San Francisco
onstrate the potential problems of{i gmentation within taxi markets, In San Francisco In
ates: "There are nine dispatch firmg

ce before the panel of any such by-! L .
other jurisdictlons that are of little value in

Hompared to 33 taxi firms.” Ang: "Seattle has 217
independents and 7 companies.” T !
Richmond where, at the time the rep
» each with its own dispatch, and or? g

rt offers advice and opinions about H
ng computerized dispatch Informatig
case Richmond. The panel found thid
an practicai, given the Board’s mand
 WOL 3F to require a taxi market where meaningful
;-Faqulre fully computerized dispatch by existing
ofessoi Chow's testimony, strongly favour existing
pared to new entrants. As well, the approach

puld require the Board to continually monitor taxi
Capacity. Under the Passenger Transportation
the course of reviewing an application. It does not

d the jurisdiction of the Board, as it
determine the need for additiona ta

onitoring role. ' .
is testimony with respect to that report, to be of

O use taxis and/or whose companies cali taxis on
d filled out and signed a statement of service
their company and had discussed the statements
Afd signed the statements,-

or others. Each of these witnesses

€ wait was excessive when a taxi had been pre-
ad her at her workplace, and they had a copy of
4” She sald the RCL fepresentatives were “in my
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face” and she felf Intimidated, She was asked to fill i 4 form letter In support of RCL but did not, In Cross-
xamination she stated she was aware of Kci and hathkalled them a few times

i
Mr. M. Luttrelt of Harbour Air testified that the compan
to move staff or parts between the Richmond base and
sald the company also calls about 20 taxis per day foHI
before each flight|arrival, He noted that staff making thi
P.m, cah wait up to 15 minutes to get through to disph
at four minutes and the time for the cab to arrive afte}
noted that the statement of service usage filled out by

uses taxis ébout 3 times per day for corporate use
the downtown Vancouver Harbour Air location. He
stomers. These calls are made about 10 minutes

ontact was made was estimated at 10 minutes. He
eghan Jackman on July 12, 2007 should have

€. Under cross-examination Mr. Luttrell agreed
stated this was unacceptable for a pre-book. He

| slons when staff can't get through to RCL,

itchie Brothers Auctioneers testified t at his company uses taxis 3 or 4 times daily for
staff and to delive packages. He sald customers also :- taxis to and from hotels and YVR, He spoke with
Chris Ferris who fijled out a statemient of service usage en Noveémber S, 2007 on behalf of Ritchle Brothers,
and agreed gener lly with the information contained offkhat statement. He provided details of his personal
experlence of at ldast twice having had to drive to YVH :

also having driven another person for the same reason.
“were dissatisfied with RCL service. Mr. Dong put ta Mrj |
the 90 day period between mid-August and mid-Noveriffer showed the average time for the 140 calls from
Ritchie Brothers to RCL was 11 minutes 50 seconds froj i the time the call was placed until the taxi arrived .
for pick up. Mr, Mahler said the period from spn’ng-thrqh September would be more representative of '
Ritchie Brothers e perience. Mr. Mahler said Ritchie Brothers does not use KCL.. '

Ms. G. Schunter o Novadaq completed a statement of g
she no longer cally taxis because she can't rely on therh
shows” and incidets where she had called repeatediy. |

" Ms. M, Keatley of ourtyard Gardens provided a state,n’f
estimated taxi use by residents at Courtyard Gardens asik
those residents who are Independent may call taxis for 4!
request from residents or for medical appolntmenits. She
usually took 30 sedonds to 2 minutes to answer, althoug
taxi to arrive averages about 10 minutes, and can be up
described an incidgnt when KCL was pre-booked to takeé
over 1 hour late and the doctor had left the hospital bylike time the resident arrived, Upon re-booking for
the same resident, jwith 6 days advance notice, the taxi f¥as 30 minutes late. Ms. Keatley also stated she
had supported RCUin an earlier application for more tax}. She had subsequently complained about a
service incident to the General Manager on his voice ma(fand did not receive a reply. -

Mr. MacDonald of Adesa Auctions signed a statement of l{ervice usage on November 21, 2007. He testified
that taxis used by Adesa are not usually pre-booked andjthat wait times average over 30 minutes and have
been up to 90 minytes. On a few occasions, employees:dF Adesa have driven a customer due to a lack of
taxis. Mr, MacDonald acknowledged that the average traNel time for a taxi to get from central Richmond to
his location would e about 15 minutes, He has not user{KCL, He estimates his company and customers
use taxis 6 to 12 times per week, - |

Mr. Deo of Tugboal Annie’s completed a statement of séflice usage November 13, 2007. He estimated that
customers of his facility use taxis about 20 times per wdgk, divided about equally between RCL and Royal
Clty Taxi. He stated that he and his staff have waited 36/{o 45 minutes on hold for RCL dispatch on

- Saturday nights. Orjce the call js taken, the wait can be 3 minutes to 1 hour, but since he filled out the

this can take up to 7 minutes. Wait time for the
© 45 minutes or 1 hour during peak periods. She
p resident to a hospital appointment. The taxi was

i
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statement of suphort for GCCRL the longest wait has |
contacted by the|General Manager of RCL the day bef
his statement of tervice usage. My, Dong stated that |
- Was 2 minutes wait for RCL to pick up-the call-and 14
“stick with” his estimate of a 30Q to 60 minute walt. L

Ms. C, Morimoto pf Seabreeze Adventures testified abdt that company’s use of taxis, Her husband had
completed a statément of service usage on July 5, 20()L but she stated that she, as office inanéger, was
more familiar wit i hfeeze Adventures operates whale wétching tours
this period Ms, Morimoto estimates that she calls 1
e is 30 minutes and gave examples of three

qfter 45 minute waits. Mr, Dong stated that RCL

to 5 taxis per day| She testified that the average wait
occasions when she had to personally drive customer:
records for the 9 day period showed approximately 1
the taxi, and 17 chlls during that period. Ms. Morimotd f
of calis, saying there were “many more calls than that;
Morimoto said she never thought of calling KCL for hef

Mr. B. Bedi.of Best Tandoori Chicken and Meats complg
He stated that he | or his employees, call taxis for custo
RCL previously, bit had switched 2 or 3 months ago t
. Was to Vancouver| He said his experience with RCL wag
~ answer the phonejand then wait 20 to 30 minutes on 3
Bedi said he had rpceived “harassing phone calls” that!
associated with RQL in relation to his statement of supp
the Board. Upon ¢ oss-eéxamination, Mr, Bedi said he h.
for other people, He stated that he had assisted a pers:
signed the statemént or suggested wait times for it.

Mr. R, Hutton of Shelter Island Marina completed Kis stz
He stated that customers frequently bring boats to the:
taxis-to get them tp YVR or other destinations. He estir
through Septembe} customers would use taxis 5 to 10
spring, 1 or 2 times per week. He said the Marina is logd

ed a statement of service usage on Juiy 6, 2007.
ers 2 or 3 times per week. He stated he had used
CL for Richmond trips or Yellow Cabs if the trip
hat he had to wait 5 to 7 minutes for RCL to

2rage for a taxi, sometimes up to 45 minutes. Mr.

e had reason to believe were from people

rt for GOCRL; and had sent a letter of complaint to
not filled out other statements of service usage
from “Fruiticana” with his statement, but had not

from Mr. Kang, Mr./Huttan said he didn't know KCL wasg

Ms. A, Tercero testifled as to her personal use of taxis,
are tenants of Mr, Randhawa. She stated that she uses!

- She described excessive times for RCL dispatch to plck Uit calls and estimated 25. minutes for these delays,
She stated it then took 30 to 40 minutes for a taxi to art I €. Mr. Dong pointed out that the review of
dispatch data recortls by RCL did not identify any phong galls from the number listed on Ms. Tercero’s
statement of servicg usage that she filled out May 26, 2007. She stated she frequently uses her brother's or
a friend’s cell phone to make calls and also calls from sdnpol or work. ) -

Mr. T. Shearcroft, awner of Kingswood Pub, completed
estimate of taxi use was about B times daily. He said he |his staff or patrons all call taxis. He stated that his
experience with RCL in the last 3 weeks had improved, é t prior to that he was often put on hold for 5 to
10 minutes and theh had to wait 20 to 30 minutes for al1 xi. He usually called back after 15 minutes to

. Tercero acknowledged that she and her parents
Xis 3 or 4 times per week for work and school.

Gtatement of service usage on June 5, 2007. His

i
i
.5
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enquire about the arrival of the taxi. In the last 3 weekg the response time was more like 10 minutes but

- there were 2 occgsions when the wait was around 40inlinutes or more. Mr, Dong said the RCL dispatch
data analysis showed that-the Kingswood Pub waited 3[ninutes 55 seconds on the phone and 7 minutes 30
seconds for the taxl to arrive, a total of less than 12 utes. He said the records showed that the
Kingswood Pub had averaged 1.5 calls per day in tha by day period. Mr. Sheareroft disagreed with both
these figures. He Stated that ane of his employees use J taxis 4 days per week and one of his regular
customers uses a ftaxi every day, seven days per week.|He sald that Kingswood staff and customers use
several different ghones to call taxis and there are sevglal different pick up spots, In response to a question

- from Mr. Kang, M . Shearcroft sald he was not aware 6 KCL being avaifable to serve Richmond.
3. Witnesses Ordered to Attend !

E
At the request of GCCRL, the Board issued “orders to 4
Director of Toutism Richmond and Mr. C. Jones, Execy
Commerce. Each provided Important testimony about §
future growth of tpurism and business In the City of Ri

ified that Tourism Richmond is a nont
is to “increase the number of visitohs
in Richmand.” Shej noted that Richmond's location, cio,?
attractive to busingss travelers who rely heavily on taxis
and the addition of the Olympic skating oval and new h
hotel rooms and oVernight visitors in Richmond and the
said that the City af Richmond is attempting to marketi
Sports events for people with disabilities. She provided :s
that are currently in the bid process. Ms. Lakeman spok
during and following the 2010 Olympics. She described|
decreasing parking availability and developing “villages!
view is that the cumulative impact of this will be to incj
automobile usage. [The pane! notes that Exhibit 7 Tab
the Economic Impgct of Tourism in Richmond study thd
Lakeman testified that, in November of 2006, Tourism
Richmond to look ipto taxi service from the perspectivel 1
staff report dated September 4, 2007 to Richmond City{{louncil and can be found at Exhibft 7, Tab 2, Page
7, 2,6 “Tourism Righmond/Hotels in Richmond”, This refgprt identifies a number of issues with respect to
accessible vehicles|in particular as well as with taxi seni  in general. Ms, Lakeman testified she believed
the issues remain gutstanding at the time of her testimpiy. Ms. Lakeman provided GCCRL with a letter of
support dated Jung 11, 2007 at Exhibit 6, Tab 2, Page 5. She noted that, for many visitors to Richmond, &
taxt is the first and|last thing they see and that “it is impgrtant to exceed visltor expectations.”

Mr. C. Jones testified that the Chamber of Commerce i e “voice of business in Richmond” and has about
1200 corporate members. He noted that there is a vibrgig business community in Richmond with a high
ratio of business || Rre are approximately 13,000 business licenses in
Richmond and 1.5 " of workers to Richmond. He described the wide
ourism, manufacturing and high tech. He also
btion routes, corridors and hubs. Exhibit 7, Tabs
il icles pertaining to business history, growth and

()
1’

gpear” to 2 witnesses, Ms, T. Lakeman, Executive
e Director of the Richmond Chamber of
business climate, historical growth and forecast
mond, :

pofit organization with 230 members and the goal
the length of their stay and their spending while
to YVR and the City of Vancouver, made it

She outlined various existing tourist attractions
els. She testified as to the historical growth in
projections for the next few years, Ms. Lakeman
self as an “Accessible Tourism” destination, with
pecific examples of two such international events
about the Influx of visitors expected before,

ity of Richmond plans for increasing density,
pround the rapid transit Canada Line stations. Her
nse use of taxis and transit and decrease personal
j contalns detailed information and statistics from .
as undertaken by Tourlsm Richmond. Ms.
hmond was approached by staff of the City of
Its members, The findings were included in a

H to business parks in Richmond is generally “poor”
pte auto or other forms of transportation. He also
oject to result in & positive impact on taxis in so
p taxi to their final destination. Mr. Jones stated
month related to wait times and taxi availability”
ice, it takes longer to have a taxi arrive than it

testified that he expected the Canada Line rapld transit |3
far as people would ride transit to a station and then usk
that his organizatiop receives “a number of comments pg
and that members have commented that, in their exper"{

i
t
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does in other cenfers where they are dolng business.” fhe Richmond Chamber of Commerce provided a
letter of support o GCCRL (Exhibit 6, Tab 2, Page 64) Hated June 11, 2007 slgned by the Chair, Ms, B,

Tinson. Mr, Jones said he had discussed the letter with{]Ms. Tinson and that the Chamber of Commerce

* “supports Increased taxi service generally in Richmond, o

9. Richmond Committee on Disabilities (RCD) |

The Board panel %ranted fhe request of the submitterRCD to appear at the hearing as a panel to provlde

testimony on behaif of their members and to answer 1 stions from the Board panel, the applicant and the
other submitters. , )

abllity Resource Centre and Secretary of RCD;
ive Assistant, Disability Resource Centre; Tom
Director, Disability Resource Centre.

availability and quality of taxi service to persons
ted specific examples where they, and/or other
taxis, These included: a general lack of

as; excessive waits, even when the service is pre-
ment on accessible vehicles; di’ivers who were
andling and securing mobility devices; unclean or

Appearing at the hearing were: Frances Clark, Chair, D
Vincent Miele, Pre ident, RCD; Eilleen Kalshoven, Exed

- Parker, Board Member, RCD; and Eilen Huang, Execut
The'RCD panel expressed a variety of concerns about &

-booked; problerhs with tie-downs, ramps and other eqg
either untrained o unwilling to take proper measures |
substandard taxis;| and, rudeness of drivers, }

The RCD panel expressed the view that all taxis should
- community would pave the same access to taxis as an

are accessible, and building codes incorporate “universg
"Parker cited Londdn Taxis and “Blue Line” taxis in Otta
accessible, Currently, disabled persons cannot be sure
one, especially on short notice In the evening,

Ms. Clark outlined the process for obtalning service frof
booking, doesn't offer evening service and, when busy,[]
“farm out” to KCL. . ;

' t. i

Ms. Clark outlined RCD’s Interaction with each of GCCRL RCL and KCL. She said that when the RCD had a
meeting with KCL gbout some specific issues, the RCD dilf not receive any follow-up communication and no
- specific action was|taken. RCD specifically opposed the!most recent KCL application for 10 additional '
vehicles because, in their view, KCL was nat meeting theldisabled community’s needs. When RCD had a
similar meeting with RCL, RCL representatives were “frighdly and positive but there was no progress.” She
testifled that when[RCD met with GCCRL, the representafive “came back within a few days with feedback
on different types of accessible vehicles.” She said RCD!{d encouraged by GCCRL's stated intent to pay
accessible drivers more than drivers of conventional vehldles. Ms. Clark stated that her concerns are that:
“there are not enoygh wheelchair accessible vehicles liggpsed and available and there is not a commitment
to meet the disabled community’s needs,” i - _

5. Statements of Service Usage (Ssts) . !

The Passenger Transportation Act, at Section 15, states}
receive and accept kvidence and Information, on oath, i
relevant, necessary|and approptiate to a proceeding, wh
admissible in a coutt of law, but'the board may exclude!

€ accessible vehicles so that the disabled

e else. Mr. Miele pointed out that all transit buses
design” so the taxi industry should follow suit. Mr,
as exarnples of vehicles that were highly

getting an accessible vehicle at all if they request

i
| 4 e
[Handy Dart. She pointed out that it requires pre-

Farms out” its overload to RCL who may, in turn,

15(1) Subject to this section, the board may
affidavit or otherwise, that the board considers
her or not the evidence or information would be
ything it considers unduly repetitious,” ‘

horization under the Act is demonstrating public
hew license as opposed to those seeking to
expand a fleet may be able to demonstrate,
nts, signed contracts and other records, that it

larly the case for applicants seekingl
expand an existing fleet. An Incumbent licensee seeking!
through its fleet usgge, dispatch records, financial state

fon Passenger Transportation Board
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J MIgpL. These records are not available to an applicant
seeking new entrly into a market. The Application Harj book, at page 12, states: “User Support Statements
= include written|materials Prepared by people who .. Id either use the proposed service or who would

2rs f Ny written support materials needs to explain the _
: R Materials should contain contact information for the
authors (e.g. address, phone# or e-mail} and applicapik should inform their supporters that they may be
contacted by the Board or Branch and that their infortnhtion may be shared with others, Pre-completed
forms, form letteds or petitions may not be considered By the Board as informative or rellable as a detailed
letter written by 4n actual or prospective passenger of [pooking agent.” Appendix G of the Application
Handbook states: “Applicants wanting to establish a ng taxicab business (or to extend an existing service
to a new area) should Provide evidence of an “unmet! Bublic need in that area, Mostly, the Board looks for
detailed informatibn that the applicant coltects directly from Passengers who would use the proposed
taxicab service,” | etters and emails written by thase ﬁ:

*  Why, when and how often the writer needs t 5

¢ Whether they use any other services and whyi; ey would use the proposed service Instead

¢ Relevant price details, especially if prices are different from the competition in the area

* The write’s name and contact information ,

°r may be treated as a pubiic document as part of
process.”

Applicants should pdvise each letter writer that thelr la)
the Passenger Tra nsportation Board’s licence apph'catiq

The Board routine y recelves SSUs, individually written; ftters, form lettérs, e-mails provided in hard-copy
-form and petitions! as indications of public need for a ice, In each case, the Board determines whether
the information s relevant, necessary and appropriate kg the application at hand. If the determination is in
the affirmative, thé Board then determines what welgh}t t will give under all of the circumstances, In this
instance, the pane} finds the SSUs to be relevant, necesH ary and appropriate to application 1623-07,

which contained legible names and contact
ontained several written comments in addition to
Jcterized as follows: 125 of the statements
& having to call mare than once, recelving a busy
ude drivers; 12 complained of the poor condition
ained of having been taken on a long route to
d, S specifically mentioned a need toF more vans generally,

Mqdical facilities, all of which contained legible _
iching some of the people who filled out SSUs, the

A process, All 7 of these reflected a reduction in
reflect wait times of 15 minutes or more, and one
to the walt time on the original form. The author
€. Interestingly, on the original form, this

€ amended document, this statement is nit

i

signal, or being puf on hold; 18 mentioned unfriendly g
referred specifically to KCL); 8 co

wait time. Two of t
simply states: “45 minutes not written by me” in referem
does not suggest what the appropriate wait time should

* document also stated: “overcharge sometimes” and, on
rescinded. The pang! accepted as evidence the 7 “amendpd” SSUs in place of those originally submitted hy
those individuals, ahd also considered 114 “original” SSIN from businesses, Of these remaining 114 $SUs,
105 specifically mentioned excessive wait times, 6 mentigdhed having received a busy signal or having had
to call back, and 4 ¢ omplain of rude drivers or similar I'5$ ; '

RCL engaged Mr. A Blueschke, a retired pollce officer WE
‘perform an analysig of the handwriting on the SSUs. Th?
counsel for RCL for this purpose, Mr, Blueschke's report
from Individuals as Ppposed to businesses, were filled olg

extensive experience in handwrlting analysis, to
priginal of each document was provided to

xhibit 43) outlined his views that three SSUs, alf -
but not signed by Mr, Randhawa. Under

Page 14 - Application De Passenger Transportation Board
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examination, Mr. Randhawa testified that he ha filled
who signed these forms, as well as one more on beha|
reasons In each case that he filled out these forms, arj¢
should be put on the forms, nor did he sign any of thd
this matter to be ¢redible, However, even if the panel

of a business ow
stated that he di
. The panel foun

no evidence that
glven to them by

At least partly in r
forms” with respe

IPanner that ought

_ : B
sponse to the “amended” SSUs filed
to the SSUs, These were forms tha
ginal SSUs, Upon review byl

standards as were applied to the Yamended” S5Us that
-evidence. The panel found these forms to be unnecessd

by RCL, the appli

€ panel, and ap
are accepted, 3

suppont Richmond|Taxi for their great services.” An ank
following: all appefred to be signed by individuals as opp
as employees of Chnada Post; at least 60 had insufficia

less than 10% contained any comments at all, and thre

ut the forms on behaif of each of the three people

ner. He testified as to the specific
d not suggest what information
d Mr. Randhawa’s testimony on

St these forms aside; the Impact on the evidence
le panel’s ultimate decision on public need. There is

to negatively affect the weight

cant submitted 119 “validation

sought to validate the information provided by the

Plying substantially the same
7 of these were permitted as

in the decisipn-making process,

or illegible contact information to be verifiable;
of these complained about wait times and one

complained about the driver; at least 21 of the forms wée signed by persons providing addresses or phone

PN, under cross-

numbers from outside the lowet mainland area, In add 'l
of Mr. Bassi, P

spoke to the growth of passenger traffic at YVR and its'fdrecast impact o
Tab 14 Page 7 spebks to the further addition of five ga
super. body gates, A
deplanement statis
(Exhibit 8 Tab 10

growth in hotel ro

. The Vapcouver International Airport Authority (YVRAR),
up at the airport fo
panel heard testim
to provide airport s .
contract. Companies are not required by the YVRAA to;
basis, : :

The “Taxi Service Group/YVRAA” meeting minutes (Exhif
that, in each of the|months of August, October, Novem v
year-over-year (2007/2006) increases in taxi shortages &
months for term taxi shortage Incidents was 340% high
taxi use was 242% higher. As a result, YVR increased tFi
terminal by 109 vehicles. As of March 1, 2008, YVRAA |

treased its tax [
airport vehicles increased from 9 vehicles to 18, and RC{||ncreased from

e Toutism Boar
992 and 2005,

rough a contra
RAA was cailed

examination of Mr. Sohi, it was
resident of RCL, and a driver of

Eses in support of the level of service it provides to

ini ibhmond. Ms. Lakeman of Tourism Richmond

n tourism In Richmond. Exhibit 7

¢F, including accommodation of larger alrcraft in -

d cited specific enplanement/

to a total of 6.5 million passengers

ond, with its proximity to YVR and continued
h. ' '

cting process, licenses taxis to line
as & witness at the hearing. The

ain number of their fleets also licensed by YVRAA

ir intent to pursue an airport

hve vehicles stationed at the airport on a 24/7

8 Tabs 1-and 3; Exhibit 27 Tabs 1 and 3) show
and December of 2007, there were significant -
YVR. The arithmetic averages for the four

for hours of shortages 502% higher, and outside
number of taxis licensed to pick up at the main

cences from 416 to 525. KCL
71 vehicles to 74 alrport vehicles.

' f
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(a) | KCL Alrport Seryice E :
The testimony of|Mr, P. Stamm, shareholder, Directod gnd Manager of KCL, confirmed that KCL had
recently entered |nto an agreement to have ali 18 of ity vehicles provide service at YVR effective March 1,
- 2008. Previously, |nine vehicles (50% of the KCL fleet) Were under such a contract. Mr. Stamm said that the
“airport vehicles”|spent about 95% of theit time on aifgort trips and that all nine of these vehicles worked
24 hours, seven days per week, Of the nine “city cars!|ffive work 24/7 and four work Monday to Friday on
dayshift only. Mr.|Stamm testified that “afrport vehicldst were leased on a “long lease” for $1000 per month
pius dispatch feeg, insurance, repairs, maintenance aﬁ YVR fees. He stated that “city cars” were leased for
$400 per month plus the above fees, excluding YVR fdék. Mr. Stamm testified that all lease rates would be
the “airport” rate plus YVR fees of $3100 per year startihg March 1, 2008, Mr. Stamm stated that, in his
experience, a vehjcle could meet the new monthly obligabtions of the YVR contract in about 3 days, leaving
27 days to cover the City of Richmond, Mr, Stamm offg d the view that drivers would stilt continue to
serve Richmond much of the time. The panel notes thall the minutes of the Taxi Service Group/YVRAA
meetings for Augyst, October, November and Decembsf referred to above show that KCL averaged 55%
more trips than the average supplier of taxi services td )JVR over that time, : :

In the past few ydars, according to the testimony of M‘;r
the time, at YVR. The remalning nine vehicles in the flés
of these remaining vehicles have operated both shifts, {
operated Monday fo Friday dayshift, 12 hours per day.!
long-term lessee decides what hours to operate the ve
Operate on the bagis of flags, direct calls to the tax| dri}

35 dispatched trip per day, i

Effective March 1, [2008, the nine “city” taxis in the KCl; [§eet will have authority to operate at YVR. In
exchange for this, these nine vehicle shareholder/ownen will be required to pay $3100 annually in YVR
fees, to upgrade t¢ newer vehicles and to install GPS sy#tems in each vehicle. Lessees of these vehicles will
be required to pay|$1000 per month lease costs, up fr M the $400 per month lease rates for “city” taxis at .
present. The $3100 annual YVR fee will be passed on thlfhe lessee, In response to a question from the
panel with respect jto how KCL would be assured of corit uing to provide service to the City of Richmond,
Mr. Stamm stated that this would be accomplished by: ¥ esignating a minimum number of trips for
Richmond.” The implication of this statement Is that KCllrivers would prefer to operate at YVR, and would
have to be directed to take trips in Richmond. Since KCHHoes not exercise control over which shifts its

- shareholders and I¢ssees choose to operate, it seems imgrobable to the pane! that they will have a great
deal of success in esignating and attaining a minimum flumber of trips in Richmond, -

)] RCL Airport Service

According to the te timony of Mr. Schi, shareholder, Dlr} ftor and Secretary of RCL, that company sought to
increase its numbet of vehicies licensed at YVR from 71itp 79, or 100% of its fleet. RCL was granted three

- additional ficenses by YVR. Mr. Sohi stated that the grantihg of additional licenses was petformance-based
and RCL had fewer [trips per vehicle than some other coyflpanies, so was not granted all the licenses it
sought. In addition) RCL entered Into an agreement wi;m R to provide guaranteed Coverage at the South
Terminal, Mr. Sohi testified that RCL has Provided servigd|at the South Terminal for the last five years, Now
RCL will be required to have four cars available within aim#inimum of seven minutes at the South Terminal.

-Mr. Sohi testified thiat RCL and its “g” class shareholderd,||plso known as “airport only” cars, had reached an -
agreement on January 25, 2008 to permit these 19 vehiglbs to access trips in the City of Richmond.
Previously, these 14 vehicles spent virtually 100% of thél time at YVR and were not dispatched by RCL.
The “B” shareholdets hold hon-voting shares in RCL. The|natter of rights for “B” shareholders to pick up

~ trips within the City|of Richmond has been in dispute forl goproximately 20 years and has been the subject

il

Stamm, KCL has operated nine vehicles, 95% of
have operated within the City of Richmond. Five

pven days per week and the other four have

r. Stamm testified that the shareholder or the

les. Mr, Stamm’s testimony was that “city” taxis

3r's cellular phone and a total, for all taxis, of about

!
!
i
i

- t
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of litigation in the p

21, 2005, for addjtional vehicles. At the time of Mr. S
the “Metro Dispatch Agreement” (Exhibit 30) and, upay
fees of $1250, wauld be eligibie to access dispatched
shareholder's vehjcles, o

The "B” shareholders who enter into the “Metro Dispak
dispatch fees, as well as the significantly increéased air f

addition of these Ya

business for othe vehicles in the RCL fleet,

particular municip lity, The panel did not hear directly!
the hearing. How Ver, several documents from City of

the exhibits.

On October 9, 2007
reference to a resdl

following: “During

support, advice was given that staff did not have the ek

that this figure wo

Council’s opinion that more taxicab licences for Richmo
passed at the Decdmber 10, 2007 Regular Council Meet

a letter to the Chaij

“Currently, the nu

local hoteliers hav
* with disabilities ha

accessible taxis in the city, particularly during the eveni

city which Is less d
Canada Line and in
the Canada Line st
future.” -

8. Population [Ratios

The subject of tax| to population ratios received. ccmsid'e1i
Richmond staff report, included in Exhibit 18, states: °C

capita compared to

- approximately 40 atditlonal taxicabs would need to be

staff report dated s

kCL's application AV1622-05, published September
s testimony, 16 of 19 “g~ shareholders had signed
payment of a lump sum and full monthiy dispatch
Ps and flag trips in the same manner as other RCl.

ast. The “B” shareholders opposed

N Agreement” will be required to pay fuli monthly
rt fees. Mr, Sohi €xpressed the view that the

irport only” cars to the City of Richrtlond service ares would result in a reduction of

with jurisdiction to, among cther matters, grant

_ he province. The Board values the views of

g transportation service to be provided within any
Pt anyone representing the City of Richmond at
ichmongt Council and staff are to be found among

the Mayor of Riéhmond wrote a leftgr to the Chair of the Board (Exhibit 17) that. made
ution passed by Council, This letter: tk

ber of taxicab licences which the City could
ertise to provide specific figures, However,
ge, the City was short 40 licences, and it was feit
be considered.” A motion was carried in these
ncial (sic) Transportation Board indicating
would be justified.” This same motion was then

he discussion, with respect to the m

vided that based on a regional aveg
Id be the most appropriate number itd
: “That a letter be written to the Pr¢

of the Board (Exhibit 28) that reitefs
ber of taxis avallable to serve Richn}
indicated a need for more taxis dug
also expressed to City staff and Coti

pendent on the automobile and are!slicceeding as evidenced by the construction of the
reased densification In the City Cenlfp including transit-oriented development arourid
tions. We therefore believe that the;d emand for taxi service will only increase in the

|

ble attention throughout the hearing. The City of
ently, Richmond has 0.52 taxicabs per 1060

e regional average to Richmond indicates that -
nsed to operaté in the city.” In another earlier
ge 5) a table was produced comparing “Taxicabs

a regional average of 0,72. Applyfng!
[

per 1000 Populatloﬂ
having a 0,40 taxi p
The panel notes tha
area, and populatio
example, within the

ptember 25, 2006 (Exhibit 7 Tab L}
" for various Lower Mainiand munici

lities. At that time, Richmond was stated as

ional Average of 0.71 taxis to 1000 population.
the number of taxis licensed for a particular

nner that overlaps municipal boundaries, For
and White Rock, a number of companies serve

[
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parts, but not all,|of different municipalities, and one.égmpary also serves Abbotsford, Three Abbotsford

companies serve part of Langley. In Richmond, Royal
Richmond. Furthdr, the study made ro allowance for {
comparnties dedc ic i
time between YVR and its home municlpality, In the ¢
spending 95% of their time at YVR, the 19 “B” sharehi
vehicles spending|some of their time at YVR, the actua
than 0.52, l

Ity Taxi of New Westminster can serve a portion of
number of vehicles authorized to serve YVR. Some

ctual commitments at YVR, others divide a vehicle’s
of Richmond In 2007, with nine KCL vehicles

ers of RCL full time at YVR, and 52 of RCL's

atio serving the City of Richmond was much lower

Further evidence on this issue can be found at Exhibit §|Tab 5 page iii In the Hara and Associates report,
This evidence proyides a table of “Taxls per 10,000 Poplilation” for a variety of Canadian Cities in 2007.
The lowest ratio noted Is for Winnipeg with a ratio of taxis per 10,000 population, and the highest is
Montreal with 28.2 taxis per 10,000 population, or fout|fimes as many taxis per 10,000 people,

9. RCL Share Prices & Lease Rates !

The panel heard
uncontested evidence that he bought his v; share In R{

I
!
I

lessee may pay various costs assof
shorter-term leases, this is usuaily only fuel costs, In tHé
dispatch, YVR licer{ses, repairs and insurance may also;
long-term lease rates, which seem to be quite common
according to the testimony of Mr. Randhawa, were $12(]
term lease rates (gxhibit 29) for June, 2006 to March, 2
uncorraborated testimony that some shareholders had ’
March 4, 2008 RCL set long-term lease rates (Exhibit 39)

" that February and March, along with November, are the
- any re-distribution jof business between the “B” shareho
after the “Metro Dispatch Agreement” was reached on

The panel notes that the recent reduction in lease rates,
the proceedings pertaining to this appiication. Moreove
2008, during what Mr. Sohi described as one of the “sid
shareholder vehiclgs into the Clty. As a result, the pane
per month plus GST that was in effect for two years untilfMarch 2008,

10. Analysis of|Dispatch Records _ i

- E i
During the hearing, certain evidence was called with res
Professor Chow to tonduct an analysis of 91 days of disy]
2007. The analysis was actually performed by a graduaté
GCCRL engaged Mn J. Lindgren to conduct an analysis ¢
put forward or quallfied as experts with regard to this ey
analysis could accutately be described as being neutral by
seemed to be undeftaken with the preferred outcorne of

!

i

L1}

-

idence with respect to RCL share priges and lease rates. Mr, Randhawa gave

- in 2000 for $84,500 and. sold the same s share
'erent transaction for %2 share In RCL was for cab
Bd been recent offers to sell 2 shares for the .
cdmpleted at that level,

cles, There are full monthly long-term leases,
epch case, a lessee acquires the rights to operate
tons of licence for that taxi. Depending on the

ted with operating the vehicle. In the case of
case of longer-term leases, maintenance,

e included. For clarity, the panel is focusing on the
lased on the evidence. Long-term lease rates,

II per month plus GST in 2003, RCL’s posted long-
08 were $1600 plus GST. There was

ivate arrangements at higher lease rates. As of

at $1550 plus GST. It was Mr. Sohi's testimony
lowest months for RCL's business. The Impact of
ers and the rest of the RCL fleet commenced soon
uary 25, 2008,

hether justified or not, comes at a critical time in
the new rates were effective only as of March
months” and in the midst of the Integration of "B"
ases its assessment of lease rates on the $1600

to RCL dispatch information, RCL engaged

l ptch data from August 11 through November 11 of
student under the supervision of Professor Chow.
this same data. Neither Chow nor Lindgren were

flence. The panel is of the view that neither
completely objective in nature. Each analysis

he respective clients in mind.
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With regard to his analysis of dispatch records for W7 »
up telephone numbers on ‘myTELUS' to match witnesss
testified to the use of cell phones fo
" Also, Mr. Lindgren of Piccolo So
manipulated withput detection, eliminating data for speki

The RCL data included dispatched trips but, for reasodd
did not include a y data on “flag” trips. All trips from --!
“flag”, trips. Professor Chow estimated, based on disq
DDS, that flag trigs would account for about 40% of a)
evidence that might substantiate this estimate, Profegs
another taxi comgany In the past and was generally fa i
offered the view that the dispatch data could not be ead

Professor Chow-used the dispatch trip data and the 4G'
RCL taxis were engaged with the meter on 29 to 30% 149
Professor Chow cquld not state whether or rot.the 19 he
YVR 100% .of the time that dispatch data were analyzed
This is fully 24% qf the fleet. The estimates of "meter b
the panel in its assessment as the accuracy of the estin
Lindgren, complete data, Including flag trips, were avallk
. Complete data were not used in the analysis, The pang

iliar

ble
ill

statistics for wait ¢ mes and, to some extent, a comparis
witnesses called in support of GCCRL. As noted elsewhe

i

it witnesses, Professor Chow stated that he looked
5, or their businesses, with dispatch records.
calling taxis, and these numbers are not available

that were never adequately explained to the panel,
xi stands and from YVR are non-dispatched, or
pslons with principals of RCL and a technician from -
rips, RCL did not enter any trip sheets or other

pr Chow stated he had reviewed dispatch data at

with the system at RCL, Professor Chow

ly manipulated.

flag trip estimate to extrapolate an estimate that . -
the
" shareholder’s vehicles, which were assigned to
were included in the estimate of 40% flag trips.
” provided by Professor Chow are of no value to
ites cannot be confirmed. According to Mr,

time, Upon questioning from the panel,

from the dispatch system if requested.
not speculate upon the reason for this.

e o, or did not, capture such information as hiow
a person was put on “hold” and subsequently
mplaints in the Individual statements of sarvice
iy on RCL “zones” rather, It focused on general

=, In some cases the time period analyzed

corresponded closely to the time when the witness filledbut the statement of service usage, but in other
cases it was not a felevant time period for comparison.; frofessor Chow’s analysis also Included wait times

within certain peal periods, particularly afternoons,

Mr. Lindgren described his basis for knowledge of the OIS dispatch system empioyed by RCL, He has been
invalved with developing, selling and Installing a variety, §f dispatch systems for the past 20 years, and is a
former employee of DDS. With respect to the integrity jgf the dispatch data, Mr, Lindgren testified that |t
would be easy to change the data. He pointed out that |if¥formation can be deleted, trip records can be .
_altered and data for a specific address could be eliminatel. He stated that it would be “very difficult to

detect if data has been manipulated.” Mr. Lindgren stat;

that the data he was provided with for analysis

did not include histpry logs that would have included ﬂa_' trips,
Mr, Lindgren undertook the analysis himself, There werq'a mall, statistically Irrelevant, discrepancies

between the numbers of calls analyzed by Mr. Lindgren'ahd
to be very knowledgeable and credible in his explanatio
data he was provided and his analysis and classificationi

Mr. Lindgren noted |that 37.7% of all trips were “rejectet
rejections of the sape trip would not show up in the daf
of trips not serviced within 10 minutes (36.1%) and wit

He described “problem trips” as those where-a trip was

a wait time outside {the acceptable limit. For 10 minutes,
were 26%. He also @nalyzed trips by various zones, by ¢
analysis of zone data revealed some very high “problem;

i
)

Professor Chow. The panel found Mr. Lindgren

f how the system worked, the data available, the
data,

at least once by a driver, and stated that multiple
Mr. Lindgren’s analysis included the percentage
15 minutes (13.5%) as well as cancelled trips. -
t completed as well as those completed, but with
roblem trips were 45.3% and for 15 minutes they

in days of the week and by times of day. The

ip” and wait time figures. He also reviewed

Page 19 Application Ddd&ion Passenger Transportation Board

226



JUN-12-2088 15:41 From:PASSENGER TRAN BORRD 250 95;__3788

]
L

To:Owen Bird P.22/36

¥

i
ne dispatch system data and. noted-g |
appear to be outside the approved t3
| Professor Chow's assumptions with, l'

making an assum ption about average speed traveled ¢ l
- calculated averagk estimated shift revenue of $334.9

shift revenue wotld be for 40km/hr, Mr. Lindgre

by Mr. Lundgren are basead on Professor

cross-examination or submission,

comments from t
true, these would

Mr. Lindgren useq

n proY
Chow’s assuryj

Reasons; !

I Isthere a pul

lic need for the service that the app_jf
authorization - :

" Applicants wantin
for the service th

For each appiicati
need exists, Each
Board based solely
submitters, in writ!
AV1622-5 for seve
-additional vehicles
need outline the pj
Board in applicatio;
on the merits and

n, the applicant bears the onus of d
pplication stands on its own merits g
[ upon the evidence before the Boarg
len submissions, question whether a

was refused. In each case,
anelist’s views on the evide

specifics of this particular application,

e taxi user support witnesses was
<is from RCL in particular. All of the §
sses that used taxis in support of th

The testimony of t
wait periods for ta;
represented busing
because of her rel3
was given no weig
for RCL dispatch o

Six of these witnesses were elther una

call takers to accept their calls,

ware of KCL as g

o

This testimony poinjts to a pattern of unsatisfacto
that are critical to taxi users.

ry serv
ay be
to the date the support statements were completed. It i
-to analyze the data i

some long wait times and with some regularity,

The panel found the evidence of Ms. Lakeman and Mr.
the rate of growth

Y

f business and tourism in Richmond

-axcluding tips. When as

’ !
to establish a new taxicab businesq §
they are proposing to provide Inthik

n additional vehicles was only grantéd i

n 1623-07 Is unique to this applicatigf].

tionship to Mr. Randhawa and becalige
ht in our deliberations, OFf the 11 Femg

strongly disagreed with the analy4it
partly attributable to the peffs

I
i
'
]
i
¥
L

charges for vans and fixed rates for trips to YVR If

es for RCL.

pspect to the “meter on”
S0 kmy/hr and using act

time of 29% per shift and,
ual meter rates in effect,
ked by the panel what the
$268.00. While the figures quoted
this calculation was not discredited during

ed the figure of
tions,

ant proposes to provide under special

onstrating to the Board's satisfaction that a public
d is approved, approved in part, or refused by the -
ith respect to that particular application. The

blic need can now exist when RCL's application

Hu
{in part and KcL's application AV704-07 for 10

sistent In stating the experience of unsatisfactory
nesses, with the exception of Ms, Tercero,
business activities, The testimony of Ms. Tercera,
she did not represent a slgnificant use of taxis,
ining witnesses, 6 specifically cited excessive waits

ichmond taxi company or dld. not consider them
or their staff, had used their personal or

adlit of belng unable to get a-taxi in a timely fashion, -

fe levels and persistent shortages of taxis at times

of dispatch data as put to them by Mr. Dong, on
d of time that the analysis covered as-compared
By also be, in part, due to the methodology used

could raise some questions as to the absolute
sgge that was, generally, an estimate, On balance,.

4k that the analysis Is inaccurate, together with the

of data manipulation, Is sufficient to cast doubt

' Bnel believes that the witnesses experienced

es to be helpful in galning an understanding that

fs been strong and that the forecast for the next
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| - - |
couple of years sUpports a similar growth pattern, The

the testimony of

these two witnesses provided a weal
Both witnesses were cansistent in ren
of the current taxi companies, partid
es IS consistent with the pattern of ¢
r€ssing concerns about wait times,

vided letters of support to GCCRL, B
pe: likely to increase the use of taxis, '

forecast growth.

the service levels
these two witnesd
Witnesses” in expl
and both had pro
‘Richmond would

The panel found 4
it relates to the cq
“in Richmond and 1
that of Ms, Keatle
Clearly, based on

The panel notes a
business SSUs, T,
largely because o
Individuals. The §
evidence associat
accepts that the §
recommendation

given little weight.

"The panel is of the view that the Impact of continued.
the City of Richmond are positive indications of a tren

It is clear to the panel tha
licensed to operatq there and,

considerable weight on the po

ndition and availability of accessible:
be panel respects the views express

the evidence, there'is a need for ad

the frequency of taxi usage noted o
Us carry less weight than the direct;
d with Tourism Richmond and Richni

more specifically, an inci
sition of Richmond Coun

The table in the Hara and Associates re
- ratios alone as indicators of need, absent other factors.)
explain the differed ces between the ratios found in Wirj
ratlos may be help
background agains
taxi to populations
finds that various g
additional taxis ang
some weight on thg
taxis is warranted.

The panet is of the
asking for and obta
Richmond.

The effect of three
view of the panel, 1
It is the view of the
on the taxi supply i
its vehicles were ligy
within the City of R
to maintain an aver
licensing for its fuli

t which to assess trends. Certainly,

additional vehicles at YVR and aoon
esult in some decrease in the availa
panei that the agreement that RCL
P the City of Richmond. Mr. Sohi's te
ensed for pick up at YVR, The*
chmond however, it remains tobes
pge number of trips per vehicle that

he testimony of the RCD to be very b

Y and some of the experience she rcj

t the Council of the City of Rid

port shows the

ul in supporting other data that are |

view that the decision of KCL to focys
Ining nine new YVR licences, will creg

i

airpe

fleet, it will have to maintain or incrad

deth sup

4

Us lend credibility to the need for a iti
ms submitted by RCL were of littleivh

i

|
t

Il
131

1
i

i
i
N
|

idual S5Us than on

ghse in accessible vehicles. The

Hices of public need
in/khe case of Rich

ser Support
ported additional taxis to serve Richmond,
Provided the view that the nature of the growth in

ny of the _varlou's witnes

wth of traffic at YVR and increased hotel rooms in

D further public need for taxis in Richmond.,

the number of taxis
panel places

mond supports an increase in

nger of relying too heavily on taxl to population
here are certainly a number of factors that would
peg and Montreal. The use of taxi to population

, and providing some

mond, the panel is of the view that

Bl other jurisdictions reviewed. Further, the pane

its attention on alrport service, as evidenced by
¢ some additional service demands in the City of

pctual obligation at the South Terminal will, in the
ty of RCL's fleet to service the City of Richmond.

ched with

only” . .
N what the net effect will be, Tt seems likely that,
ould be sufficient to enable RCL to receive YVR

e the trips per vehicle for the 74 vehicles now

Page 21 Application D,

2

fon Passenger Transportation Board

28



JUN-12-2888 15:42 From:PASSENGER TRAN BOARD 250 95;43?88 To:Dwen Bird |

of City and YVR trips among the RCL fleet, hut the
m likely to be negligible,

* licensed to serve [YVR, There will be some redistn'butiJJ
net effect on senfice In the City of Richmond would 56

In general, the di
sheets, Is of limit

assistance in esta lishing that more taxis are required; [[he panel notes that Mr. Sohi of RCL testified that
- RCL considered waits of more than 10 minutes unaccgprable, '

The Board's mandate does not include governing, mail
individual transpo ation providers In the province, The

ining, or monitoring share prices or lease rates of

anef's only interest in this matter is with respect to
etermining whether or not a public need exists for
trends are unlikely to provide sufficient stand-

dict other indicators of public need? The panel is of
ctual completed transactions. The facts are that 12

0 In about seven years. This.is indicative that,

share in RCL grew from $84,500 to $197,500 or $215,
Feral scarcity of RCL shares, which reflects a scarcity

absent other factdrs during that period, there was a g

of taxis. This is sypported by evidence in the Hara Refr rt (Exhibit B Tah 5 Page 1-3) and the testimony of . -

Professor Chow, who stated: “if theré is a need for tax] ffervice now and in the future the share value wil)
be higher.” The cdntinuous upward trend in lease rates [fupports the view that lessees, like patential
shareholders, werg optimistic about the taxi business it|Richmond. The panel places some weight on the
evidence with respect to share prices and lease rates inphat it Is another general indication that is
supportive of a tr d toward increasing public need fotl Baxis in the City of Richmond.

On balance, having considered the evidence with respagf to public need for additional taxis to serve the
City of Richmond, the panel finds that there is a publicimied for 30 more taxis. The panel finds that there is
a need for additional accessible vehicies at present, an'ji that this need s exacerbated by the virtual
abandonment of the City of Richmond by KCL in favou i fYVR. KCL vehicles are all accessible.

The panel finds that 12 of the 30 vehicles should be ari:' ssible, and that there is a need for certainty of
avallability of somg of these vehicles to the disabled coffimunity at all times, Terms and conditions of
license will reflect this. ‘ I :

In addition, the applicant clearly and repeatedly stated. uﬂ; intent to operate within, and to serve, the City of
Richmond, to the dxclusion of YVR. The panel’s determ|nhtion of public need in consideration of this
application is baseq on this operating configuration, andilfhe terms and conditions of licence will reflect such
a restriction. =~ |~ I i

IL. Is the applicant a fit and proper persan to provide qtrLt service and is the applicant capable of providing
that service? i -

The Board consideqs “applicant fitness” from two perspédtives, or In two steps: (a) is the applicant a “fit
and proper person’| to provide the proposed service; and|(b) is the applicant capable of providing that
service? | T s '

The panel heard testimony from three of the four princirk Is of GCCRL. These are the three Directors and
shareholders of the| applicant who would be most directlylinvolved in the operation of the company if a
license is granted uhder this application, ‘ '

1
Mr. S. Hundal is a Birector and Secretary of GCCRL, and
it Is successful in i_tﬁ application, Mr. Hundal has almost
transportation business. At the time of his testimony, hd
and spent a day of familiarization at the Deita Sunshine|

e Is to be the General Manager of the company if
experience specifically in the passenger

ad completed the National Safety Code Training
pxi office. He outlined his plans to complete Taxi
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Host 1 and 2, a i
has extensive ma
management. He
- Randhawa in the
manage the o
business plan

0
h

The panel found

Mr. P, Randhawa |s a Director of GCCRL and a former §
terms as President,
shift in the City of{Richmond, between.2000 and 2003
experience, includng property development, real estatd

Mr. Randhawa testified as to his specific experience as
e basis for, and timing of, his initial
CCRL if it is granted a license, inclu
and expense profections,

He also outfined t
the operation of G
changes, revenue
of the company.

Mr. Randhawa tes
money off the cap
of the sale, he was
single share, This

On the wholg, the
the City of Richmo

Mr. J.-Wahlla, Pres
Columbia. He currg
capacities with tha
vehlcles, and has 4
of Swiftsure Taxi in
1992, In addition,
Matlure's TaxI and
Wahlla. outlined his
companies, and so
conditions. He was
companies,

Mr. Wahlla spoke o
the majority of veh
- “company owned/e
companies. He exp
“degree of care and
of GCCRL intended

Mr, Wahlla describe
outlined his discuss
current shareholded
company operation
projections and gen

The panel is of the

stated he would rely heavily on the |
nitial stages of establishing the opetl
peratlon on an ongoing basis. He did a q0
for the application with input from Mr,

Mr. Hundal te§tiﬁ d as to how he came to be involvedi'

ified that he sold his share in RCL fd
tal by selling the share and investing

s, the panel notes, an effective retur)

panel! found Mr, Raﬁdhawa ta be knd
nd. His testimony was forthright, co‘r?

een in an ownership position with tHz

Mr. Wahlla described his ownershlip |

me of the challenges faced by the ¢

mployee driver” model, as he is fam|

|
urism Richmond “World Host” progir

; M and to obtain his chauffeur's permit, Mr, Hundal
agement experience with Canada Pg

t, Including industrial engineering and project
ki Industry experlence of Mr, Wahlla and Mr.
ion, but was confident that he would be able to
siderable amount of the work in preparing the
¥ahlla and Mr, Randhawa. '

GCCRL through Mr. Randhawa,
ard and credible,

areholder of RCL from 2000 to 2007, including
qddition, he drove his own taxi, primarily on night

I Randhawa also has other business interests and
ales and mortgage brokering. -

driver, as a shareholder and as a Director of RCL,
ii olvement in GCCRL, He expressed his views an

cfl 0 start-up issues, hiring, training, dispatch, shift

marketing Ad various other aspects of the day-to-day. business

]
r. Hundal's testimony to be straightf

-Vice-President and CEO of RCL. In:

]
i
§215,000 because he felt he “could make more

he money elsewhere.” He stated that, at the time
onth (+GST) for the one shift represented bya .
of slightly less than 4.5% on a value of $215,000.

ledgeable about the taxi business, particularly in
stent and credible. :

sive experience in the taxi industry in British

e Taxi and has been active in a varfety of

ns 100% of Duncan Taxi, which operates 15

company since 1990. Mr. Wahlla also owns 43%

d has been in an ownership position there since

olverhent over several years with each of _
1ps Courtesy Cabs in Penticton. In each case, Mr,

business dealings, the reasons for hi Ppurchase and sale of various shares in these

ol panies in a variety of ecanomic and competitive

paid and recelved for shares in the various

leasing the vehicle out for $¢800 ped

dent and Director of GCCRL, has exts
ntly owns two shares in Delta SunsHi

g

company since 1982, He currently ¢

Nanaimo, which operates 17 taxis, 3

Black Top Cabs In Vancouver as well

forthright In providing details of pricd

“shareholder” model with owner/operators as in
her companies he has experience with, versus a
ir with in Duncan Tax|, Swiftsure Taxi and other
essed his views that the “company ned/employee driver” model provided a greater
control and better service to the pubh(f. He stated that this was the model the Directors
to use for that company if it becamg Jfcensed.

start a new taxi company in Richmond, He

son Pushpinder Wahlla, Mr. Sanghera and the

y with respect to his views on the start-up of the
ge, hiring, training, dispatch, revenue and cost
Hony. _

; !
f his experience in dealing with both!4
cles within Delta Sunshine Taxi and \

< the process and timing of his ideait}
jons with various people, including hig
s in GCCRL. He also provided testimo
5 If it Is successful in obtaining a lice
eral day-to-day operation of the con

view that Mr, Wahlla was a credible v\ kness and was candid in his testimony,
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Mr. N. Kassam, t
about these docy
principals of GCC

submissions of th

had been adversdiy im
d about

Richmond averag
shareholder drivets
$250-300 for night
Wabhlla had denie

was called as a witness, The pan

revenues averag
“long trip, reveny
revenue was $22
daily revenue for
$70-$75 for an av
information that

The panel notes that the reven

Upon examination jand cross-examination Mr. Kassam n
While these errorsfand o
company, they wefe not
vigbility of the venture a

Mr. Dong, on behalf of RCL, su

“while still a share
positions” has bee

chronology of event

. 25, 2008 when RC
testimony of Mr, R,

and his involvement in GCCRL is not to be believe

testimony of Mr. R
formation of GCCR
with GCCRL. It is ¢
involvement In, th

absolutely no evidel
Wahlla and Mr, Hur
introduced that mig
Further, there s nol
development of GG
information that wa
his dealings regardi
is no evidence befa
speculate on what 4

& accountant who prepared the ﬁ'na"ﬁ

L had provided the detalls of most o
The revenue projbctions used in

he past six months was $190 per shi

i
i
i
g
2

ial statements and forecasts for GCCRL, testifled

ents and the assumptions that

Yver
s

the forecasts were th’e
plicant and submitters, Mr. Randl
pacted as a result of the 9/11 ¢

ap 1
$240 per night shift and $2
had toid him that revenues were _
shift. Mr. Sohi _
speaking to Mr. Wahlla about shift i
el gives no welght to!

$200-240 per day shift and $160-1¢

ffused in their preparation. He stated that the
the assumptions used in the forecasts,

subject of some testimony, and were raised in the
Awa testified that, in 2003 when the taxi
dpis, it was his experlence that revenues fo
D per day shift, Mr,

industry
I taxis in
Wahlla testified that two RCL
ently in the range of $300-350 for day shift and

e two RCL shareholder drivers named by Mr.

venues, Neither of these two shareholder drivers
is hearsay evidence. Mr. Sohl testified that
per night shift and that once in a while, with a

might reach $325. Mr, Prashar, day;
225 per shift over the past year, Mg,

H

|

ift driver for RCL, testified that his dally average
Karim, night shift driver for RCL, testified that his
including tips, netting him

rage of a little over 10 hours per shy
ght substantiate any of these estim

n the form ¢)
estion as to!

ue forecast (Exhibit 5 T4
increases gradually to a maximum ,'
circumstances of the proposed staj
in a reasonable range, :

misslons resulted in fower profj
of sufficient magnitude, in the|
s proposed In the appfication, i

bmits that Mr. Randhaw:

. Unfortunately, no trip sheets or other verifiable
S was entered into. evidence.

trip sheets. The ornission of any such information
e veracity of the various estimates,

5) used by the applicant starts at $100 per shift for
20 per shift in the third year, Given all of the -
up of the operation, the panel believes these

ed some errors and omissions in the forecasts.
bliity and delayed the break-even point for the
ew of the panel, to detract significantly from the

in becoming a shareholder and Director in GCCRL

older, Director and CEQ of RCL or Wi
 In conflict of interest and has bread
s from September 21, 2005 when R
reached agreement with RCL “Airpd
ndhawa and Mr. Wahlla in connecti¢
d. Ths‘é
Mr. Wahila and Mr. Hundal
particutar, Mr. Randhawa’s |
rtainly within the realnr of possibility
formation of GCCRL prior to his resi
ce before this panel to support thag
dal was consistent.on these matters.
ht support such a supposition as fack
evidence that Mr. Randhawa, even |
-RL while still a Director of RCL, uset
s not available to any sharehalder of
Ng GCCRL. In spite of the assertionsil
e the panel that Mr. Randhawa treg
ny alleged breach of fiduciary duties

ndhawa,
and, in

in days or a week or two of accupying those

d his fiduciary duties. Mr. Dong lays out a

appiied for 15 “licenses"” (Identifiers) to January
" Class B shareholders. Mr, Dong asserts that the
with the selling of Mr. Randhawa’s share in RCL
anel listened carefully, and reviewed in detail, the
ith respect to the events surrounding the
cision to sell his share and to become involved
hat Mr. Randhawa had some knowledge of, or
ation from RCL's Board. However, there s
roposition, The testimony of Mr, Randhawa, Mr,
o0 other witnesses, nor any documents, were
tis purely speculation on the part of Mr. Dong.
e had knowledge or involvement in the
ny confidential knowledge, document or
CL or, for that matter, to the general public, in
the closing submissions of counsel for RCIL., there
ed any fiduciary duty. The panel cannot

ight have been and what, if any, impact that

I
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- Randhawa’s fitness. with respect to
y duty is a matter for the courts to d
. |

might have an M|
breach of fiduciad

€ subject of this ap

pif
extended one, L

period, even if this period is an

. model as compared to a “shareholder” awner/operatort
this application wqu!

 that would restri
current sharehold
first vehicle into s
shares,

share transfers. Therefore, the ter
rs may not sell shares In the com

T

We find the applichnt to be a fit and
providing that senvice,

1. Would the ap;j
business in Br,

lication, if granted,

tish Columbia? |

The Board approac
of the “transportat,
interests of an indi
transportation mar
harm existing serv

idual applicant or operator. The B :
ets. ' As well, the Board discourages
ce providers. :

' 97 vehicles authorized to operate
Richmond Cabs/Coral Cabs licenses
tcessible and, within the KCL fleet, a

There are presentis
YVR): 79 under the
four vehicles are af
operates withina v

from the central business and residential area of the ci

2sses called by GCCRL were elther
did not consider KCL. as an alternat|
hd lack of follow-up to complaints, 1
7 for additional vehicles.

v that KCL has been providing inad
[ocus on providing service to YVR ari
there. The panel believes that, with|
et of KCL will focus heavlly on YVR,

Several of the witn
Richmond or simply
KCL service levels d
application AV704-(
It is the panel’s vie
KCL has chosen to
licensed to operate
costs, the entire fle
City of Richmond af
direction by KCL, th
should be minimal.

e impact of additional taxis In the Cj

d best serve the needs of the publid
pal]
rvice without the express written cop
proper person to FP

|
promote sound &

hes the “economlc conditions” issue|f
jon business in British Columbia” are]s

ery small portion - 2 kilometres - of .

Its own convenience: In effect, KCi|

f a “company owned/employee driver”-operating
odel was a factor in the panel’s determination that
The applicant voluntarily offered to accept terms’
and conditions of licence will reflect that the -

y for a period of five years from the date it puts its

ﬁent of the Board In advance of any such sale of

pvide the service applied for and to be capable of

promic conditions in the passenger lransportation

m a broad perspective. The economic conditions
nsidered ahead of the economic and. financial

d supports healthy competition within passenger
estructive forms of competition that could unduly

Laxis within all of the City of Richmond (excluding
nd 18 under the KCL license. Within the RCL flegt,
8 are accessible, In addition, Royal City Taxl

& easternmost area of Richmond, quite distant

ware.that KCL was authorized to operate in
. The RCD expressed strong dissatisfaction with -
he point where the RCD oppased KCL's -

ate levels of service within the City of Richmond.
has been rewarded by having all of its vehicles

€ increase in YVR fees, lease costs and capital
intaining onfy a minimum leve! of service to the
as vacated the City market. Given this business
of Richmond on KCL’s ridership or revenues
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ent internal shareholder a
ity of Richmond and at YVR. Thesd

‘As a result of rec
freely within the {

. 1]
greements, 3

4 of 79 RCL vehicles can now choose to operate
greements, in the view of the panel, will resuit in

some re-distributi
addition of three
require a greater
testimony of Mr. §
of trips per vehicl
“of vehicles in its
utilization for RCL
opportunity, with
Richmond by incré
authority to opera

on of trips within the City of Richmol
vehicles authorized to serve at YVR 3
presence outside the City of Richmo

sohi, that it is likely that RCL wiil con
e at YVR in order to meet the servicd
eet licensed to operate at YVR. The |

and slightly lower service levels In th
pll but five of its vehicles, to mitigate
pasing its activity at YVR, The applicg
te at YVR, i

It is clear from.the testimony of the taxi user support ¢
identified in the dispatch data analyses and, to some _
usage, that there (s some erosion of confidence within|
testimony of Mr, ahler, Ms, Schunter, Mr, MacDaonald!
their respective bysinesses using private or company v
being unable to objtain timely service. Based on this e

taxis in Richmond would result in an increase in the us
improve, it is likely that more people will use taxis and!
frequently, It fs important, in the view of the panel, to
availabllity of taxi ervice in Richmond. :

‘Pro'feqsor Chow expressed concerns about fragmentat
has the opposite ¢
view that KCL has

focus its attention pven more on YVR, there is no real

i
ncern: that RCL has effectively becj_ﬁj
€en providing Inadequate service wi

and at YVR amongst the total RCL fieet. The

the service agreement for the South Termlnal will
- The panel believes, based on history and the

ue to maintain a similar, or slightly higher, number
vels required to maintain or Increase the number
t result will likely be a slightly improved fleet

City of Richmond. At the very least, RCL has the.
ny impact of additional vehicles in the Clty of

has clearly stated that it does not intend to seek

nesses, from the number of incomplete trips

ent, from comments on the statements of service
at portion of the population who use taxis. The

1d Ms. Morimoto all included specific examples of
icles to replace taxis as a result of frustration with
nce, the panel is of the view that an increase in

f taxis. As timely, efficient service and reliability
me current taxi users will use taxis more

prove public confidence in the reliability and

within the taxi market in Richmond. The panel

€ a monopoly. As stated above, the panel Is of the
In the City of Richmond. With KCL riow likely to
petition for RCL in Richmond. The panel finds

that, in a city the gjze of Richmond, given the demonst:
additional vehicles, the public woul
taxi service providdrs. Such compe
positive effect on

otice §
ubmitters were directed to Board PQ

the Board. All partitipants were given adequate n
substantiated and

Chow said that he g
part time drivers,
and 25 casual RCL drivers. The two RCL drivers, if the
minimum wage, While the panel received no indication
- panel is not willing
seems unlikely that
than minimum wag
conflicting testimon
with other taxi com
the estimates provig

panies and Mr. Lindgren’s estimates,

i

(parentheses in original), When as#
d. We heard testimony from two off
e heard testimony from two of RCL’E

0 accept that this testimony is repre
in times of a tight labour market, th
y of Mr. Randhawa based on his firsﬂ

led reflect a balanced view of reveny

ed public need for a significant number of
ving some reasonable level of competition among
nt of regulated rates, would have a healthy and

evidence to support their contention that the
pany. Neither entered any trip sheets or other
rivers called as witnesses or that would

h records were only provided when ordered by
t the Board expected assertions to be - '

ity with regard to submissions,

ndy 2005 report: “(what taxi drivers want more
d if he agreed with this statement, Professor . -
e 28 KCL full time drivers and none of the 10 KCL
58 full time drivers and none of the 55 part time
bers quoted are accurate, are earning less than
t these witnesses were being untruthful, the
ntative for the entire fleet of the company, It
mafjority of drivers in RCL would be earning less
upwards, Absent corroboration, and given the
and experience at RCL, Mr, Wahlla’s experience
iere is at least some doubt as to whether or not
5. :

| H

— 1

!
it
b
i
J
T
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estified that he had made some cale
additional taxis inf Richmond. He concluded that, base
revenues would suffer by about 30%. Upon review arj
the calculations aﬂ:e based on questionable data that i

Professor Chow t

Chow's uncertainty as to whether or not the 19
Further, Professor Chow made no allowances for: the
Part-of their time Bt YVR as of March 1, 2008; the thr
“of March 1, 2008; the contractual service obligations q
and, the probability that there will be some increase in
improves, The panel does not rely on Professor Chowff
30 additional vehitles licensed in the City of Richr'nondi

_ The panel finds that granting this application may re
revenues of RCL | particular and, perhaps to some le
financial data to ahalyze the severity of such an impa
or lasting deléteriqus effect on either company, KCL hd
market and RCL. has the abllity to mitigate some of the

Terminal. Any potential impact on 4

outside the mandate of the Board, !

The panel notes that on September 26, 2007 the PaSs_‘%
-07 for 15 additional accessible veh
even though there Is no need, is di§
for these additiond] vehicles well after application 1623
could have known [the outcome of the YVR license allg
or and Secretary of RCL, that one of
determination of pliblic need. Mr. Sohi's position that th
inconsistent with RCL's position in the filing of appllcatl'p

Under cross-examination, Mr. Stamm stated that there |
response to Mr. Harris’ question, Mr. Stamm agreed thé

airpofjoniy”

potential impact on RCL of 30

ysis of dispatch data, RCL

the panel notes that
ps and Professor

cars were included in the flag trip estimate.

€ KCL vehicles that will be spending the significant -
iti Icensed to service YVR ag

al effective March 1, 2008;
Richmond as service

r extent, on KCL. Given the lack of reliable
he panel finds that it Is unlikely to have a serious

sj{ in some short-term negative Impact on the -

chosen to substantially withdraw from the City taxi

pact of a new entrant by Increasing activity at
share prices or lease rates of éither company is

er Transportation Branch received RCL's

S, Mr. Sohi’s contention that RCL applied for these
genuous at best. The facts are that RCL applied

7 had been set down for hearing and before RCL
ions for itself and KCL. Mr. Sohi knows, or ought
he Board's considerations under the Act s a

@ is no public need for additional vehicles appears
2633-07, '

5 a need for five more vehicles for KCL. In
“there is a need for more cabs as fong as you

- give them to Kimbaér,”

. i
On balance, the papel finds that the benefits that will ah
RCL in the City of Richmond will outwelgh any disruptiof]
the City of Richmond is sufficiently robust at this time to

i

It is Important to réiterate that the Board considers the;

- ransportation busifiess in British Columbia” ahead of tﬂq
8

broad perspective ik Important in encouraging a robuist
© responding to the passenger transportation needs of th

: i
This decislon will specifically preclude the applicant from

fue to the public by having a viable competitor to
to the affairs of RCL and KCL. The taxi market in
bsorb the addltion of 30 mare vehicles.

und economic conditions of the passénger
e of any particular applicant or operator. This
d competitive industry and In assessing and

bublic in the subject area.
priginating trips at YVR.

hctivation of A Passenger Transportation Licence miybt be Issued by the Registrar of Passenger Transportation
licence: under section 29(1) of the Passenger fllansportation Act before the special authorization may be
{ exercised. i
Unless otherwise speciﬁed'by the Boaf chis approval of the application expires if the applicant has
{ not received a licence jssued by the Réddstrar within one year of the date this decision is published
i by the Board.
' Page 27 ] Application Dddbion ‘ Passenger Transportation Board
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i
1
!
f
|

Activation of i The Registrar is directed to issye vbl

]

%ic!e cettificates In accordan

ce with the vehicle mix ratio
dentifiers are sought, there must
At no time during the existence of the
taxis go below 3:1. It can be higher

pssible vehicles for which i
an accessible taxi.
e taxis to accessible

certificates: ' outlined below. For every 3 non-a
: i also be-at least 1 identifier sought fs
i licence, can the ratio of non-accessiy
i than 3:1, :
Special’ , i
Authorization: | Passenger Directed Vehicle (PDL
! 1
Terms & E
Conditions: H |
. i f
Vehicles: ‘ I
Maximum Fleet Sizg: | 30 passenger directed vehicles, of
' Vehicle Mix At all times, the licensee m
Requiremenﬁs minimuiy ratio of 3 to 1 non-accessitb

: I
Minimum Operating i A minimum of two wheel chair access
Requirement: passengers originating in the City of .

Specialty Vehicles: } The accessible taxis myst be opera
including Division 10 {motor carriers
amended from time to time, and In a
i and standards. ' :

1
b

Eco-Friendly Taxis ‘Any additional non-accessible vehicle!

P

: which a passenger transportation Ide}
i defined by Board Policy Guidelines in |
transportation identifier, I

Vehide Capacity:
Servic_e 1
Orlginating Area

Transportation of passengers may te

Destination Area: _
5  British Columbia border when engagel

Return Trips: The same passengers may be return

i areato any point within the originati

: origlnating trip terminates.

!
Reverse Trips:
i terminates within the originating area)

Express
Authorizations; |

év(iil) The aperator of the vehicle may,
: who hail or flag the motor vehici

e

ust operatfla fleet of vehicles with wh

A driver and not less than 2 and not #
The following terms and conditions ap

i Transportation of passengers may oniy
i excluding the Vancouver Internationa) jgi

Transportation of passengers rmay orlg

i held by the flicence holder that was es:t
(i) Vehicles may be equlpped with a '
(i) Vehicles may be equipped with a }

f

h 18 are non-accessible

ere the mix of vehicles is at a
taxis to accessible taxis. _

le vehicles in the fleet must be available to seive
hmond 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.

d in accordance with the Motor Vehicle Act Regulations '_
d Division 44 (mobifity. aid accessible taxf standards), as
rdance with any other applicable equipment regulations

pproved for this licence on or after May 16, 2007 and for
fler s issued, must be operated as ° eco-friendly taxis'as
ect at the time the vehicle |s issued a passenger

’

nate at any point in British Columbia and beyond the
n an extra-provincial undertak_ing.

from where thelr return trip terminates in the destination
prea when the return trip is arranged by the time the

L
_é

i
|
i
|
i
i
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Taxi 8ill of nghls:

Taxi Camerg

Share Restrictior]

Transfer o

fJﬂ
lcency: |

i
;
]
!
|
:
|
i

Ministry of Transportation ("Taxi Bill of Rights") must be
e window of each taxicab operated under the licence.

times be displayed in an upright position with the complete
rs. :

A Taxi Bill of Rights issued by t
affixed to an interior rear-seat, ;

The Taxi Bill of Rights must at 4
text Intact and visible to passerj

Theesns

a)

b}

m—riana

nt Taxi Bill of Rights,

stalled and operated in vehicles when the licensee is in
mera rules, standards and orders of the Passenger

i €)  Licensees may only dispiay a cy

{ Taxi camiera equipment may only bé
compliance with applicable taxi|
Transportation Board. :

LI TP

t
1

1. Fora pe‘riod of five yea
shares of Garden City Ca
Prior written consent of-?

Fora perfod of four yea ,
Cabs of Richmond Ltd. m
list of all its current sha
Transportation.

cence issuance, no share or
can be transferred without the
portation Board. .

ollowing the initial licence issuance Garden City
st, at the time of licence renewal, submit a notarized
olders and officers to the Registrar of Passenger

ollowing the initial Ii
of Richmond Ltd,

LT TP TP

2,

Arnrreterunnua

F not be assigned or transferred except with the
yrsuant to section 30 of the Passenger Transportation
Act. - | _

. Rates: The approved rates and rules are thd.‘.r set out In the Board's “Rula Réspecﬂng Lower Mainland
: : i Taxicab Rates", effective January 5, 208, Garden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd. is to be added to
i the list of ficense_es in Appendix A. ; ' : ‘
' |
o
Board Panel Chair: ‘ I Dennis J. Day
 Signature of Panel Chair: i
I ' . i
= :
{ Panel Member Concurring; | Kabel Atwall }
i Determination Date: | June 12, 2098 _
 Entered by the Director and ' ; ﬁ/
; Secretary to the Board: _ i AL
- | | SRR 7
‘ | ‘
i
:
|
;’-
l
|
|
|
i 3
on
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i

P55

To:Owen Bird F".3E‘/_36l

Board Rule Respecting

TRANSPORTA

Background

|
i
1l
;
I

Lower Mainland Taxicab Rates

*

All taxicab c¢mpanies in the Lower Mainland ¢

: |
The Passenger Transportation Act empowers t
* establishing ;

ust and uniform charges and to ,
apply or char ' -

ge rates,
In November 2007, the Board announced its'!‘
measurement for assessing rate increases for!
areas of fuel, insurance, wages and consumer
to request a

rate increase of up to 2.27% on q
Further to th

p "Taxi Cost Index 2008” Rule of

Mainland taxjcab companies have requested aj

. Increase is added to the rates without federal {
GST is added| after. : '

A GST rate o
This rate is being applied further to the annouf
Government of Canada that it will reduce GST,

The New Years period Is one of the busiest i
for taxicabs to reprogram thefr taxi meters at )
‘change for alf taxicabs in the Lower Mainland is

: o]
Rates and rules for Lower Mainland taxicab co

II. Rates for Lower Mainland Taxicab k

The following rates and taxi meter formuia apply tg
effective January 5, 2008: I

¥

an objective
xicabs., Based on its analysis of costs in the
the Board allowed taxicab companies
i rates,

vember 16, 2007, more thah 51% of Lower .
CI 2008 increase of 2.27%. The TCI 2008
0ds and Services Tax (GST), and applicable

must be programmed into each taxi meter.
ement on October 30, 2007, by the '
m-6% to 5% effective January 1, 2008.

of the year for taxicabs. It Is impractical
ttime. The effective date for the meter
anuary 5, 2008.

anies are set out below,

mpanies
xicab companies listed in Appendix “A”

: Rate Rate ! ; _ :
Type of Rates without GST plus 5% GSY Taxi meter formula with 5% 6ST Included

_Flag ' 2.6394 2.7713 $2.75 for the first 62.51 metres
Distance (per km) 1.5236 1.5998 | $0.10 for each additional 62.51 metres

_Waiting Time (hourly 27,2591 28,6220 1 $0.10 for each consecutive 12.58 seconds

-

Time or Mileag'e Rates (5% GST included)

]
pur or fraction thereof or $1.60 for each
barter bour or fraction thereof or $1.60:

$28.62 for the first h
for each succeeding q

!
i
!
t
|
i
|

i

ded kllometre, whichever Is-greater, and $7.16
r each loaded kilometre, whichever is greater.

237
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IN. Rule Gpverning Taxicab Rates_foq

All taxi cab companies listed In Appendix “A” mu

Lower Mainland Taxfy

3788 To:Owen Bird P.33/36

3b Rates and Rules

u(ower Mainland Taxicab Companies

rates,

é
$
|
- ) |
Rule No. 1 - Baggage :

apply the following rules respecting their

a) No charde shall be made fo
parcels. = |
b) Baggage|will be handled at the passenger:
responsibility for baggage or property tran

o [
r hand baggaq_

j

I |

Rule No. 2 -D smissal Fee

!
taxi and changes his or hef
t person must pay the mileage rg

If any person-orders a
address, then th
dismissal. The n

'Rule No. 3 — Overnight Stay En Route
et trip, a passenger decides to coi'
overnight stay, any additional cha

the driver, , |
i

If during a chart
necessitating an
and breakfast fo
Rdle No. 4 - Rates _
i |

: |

tained herein apply for services gf
s listed In the terms and conditio!
tes contained herein apply only. W
vehicle, i

a) Rates con
‘capacity
b) Mileage r
chartered

1l

1 . ;
~ Rule No, 5 - Refuse Servioe I

a). Licensees may refuse to pick up or deliver:
~ streets, alleys, highway or road; or becaus¢

operate,

b) Licensees|may refuse service to any persorjs

reasonable opinion of the driver,

may be o
" property df the other passengers

and/or thi

Rule No. 6 ~ Route Change
If during a trip thy
thereby increasing
the rates set out 4

P passenger desires to change ro
| the service over that ¢
wbove,

Minimum dismissal fee is $2.00. ||

!
ontractedjf
i

carried by passengers such as luggage and

risk. The operator does not assume any
orted on or in the chartered vehicle,

mind when the driver appears at the given
e from the carrier’s stand or bage to point of

thereby
lodging

inue the charter the following day,

Jpe will be assessed for the hight’s

river and vehicle with a vehicle carrying
of the operator’s licence.
lle passengers are being transported in

p ssengers on account of conditions of

f riots, or strikes, where it is impractical to
Husing profane language, or who, in the
nsive or dangerous to the persons or

tiver,

, Make extra side trips or extend the trip,
r, charges for additional service will be at

PT Board Rule December 4, 200,

i
.
|

2

page 2
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|
I

Lower Mainfand Tax{c" bb Rates and Rules
Rule No. 7 - Tpils

_All ferry, bridge,| or tunnel tolls applicable to the vdhicle and its Occupant must be paid by the
passenger. , : |

IV DATE OF RULE S I

‘December 4, 2007

V.  EFFECTIVE DATE ]
January 5,2008) -

i
I

PT Board Rule : December 4, 200§ page 3

i
1
i
i
]
i
£
|
|
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- Lower Mainjand Taxchb Rates and Rules

APPERIDIX “A”

This Rule applies to the following Lower Maini,and'i xircab companies,

Company Nanje :

Address

Alouette Transit] Systems Ltd.

12121 Hartiey Avenve
Coquitlam, BC V3K 623

Bel-Air Taxi (1982) Limited

2121 Hartley Avenue

: Black'Top Cabs | td.

1777 Pacific Street
i[|Vancouver, BC V67 2R7

Bonny's Taxi Ltd.

15525 Imperial Street
il|Burnaby, BC V5] 1E8

Bui'naby Select Taxi Ltd,

J
|
!
__tllCoquitiam, BC® V3K 673
|
]
|
I
3

_lBurnaby, BC V5G 3712

049 Ledger Avenue

Coquitlam Taxi (1977) Ltd.

H12121 Hartley Avenue
Coquitlam, BC V3K 623

o -

Coral Cabs Ltd.

|/l260 ~ 11180 Voyageur Way
IIRichmond, BC V6X 3N8

Delta Sunshine Taxi (1972) Ltd.

R03 - 12837 76 Avenue
{lBurfey, BC V3w 2v3

Guildford Cab (1593) Ltd,

01 - 8299 129 St
urrey, BC V3W OAs

Kimber Cabs Ltd

60 — 5671 Minoru Blvd
ichmond, BC V6X 2B1

MacLure’s Cabs (1584) Ltd.

1510 — 39 Avenue West
yancouver, BC V6) 117

Meadow Ridge Thxi Ltd.

1RO542 Dewdney Trunk Rd
Maple Ridge, BC V2X 3E3

Newton Whalley Hi Way Taxi Ltd.

107 — 13119 84" Avenue
. burrey, BC V3w 1B3

North Shore Taxi (1966) Ltd.

64 Pemberton Avenue
orth Vancouver, BC V7P 2R5

- Port Coquitiam Taxi Ltd.

&12‘1 Hartley Avenue
oquitlam, BC V3K 623

Queen City Taxi iLtd,

[1#525 Imperial Street -

f urnaby, BC V5] 1E8

Richmond Cabs Lid,

| #60 — 11180 Voyageur Way
| Richmond, BC v6X 3N8

Roya_l lety Taxi Ltd,

=X

i {136 Rousseau Street
: (ew Westminster, BC

P.35°36

’ _ 1iN3L 3R3
Sunshine Cabs Ltf. ! 60 Riverside Drive
; Jorth Vancouver, BC V7H 2m2
PT Board Rule December 4, 200§ ' page 4

|
g
|
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1
i
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Tb Rates and Rules

Surdeli Kennedy Taxi Ltd.

¢
|
1
I
i

| rr 103 - 12975 84" Avenue
i#Surrey, BC V3W 1B3

Syd’s Taxi (1984) Itd.

!
|
1

20542 Dewdney Trunk Rd
Maple Ridge, BC V2X 3E3

Tarantino, Gary|Albert

7778 227" Street
Langley, BC V3A 4P9

Tsawwassen Talxi Lt_d.

203 - 12837 76 Avenue
Surrey, BC V3w 2v3

Vancouver Taxi|Ltd,

302 Industrial Avenue
Vancouver, BC V6A 2P3

Vancouver Taxi|l.td.
dba Handicapped Cab

302 Industrial Avenue
Vancouver, BC V6A 2P3

White Rock South Surrey Taxi Ltd. .

Unit 3 - 17921 557 Avenue
Surrey, BC V3S 6C4

Ye!low Cab Co. | td.

1441 Clark Drive
Vancouver, BC V5L 3K9

|
!
|
!
i
[
|
i
i

P.36736

PT Board Rule

December 4, jlc D7

241

page 5



 June 12, 2008

Harley 1. Harrls
(counsel for Ga
of Richmond
Owen Bird .
29" Floor, Thre
595 Burrard Stre
PO Box 49130
Vancouver BC \

By Facsimile 8

Dear Harley Har

Re: Passeng
You 'have applieg
‘Transportation (]
-Passenger Trans
Transportation B

You have applieg
Transportation L
authorization apy
has forwarded y(

Following the put
under the Passen
the Board.

The Passenger Ty
(if any) of identift

You may also wis
municipal by-laws

Yours sincerely,

Jan Broock
Director

e o2

den City Cabs
td.)

> Bentall Centre
Hald

/7X 135

s
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To:Ouwen Bird P.1/36

TION BOARD

i
!
}
|

Mail: 604-632-4456

er Transportation Application

i on behalf of the above named d
'Registrar”) to obtain a Passenget-

202- 940 ﬁumsm{a:

STREET PO BOX 9850 STN PROY GOVT - VICTORIA B¢ vew a78

portation Act, you require speciall
oard (“Board”) and the Registrar |

I
to the Registrar, Passenger Trar
cence. Under the Passenger Tra
proval from the Passenger Trans ;
ur application to the Board. ;
plic hearing into the matter, the B
ger Transportation Act as well ag

| _i
ansportation Branch will be contali
ers related to this application, |

¥

h to contact the municipalities in (!

relevant to passenger carriers, ;

ent to the Registrar, Passenger
ransportation Licence. Under the
Uthorization approval from the Passenger
s forwarded your application to the Board.

ortation (“Registrar") to obtain a Passenger
portation Act, you require special
ation Board ("Board") and the Reglstrar_

rd has approved a special authorization
cence terms and conditions established by

(King you regarding the issuance requirement

Nhich you will be operating rega:rdin‘g

Phons: (250) 953-3777

 Fox: (250) 953-3788

ard@gems8.gov.bo.ca Web. www.ptboard be.ca
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pe:

Attachments

. Richmond

Tom Gréene

Registraf, Passenger Transportation

Barry Dong

Harris & Company
(for Ric
(by facs

Frances Clark

Richmond Committee on Disébility
(by facsimile - 604-233-2415) -

Mohan Kang
BCTA -
(for BCTA 8 Kimber Cabs)
(by facsimile - 727-2585)

Black Top Cabs Ltd,
777 Pacific Street
Vancouv r BC vezZ 2rR7

" Yellow Cab Co Ltd,

1441 Clask Drive
Vancouver BC .VSL 3K9:

Maclure’s Cabs (1984) Lt_d.

1510 W 3" Avenue
Vancouver BC V63 1)7

Vancouver Taxi Ltd.
302 Industrial Avenue
.Vanco'u'v -BC V6A 2P3

Baiker Si gh Bhullar
6660 Sidaway

_Richmond BC VeW 1B1

Mahmood| Awan
7240 Anvlf Cres. -
-BC V7C 4ES8

Hmond Cabs Ltd. & Coral Cabs Ltd|
fle ~ 604-684-6632)

]
1
'
1
'
|

To:0Qwen Bird

P.2/35



- Attachment 4

TO: MAYOR & EACH
COUNCILLOR - ~ '
| . | | FROM: cITY Y CLERK'S OFFICE P
May 2 L WAow{__,
ay 29,4008 | -Qe, Toarms Reda Cemse [ [
S ‘ ‘ Lropects _ lé; - i
City Council, - i _ weT
City of Richmond ' . CNTeeaeED \ ‘
6911 No.3 Road C & s Tﬁ%ttumﬁ} —
Richmond BC VéY 2F1 S _ - ; » B T
SATE: (g 2 - ;
a G e 25 LS SECE
Dear Councilors: o

As family members who help to care for our people who are remdents of Minoru “Extended Care
Residence; and who meet regularly as a “Famlly Council” for the third floor, we wish to appeal to the
City for your consideration and support regarding dlfﬁoultles we are having in obtalmng needed
transportatlofl of our people n wheelchalrs ' -

Several have reported d1fﬁcu1ty arranging for wheelchair cabs (both Kimber Cabs and Richmond
Cabs). As for Handidart, although it is-a useful service for many, it is not suitable for residents whose
tolerance in a wheelchair is time-limited, and who need more direct delivery and within a specific tlme
frame. '

Although Kimber Cabs have 18 wheelchalr acces:nble cabs they are presently monopohzed by the
airport, making same-day requests virtually impossible (smce March of this year). With the weathcr :
becoming more favourable for “outings” we are even more in need of better service. -

We understand that Kimber Cabs will be applymg for ten sedan hcenses so that wheelchair cabs can be
" freed for their intended purpose. We would certainly appreciate any support that City Council can give

to this, or any other means of improving the situation for people who are hand1capped and neod our.
help to enjoy some of the basm things the rest of us do :

An estlmate ‘of the number of people who regularly use such a service, according to the desk clerk on
our floor, is 4 or 5 a week or 20 per month for the third floor residents alone (multiplied by 5 for the
whole residence is approximately 100 per month. ) Then, there are the 8 to 10 other facilities in

- Richmond, plus hand1capped people who hve at home representlng quite an area of service indeed.

We thank you for your attention, and trust you will treat thls mater with utmost expedlency

~ President, 3 West Family Council
Minoru Residence, 6111 Mmom Blvd.
Richmond BC V6Y 1X4

ger 1 Kimber Cabs Ltd. (Attentic'm Jessie Gill)
2. Passenger Transportation Board -
3. Richmond Committee on Disability
4, Coordinator of Diversity Services
5. Nina Brautigans .  oug
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Attachment 5

Hikida, Joanne

From: JOHN MIKULEC [jinvbilla@shaw.cal]
Sent:  June 27, 2008 3:20 PM |

To: Hikida, Joanne

Subject: Re Taxi Service for Richmond.

| am writing to complain about the way the licensing is handled in regards to Kimber Cabs and the Richmond
Taxi Cabs. | have had three occasions when | have not been able to get a taxi for my mother as the taxi's are too
busy at the airport or with cruise ship passengers. The other day | had to push my mother (who is confined to a
wheelchair) for three miles for shopping and appointments. Last month we pushed her over fo the Richmond Inn
for her 92 birthday meal and it started raining when it came time to return home. We phoned Kimber Cabs who
informed us that they could not pick up my mother to return her to Minoru Care Fagcility as they were not allowed
to do pick-ups from the Richmond Inn as this was Richmond Cabs territory. Richmond Cabs could not pick my
mom up also as all of their wheelchair cabs were engaged at the airport and it would be a three hour wait.
Something is wrong here as | have talked fo other people who have parents in nursing homes in Richmond and
on many days and on many occasions there is no service avaaiabie for seniors , some quite severely physically
disabled.

‘There should be no monopolies allowed at different hotels where one company has the only right to do pick-ups
and deliveries. | also wonder why the airport and cruise ships should get preference over our seniors who value
the:r outings which in most cases are quite infrequent.

- Mr. John Mikulec
604 — 888 - 1744
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