'\ g isﬁ Fal . 3
apar!  City of Richmond

Report to Committee

To: - General Purposes Committée Date: July 2, 2008
From: Amarjest S. Rattan File: '
Chief Licence Inspector

Re: BUSINESS LICENSING OF CLASS A AND CLASS N TAXICABS IN RICHMOND

Staff Recommendation

That Business Licence Bylaw 7360,‘Amendm-ent B
vehicles permitted to operate under Class A
~ second and third readings

-Amarjeet STRattan

N

Chief Licence Inspector, Business & Financial Services

ylaw No.8407, to increase the number of
and Class N, be introduced and given first, |

(4686)
- FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE
Law............ e yEHNO
Transportation.............ococooovvov Y Bf N1 | GENERAL MANAGER
REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED,BY CAO YES NO
T4z [ & [] I

2470991
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Staff Report-
Origin

On June 13, 2008, staff received correspondence from Garden City Cabs of Richmond ILtd.
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 Business Licence to
~ operate the newly permitted vehicles (Attachment 1). R

-Although taxis 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 decision on the above request. '

Findings Of Fact

The Bylaw currenily 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 fleet of 30 vehicles for the purpose of providing a taxi service i -
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: '

» 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

* aminimum of 2 Class N (wheel chair accessible) vehicles must be available to
service passengers originating 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 -

_ transportation of passengers may only originate from poirits within the City of
Richmond excluding the Varicouver International Airport i
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* acopy of the “Taxi Bill of Rights’ issued by the Ministry of Transportation must
be affixed to an interior rear-seat side'window of each taxicab operated under the
licence _

e for a period 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 T ransportation Board Decision Process

The PTB held pubic hearings in December 2007 January 2008 February 2008 and March 2008
and various delegatlons appeared before the Board to comment on the impact another taxi
service may have on existing taxi compames or to comment on existing taxi service 1n
Richmond. City staff monitored a majority of the public hearlngs for 1nformat10n purposes.
Some of these delegatlons 1ncluded -

Richmond Comm1ttee on Dlsablhty (RCD)
Richmond Taxi Co Litd.

Coral Cabs Ltd.

Kimber Cabs Ltd.

Tourism Richmond

Richmond Chamber of Commerce.

\

In making their decision with respect to the Garden Clty Cabs of Richmond Ltd appllcauon the
PTB noted the following 1nformat1on received:

e that there was consistent evidence of long wait times and unsat1sfactory 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 sewlce
the increased demand brought on by the growth :
e increased YVR traffic and hotel room growth in Richmond
* aQctober 9, 2007 letier 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 vehicles (Attachment 2).

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

City of Richménd Taxi History

The current City bylaw to limit the number of Class A taxwabs was originally adopted in 1958 in

‘response to taxicab 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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i

- Tn 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 perrmts (2 Class A and 2 Class N) by PTB.

. Taxi Cab.Servzce

Recent correspondence received (Attachment 4 and Attachment 5) indicates that a sector of the
community is of the view that they are not being adequately served by the existing taxi
com'panies The RCD has also appeared before Council to express frustration with the existing
companies prov1d1ng inadequate or sporadic service to the disabled community. Aspera
previous Council referral, staff are working on revisions to the Vehicle For Hire Bylaw that
would require further enhaneementé 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: :

e if the operator was a fit and proper person capable of providing the service
e would the new permit promote sound economic COIldlthIlS in the passenger
transportation business
e whether there was a public need for the addltlonal service
e the concerns raised by the existing companies on the potentlal impact to thelr business.

Some of the commumty 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

* potentially decreasing wait times for all users

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

Ul

icence Inspector
(4155)
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¢ 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 2.1.273 (a) is amended byi 1ncreasmg 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 | _ [

. : : | APPRO |
SECOND READING . ‘ . _ VEE
TH[RD READING . . : — . . lo‘;rclzgtr'\]t:!li':gby

’ ; ' : . dept.
ADOPTED _
: APPROVED
.for’lega!_ity
MAYOR | , " CORPORATE OFFICER

10




Attachment 1

Garden Clty Calbis of Ric b ond

R

12180 Weathead R Richmond; DC VEY 1G3

Tune 13,2008

o o 0 Nb(’b-
Joanne Hikida - L - Ay |

Business [icense Tnspector
GO 1T Vo 3 1

Zichmomt, BEOVEY 200 v
M Hileida:

iy name is Sam Hundal, Lam Secretary Director vor Garden City Cabs of
' I{ichm_oncjl, ' ' '

A3 Yo .;.r- Clenoew e Passenaor Transpor tabion 1Bonrid vese 1'r|;'1"\f -\rmneri licenses
pond. This

o (_;:-n..,la;:u (hly Cabs I aperdle a now qxi company m ihe cily
decinion wag parl of a lengthy pulb L hesring whag sianail v Len: i‘llN el
complotad ng Maral The board heard front numerons stakehifless oo fuching, a
letler from Mavor Drodie asking: the hoard o grant addiiional licenses. |
understand a copy of the decision was forwarded fo you and. you can gel the

details of the hearings in the decision.

{ would like 1o requesl authorization [or business licenses (o operale 30 taxicabs of
Avhich 12 WOu]d be awc-essih‘fr;:, as per the PTH décision, :

AP vhere s ary fuciher oo aticn that )uu |Eqn|w please do nof hesitate o contact
wa on my cell muonber i TrE EAE-3190 or Parmiil Randhaan divector ol Cagden
City Cabs a1 604 728-0123, :

Thanking you in advancs for #our assisance.

i

Sincerely,

o, 1(({].& |- ‘ o

11
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City of RICHMOND
6911 No, 3 Road

Telephone: (604) 2764 123
T lax No: (604) 276-4333

Attachment 2

MALCOLM BRODIE
MAYOR :

October 9, 2007 -

!

My, Dennis Day _ _
-Chair of the Passenger Transportation Board
P.O. Box 9850 STN PROV GOVT
Victoria, BC V8W 9T5

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

- At the regular City of Richmond Council meeting of September 24, 2007, Council considered a report
on laxicab service issues in Richmond and passed the following resolution: .

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

* (@) add a Standard of Service section for all Class A and Class N taxicabs, including a
provision that Class N taxicabs must give priority of service lo people with disabilities;
(b)  require that all taxicabs display an enhanced tariff decal that includes information
regarding the process for customers fo register comments about the service they receive,
(¢c)  require that all laxicab drivers must complete a suitable disability awarenesy training
. course offered by the Justice Institute of BC and approved by Council;
(d) sirengthen provisions that Class N taxicabs must have adequate equipment for
‘ transporting people with mobility aids with such equipment to be maintained in proper
working order; and '
(¢) add a Chauffeur Permit requirement section that specifically addresses application and
appeal procedures.

(3} That staff bring forward a report to add specific fines for violations -ﬁma‘e under the Vehicle
for Hire Bylaw 6900.

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

(S)  That the City request Commercial Vehicle Safety and Enforcement tojointly participate with
City staff and Richinond RCMP in annual vehicle inspections of Richmond faxi operalors

with this inspection to coincide with one of the City’s semi-annual inspections. /f\\»\l
RICHMOND

Istund City, by Nature

2258251

12
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(6)  That the curriculum of the disability awareness and sensitivity raining course offered by the
Disability Resource Centre be forwarded 1o the Justice Institute of BC for its consideration
in the development of a new disability awareness course for taxicab drivers. B

(7)  That a copy of this report be fbrwarded to the Passen.ger Transportation Board for
information. ‘

As you will note in the above resolution, the general intent of the proposed amendments {o Richmond’s-

- Vehicle for Hire Bylaw is to ensure that the public consistently receives reliable, safe and high quality
(axi 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
grealer service levels of accessible {axis 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 vwei@richmond.ca. :

Yoprs truly,

‘Malcolm D /Brodie
Muayor

ce: Jan Broocke, Divector and Secretary, Passenger Transportation Board
Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, City of Richmond - ‘
Amarject S. Rattan, Manager, Business Liaison, City of Richmond

13
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Attachment 3 -

710N BOARD

202- 940 BLANSHA

AppliCa'tion_'Decision

Application: _
Applicant; o
Trade N.ame:,
Addrass:

Principals:
Spedial

Authorization:
Summary:

Publication:

Submissions:

Héaring Dates and
Location:

" Board Members:

1623 ~07

}
¥
|
I

Garden City Cabs of Rlchmp
] Garden City Cabs '!
Harley 1. Harris, Counsel :
i Owen Bird '
i 29™ Floor ~ Three Bentall Ceny
Vancouver BC V7X 135
PUREWAL Amrik S,
HUNDAL Surmderjit S.

None

i 595 Burrard Street, PO Box 49F’Llh0

TREET « PO BOX 9850 STN PROV GOVT + VICTORIA BC VoW 75

H:d Ltd.

RANDHAWA, Paramijit 5.
WAHLLA, Joginder S.

| New Speciai Authorization |
(Sectfon 26 of the Passenger _-

i Proposed new_spec:al authonz
i Richmond with a maximum fi
i less than 2 and not more than

i i PT Bulletin - July'18 2007 .
(October 11, 2007 - ﬂeetamer'l

i December 11 to 14, 2007; Jan.
Mar 26~28, 2008 in Rlchmond

Dennls Day, Cha:r, Kabel Atwall,,

d to reflect 20 non-accessible and 10 accessible

taxus) : .
i ¢ Richmond Cabs Ltd. *  BC Taxi Assoclation
*  Represented by: *  Represented by:
* Barty Dong, Harris & Com%ny ¢ Mohan Kang, President
* . Coral Cabs Ltd, *  Kimber Cabs Ltd,
*  Represented by: ; . epresented by:
+  Barry Dong, Harris & Comp#ny * Mohan Kang, President, BC Taxi
: - Association
¢ Richmond Committee on ! *  Black Top Cabs Ltd,
Disability
i+ Vancouver TaxiLtd. ! *  Yellow Cab Company L td,
i+ BHULLAR, Balker Singh | *  Maclure’s Cabs (1984) Ltd,
j *  AWAN, Mahmood i *  Black Top Cabs Ltd.

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

ember -

Page 1
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|

B ard | The Board may approve an aﬁﬁ
Consideratipns: } . passenger Transportation Actii
~ iof the Act: '

i (a) there is a public need for |
i any special authorization. |

(b) the applicant is a fit and p
: providing that service, ancﬁ

1
!

i

(c) the application, if granted,
: passenger transportation I?
The Board may approve a spéi:

{ in the affirmative. The Board
i In the negative, -

lcation forwarded to it under section 26(1) of the .
the Board considers that, as set out in.section 28(1)

[ service the applicant propesed to provide under

Jp&per person to provide that service and is capable of

ould promiate sound economic conditions in the
siness in British Columbia.

Al authorization if all three provisions are answered
Ay refuse a licence if any one provision is answered

!
prs: | The Board views taxicabs as ccl)
i used by many people in their d
i looking for supporting docume
i and financial statements when

i economic conditions.

Application Matt

i
i The length and complexity of t
i the volume of letters or staten
! factors; the type, size, and comh
i the degree of comparable com

| Regardless of how much suppd
i guide the Board as to what can
i and information that it submits,

The Applicatian Handbook, a c;{
i contains information on appiica
i The special authorization s
. . i
{ The terms and conditions of

The rates approved are tho
i Lower Mainland Taxicab Ra

Board
Determination:

Background:

s initially for a Speclal Authorization

ble vehicles, originating In the City oﬁ
e 30 vehicles, 10 of which would be |
ption date and the commencement g
the heading “Procedural Matters”. i

This application wq
were to be accessil
. amended to operal
between the public
this decision under

S I
ace in the City of Richmond, and ind
D07 and ending on March 28, 2008, 1

The hearing took p
on December 11, 2
perhaps reasonably

described as taxi user suppart witné

\plementary to the
ly life. For these
tion from potent:
nsidering public

public transportation system
types of applications, the Board is
ial users as-well as business plans
need, applicant fitness and

business plan and financiai information as well as -
ts from potential users shouid reflect the following
lexity of the proposed transportation business; and
tition in the operating area,

ng material is provided, it is up to the applicant to
sion it should reach based on the supporting data

ith Its application,

panion to the application package and forms,
n requirements and Bogrd considerations.

ght by the applicant is approved.
cence are as set out in this decision.

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

ence 1o operate 30 vehicles as taxis, 5 of which
ichmond. The application was subsequently
cessible vehicles, The background events, -

he hearing, are adequately covered elsewhere in

led a total of 12 days of testimony commencing
€-panel heard evidence from 12 witnesses,
es, on behalf of the applicant. We also heard

from two witnesses|

\ one representing Tourism Richmonyg
Commerce, who h‘ari

been subpoenaed at the request of

and one representing Richmond Chamber of
barden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd. (GCCRL) to

y

Page 2 Application Dé
i
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Eion Passenger Transportation Board
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appear at the hearing, Further testimony called in su

rt of the application was. heard from the

daccountant who
of the four princ

iad prepared the pro-forma financiall
als and Directors of GCCRL,
The panel also he
Disabilities (RCD)
. issues of concern
the opportunity t¢

ask questions of the RCD panel,

BC Taxi Association (BCTA) called ane withess.

Kimber Cabs Ltd, [KCL) Is authorized to operate 18 ve
called 4 witnesses
and a dispatcher,

.

» including the Manager, who is alsoj g

tatements on behalf of the applicant and from three

e people representing the Richmong Committee on

{hese proceedings. The RCD representatives outlined

on. The applicant, submitters and Board panel had

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

Richmond Cabs L
which are accessi
Shareholder of th company,
the company, In ddition, RCL called Professor Garlang!
report on taxis, arld as a non-expert witness with respé

B ) ]

The applicant was|permitted to cali a rebuttal witness :=

tnesses (including.
tran to several tho
ted since the inception of the Board|
in nature, the sheer volume of matg

Ini total, the panel|heard from 33 wi
and examined sonje 42 exhibits tha
time is unprecede
unusually complex

ber of procedural matters associated
Cesses pursuant to section 12(1) of

Procedural Matt:

There were a num
control its own pro
various procedural

We have outlined ¢
1.

rs

he significant procedural matters by|

Representation of Garden City Cabs of Rich'moﬁi:

ation of Garden City Cabs of Richmd
rd’s "Bulletin” on July 18, 2007. 'Thq
i

Notice of the appli
Transportation Bod

- was the applicant'q representative.

he corporately related companles of:
d to as RCL) made submissions to t
ris and Campany, representing both
ounds that Mr. Robbins had previou

On July 31, 2007, 4
{collectively referred
Barry Dong, of Har,

. of GCCRL on the g $

adl its Secretary,
Aliled two drivers,

rulings respecting such things as que

hg
;N mpanies, objected to

and, thus, would h
dismissed or adjour
supported by either
Board was not prep

ned generally. On August 28, 2007,
‘the Passenger Transportation Act o

r
H
|
1

A
1
H
i
]

ve been privy to confidential informs

ared to adjourn the application or plp

perate 79 vehicles, 4 of
who Is also a Director and

neither of whom are shareholders in
how as an expert witness with respect to his

to his analysis of dispatch data at RCL.

hold authorization to 6

PJarding the dispatc_h data,

five members of RCD who appeared as a panel)
and pages of evidence. The 12 days of hearing
June 2004, While the application itself is not

I before the panel warrants comment,

ith this hearing. The Board has the power to
PTA and, in the course of the hearing we made
tioning of witnesses and admission of documents,

i$pic below. '
Ltd. ~ Application to Dismiss

f Ltd. (GCCRL) was published in the Passenger
otice stated that Tobin Robbins of Heenan Blaikie

Jchmond Cabs Ltd: and Coral Cabs Ltd.
i Board opposing the application. At that time,

Mr. Robbins’ representation
acted for RCL on an application before the Board
on. Mr. Dong requested that the application be
e ruled that the grodnds for dismissal were not
he Administrative Tribunais Act. As well, the
e it on hold, :

:

Page 3
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In late August, R
party to this actig
interest as betwei
from acting for of
Columbia ruled, 3
defendants from

LL launched a civil action against To
n. RCL sought a declaration that Tat
en RCL and GCCRL and an interi
on behalf of GCCRL in any appilicati
mong other things, that RCL was erﬁ
acting for or an behalf of GCCRL in

On Nove;mber 21,

y

H

m anf

i1 Robbins and Heenan Blaikie. The Board was noet a

n Rabbins and Heenan Blaikie were, in a conflict of

- ]
2007, Harley Harris of Owen Bird né
now representing| GCCRL and that the applicant was p;
Dong responded to this communication requesting thy
pending a final digposition by the Court. He argued tha
also made similar [requests. ;

i

. . i

~ On December 3, 2007, the Board ruled that that the a
that the hearing would proceed as scheduled on Decet

Upon receipt of t _
- Judicial review petjtion, the Board’s decision to proceed
Court dismissed this application on December 10, 2008

GCCRL sought to ¢
eciston of the court Is not relevant to

Board's decision, RCL sought a co(

enter the decision of the court as.an=5€~

!

the grounds the d

2. Submitters

By the deadline of
the hearing as sub
and eight did not.
before Qct. 1%, Sﬁ

At the pre-hearing
requirements shoy
reasons,

mitters. Four of the submitters met!

[
| |
Sept. 26, 2007, 12 persons gave no

f

The Board provided the eight undel])
ven submitters provided the $50 feq

conference, the applicant argued thh
d be disqualified. The submitters pi
. o : " . i

The Board ruled th
the potential subm

the application and the applicant had

acceptance of the

The Board also putiall barticipants, on notlce that

other party to the
followed,

The BCTA, KCL, R(
hearing, the Board
© hearing. All other-¢
glve evidence to thi
application.

The Richmond Com
December 11, 2007
Richmond Committs

bt the submitters would be qualiﬁedi

tters, disqualifying them may result
not demonstnjated

submitters.

1
it expéy]

permanent Injunction restraining the defendants
before the Board. The Supreme Court of British -
led to an interim injunction restralning the .-
hection with this application before the Board.

fed the Board and hearing participants that he was
pared to commence the hearing as scheduled. Mr.
the application be dismissed or adjourned generally
the application was “tainted”, Other submitters

lication would not be dismissed or adjourned and
er 10, 2007,

order to stay, pending a décislon of the Court on a
vith the hearing into the application of GCCRL. The
The hearing proceeded on December 11, 2008,

khibit in this hearing. We refused this request on

he substantive matter before the Board.

e'to the Board that they wished to participate in
& fequirement to provide notice to the applicant
red submission notices to the applicant on or
ithin the specified timelines.

submitters who did not meet the filing
ent argued against disqualification for technical

cause the applicant had recelved ample notice of
the Board not recelving information relevant to
at it would be unduly prejudiced by the

ed all correspohdence to the Board; or to any

earing, to be copied to all other parf
i

|, and RCD met Board l_‘equirementsl
ruled that only these submitters may
ubmitters could question the applicg
p Board, On December 7, 2007 Roy4

mittee on Disability provided a pane!'
» The applicant, those submitters pre
pe on Disability following the presenta

:

s to the hearing and that Board timelines must be

F pre-hearing disclosure.- Prior to the start of the
rovide oral and documentary evidence at the
's withesses. They would not be permitted to

ity Taxi withdrew as a submitter to the

resentation to the Board on the morning of
nt, and the panel asked questions of the
fon. The Committee did not participate in the
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j
|

1

hearing. Submitters Bhullar, Awan,!
[d. and Black Top Cabs Ltd. did not ]
rovided notice to these submitters, |
s further, they must advise the Bog

on communications among the B

emainder of the
Maclure’s Cabs L
2008, the Board
the hearing pro
wished to be cop

. . . |

d RCL were the active submitters ati
_ presented oral an documentary evidence and Cross-¢
portion of the hegring, the Board ruled that it would a
active submitters.). ' '

The BCTA, KCL a

]
o
mission
oral evl

poard received 12 writtén sub
ed further documentary and

In summary, the |
record, We receiy
oral evidence and

|
3. Application Amendment {

final written submissions from the B

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
-~ Onlythe RCD responded, indicating that they
rd and participants, - .

e hearing in that they attended all hearings,
mined-witnesses, At the conclusion of the oral
pt final submissions from the applicant and these

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

The application summary published on July 18, 2007 s

ed that the application was for 30 taxis to operate -

in the City of Rich
to the pre-hearing conference, the applicant as

) ked for!
accessible taxis and- 10 accessible taxis. S

red this request and on September i
application were re-published. Th

conference on Oct. 2, 2007,

The Board conside
amendment If the
at the pre-hearing

Upon further revie
consistent with pr
of the fact and sul
50me non-accessit
amendment was n
restrictive mix of v
republication woulg

vious Board practice, and because t
stance of the application - l.e, a ney

i
9. Expert Eviglence ;
RCL called Garland
Legistics Division ahd Director
Wwithin the Sauder $chool
an expert witness with regard to transportatitun matterd
New Taxis In the City of Richmond, October 2007” was |
- appropriate notice
Board's Rules of Pr
and his opinions ar

of the Bureau of Intelligd

actice and Procedure, accepted Dr.
sing from that report. .

" Or. Chow also unds
regard to this analy
portion of his testi

rtook some analysis of the RCL dis
sis. He was not put forward as, or
rf,ony- _

mond.  Twenty-five (25) would be nd:tl

eié:H

w, the Board aliowed the amendmerit

h

le vehicles and some accessible taxi
t & request for more vehicles or add
ghicles and restrictions in the terms &
i not serve any purpose in this instat'1

Chow as an expert witness. Dr. Ché

of Business at the University ¢

with respect to this expert withess a::jx

|
g

|
i

i
i
1
1
|

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

§ 2007 ruled that the Board would only accept the
plicant then withdrew its request, but re-iterated it

Fequested by the applicant as that would be -
publication in the Bulletin adequately gave notice
axi company in Richmond, which wil| 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
ritish Columbia. At the hearing he was called as
cluding taxis. His statement “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 his report

Ch records and provided oral testimony with
fepted by the panel as, an expert witness for this
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5. Orders i

-Pursuant to a req
hearing to Craig
We refused to jsg
with regard to thd
outlined In sectio
proposed dispatc

As the hearing pr
& representative

6. Statemeri

(a)

The applicant and
2007 copies of an
wall as witness lis
provided copies of
evidence of public
or representatives
exhibits at the out

(b) A

At the hearing in ¥
S5Us that were fof
‘thelr original SSUs| RCL argued that the “amended $S
reliabllity of all the 5SUs, i

contents. GCCRL argued
of ice

|
) Attend :
uest from Harley Harris on behalf of]

F operation of the dispatch system W
128(1) of the Passenger Tra _
N system was lncl_uded in the applical

baressed, dispatch records becahea;
f Piccolo Software Inc. as a.rebuttal;

ts of Support Usage, "Amended $ta

5

S ents of S

e sage

]
submitters were directed to provide|
/ written or media presentatioris the

over 250 letters and Statemerits of
need for a new taxi service. These. i
of businesses regardin
set of the hearing,

mended S5Us” -

“amended SSUs” and admitted 7
any, would ultimatgly be accorded to the documents,
present withesses who were able to

(c)

" RCL requested permission to review the original SSUS,
of the applicant to provide RCL with handwrl
completed some ofthe original SSUs, The n

persuaded us that duch an intrugive actlon was warrant

ones of the Richmond Chamber of G
e an Order to Attend to Michael Hry,

nsportati

ts.. (This direction did not apply to e}

g the taxi sity)

ecember, RCL made application to dnfer 29
owed up on by RCL and where the althors o

provide direct testi

ting samplds
equest for H

Tourism Richmond,
uaded that testimony
ns of the Board as

merce and Tracey Lakeman,
of DDS, as we were not pers
relevant to the consideratio

amended SSUs”
f the SSUs pur
" raised concerns ab
ere called to provid
e documents, citing
t accepting the “am

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

e oral testimony on their

I xhibit #31. We would determine what weight, if
advised RCL that we expected that it would

ny regarding the manner in which the “amended”

SSUs” were not admitted as evidence as they

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

es, comments were provided by persons other

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

]
It Board order the principals
that it believed principals of GCCRL
mples was denfed, as RCL had not

to the mattér at hand;

also requested that the
RCL Implied
ndwriting sa
or relevant

8
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|
+
l

2007, we ruled that counsel for RCL
the applicant subject to certaln conditions and an unck
application to have these SSUs examined by Mr, Bluesq

- application, subject to specified conditions, Mr. Bluesct
the SSUs and thig was entered as exhibit #42. !

i
(d) Valldation Forms ' ;

A On December 13

The applicant sought to enter documents obtained by!
‘the S5Us Previougly entered as exhibits, We accepted
_excluded as evidehce as they would provide no assist
principals of Gardfn City were nof accepted, Forms ¢
original 'SSU were|not accepted. Where it was not clea
the validation form and the original form, the validatiof
‘accepted. The parjel employed substantially the same ;
used In assessing the “amended SSUs”, . :

7. Dispatch Records, Summarles and Trip Logs

(a) DI'SQQ' tch Records
At the pre-hearing |
simllar to that thh the Board requested in the public|

Taxi Ltd.), This In
Submitters who wd
submitters,

The Board's ruling [was given in the Pre-Hearing Confei]

the service pri
Fapable of providing the service and sho
sound econpmic conditions in the passenger transpq

1
- The Board, however, expects submitters to substant]
Guldeline N, 1” states” o I

e Board will consider all evidence present
ropriate weight to such evidence in arrly
the submitter to state its case. The Board '
cage, : :

" Applicants must prove publ:;c need for
praper and

The Board will give more weight to submiss
corfslderations. The Board will be looking ¢
to support or substantigte any statements-m
wejght to unsubstantiated statements, :

: i
that evidence that is relevant an
This Is the case whether evidence |4

The Panel raaffirms
decision ma ng.

submitted by -

%rtvay take possession of original SSUs.
RCL made

aking by Mr, Dong. Subsequently,

ke, a handwriting speciaiist. We aflowed this

Le provided a written report of his analysis of 4 of

e principals of GCCRL that purportedly validated

7 forms as evidence. The remainder were '
e to us In our deliberations, Forms completed by
those who signed the
to the panel that the same person had signed both
orm was not accepted, Unsigned forms were not
teria in assessing the “validation forms” as was

tion industry.
e their assertions. The Board's “Palicy
by a submitter and give

g at a decision. The onus is upon
I not speculate as to the submitter's

s that relate to the Board's
factual information from submitters
e. The Board may give little

eliable is helpful to Board deliberation and

Within appli¢able

requirements and rules, the parties|
evidence an

how much to present at a hearing,

example of the Green Valley hearing, ead
tard the GVT application, after reviewing
This panel has not initiated a similar re

[-abs application. The applicant, when m

Despite the
pane! that h
Information,
Garden City

Feceived from an applicant or submitter.
€ generally free to determine what

case Is considered on Its own merits, The
€ materiais on file, requested specific

st for Information with respect to the

ng a request for the information, did not
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' sufficient
- ordering s
Panel exp

substantisted

(b)  Dispd

Neither RCL nor K
. However, when M
witnesses regardi
acknowledged tha
that GCCRL was f
summaries belng
decision. We furt
appiicant’s reques
data, These reda

() Trip L

Prior to RCL provig
Board order RCL t
the dispatch recor.
regarding the disp
helpful to the pand

8. I

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

f demonstrate the reason why such mat

ubmitters to produce certaln informatio

ectation that any evidence provided willr};

i
i
:

ted.

tch Summaries

imber Cabs Ltd.
r. Dong was cross-examining GCCRY,
ng what RCL's dispatch
t RCL had asked Dr.,
roposing to call. The applicant obje:
used by Mr, Dong must be entered ih
her ordered
t, some of the information in the su

o r] e
ling testimony on its analysis of the
D provide daily logs and trip sheets,

Hs. We declined this request. At the
£l in making a determination.
to the start of the last fe
statement pertaining to one of the p}
25, 2008. RCL was not seeking to h

e refevant with regard to applicant fi

FY were not refevant to fitness as th
against the constitutionally entrench

tering documents if we were not fo

Evidence & Findi
1. Expert Evi

. RCL called Profess
Director of the Bur
of Business at the

the field of transpo
"Statement of Garl

Professor Chow tes
Vancouver to do a'
he said he “chang

gs
ence

and Chow, Associate Professod
au of Intelligent
niversity of Britj

r Garl

sh Columbia, as an
ation economics. He provided expe)
nd Chow Re: Licensing of New TaxiL
r referred to as the Chow report, F

ified, under direct examination, that
think piece” on entry into taxf marke
Vancouver to Rie

l

i
i
1

(KCL) provided dispd

records showe

that the actual dispatch idh

fted summaries were entered as ExHil

Atch system and the applicant had n

formation & Victim Impact Statef
w days of tﬂ o

fonclusion of the hearing., The appli¢d

d

of innocence, we would not allow tfﬁ

Transportation Sysg:

alification as an expert witness s fo
N ]

hmond” and s'ubrr]i

als are relevant, Therefore,
However, al| participants a
factual and that any asse,

the panel is not
re alerted to the
rtions made wili be

ch information as part of ItS pre

-hearing disclosure,
upport witnesses, he wouid put

questions to

pd to the use of this informatlo
evidence,

n. We ruled that the
as they may be relevant to the Board’s
made available to the applicant, At the
edacted, as it was opinion rather than

spatch records, the a

a 2 week period, in
ime Jt was made,
oonvinced us tha

pplicant requested that the
order that GCCRL can verify
we had not heard any testimony
t trip logs were necessary or -

e an information
GCCRL. The information was court

e the Board rule on the charges. It submitted that
ess. Moreover, RCL would be barred from raising
t argued against entering the documents, GCCRL
are unproven allegations. The allegations are
presumption of innocence. We ruled that, in. light
documents to be entered as exhibits. We did not
ake any rulings on the substance of the

the Operations and Logistics Division and
5 and Freight Security within the Sauder Schaol

o pert witness to provide opinions with respect to

testimony specifically regarding his report:
£nses in the'City of Richmond October 19, 20077
her discussion of the process surrounding

d above in Procedural Matters.

e had been asked in 2006 by Yeilow Cabs of
. When asked to provide a report for Richmond,
red it Under Cross-examination, Professo; Chow

1}
1
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modified this statement to say that; I took a report thc t had already been written aﬁd adapted it to
Richmond.” :

- The Chow report contains errors that indicate, in the.y,
research were not undertaken prior to submission of 4
Professor Chow s ates: "Since the two taxi companles;
Again, at page 5 he statas: “As noted above, the two R
dispatched....” In fact, under cross-examination, Profesy
KCL's manual disgatch system and was unaware that 4
of Richmond, He stated that he had no contact with K(
the report, Profes sor-Chow states: “The current tax] td iessident Population ratio is weli below the Richmond
by-law criterla,..” To the best of the knowledge of the | nel, no such by-law exists in the City of Richmond,
There is no eviderce before the panel of any such by-|a : :

1
Aside from these rrors, the report draws on situations _
assessing the situation In Richmond, Professor Chow's ii¢port puts forward the examples of San Francisco
and Seattle to de onstrate the potential problems of f} gmentation within taxi markets, In 5an Francisco In
2000, the report states: “There are nine dispatch firms mparedl to 33 taxi firms.” And: “Seattle has 217 ,

W of the panel, that some very basic levels of

P report, For example, at page 9 of the repott,
Richmond are fully computerized dispatched., ”
hmond tax; companies are fully computerizad

or Chow admitted that he was “misinformed” about
other taxi company operates within “fringe areas”
at any time before issuing the report, At page 8 of

other jurisdictions that are of little vatue in

; Igquire fully computerized dispatch by existing
Tofessor Chow's testimony,-strongly favour existing
operators wha could provide dispatch information, as ch pared to new entrants, As well, the approach
seems to go beyond the jurisdiction of the Board, as it Wbuid require the Board to continually monitor taxi
dispatch records td determine the need for additional t3 capacity, Under the Passenger Transportation
Act, the Board can require information from applicants | the course of réviewing an application. it does not

have an ongoing onitoring role. |

In general the panél finds Professor Chow's rel:m't,_,an(_:i.i is testimony with respect to that report, to be of
little assistance in aching any conclusions regarding fit €ss, public need or sound economic conditions,

and accords the report very little weight in our delibura} ns,
2. Taxi User upport Witnesses

The panel heard te
behalf of custome
usage themselves,
with the employee

use taxis and/or whose companies call taxis on
d filled out and signed a statement of service
their cempany and had discussed the statements
d signed the statements.

booked. Ms. Kovac testified that five men from RCL vis!
her support statemént, i

gl
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i
rhntimidated. She was asked to fil in; &
stated she was aware of koI and hadf

N . ‘
Harbour Air testified that the compai
arts between the Richmond base ang
also calls about 20 taxis

face” and she fel
examination she

Mr. M. Luttrell of
to move staff or |
sald the company,
before each flight
P-m. can walt up to
at four minutes af

for pick up. Mr, Mahler said the period from spring-thrg
Ritchie Brothers experience. Mr. Mahler said Ritchie Brg

Ms, G. Schunter of Novadaq completed a statement of 3
she no longer callg taxis because she can't rely on therh
shows” and incidents where she had called repeatediy, !
hours wait time. She testified'she now drives people hd

- Ms, M. Keatley of Gourtyard Gardens provided a staten]

estimated taxi use by residents at Courtyard Gardens ak
. those residents w

request from residents or for medica appointments. S
nds to 2 minutes to answer, althoul
€5 about 10 minutes, and can be up
nt when KCL was pre-baoked to take

taxis, Mr. MaéDona
his location would
use taxis 6 to 12 tir

Mr. Deo of Tugboa
customers of his fa
City Taxi. He stated
Saturday nights. Or]

Annie’s completed a statement of sé
ity use taxis about 20 times per wes
that he and his staff have waited 3
ce the call is taken, the wait can be 3

_ _ =

i

Called them a fe

d:

{ stated this was unacceptable fo
tsions when staff can

eht of service usa

are independent may call taxis for it
igistated that when

on for more taxf§. She had subs
on his voice maifand did not receive a reply.

{fervice usage on November 21, 2007, He testified

el time-for a taxi to

pport of RCL but did not,
w times

form letter in su In cross-

uses taxis about 3 times per day for corporate use
he downtown Vancouver Harbour Air location, He
are made about 10 minutes
calls between 8:30 - 9:00 a.m. and 2:00 - 4:00
+ Average walt time to get dispatch is estimated
was made was estj

examination Mr. Luttrell agreed
r a pre-book, He
't get through to RCL.

 Mahler that the analysis of RCL dispatch data for
hHer sh

owed the average time for the 140 calls from
placed until the taxi arrived
€ mare representative of

time the call was

bh September would b
ers does not use KCL.

ge dated July 8, 2007. She

pbout 10 times per day on'average..She said that
emselves; and that staff also call taxis upon
placing a call, the tax company
to 7 minutes. Wait time for the
o 45 minutes or 1 hour during peak periods. She
p resident to a hospital appointment. The taxi was
e time the resident arrived. Upon re-booking for
as 30 minutes late, Ms. Keatley also stated she
equently complained about a

this can take up

hat wait times average over 30 minutes and have
Adesa have driven a customer due to a lack of

ice usage November 13, 2007. He estimated that
, divided about equally between RCL and Royal
0 45 minutes on hold for RCL dispatch on
‘inutes to 1 hour, but since he filled out the
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port for GCCRL the longest wait has i :
General Manager of RCL the day befq
Bervice usage. Mr. Dong stated that §
it for RCL to pick up-the call and 14
timate of a 30 to 60 minute wait,

statement of sup
contacted by the
his statement of
. was 2 minutes w
“stick with” his e

!

8,

ment of service usage on July 5, 200
the taxi usage. She stated that Seah

rs from June through October. Duriny
She testified that the average wait ,k
he had to personally drive customerg 4
day period showed approximately 14

alls during that period.
Fre were “many more calls than that;
never thought of calling KCL for het

L Tandoori Chicken and Meats compli
or his.employees, call taxis for custg
t had switched 2 or 3 months ago

He said his experience with RCL wayq
and then wait 20 to 30 minutes on 4
pceived “harassing phone cails” that] f
L In relation to his statement of supp
[0ss-examination, Mr, Bedi said he he
le stated that he had assisted a pers
ent or suggested wait times for it,

more familiar wit
and fishing chart
to 5 taxis per day
occasions when s
records for the 9q
the taxi, and 17 &
of calls, saying th
- Morimoto said shq

Mr. B, Bedi of Bes
He stated that he|
RCL previously, b
_was to Vancouver
~ answer the phone
Bedi said he had r
associated with Rd
the Board. Upon ¢
for other people. H
signed the statem:

Mr. R, Hutton of §
. He stated that cust
taxis to get them t
thraugh Septembe
spring, 1 or 2 time
Richmond. He stat:
minutes between
outlined his perso
taxi in the moinin
afternoon. Mr., Do
minutes 35 second
from Mr. Kang, Mr.[Hutton said he didn

Ms. A. Tercero testified as to

1

g suggested that RCL dispatch datal #
. Mr. Hutton stated: “in general, it i$
't know KCL waq i

her personal use of taxis,

s by RCL did not identify any phong
usage that she filled out May 26, 2
to make calls and also calls from sq

ner of Kingswood Pub, completed §
was about 8 times daily. He said he!
L in the last 3 weeks had improved, 1
N had to walt 20 to 30 minutes for a.: i

Mr. T. Shearcroft, o
-estimate of taxi use
€xperience with RC
10 minutes and the

t that company’s use of taxis,
but she stateq that she,
eeze Adventures operate
this period Ms, Morimot

erage for a taxi, so

rt for GCCRL; and had s

dfed
['e site. He estimated wait times as 20 to 30

tdxis 3 or 4 times per wee

i €. Mr. Dong pointed ou
dalis from the number i

Her husband had

as office manager, was

S whale watching tours

0 estimates that she calls 1
g is 30 minutes and gave ex:

ong stated that RCL
the call to the arrival of
ait time and the number
n from Mr. Kang, Ms.

ed a statement of service usé'ge on July 6, 2007.

€rs 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
metimes up to 45 minutes. Mr.
reason to believe were from people

ent a letter of complaint to
not filled out other statements of service usage
from “Fruiticana” with his statement, but had not

had

and then request
from March

2eK and from late fall through eariy
approximately 15 minutes from the center of

that she and her parents

k for work and school,
minutes for these delays,

t that the review of

sted on Ms. Tercero’s :
uently uses her brother's or

. Tercero acknowledged

calis and estimated 25

7. She stated she freq
pol or work.

Slatement of service y
is staff or patrons all cal
t prior to that he was oft
Xi. He usually called back

sage on June 5, 2007, His

! taxis, He stated that his
en put on hold for 5 to
after 15 minutes to

|
i
;
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enquire about the arrival of the taxi. In the last 3 week
sfons when the wait was around 40!
ed that the Kingswood Pub waited 3
; Xl to arrive, a total of less than 12 nd
Kingswood Pub had averaged 1.5 calls per day in the
these figures. He gtated that one of his employees used
customers uses a |taxi every day, seven days per week,
several different ghones to call taxis and there are sevg
from Mr. Kang, Mt. Shearcroft said he was not aware ¢ff

3. Mtnessé ‘Ordered to Attend 5

H
At the request of GCCRL, the Board issued “orders to 4
Director of Touristh Richmond and Mr, C, Jones, Execut
Commerce. Each provided Important testimony about
future growth of thurism and business in the City of Rij

Ms. Lakeman testified that Tourism Richmond is a noni
of the organization is to “i |

e Director of the Richmond Chamber of

i
|

mond. :

Increase the number of visitof
in Richmond.” She noted that Richmond’s location, clo_i
attractive to busingss travelers who rely heavily on taxis
and the addition of the Olympic skating oval and new h

hotel rooms and oernight visitors in Richmond and the
said that the City df Richmond is attempting to marketii
sports events for geople with disabilities, She‘prow‘ded;
that are currently :
during and followt

the Economic Impdct of Tourism in Richmond study tha
- Lakeman testified that, In November of 2006, Tourism
Richmond to look ipto taxi service from the perspecti\_/ef

7, 2,6 “Tourism Righmond/Hotels in Richmond”, This rep
accessible vehiclesin particular as well as with taxi seri
the issues remain utstanding at the time of her testimh
support dated Jung 11, 2007 at Exhibit 6, Tab 2, Page L3
taxt is the first and last thing they see and that it is imp

Mr. C. Jones testifigd that the Chamber of Commerce i
1200 corporate members. He noted that there is a vibr.?
ratio of business ligenses to population. He stated that

Richmond and 1.5 {obs per person; resulting in an “inflg
variety of business types, from agriculture and fishing t¢
outlined the various business centers, the main transpottp
3,6,7,8,12 and 21 describe various facts, statistics and ar 1

rtant to exceed visitor expectations.”.

the response time was more like 10 minutes but

inutes or more. Mr. Dong said the RCL dispatch
inutes 55 seconds on the phone and 7 minutes 30

utes. He said the records showed that the

day period. Mr. Shearcroft disagreed with both

oear” to 2 witnesses, Ms, T. Lakeman, Executive

business climate, historical growth and forecast

rofit 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 Toutism” destination, with

hmond was approached by staff of the City of

its members. The findings were included in a
uncil and can be found at Exhibit 7, Tab 2, Page
pit identifies a number of issues with respect to

2 in general. Ms, Lakeman testified she believed
Y. Ms. Lakeman provided GCCRL with a letter of

- She noted that, for many visitors to Richmond, a

e "voice of business in Richmond” and has about
business community in Richmond with a high
IFre are approximately 13,000 business licenses in
“ of workers to Richmond. He described the wide
ourism, manufacturing and high tech, He also
tion routes, corridors and hubs. Exhibit 7, Tabs
icles pertaining to business history, growth and

forecasts. Mr. Jones stated that the TransLink bus servied to buslness parks in Richmond is generally “poor”
and, as a result, businesses are highly dependent on privte auto or other forms of transportation. He also

testified that he ex
far as peopie would ride transit to a station and then us

ected the Canada Line rapid transit tloject to result in a positive impact on taxis in so
p taxi to their final destination, Mr. Jones stated

that his organizatiop receives “a number of comments pef month related to wait times and taxi availability”
and that members have commented that, in their exper'!e nce, it takes ionger to have a taxi arrive than it

i
'
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fers where they are doing business.” |
0 GCCRL (Exhibit 6, Tab 2, Page 64)
- Tinson. Mr, Jones said he had discussed the letter witt

“supports Increased tax| service generally in Richmonc?

4. . Richmond Committee on Disabllities (RCD)

The Board Panel granted the request of the submitter
testimony on behalf of th

does in other cen
letter of support

he Richmond Chamber of Commerce provided a
ated June 11, 2007 signed by the Chair, Ms. B,
s. Tinson and that the Chamber of Commerce

D to appear at the hearing as a panel to provide
pstions from the Board panael, the applicant and the

eir members and to answer g
other submitters. | i

i

i

Appearing at the hearing were: Frances Clark, Chair, 0

ability Resource Centre and Secretary of RCD;

Vincent Miele, Prekident, RCD; Eilleen Kalshoven, Exedl
 Parker, Board Member, RCD; and Eilen Huang, Executiy

The RCD panel expressed a variety of concerns about f
with disabilities in Richmond. Each RCD panel member]
RCD members, ha experienced problems with access
avallability of accessible vehicles, especially during eve
booked; problems|with tie-downs, ramps and other eq
either untrained o unwilling to take proper measures jj
substandard taxis;| and, rudeness of drivers.

The RCD panel expressed the view that all taxis shoulq
community would have the same access to taxis as any:
are accessible, ang building codes incorporate “univers

arker cited Londan Taxis and “Blue Line" taxis in Otta
accessible. Currently, disabled persons cannot be sure
.one, especially on short notice in the evening.

]
i
o _ i
Ms. Clark outlined the process for obtalning service froi
booking, doesn't offer evening service and, when busy,]
“farm out” to KCL. | |

. |

Ms. Clark outlined RCD's interaction with each of GCCR|.

meeting with KCL gbout some specific issues, the RCO ¢

- specific action wasltaken, RCD specifically apposed the
vehicles because, it their view, KCL was not meeting tH

similar meeting with RCL, RCL representatives were “frli

testified that when[RCD met with GCCRL, the represents

on different types of accessible vehicles.” She said RCD i

ore than drivers of conventional vek
gh wheelchair accessible vehicles lice
community’s needs,” !

accessible drivers
. “there are not eno
" to meet the disabl

. Statements of Service Usage {SSUs)

ive Assistant, Disabhility Resource Centre; Tom
 Director, Disabiiity Resource Centre,

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

gs; excessive walts, even when the service is pre-
ment on accessible vehicles; drivers who were
andling and securing mobility devices; unclean or

e 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 examples of vehicles that were highly
getting an accessible vehicle at all if they request

Handy Dart, She pointed out that it requires pre-
arms out” its overload to RCL who may, in turn,

RCL and KCL. She said that when the RCD had a
not receive any follow-up communication and no
ost recent KCL application for 10 additional .
disabled community’s needs. When RCD had a
dly and positive but there was no progress.” She
ive “came back within a few days with feedback
encouraged by GCCRL's stated intent to pay:
gles. Ms. Clark stated that her concerns are that: _
psed and available and there is not a commitment

15(1} Subject to this section, the board may

The Passenger Transportation Act, at Section 15, statest
recelve and accept evidence and information, on cath, &
- relevant, necessaryland appropriate to a proceeding, Wi
admissible in a coutt of law, but the board may exclude!

One of the challenges faced by applicants for a special 3
~ need. This is particylarly the case for applicants seeking|
expand an existing fleet. An incumbent licensee seeking|
through its fleet usjge, dispatch records, financiat statet

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
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- cannot meet a g owing public need with its existing ff
into a market. The Application Harj

- seeking new ent

1
b

— include written materials prepared by people who v*
make referrals ard bookings on behalf of passengers;
© hature and extent of the author’s transportation usag
authors (e.g. address, phone# or €-mail) and applicap
contacted by the Board or Branch and that their infor
forms, form lettes or petitions may not be considered

letter written by 4n actual or
Handbook states: “Applicants

to & new area) sho

detailed informatibn that the a
taxicab service.” Letters and

Prospective passenger of
wanting to establish a n

uld provide evidence of an “unmet!
pplicant collects directly
emails written by thase p

*  Why, whdn and how often the writer needs t
* Whether they use any other services and why!

*  Relevant jm’ce details, especially if prices are dj
* The writef's name and contact information |

Applicants should pdvise each letter writer that their I
the Passenger Tra nsportation Board’s licence applicatfq

‘The Board routine y recelves SSUs, individually written;l

form and petitions| as indications of public nead for a ss
the information s elevant, necessary and appropriate k]
the affirmative, the Board then det

instance, the pane

information. All were from residents of Richmond. Man
the estimated wait{ times. These comments miay be .chq
described excessive walt times; 48 specifically mentioneé
signal, or being PUE on hold; 18 mentioned unfriendly o
e referred specifically to KCL); 8 co

d, 5 specifically mentioned a need fc

The applicant submpitted 121 §

of taxis (all of th
their destination; a

names and conta
panel accepted 7 ™

simply states: “45-

rescinded. The pangl

105 specifically mention

to cail back, and 4 ¢

SUs from businesses or ri
information. As a resuit of RCL app
55Us brought about by th
still, after having been amende.
Inutes not written by me” in referes
at the appropriate wait time should
! “overcharge sometimes” and, on
, accepted as evidence the 7 “arnery
those individuals, ahd also considered 114 “original” S5
ed excessive wait times, 6 mentig
omplain of rude drivers or similar is${les,

mended”
wait time. Two of these

ermines what welgh

et. These records are not available to an applicant
00K, at page 12, states: “User Support Statements
Id either use the Proposed service or who would
Ry written support materials needs to explain the ‘
Materials should contain contact information for the
should inform their supporters that they may be
tion may be shared with others. Pre-completed
y the Board as informative or rellable as a detailed
ooking agent.” Appendix G of the Application
taxicab business (or to extend an existing service
ublic need in that area, Mostly, the Board looks for
M passengers who would use the proposed
sengers should contain the following details:

Proposed service
ey would use the proposed service Instead
erent from the competition in the area

r rﬁay be treated as a public documerit as part of
process.”

tters, form letters, e-malls provided in hard-copy

ice. In each case, the Board determines whether
the application at hand, If the determination is in
t will give under all of the clrcumstances, In this

finds the SSUs to be relevant, hecekl
The applicant subrhitted 139 8SUs from individuals, allcfc

ry and appropriate to application 1623-07.
which cantained legible names and contact

y Fontained several written comments in addition to

Cterized as follows: 125 of the statements
having to cail more than once, recelving a busy
ude drivers; 12 complained of the poor condition
ained of having been taken on a long route to
more vans generally.

dical facllities, all of which contained legible

¢hing some of the People who filled out SSUs, the
process. All 7 of these refiected a reduction in
reflect wait times of 15 minutes or more, and one
to the walt time on the original form. The author
e, Interestingly, on the original form, this

e amended document, this statement is not

d” SSUs In place of those originally submitted by
from businesses. OF these remaining 114 SSUs,
ed having received a busy signal or having had

- RCL engaged Mr. A Blueschke, a retired police officer with extensive eXperience in handwriting analysis, to
“perform an analysis of the handwriting on the S5Us. Th

counsel for RCL. for tthis Purpose.'Mr, Blueschke's report |
from Individuals as PPposed to businesses, were filled ol

priginal of each document was pravided to
Exhibit 43) outlined his views that three SSUs, all -
but not signed by Mr, Randhawa. Under '
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examination, Mr. Randhawa testified that he had filled
who signed these forms, as well as one more on
reasons in each case that he filled out these forms, arig
should be put on the forms, nor did he sign any of the
© this matter to be ¢redible, However, éven if the panel

would have been minimal and would not have altered

no evidence that any other forms were filled out in a .
given to them by the panel, o

sponse to the “amended”

At least partly in
forms” with respe

persons who signed the original SSUs, Upon

to the SSUs. These were forms th

standards as.wer applied to the “amended” S5Us tha
“evidence. The panfel found these forms to be unneces

following: all appe
as employees of
less than 10% co.
complained about

" pumbers from outside the lower mai
ere signed by each of the wife and ‘
. RCL did not call non-company with

noted that forms
RCL signed anothe

any of its customets, : .

6. .Taxis at Vancouver International Airport Author

The Vancouver International Airport (YVR) is located i_n;
spoke to the growth of passenger traffic at YVR and its:
Tab 14 Page 7 spepks to the further addition of five ga

super body gates, $cheduled to open ih summer 2009;

deplanement statistics showing growth of 65% between

(Exhibit 8 Tab 10 Page 4). Ms, Lakeman stated that Rj .
growth in hotel rooms, would expect to share in this gré

The Vancouver Int

rational Alrport Authority (YVRAA),

up at the airport fo passenger pick-ups. No one from

panel heard testimon

~ to provide airport s

contract.. Companigs are not required by the YVRAA to;

basis,

The “Taxi Service G
that, in each of the
year-over-year (20(
months for term tay
taxi use was 242%
terminal by 109 veh
airport vehicles incH

rvice. GCCRL witnesses indicated

| shortage incidents was 3409% hig

icles. As of March 1, 2008, YVRAA
pased from 9 vehicles to 18, and R

An ana

y that both RCL and KCL. have a ¢

k

I

ained any comments at alil, and threg
he driver; at least 21 of the forms wd
nland area. In add}

c

t

roup/YVRAA" meeting minutes (Eth_
months of August,, Qctober, Noveml
7/2006) increases in taxi shortages b
h -
higher. As a result, YVR increased thg

rtation needs. We hays
vel of professionalism'
support Richmond|Taxi for their great services.,”
red to be signed by individuals as of
nada Post; at least 60 had insuﬂ'icia

qut the forms on behalf of each of the three people
behaj i of a business owner. He testified as to the specific

stated that he did not suggest what information

4. The panel found Mr, Randhawa’s testimony on

t these forms aside, the Impact on the evidence
e panel’s ultimate decision on public need. There is

Jnner that ought to negatively affect the weight

y RCL, the applicant submitted 119 “validation
sought to validate the information provided by the
€ panel, and applying substantially the same

ere accepted, 37 of these were permitted as

in the decision-making process.

dation” that stated: “We have been taking
experlenced great service and never had any
om Richmond Taxi. As a concerned citizen we
sis of these form letters by the panel showed the
posed lo businesses, although two were identified
or illegible contact information to be verifiable;
of these complained about wait times and one
¢ signed by persons providing addresses or phone
PN, under cross-examination of Mr., Sohi, it was

of Mr. Bassi, President of RCL, and a driver of

HPSES in support of the level of service it provides to

ik:hmond. Ms, Lakeman of Tourism Richmond
grecast impact on tourism in Richmond. Exhibit 7

o, fncluding accommodation of larger aircraft in

e Tourism Board cited specific enplanement/
992 and 2005, to a total of 6.5 miltion passengers

ond, with its proximity to YVR and continued
h. ‘ : .

hrough a contracting process, illcenses taxis to line
} RAA was called as a witness at the hearing. The

ain number of their fleets also licensed by YVRAA
qt it was not their intent to pursue an airport

nve vehicles stationed at the airport omr a 24/7

t 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
eased its taxi licences from 416 to 525. Kl

ing
Crl. ncreased from 71 vehicles to 74 airport vehicles.
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(a)

CL Ai ervi

The testimony of|Mr., p, Stamm, shareholder, Directoﬁ

recently entered into an agreement to have all 18 of it§
2008, Previously, |nine vehicles (50% of the KC
“airport vehicles”|spent about 95% of their tim
24 hours, seven days per week. Of the nine v
dayshift only. Mr.|Stamm testifled that “airpo
plus dispatch fees, insurance, repairs, maintenance arjd
$400 per month glus the above fees, excluding YVR fd¢k
the “airport” rate plus YVR fees of $3100 per year sta

experience, a vehicle could meet the new monthly obl}

L fleet)
eon aif
city carsy’
ft vehicleg

27 days to cover the City of Richmond. Mr, Stamm off

serve Richmond much of the time. The panel notes th
meetings for Augyst, October,

more trips than t|

November and Decern .:'
average supplier of taxl services td

In the past few yefars, according to the testimony of M

the time, at YVR. The remalning nine vehicles in the flég
of these remainin vehicles have
operated Monday to Frid

exchange for this, these

present. The $310

panel with respectto how KCL would be assured of coﬂ_

Mr. Stamm stated ¢

Richmond.” The implication of this statement is that K¢

have to be directeq

' shareholders and lgssaes choose to operate, it seems im
eslgnating and attaining a mlnimum!

deal of success in ¢

(b) RQ. Airport Service

According to the teftimony of Mr. Sohl, shareholder, Dt
of vehicles licensed at YVR from 71t}
additional licenses by YVR. Mr. Sohi stated that the gran
trips per vehicle than some other coy
RCL entered Into an agreement with

increase its numbet

and RCL had fewer
sought. In addition

Terminal, Mr, Sohi

agreement on Janu
Previously, these 15

" The “B” sharehoidef
- trips within the City

s hold non-votin

operated both shifts, s
ay dayshift, 12 hours per day.!
-long-term lessee decides what hours to operate the ve
operate on the basis of flags,
35 dispatched trips per day.

Effective March 1, 2008, the nine “city” taxis in the KCl
nine vehicle shareholder/owne
fees, to upgrade tg newer vehicles and to install GPS sy
be required to pay|$1000 per month lease costs, up fr )

direct calls to the taxi dril

estified that RCL has provided servidg
RCL will be required to have four cars available within a

Mr. Sohi testified thiat RCL and its “B"
ry 25, 2008 to pe

class shareholderd,
rmit these 19 vehit
vehicles spent virtually 100% of the|
g shares in RCL. Thé
of Richmond has been in dispute fou

And Manager of KCL, confirmed that KCL had
vehicles provide service at YVR effective March 1,

Ive work 24/7 and four work Monday to Friday on
were leased on a “long lease” for $1000 per month
YVR fees. He stated that “city cars” were leased for
- Mr. Stamm testified that ali lease rates would be
ﬁ 9 March 1, 2008. Mr. Stamm stated that, in his
gptions of the YR contract in about 3 days, leaving -
d the view that drivers would stifl continue to
the minutes of the Taxi Service Group/YVRAA
referred to above show that KCL averaged 55%

R over that time, o

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

ven 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

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

robable to the panet that they will have a great
umber of trips in Richmond., :

or and Secretary of RCL, that company sought to
79, or 100% of its fleet, RCL was granted three
g of additional licenses was performance-based
panies, so was not granted all the licenses it

R to provide guaranteed coverage at the South
at the South Terminal for the last five years., Now
fnimum of seven minutes at the South Terminal.

plso known as “airport only” cars, had reached an

S to access trips in the City of Richmond,

time at YVR and were not dispatched by RCL.
atter of rights for “B” shareholders to pick up

pproximately 20 years and has been the subject
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1

RCL’s application AV1622-05, published September

| 's testimony, 16 of 19 “g~ shareholders had signed

i Payment of a lump sum and ful) monthly dispatch
ps and flag trips in the same manner as other RCL'

of litigation in thd past. The “B” shareholders opposed
21, 2005, for addjtional vehicles. At the time of Mr, Sg
the "Metro Dispatch Agreement” (Exhibit 30) and, up
fees of $1250, would be eligible to access dispatched
shareholder’s vehjcles, ’

The "B” shareholders who enter into the "Metro Dispald]
dispatch fees, as well as the signlficantly Increased air
addition of these airport only” cars to the City of Richy
business for othe vehicles in the RCL fleet,

Agreement” will be required to pay full monthly
rt fees, Mr, Sohj expressed the view that the
ond service area would result in a reduction of

with jurisdiction to, among other matters, grant
he province. The Board values the views of
] g transportation service to be provided within any
particular municipality. The panel did not hear directly ffbm anyone representing the City of Richmond at
the hearing, How. ver, several documents from Clty of ichmond Council and staff are to be found among
the exhibits, , s ' '

On October 9, 2007 the Mayor of Richmond wrote a let
reference to a resdlution passed by Council, This letter:
vehicles to be opetated as taxis in the City of Richmondi
accesslble vehicles, The minutes of a General Purposeq i
‘Include a-discussioh about taxi demand and business ligg
following: “During (

he discussion, with respect to the nj

tr to the Chair of the Board (Exhibit 17) that. made
pquested that the Board, if it granted further
provide for an increase in the number of
ommittee of the City of Richmond (Exhibit 18)
nsing. Page 5 of these minutes includes the

ber of taxicab licences which the City could
ertise to provide specific figures. However,
e, the City was short 40 licences, and it was felt
be considered.” A motion was carried in these
pyncial (sic) Transportation Board indicating

would be justified.” This same motion was then
g (Exhibit 19), Subsequently, Mayor Brodie wrote

mber 10, 2007 Regular Council Mee
a letter to the Chalf of the Board (Exhibit 28) that reiteraed the above motion. The ietter also stated:
“Currently, the number of taxis available to serve Rfchnf: d Is below the regional per capita average and
local hoteliers hav indicated a need for more taxis due b long wait times. Our local community of people
with disabilities had also expressed to City staff and Courll that there is a need for greater service levels of
accessible taxis in the city, particularly during the evening hours, Moreover, we are endeavouring to build a
city which Is less dépendent on the automabile and are!s cceeding as evidenced by the construction of the
- Canada Line and Inkreased densification in the City Centrp including transit-oriented development arourid
the Canada Line stations. We therefore believe that theigemand for taxi service wil only increase in the

future,” |
!

8. Population [Ratios

ble attention throughout the hearing. The City of
ently, Richmond has 0,52 taxicabs per 1000
@ regional average to Richmond indicates that
nsed to operate in the city.” In another earlier
ge 5) a table was produced comparing “Taxicabs
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

The subject of taxi to population ratios received considg
Richmond staff repgrt, included in Exhibit 18, states: “Cj
capita compared to|a regional average of 0,72, App}yingt
approximately 40 agiditional taxicabs would need to be ljg
staff report dated Spptember 25, 2006 (Exhibit 7 Tab 1 |
- per 1000 Population” for various Lower Mainland municih
having a 0,40 tax| ger 1000 population ratio against a R
The: panel notes that these ratios were developed by usi
area, and populatioh data. Many taxis are licensed in g
example, within the|municipalities of Surrey, Delta, Lang|t

i
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parts, but not all,jof different municipalities, and one. ¢
companles serve part of Langley. In Richmond, Royal:
Richmond. Further, the study made no allowance for {he number of vehicles authorized to serve YVR, Some
companies dedicgte vehicles full time to fulfill the contrigctual commitments at YVR, others divide a vehicle’s
time between YVR and its home municipality. In the City of Richmond In 2007, with nine KCL vehicles
spending 95% of their time at YVR, the 19 “B” sharehb pers of RCL full time at YVR, and 52 of RCL’s
v;hicge; ;pending some of their time at YVR, the actugffratio serving the City of Richmond was much lower
than 0.52. : :

Further evidence on this issue can be found at Exhibit 8] Tab 5 page iii in the Hara and Associates report.
This evidence proyides a table of “Taxis per 10,000 Popllation” for a variety of Canadian Citles in 2007,
The lowest ratio noted Is for Winnipeg with a ratio of 6/ taxis per 10,000 population, and the highest is
Montreal with 28.2 taxis per 10,000 population, or fout|flimes as many taxis per 10,000 people.

pany also serves Abbotsford, Three Abbotsford
ty Taxi of New Westminster can serve & portion of

9. RCL Sharg Prices & Lease Rates i

The panel heard evidence with respect to RCL share ptiges and iease rates. Mr. Randhawa gave

RAL in 2000 for $84,500 and: sold the same Y share
tetent transaction for v» share in RCL was for cab
#56 for $197,500 §n 2007, Mr. Sohi testified that ther | [lpd been recent offers to sell 2 shares for the
Mmpleted at that level.

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

ted with operating the vehicle. In the case of

rms of leases associated with RCL ve
weekly leases, dayishift leases and nightshift leasés. Inlg
the taxi for a specified time within the terms and condit
particular lease, the lessee may pay various costs asso¢
shorter-term leaseg, this is usually only fuel costs. In the{case of longer-term leases, maintenance,
dispatch, YVR licenjses, repairs and insurance may also| ¥ included. For clarity, the panel is focusing on the
long-term Iease rates, which seem to be quite common fased on the evidence. Long-term lease rates,
according to the testimony of Mr, Randhawa, were $1 'I' per month plus GST in 2003, RCL's posted long-
term lease rates (Exhibit 29) for June, 2006 to March, 20008 were $1600 plus GST. There vas
uncorroborated tegtimony that some shareholders had ivate arrangements at higher lease rates. As of
March 4, 2008 RCY set long-term lease rates (Exhibit 39) at $1550 plus GST. It was Mr. Sohi’s testimony

* that February and [March, along with November, are the[plowest months for RCL's business, The impact of

- any re-distribution of business between the “B" sharehdMers and the rest of the RCL fleet commenced soon

after the “Metro Dispatch Agreement” was reached on -: '

~ The panel notes that the recent reduction in lease rates,
the proceedings pertaining to this application. Moreove
2008, during what Mr. Sohi described as one of the “sig
~ shareholder vehiclds into the City. As a result, the pane
per month plus GST that was in effect for two years uni

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 "g"
ases its assessment of lease rates on the $1600
March 2008.

10: Analysis of|\Dispatch Records : i

i

During the hearing, certain evidence was called with respect to RCL dispatch infaration, RCL engaged
Professor Chow to 1:onduct an analysis of 91 days of disgbtch data from August 11 through November 11 of
2007. The analysis was actually performed by a gradua gfstudent under the supervision of Professor Chow.
GCCRL engaged Mt 1. Lindgren to conduct an analysls Offthis same data. Neither Chow nor Lindgren were
put forward or qualified as experts with regard to this eyJflence. The panel is of the view that neither
analysis could accufately be described as being neutral b completely objective in nature. Each analysls
seemed to be undeftaken with the preferred outcome of he respective clients in mind,

- i

i
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With regard to his analysis of dispatch records for SURRprt witnesses, Professor Chow stated that he' looked
up telephene nurbers on 'myTELUS’ to match witnessds, or their businesses, with dispatch tecords.
Several witnessed testified to the use of cell phones faffcalling taxis, and these numbers are not available
through ‘myTELUE’, Aiso, Mr, Lindgren of Piccolo So re described means by which data could have been
manipulated without detection, eliminating data for sfetific phone numbers or customers.

!

did not include a
"flag”, trips. Professér Chow estimated, based on disqutsions with principals of RCL and a technician from

t substantiate this estimate. Profedspr Chow stated he had reviewed dispatch data at
any In the past and was generally fariliar with the system at RCL. Professor Chow
at the dispatch data could not be el ly manipulated,

Professor Chow used the dispatch trip data and the 4d flag trip estimate to extrapolate an estimate that - -
RCL taxis were enaged with the meter on 29 to 30% iof the time. Upon questioning from the panel,
Professor Chow cduld not state whether or not-the 19 f‘ " shareholder’s vehicles, which were asslgned to
YVR 100% of the time that dispatch data were analyzed were included in the estimate of 40% flag trips.
This is fully 24% df the fleet. The estimates of “meter b§” provided by Professor Chow are of no value to
the panel in its asgessment as the accuracy of the estifrbtes cannot be confirmed. According to Mr,
Lindgren, compiet data, Including flag trips, were avallgble from the dispatch system if requested.

- Complete data wete not used in the analysis. The pandl{vill not Speculate upon the reason for this, -

another taxq com
offered the view ¢

.Professor Chow's gnalysis of the dispatch data was ungife to, or did not, ¢apture such information as how
often a caller to REL received a busy signal or how oftefla Person was put on “hold” and subsequently ‘
hung up the phone, These are both noted as common mpiaints in the individual stateménts of service
usage. Profassor Chow's analysis did not focus specifically on RCL “zones” tather, it focused on generat
statistics for wait tjmes and, to some extent, a comparisan between the statements of service usage of
witnesses called injsupport of GCCRL. As noted elsewhefk, in some cases the time period analyzed
corresponded closgly ta-the time when the witness filledbut the statement of service usage, but in other
cases it was not a felevant time period for comparison.: Hrofessor Chow's analysis also Included wait times
within certain pea periods, particularly afternoons, = | '

Mr. Lindgren descr{bed his basis for knowledge of the 0} dispatch system employed by RCL. He has been
involved with developing, selling and Installing a vaiiety, gf dispatch systems for the past 20 years, and is a
former employee of DDS. With respect to the integrity jof the dispatch data, Mr. Lindgren testified that it
~would be easy to change the data. He pointed out that iffformation can be deleted, trip records can be
altered and data for a specific address could be eliminateH. He stated that it would be “very difficuit to
detect if data has Heen manipulated.” Mr, Lindgren statg that the data he was provided with for analysis
did not include histbry logs that would have included figg|trips.

Mr. Lindgren undertook the analysis himself. There werq'e mall, statistically irrelevant, discrepancies
between the numbers of calls analyzed by Mr, Lindgren:and Professor Chow. The panel found Mr. Lindgren
- to be very knowledgeabie and credible in his explanatiohpf how the system worked, the data available, the
data he was provided and his analysis and classiﬁcationi data,

Mr. Lindgren notedithat 37.7% of all trips were “rejecter] at least once by a driver, and stated that multiple
rejections of the safne trip would not show up in the datag Mr, Lindgren’s analysis included the percentage
of trips not serviced within 10 minutes (36.1%) and withp 15 minutes (13.5%) as well as cancelled trips.
He described “problem trips” as those where-a trip was ¢t completed as weil as those completed, but with
a wait time outside the acceptable. iimit. For 10 rreinutes4I roblem trips were 45.3% and for 15 minutes they
were 26%. He alsa analyzed trips by various zones, by ¢eftain days of the week and by times of day. The
analysis of zone datia revealed some very high “problem: tlip” and wait time figures. He also reviewed

|
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comments from the dispatch system data and. noted-qI

true, these would

Mr. Lindgren useq
making an assumn
- calculated averag
shift revenue would be for 40km/hr,
by Mr. Lundgren dre based on Préfe
cross-examinatior| or submission,

Professor Chow's assumptions with|
ption about average speed traveled ¢

N
Reasans: !

1. Is there a pulilic need fof the

authorization;

Applicants wanting to establis ,
- for the $ervice that they are proposing to provide in t

- need exists, Each application stands on its own merits
Board based solely upon the evidence before the Boar:
submitters, in written submissions,
AV1622-5 for sew
additional vehicles
‘need outline the panelist’s views on the evidence befo
Board [n applicati
on the merits and

The testimony of the taxi user support witnesses was _

that are critical to

Five of the witnessi
behalf of RCL. This
to the date the sup;
to analyze the data

The dispatch data 2
accuracy of some o
it seems likely that
cencerns about the
on the completeneg
some long wait timg

The panel found thg
the rate of growth ¢

s strongly disagreed with the analy

port statements were completed, It
nalysis undertaken by Professor Ch

s and accuracy of that anal
ps and with some reqularity,

» evidence of Ms. Lakeman and Mr.,

c
appear to be outside the approved -tﬁes for RCL,

estimated shift revenue of $334.05

ssor Chow's assurh

service that the app?f 1
s I

]
h & new taxicab businesy

zj’

For each applicatidn, the applicant bears the onus of

d

question whether 5
additional vehicles was only grantg
was refused. In each case, the reas

' 1623-07 is unique to this appiicatiop
pecifics of this particular applicatfon:.

may be partly attributable to the pef

f the witnesses’ recollection of tax| ;

methodology used and the possibilit
ysis. The:
|

f business and tourism in Richmond!4]

harges for vans and fixed rates for trips to YVR, If

[pspect to the “meter on” time of 29% per shift and,
50 km/hr.and using actual meter rates in effect,
xcluding tips. When asked by the panel what the
ed the figure of $268.00. While the figures quoted
tions, this calculation was not discredited during

2Nt proposes to provide under special

hould provide ta

the Board evidence of unmet need
area. ‘ -

s given in these decisions with respect to public
the Board at that time, The evidence before the .
1 The analysis-and decisions of the panel are based

e she did not represent a significant use of taxis,
ining witnesses, 6 specifically cited excessive waits
ichmond taxi company or did not consider them

or their staff, had used their personal or _
it of being unable to get a taxi in a timely fashion,

e levels and persistent shortages of taxis at times

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

di

Q¥ could raise some questions as to the absolute

ge that was, generally, an estimate, On balance,.
that the analysis s Inaccurate, together with the
f data manipulation, Is su

Jones to be helpful In gaining an undefstandlng that

ps been strong and that the forecast for the next

i
H
I
.
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couple of years s{ipports a similar growth pattern. Thé-
the testimony of these two witnesses provided a wealt,
forecast growth. Both witnesses were consistent in rel
- the service levels|of the current taxi companles, partid
these two witnesses is consistent with the pattern of ¢
Witnesses” in expressing concerns about wait times, B
and both had proyided letters of support to GCCRL. B

Richmand would bé likely to increase the use of taxis.

The panel found Te testimony of the RCD to be very hi
It relates to the cgndition and availability of accessible:
in Richmond and the panel respects the views expres
that of Ms. Keatley and some of the experience she relg
Ciearly, based on the evidence, there is a nead for ad

Hocuments entered into €évidence in conjunction with
of information in support of this historical and
senting that their constituents had concerns about
arly with respect to wait times. The evidence of
dence provided by the “Taxi User Support

pth supported additional taxis to serve Richmond,
provided the view that the nature of the growth in

|

ed with respect to residents of Courtyard Gardens,
Jonal accessible vehicles In Richmond.

The panel notes a consistent theme between the testin
business SSUs, The panel places less weight on the indiyi
largely because ofi the frequency of taxi usage noted o
individuals, The S$Us carry less weight than the direct;
evidence associatdd with Tourism Richmond and Rlchnﬁ
accepts that the S5Us lend credibility to the need for ad
recommendation fbrms submitted by RCL were of iittiei
given little weight. 5

' The panel is of the view that the impact of continued g
the City of Richmopd are positive indications of a tren :

Itis clear to the panel that the Council of the City of Rij
licensed to operatg there and, more specifically, an incé
considerable welght on the position of Richmond Coundil

nd Chamber of Commerce, Nonetheless, the panef
itional taxis in Richmond. The letters of
alue In assessing current service levels and were

fwth of traffic at YVR and increased hotel rooms in
P further public need for taxis In Richmond,

| mond supports an increase in the number of taxis
pse in accessible vehicles. The panel places

The table in the Hara and Associates report shows the
. ratios alone as indikators of need, absent other factors,)
explain the differences between the ratios found in Wirjnlpeg and Montreal. The use of taxi to population
ratios may be helpful in supporting otter data that are jntices of public need, and providing some 7
background against which to assess trends. Certalnly, inlkhe case of Richmond, the panel is of the view that
taxi to populations [ratios are generally lower than nearlfall other Jurisdictions reviewed. Further, the panel
finds that various gther indices of public need seem to & ongly Indicate that there is currently a need for
additional taxis and that tax| use is likely to experience Hntinued growth in Richmond. The panel places

some weight on the taxi to population ratios to the extent that they support other data that an increase in
I

jnger of relying too heavily on tax| to population
here are certainly a number of factors that wouid

The panel is of the view that the decision of KCL to focus
i ining rine new YVR licences, will cres
Richmond, ' - ’ : |

The effect of three pdditional vehicles at YVR and a con,‘:
view of the panel, result in some decrease in the availath
It is the view of the panel that the agreement that RCL 4
on the taxi supply in the City of Richmond. Mr. Sohi's tes
its vehicles were licensed for pick up at YVR. The “airpg
within the City of Richmond however, it remains to be sed
to maintain an averhge number.of trips per vehicle that!
licensing for its full fleet, it will have to maintain or increg

fts attention on airport service, as evidenced by
€ some additional service demands in, the City of

n what the net effect will be. It seems likely that,
ould be sufficient to enable RCL to receive YVR
e the trips per vehicle for the 74 vehicles now
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" licensed to serve
net effect on sen

In general, the di
sheets, is of limit
data for its dett-‘:nj
. about the system
dispatched trips
assistance in esta
RCL considered w

The Board’s mang
individual transpo
how, if at ali, this

ate does not include governing, maif

information mi

Re
Professor Chow, who stated: “if there is a need for ta

Supportive of a tr

On balance, having considered the evidence
City of Richmond, the panel finds that there is a public
a need for additional accessible vehicles at present, an
abandonment of the City of Richmond by KCL in favou

. The panel finds that 12 of the 30 vehicles should be ac
availability of somg of these vehicles to the disabled co
license will reflect this.

In addition, the applicant clearly and repeatedly stated.
Richmond, to the exclusion of YVR. The panel’s determ
application is based on this operatin
a restriction,

Il Is the applicant a fit and proper persoh’ to provide 417

that service?

The Board conside
and proper person”
service?

‘The panel heard te

s “applicant fitness” from two pers;ﬁ

license is granted u

Mr. S. Hundal is a L ;
it Is successful in itg application. Mr. Hundal has almost
transpartation busin
and spent a day of

hder this application.

of City and YVR trips amon

tation providers in the province, Thé

)
be higher.” The cqntinuous upward trend in lease rates
shareholders, were optimistic about the taxi business in
evidence with resgect to share prices and lease rates ji

d toward increasing publlc need fot!
with respe§

g configuration, ang

to provide the proposed service; and

stimony from three of the four princi
shareholders of the applicant who would be most directh

|
irector and Secretary of GCCRL, and

ess. At the time of his testimony, he
Familiarization at the Delta Sunshine |

g the RCL fleet, but the
likely to be negiigible. -

pining, or monitoring share prices or lease rates of
panel’s only Interest in this matter is with respect to
petermining whether or not a public need exists for
e trends are unlikely to provide sufficient stand-

actual completed transactions, The facts are that 12
0 in about seven years, This is Indicative that,

¢f[eral scarcity of RCL shares, which reflects a scarcity

frt (Exhibit 8 Tab 5 Page 1-3) and the testimony of
ervice now and in the future the share value will
Upports the view that lessees, like potential
Richmond. The panel places some weight on the
hat it is another general indication that is

Xis in the City of Richmond.

! to public need for additional taxis to serve the

ped for 30 more taxis. The panel finds that there is
I hat this need is exacerbated by the virtual

! I- f YVR. KCL vehicles are all accessible.

£

ssible, and that there is a need for certainty of
unity at alf times. Terms and conditiohs of
L :

ii intent to operate within, and to serve, the City of
|ntion of public need in consideration of this _
he terms and conditions of licence will reflect such

[t service and is the applicant capable of providing
i _
éttives, or in two steps: (a) is the applicant a “fit
(b) is the applicant capable of providing that

Is of GCCRL. These are the three Directors and
invalved in the operation of the company if a

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

ad completed the National Safety Code Training.
xi office. He outlined his plans to complete Taxi

;
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Host 1 and 2, a T‘ourism Richmond “World Host” prog}
has extensive mahagement experience with Canada Pg
management, He|stated he would rely heavily on the

Randhawa in the jnitial stages of establishing the opet
manage the operation on an ongaing basis. He did a
business plan for the application with input from Mr, W

Mr. Hundal testifigd as to how he came to be involved|
" . t
The panel found Mir. Hundal‘s testimony to be strafghtf

Mr. P. Randhawa Js a Director of GCCRL and a former

terms as President, Vice-President and CEO of RCL. In.
shift in the City of|Richmond, between 2000 and 2003
experience, includjng property development, real estat

Mr. Randhawa testified as to his specific experience asj
He also outlined the basis for, and timing of, his initial iffvolvement in GCCRL. He expressed his views on
the operation of GCCRL if it Is granted a license, includii start-up issues, hiring, training, dispatch, shift
changes, revenue jand expense projections, marketing dhd various other aspects of the day-to-day. business
of the company. ’ - '

l
Mr. Randhawa testified that he sold his share in RCL fdn215,000 because he felt he “could make more
- money off the capital by selling the share and investing {he money elsewhere,” He stated that, at the time
of the sale, he wag leasing the vehicle out for $800 peit honth (+GST) for the one shift represented by a
single share. This [s, the pane! notes, an effective retudijfof slightly less than 4.5% on a value of $215,000,

nel found Mr, Randhawa to be kndilledgeable about the taxi business, particularly in
the City of Richmond. His. testimony was forthright, corsjstent and credible. : :

Mr. 2. Wahlla, Presjdent and Director of GCCRL, has extghsive experience in the taxi industry in British
Columbia. He currently owns two shares in Delta SunsHifle Taxi and has been active in a varlety of

- Capacities with that company since 1982, He currently diyns 100% of Duncan Taxi, which operates 15
vehicles, and has teen in an ownership position with thal company since 1990. Mr. Wahlla also owns 43%
of Swiftsure Taxi if Nanaimo, which operates 17 taxis, d8d has been In an ownership positioh there since
1992. In addition, Mr. Wahila.described his ownership iffolvement over several years with each of

. MacLure's Taxi and Black Top Cabs in Vancouver as wells Courtesy Cabs in Penticton. In each case, Mr,
Wahlla- outlined his| business dealings, the reasons for hi purchase and sale of various shares in these
companies, and sofne of the challenges faced by the cd|panies in a variety of economic and competitive
conditions. He was|forthright in providing details of pricd} pald and received for shares in the various '

companies, _
Mr. Wahilla spoke

and to obtain his chauffeur's permit. Mr. Hundal
t, including industrial engineering and project

i industry experience of Mr. Wahlla and M,

fon, but was confident that he would be able to
siderable amount of the work in preparing the
hlla and Mr, Randhawa. '

GCCRL through Mr. Randhawa,
ard and credible.

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

r. Randhawa also has other business interests and
ales and mortgage brokering.

driver, as a shareholder and as a Director of RCL.

. | ) ~
his experience in dealing with both:{ “shareholder” model with owner/operators as in
the majority of vehjcles within Delta Sunshine Taxi and glher companies he has experience with, versus a
“company owned/employee driver” madel, as he is fam|l r with in Duncan Taxi, Swiftsure Taxi and other
companies. He exptessed his views that the “company ¢fned/empioyee driver” model provided a greater
~degree of care and|control and better service to the publ:. He stated that this was the model the Directors
of GCCRL intended jto use for that company If it became Jjcensed. :

- Mr. Wahlla described the process and timing of his idea:
outlined his discussjons with various people, including hl
current shareholders in GCCRL. He also pravided testim
company operations if it Is successful in obtaining a lice
projections and gerleral day-to-day operation of the cor)

The panel is of the View that Mr. Wahlla was a credible V\

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
, hiring, training, dispatch, revenue and cost
ny. ‘ :

ness and was candid in his testimony.

Page 23 Application D ' o] Passenger Transportalion Board

36

P.2536



| JUN-12-2008 15:44 From: PASSENGER TRAN BOARD 250 953 3768

To:0Owen Bird P.26-36

Richmond averaged about $240 per night shift and $
shareholder drivets had told him that revenues were

$250-300 for night
Wahlla had denied

revenues averaget
“long trip, revenues
revenue was $22¢
dally-fevenue for

information that

the first month ang
information and t
forecasts to be witl

Upon examination land cross-examination Mr, Kassam ()
While these errorsjand omissions resufted in lower profj
company, they wefe not of sufficient magnitude, in the}
viability of the venture as propased in the application, *

Mr. Dong, on behalf of RCL, submits that Mr. Randhaws

“while still a share
positions” has bee

chronology of events from September 21, 2005 when R

25, 2008 when RC
testimony of Mr. R3

and his involvement in GCCRL is not to be believed. ThT
andhawa, Mr. Wahila and Mr. Hunda

testimony of Mr. R
formation of GCCR

with GCCRL.. It is cg

involvement In, the

absolutely no evidej

Wahlla and Mr, Hu
introduced that mid
Futther, there is no
.development of GC
information that wa
his dealings regardi
Is no evidence befo
speculate on what

speaking to Mr. WahHta about shift |
was called as a wltness, The panel gives no weight to 1

-225 per shift over the past year, -Mw.
the past six months was $190 per sh_l
$70-$75 for an average of a little over 10 hours per shij
Jight substantiate any of these estimk

RCL has access tojall revenye information in the form b
in support of its rgvenue claims raises a quest.ion as to:

The panel notes that the revenue forecast (Exhibit 5 Té

i Fial statements and forecasts for GCCRL, testified
jused in their preparation. He stated that the
|the assumptions used in the forecasts,

ialsubject of some testimony, and were raised in the

wa testified that, in 2003 when the taxi industry

is, It was his experience that revenues for taxis in

per day shift, Mr, Wahlla testified that two RCL

agently in the range of $300-350 for day shift and

shift. Mr, Sohi’s evidence was that He two RCL shareholder drivers named by Mr.

$200-240 per day shift and $160-1
might reach $325, Mr. Prashar, days

increases gradually to a maximum I

e circumstances of the proposed starh
iin a reasonable range. ; l

older, Director and.CEO of RCL or wi

reached agreement with RCL “Alrpd
ndhawa and Mr. Wahlla in connecti¢

and, in particular, Mr. Randhawa’s. f
rtainly within the realm of possibility
formation of GCCRL prior to his resi
ce before this panel to support thag
pdal was consistent-on these matters.
ht support such a supposition as fack

RL while still a Director of RCL, used
s not available to any sharehoider of
g GCCRL. In spite of the assertions;
e the panel that Mr. Randhawa bred

gny alleged breach of fiduciary dutied j

evidence that Mr, Ranidhawa, even f

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-

ift driver for RCL, testified that his daily average
arim, night shift driver for RCL, testified that his
Including tips, netting him -

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

Atrip sheets. The omission of any such information

e veracity of the various estimates.
5) used by the applicant starts at $100 per shift for

220 per shift in the third vear, Given all of the -

up of the opération, the panel believes these

ed some errors and amissions in the forecasts.
wbllity 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
In days or a week or two of occlpying those

ed his fiduciary duties. Mr. Dong lays out a
applied for 15 “licenses” (identifiers) to January

i " Class B shareholders, Mr, Dong asserts that the

with the selling of Mr. Randhawa’s share in RCL

panel listened carefully, and reviewed in detail, the

ith respect to the events surrounding the

cision to seli his share and to become involved

hat Mr, Randhawa had some knowledge of, or

ation from RCLs Board., However, there is

proposition, The testimony of Mr. Randhawa, Mr,
0 other witnesses, nor any documents, were

It is purely speculation on the part of Mr. Dong.

e had knowledge or involvement in the

ny confidential knowledge, document or

RCL or, for that matter, to the general public, in

the closing submissions of counsel for RCL, there

ed any fiduclary duty. The panel cannot

ight have been and what, if any, impact that
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might have on My, Randhawa's fitness. with respect .to[ Tils application, Further, a finding as serious as
breach of fiduciary duty is a matter for the courts to detide, and beyond the jurisdiction of the Board.

The Board was p |
principals of GCC :
enter into the business that is the subject of this applil
_Period, even if this petiod is an extended one, :

hareholders have access to sufficient capital to
tion and to sustain it through the expected start-up

In ‘summan}, the
‘knowledge of the

ndure a reasonable start-up period. The panel's
on the specific experience, financial capacity and
ance and operation of the company. Further, the
testimony of Mr. Wahlla with respect to the advantages|pf a “company owned/employee driver”-operating
model as compardd to a “shareholder” owner/operator thodel was a factor in the panel’s determination that
this application wquld best serve the needs of the publi The applicant voluntarily offered to accept terms
that would restrict| share transfers. Therefore, the ter “I and conditions of licence will reflect that the
current shareholdgrs may not sell shares in the company for a period of five years from the date it puts its

~ first vehicle into s '

rvice without the express written z.u;ﬂ ent of the Board in advance of any such sale of
shares, : :

We find the applichnt to be a fit and proper person to ,qi)’JVldE the service applied for and to be capable of
providing tha_t senvice, . o |

1. Would the apgiication, if granted, promote sound e]c' priomic conditions in the passenger transportation
business in British Columbia? i :

The Board approaghes the “economlc conditions” issue|
of the “transportatjon business in British Columbia” are|
interests of an individval applicant or operator. The Bok
transportation markets. As well, the Board discourageg
harm existing service providers. i

There are presently 97 vehicles authorized to operate e{ axis within all of the City of Richmond (excluding
YVR): 79 under thé Richmond Cabs/Coral Cabs licenses 4nd 18 under the KCL license. Within the RCL fleet,
8 are accessible, In addition, Royal City Tax!

e easternmost area of Richmond, quite distant

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

Several of the witn
Richmond or simply did not consider KCL as an alternat)
KCL service levels & nd lack of follow-lp to complaints,
application AV704-07 for addithnal vehicles. '

It is the panel's vieyv that KCL has been providing inade
KCL has chosen to focus on providing service to YVR an
licensed to operate|there. The panel believes that, with|
costs, the entire flept of KCL will focus heaviiy on YVR,

City of Richmond at Its own convenience, In effect, KCll
direction by KCL, the impact of additional taxis In the Cj
should be minimal, ;

ate tevels of service within the City of Richmongd.
has been rewarded by having all of its vehicles

e increase in YVR fees, lease costs and capital
intaining only a minimum level of service to the
as vacated.the City market. Given this business _
of Richmond on KCL's ridership or revenues

i
'
i
i
1

[
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Asa result. of recent internal shareholder agreements; 14 of 79 RCL vehicles can now choose to operate
freely within the fity of Richmond and at YVR, These Hareements, in the view of the panel, will resuit in
and at YVR amongst the total RCL fleet. The.

some re-distribution of trips within the City of Richmof
addition of three yehicles authorized to serve at YVR 3
require a greater prasence outside the City of Richmonp
testimony of Mr. $ohi, that It is likely that RCL will con|

of trips per vehicle at YVR In order to meet the servicé |k

of vehicles in its

Richmond by increasing its activity at YVR. The applica
authority to operate at YVR, |

It is clear from.th 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,
their respective b sinesses using private or company =,
being unable to olitain timely service. Based on this evid
taxis in Richmond would result in an Increase in the usg
improve, it is likely that more people will use taxis and s
frequently, It is important, in the view of the panel, to§
availability of taxi ervice in Richmond. . i

ressed concerns about fragmentati
has the opposite cpncern: that RCL has effectively bece
view that KCL has been providing inadequate service wg'i
focus its attention Bven more on YVR, there is no real "I
that, in a city the size of Richmond, given the demons
additional vehicles) the public would be well-served by
taxi service providers. Such competition, in an environ
positive effect on service levels In Richmond,

, . !
Neither KCL nor RAL entered any financial documents i
granting of this application would be harmful to either g
documents that wauld corroborate the testimony of any

Professor Chow e

corroborate the dispatch data or revenues. In fact, dispakch records we
the Board. All partitipants were given adequate notice thk

substantiated and submitters were directed to Board pql

Professor Chow's report (Exhibit 42 page 5) quotes the
cabs on the streets)” (parentheses in original), When ag
Chow said that he did. We heard testimony from two of
part time drivers. We heard testimony from two of RCL%
and 25 casual RCL firivers. The two RCL drivers, If the

minimum wage. While the panel recelved no indication t

* panel is not willing to accept that this testimony is reprds
seems unlikely that} in times of a tight labour market, the
than minimum wage while lease rates have been trending

conflicting testimony of Mr. Randhawa based on his first
with other taxi companies and Mr. Lindgren’s estimates,|
the estimates provi

ahler, Ms. Schunter, Mr. MacDona!d} :

i

nesses, from the number of incomplete trips

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

d Ms. Morimoto all Included specific examples of
icfes to replace taxis as a result of frustration with
ence, the panel is of the view that an fncrease in

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

prove public confidence in the reliability and

within the taxi market in Richmond, The panel
e a monopoly. As stated above, the panel Is of the

in the City of Richmond, With KCL now likely to

!

rivers called a
re only provided when ordered by

petition for RCL in Richmond. The panel finds

#ed public need for a significant number of

ving some reasonable level of competition among
qnt of regulated rates, would have a heaithy and

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

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 nore of the 10 KCL
58 full time drivers and none of the' 55 part time
bers quoted are accurate, are earning less than
pt these witnesses were being untruthful, the
pntative for the entire fleet of the company, It
majority of drivers in RCL would be earning less
upwards. Absent corroboration, and given the
and experience at RCL, Mr. Wahlla’s experience
ere is at least some doubt as to whether or not
ed refiect a balanced view of reventis. :

Page 26 Application Dqﬂion
i

In
39

Passenger Transportation Board



JUN-12-28@8 15:46 From:PASSENGER TRAM BOARD 250 95_._3;_3?88

To:Owen Bird - P.29/36

pstified that he had made some calce

Richmond. He concluded that, base
uffer by about 30%, Upon review ari
's.are based on questionabie data that i
Chow's uncertainty as to whether or not the 19™
Further, Professor Chow made no allowances for
part of their time pt YVR
of March 1, 2008;|the co

Professor Chow t¢
additionat taxis in|
revenues would s
the calculations.a

: the
as of March 1, 2008; the thr
htractual service obligations ¢
and, the probability that there will be some increase |

improves. The pafel does not rely on Professor Chow’-f
30 additional vehitles licensed in the City of Richmcindi

The panel finds t t granting this application may resuf
‘revenues of RCL i particular and, perbaps to some le
financial data to apalyze the severity of such an impa
or lasting deleterigus effect on eith
‘market and RCL has the abllity-to

YVR and the Soutl Terminal. Any

outside the manddte of the Board.

The panel notes that on September 26, 2007 the Pass‘?
-07 for 15 additional accessible veh
-additional vehicles] even though there is no need, is dig
for these additiondl vehicles well after application 162
could have known [the outcome of the YVR licenss allo
to know as a Director 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 applicatt

Under cross-examination, Mr. Stamm stated that there |
respanse to Mr. Harris’ question, Mr, Stamm agreed thd
give them to Kimber,” - :

. |
On balance, the papel finds that the benefits that will at
RCL in the City of Richmond will outwelgh any disruptio:r
the City of Richmond is sufficlently robust at this time tp

Iterate that the Board considers the!
transportation business In British Colimbia” ahead of thq
broad perspective i Important in encouraging a robust 2
responding to the passenger transportation needs of thfe

ecifically preclude the applicant fron

It is important to r

This decision will sy

A Passenger Transportation Licence

additional RCL vehicles licens

alculations in consld

T

d
Tyubiic in the subject area,

tions showing the potential impact on RCL of 30
N his original anal

questioning of Professor Chow,
ude only an estimate of flag tri
airpoftonly” cars were inciuded in the

ysis of dispatch data, RCL

the panel notes that
ps and Professor
flag trip estimate.

e KCL vehicles that will be spending the significant
ed to service YVR as
ffective March 1, 2008;
ty of Richmond as service
ering the potential impact of

CL at the South Terminal e
xi ridership in the ¢

in some short-term negative impact on the

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

$tchosen to substantialy withdraw from the City taxi

pact of a new entrant by increasing activity at
share prices or lease rates of aither company is

jer Transportation Branch received RCL's

. Mr. Sohi's contention that RCL applted 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 Is a
e Is no public need for additional vehicles appears
2633-07.

S a need for five more vehicles for KCL. In
“there is a need for more cabs as long as you

ue to the public by having a viable cornpetitor to
to the affairs of RCL and KCL. The taxi market in
pbsorb the addition of 30 more vehicles.

pound economic conditions of the passenger
e of any particular applicant or operator. This
competitive industry and tn assessing and

riginating trips at YVR.

Activation of 0Bt be issued by the Registrar of Passenger Transportation
“licence: i under section 29(1) of the Passenger | nsportation Act before the special authorization may be
i exercised. o !
Unless otherwise specified by the Boak 1 this approval of the application expires if the applicant has
-t not received a licence issued by the Rélfistrar within one year of the date this decision is published
i by the Board, |
i
T
l
I
H
i
] "
Fage 27 Application Dj ion Passenger Transportation Board
|




JUN-12-2068 15:4?.Fr‘om=PﬂSSENGER TRAN BOARD 25@ 95_.:3;_

3768
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i
i
i
|
|
]
I

Activation of The Registrar Is directed to issie v

.certificates; outlined below, For every 3 non-ady
- also be-at least 1 identifier sought fd
i licence, can the ratio of non-accessit
i than 3;1, . :
I : ’ i
Special . o |
Authorization; i Passenger Directed Vehiclé (PDH
. . . : ’ §
Terms & i o
Conditions: R |
Vehicles: | _ i
Maximum Fleet Size: 30 passenger directed vehicies, of wj
Vehicle M At all timés, the licensee m
Requiremen minlrmum raticof 3 to 1 non-accessltb

b

[ an accessible taxi,

icle certificates In accordance with

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

ssible vehicles for which iden

e taxis to accessible

ust operattya fleet of vehicles with wh

Minimum Operatin § A minimum of two wheel chair acce

R_equire_men ¢ i passengers originating in the City of Hi
Specialty Vehicles: ; The accessible-taxis must be operat
i including Division 10 (motor carriers) B

amended from time to ti
and standards. -

Eco-Fr’Iendly Taxis

Vehicle Capacity:
Service 1

.
11
.
H
i
’
.
.
"
¥

: The folfo

.
+

Originating Area
Destination Area:

i The same passengers may be return
i area to any point within the originati
originating trip terminates.

Retumn Trips:

i Transportation of
i terminates within

Reverse Trips:

Transportation of passengers may te
§ British Columbia border when engaget

me, and in a4

§ A driver and not less than 2 and not i
wing terms and conditions aj

I

! Transportation of passengers may orily
excluding the Vancouver Internationa)

passengers méy orlgﬁ
the originating area;

h 18 are non-accessible

ere the mix of vehicles is at a
taxis to accessible taxis, =

fleet must be available to serve
a day, 7 days a week,

le vehicles in the
Ehmond 24 hours

d in accordance with the Motor Vehicle Act Reguiations ‘_
pd Division 44 (mobility aid accessible taxi standards), as
ordance with any other applicable equipment regulations

re than 7 passengers,
ly to Service 1,

rginate from
irport,

nate at any point in British Colum
n an extra-provincial undertalging

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

points within the City of Richmond,

bia and beyond the

i held by the licence holder that was established before the trip was arranged
H - i
Express i (I} Vehicles may be equipped with a jykter that caleuiates fares on a time and distance basis
Authpnmbons: i (i) Vehicles may be equipped with a L light,
s, | ’
i (iil) The operator of the vehicle may, f m within the originating area only, pick up passengers
who hail or flag the motor vehicle|iom the street, '
|
]
i
|
; |
I
i
}
Page 28 Application Degc {or Passenger Transportation.Board -
41
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A Taxi Bill of Rights Issued by t
affixed to an interior 'rear-seat,i

The Taxi Bill of Rights must at &
text Intact and visible to passer|

- Taxi Bill of Rights: § a)

b)

LA L T Y Ty

€) - Licensees may only display a cy
Taxi camera equipment may only bé

compliance with applicable taxi}
Transportation Board, ;

Taxi Cameras:
;'

" Share Restrictior) 1. For a period of five yea
- shares of Garden City Ca
: prior written consent 011

i For a period of four vea )
. Cabs of Richmond Ltd. m
g . list of all its current sha

Transportation. ]

£=J
LRELE R Py

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. .

nt Taxi Bill of Rights,

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

ollowing the initial licence isswance, no share or
of Richmond Ltd. can be transferred without the
e Passenger Transportation Board. ,

ollowing the lnitial licence Issuance Garden City
st, at the time of licence renewal, submit a notarized
1 the Registrar of Pa_ssenger

Transfer of This special authorization mh} not be assigned or transferred except with the
Heencd: . approval of the Board pidrfuant to sactfon 30 of the Passenger Transportation
. Act. ] ‘
. Rates: The approved rates and rules are th4§  set out in the Board's “Rule Résp’ectfng Lower Mainland
: ! Taxicab Rates”, effective January 5, $1§08. Garden City Cabs of Richmond Ltd. s to be added to
i the list of licensees in Appendix A.” i :
. . |
 ‘Board Panel Chair: i Dennis J, Day
i Signature of Panel Chair: i
: _ ' i
: |
H !
i Panel Member Concurring: | Kabel Atwalt )
i Determination Date | June 12, 2098 -
! Entered by the Director and ' ﬂ/
i Secretary to the Board: . I; : ,/2,67/\ :
. ! ._ U
|
i
I
|
!
|
I
i
é
Page 29 . Application Dddgion Passenger Transportation Board

'
[l
'

42



VJUN-ief-ElaB 15:48 From: PASSENGER TRAN BOARD 250 053 3788

eer

F/ON BOARD

P54

TRANSPORTA

i
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1
|
[
I

I Background _
* Al taxicab companies in the Lower Mainland ¢fe
1

+ The Passenger Transportation Act empowers -
establishing just and uniform charges and to

areas of fuel, insurance, wages and consumer|
to request a fate increase of up to 2.27% on t]

. * Further to the “Taxi Cost Index 2008" Rule of
Mainland taxicab companies have requested aj

. Increase is aqded to the rates without federal {

- GST is added|after, - !

* A GST rate of

To:Owen Bird P.32/36.

Board Rule Respecting

Lower Mainland Taxicab Rates

\)emb'er 16, 2007, more than 51% of Lower
CI 2008 increase of 2.27%. The TCI 2008
ods and Services Tax (GST ), and applicable

5% is reflected in the formula tr] must be programmed into each taxi meter,

This rate is béing applied further to the annoul ement on October 30, 2007, by the
Government of Canada that it will reduce GST filom 6% to 5% effective January 1, 2008,

+  The New Years period is one of the busiest ti
for taxicabs t reprogram their taxi meters at
- change for all taxicabs in the Lower Mainland il's

ps for Lower Mainland taxicab co|
i

3

+ Rates and rul
II. - Rates fgr Lower Mainland Taxicab ¢

The following rates and taxi meter formula apply tf
effective :_lanuaw 5, 2008: :

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

taxicab companies listed in Appendix “A”

s Rate Rate ' : o o
Type of Rates Without GST _Plus 5% GS _Taxi meter formula with 5% GST 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 metreg

. Waiting Time (hourly 272591 28.6220 ¢ $0.10 for each consecutive 12,58 seconds

[——

Time or Mileage Rateb (5% GST included) i

$28.62 for the first hbur or fraction thereof or $1,60 for cack

|

paded kllometre,

whichever Is-greater, and $7.16

for each succeeding quarter hour or fraction thereof or $1.60Eﬁr each {vaded kilometre, whichever Is greater,

|
|
!
t
]
I
1
i
!

43
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III.  Rule Governing Taxicab Rates_i’aqI

All taxi cab com

Lower Mainland Ta i

f

‘3788 To:Qwen Bird P.33-36

bb Rates and Rules

ower Mainland Taxicab Companies

panies listed in Appendix “A” mu

rates. :
|
|
i

Rule No. 1 - Bﬂaggage

' . |
a) No charge shall be made for hand baggaq

parcels. , |
b) Baggage|will be handled at the passengerfrisk. The o
responsil

pility for baggage or property traij
o

 Rule No. 2 - Djsmissal Fee
If ahy person or(
address, then th |
dismissal. The minimum dismissal fee is $2.00, !

“Rule No. 3 — Overnight Stay En Route _
I during a chart
necessitating an
and breakfast fo

er trip, @ passenger decides to co
overnight stay, any additional ch
the driver, :
i

Rule No. 4 ~ Rates

1

a) Rates contained herein apply for services
capacity gs listed.in the terms and conditi

b) Mileage r?tes contained herein apply only
chartered|vehicle, '

[

i

’ |

* Rule No. 5 ~ Refuse Service |

3) Licensees

streets, al
operate,

may refuse to pick up or deliver }

b) Licenseesimay refuse service to any persoris
reasonable opinion of the driver, may be oﬁﬁ%
property af the other passengers and/or thfa

Rule No. 6-— Route Change

If during a trip the passen

\ger desires to change ro
thereby increasing the service over that contracted
the rates set out dbove. - !

ders a taxi and changes his or he}
t person must pay the mileage re

.i
:

T’

r
af
7

apply the following rules respei:ting their

carried by passengers such as luggage and

perator 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 base to point of

thereby
odging

inue the charter the following day,

pe will be assessed for the night’s |

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

vehicle carrying

bLssengers on account of conditions of
eys, highway or road, or because

bf riots, or strikes, where it is impractical to

using profane language, or who, in the
nsive or dangerous to the persons or
driver,

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

- PT Bbard Rule

: H
December 4, 209,

page 2

144



JUN-12:2088 15:49 From: PASSENGER TRAN BOARD 250 953 3788 ‘ToiOwen Bird P.34-36
!
Lower Mainland Tax{c*ab Rates and Rules

I
s

Rule No, 7 - Tolls

. All ferry,‘bridge, or tunnel tolls applicable to the \"thcle and its occupant must be paid by the -
" passenger. S

IV DATE OF RULE

December 4, 2007

V. EFFECTIVE DATE

January 5, 2008 i

PT Board Rule B ; December 4, 2001 page 3
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This Rule appliek to the following Lower Mainland

Company Name :

- Lower Mainland Taxf_c'

H
i
i
1
i

To:0Owen Bird

bb Rates and Rules

A'Ppﬂmlx A"

axi cab companies,

Address.

Alouette Transit| Systems Lid.

2121 Hartley Avenue
Coquitlam, BC V3K 623

Bel-Air Taxi (1982 Limited

2121 Hartley Avenue
Coquitlam, BC V3K 673

Biack Top Cabs Ltd,

11777 Pacific Street

Vancouver,.BC V67 2R7

Bonny’s Taxi Ltd.

5525 Imperial Street
Burnaby, BC V5J 1E8

| Burnaby Select Taxi Ltd.

049 Ledger Avenue

J|Burnaby, BC. V5G 3T2

Coquitlam Taxi (1977) Ltd,

1112121 Hartley Avenuye

Coquitfam, BC V3K 673

Coral Cabs Ltd,

260 ~ 11180 Voyageur Way
Richmond, BC VéX 3N8

Delta Sunshine Taxi (1672) Ltd

203 - 12837 76 Avenue
purrey, BC V3w 2v3

Gulldford Cab (1p93) Lid,

01 - 8299 129 st
drrey, BC  V3W 0As

Kimber Cabs Ltd

60 ~ 5671 Minoru Blvd
ichmond, BC V6X 2B1

Maclure’s Cabs (1984) Ltd.

1510 — 39 Avenue West
yancouver, BC V6] 1L7

Meadow Ridge Taxi Ltd.

20542 Dewdney Trunk Rd
Maple Ridge, BC V2X 3E3

Newton_WhaHey' Hi Way Taxi Ltd,

107 - 13119 84" Avenue

ilburrey, BC V3w 183

North Shore Taxi[( 1966) Ltd.

64 Pemberton Avenue

["Port Coguitiam Thi Ltd.

&121 Hartley Avenue

orth Vancouver, BC V7P 2R5

oquitlam, BC V3K 623

Queen City Taxi (td.

118525 Imperial Street

urnaby, BC V5J 1E8

Richmond Cabs Lkd.

60 ~ 11180 Voyageur Way
ichmond, BC V6X 3N8

Royal City Taxi Ltd.

36 Rousseau Street
ew Westminster, BC
3L 3R3 '

| Sunshine Cabs L.

E - e ——

460 Riverside Drive

orth Vancouver, BC V7H 2M2

PT Board Rule

December 4, 200

page 4

P.35-36
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]
i

To:Owen Bird

Lower Mainland Taxidhb Rates and Rules

Surdell Kennedy Taxi Ltd.

103 — 12575 84° Avenue
Surrey, BC' V3W 1B3

Syd’s Taxi (1984) Itd.

20542 Dewdney Trunk Rd
Maple Ridge, BC V2X 3E3

Tarantino, Gary|Albert

7778 227" Street
Langley, BC V3A 4P9

Tsawwassen T;

iltd.

203 - 12837 76 Avenue
Surrey, BC V3w 2v3

Vancouver Taxi|Ltd,

302 Industrial Avenue
Vancouver, BC. V6A 2P3

Vancouver TaxiLtd.

dba Handicappad Cab.

|
I

302 Industrial Avenue
Vancouver, BC V6A 2P3

White Rock South Surrey TaX[‘_Ltd.' :

Unit 3 - 17921 55 Avenue
Surrey, BC V35S 6C4

Yellow Cab Co._' Ltd.

1441 Ciark Drive
Vancouver, BC V5L 3K9

P.36-35

PT Board Rule

December 4,

2
|

‘47

page 5



P

TRANSPORTA

June 12, 2008

Harley J. Harris

(counsel for Ga
of Richmond

Owen Bird

29" Floor, Thre

PO Box 49130
Vancouver BC \

By Facsimile

, Dear Harley Harfis:

- Re:-  Passen

You .have applieq
‘Transportation (I
Passenger Trans
Transportation B

You have applieg
Transportation L
authorization apy
has forwarded yd

Following the pu}
under the Passen
the Board.

The Passenger Tj
(if any) of identif

You may also wis
municipal by-laws

Yours Incerely,

'

Jan Broocke
Director

[ td.)

P Bentall Centre
595 Burrard Street

(7X 1)5

‘ JUN-12-28688 -15:27 From:PASSENGER TRAN BDQRD 258 953 3?_88

|
|
!
|
|
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To:Owen Bird P.1-36

TION BOARD.

1
!
f
)

i
!

den City Cabs

|
j
|
i
|
I

Mail: 604-632-3456

i

er Transportation Applicatio:j!l

| on behalf 6f the above named q?l
'Registrar”) to obtain a Passenget

202- 940 _au,vsm{a:

STREET « PO BOX 9850 STN PROV GOVT + VICTORIA 8¢ VoW ars

ent to the Registrar, ‘Passenger
ransportation Licence, Under the

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

-|
to the Registrar, Passenger Trad
cence, Under the Passenger Tra
proval from the Passenger Transp
ur application to the Board. :
plic hearing into the matter, the B
ger Transportation Act as well ag

|
t

'

ansportation Branch will be con
ers related to this application.

relevant to passenger carriers. -

/

N to contact the municipalities in "

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 Registrai

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

(Xing you regarding the issuance requirement

hich you will be operating regérdr'ng

Phone: {250) 953-3777

. Fax: (250} 953-3788 Email-

L

pard@gems8.gov.be.ca Web: www.plboard be.ca
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pc:  Tomi Gréene
Registrar Passenger Transportatwn

Barry Dgng
Harris & Company

{for Rictjmond Cabs Ltd. & Coral Cabs Lt

(by facskmile ~ 604-684- 6632)

Frances Clark
Richmond Committee on Disability
(by facsimile - 604-233- 2415)

Mchan Kang
BCTA - :
(for BCTA & Kimber Cabs)
(by facsifile ~ 727-2585)

Black Top Cabs 'Ltd.
777 Pacific Street
Vancouver BC V6Z 2R7

" Yellow Cab Co Ltd,
1441 Clark Drive
- Vancouver BC V5L 3K9

Macture’s Cabs (1984) Ltd.
1510 W 3¥ Avenue
Vancouver BC V6] 137

Vancouver Taxi Ltd.
302 Industrial Avenue
.Vanco‘u'ver-BC VBA 2P3

Balker Sirigh Bhullar
6660 Sidaway
_Richmond BC VGW iB1.

Mahmood Awan

7240 Anvi} Cres.
- Richmond|BC V7C 4E8

A&achments

Page i

49

To:0Owen Bird
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- Attachment 4

TO: MAYOR & EAGH
COUNCILLOR - a ' _
_ o , - { FROM: CITY CLERK’S OFFICE | = [T T
29,2008 | LD
| May 29, 200 ‘ Q& daa_/Mu. Kkda Lu:mge, W (240
o - . -—MPG{‘/‘"‘M - gé/ I
City Couneil, . . | . “Twe [
City of Richmond o ‘ o pﬁrwugmsgr:rr | v
6911 No.3Road 4 DISTRIBUTED .
Richmond BC V6Y 2F1 ' - : : - - i
- L OATE - ~O
| DATE (o s 28 Batg oo
Dear Councilors:

~As family members who help to cafe for our people who are residents of Minoru “Extended Care
Residence, and who meet regularly as a “Family Council” for the third floor; we wish to appeal to the
City for your consideration and support regarding difficulties we are havmg In obtammg needed
transportation of our people 1 Wheelcharrs :

Several have reported dlfﬁculty 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 time
frame. '

Although Kimber Cabs have 18 wheelcha1r accessible cabs, they are presently monopohzed by the
airport, making same-day requests virtitally 1rnpossrb1e (since March of this year) With the weather :
beeommg more favourable for “outings” we are even more in need of better service.

We understand that Kimber Cabs will be applying for ten sedan Iieenses $0 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 handreapped and need our.
help to enjoy some of the basic 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 thlrd floor residents alone (muitiplied by 5 for the
whole residence is approximately 100 per month.) Then, there are the 8 to 10 other facilities in
Richmond, plus handicapped people who live at home, representing quite an area of service indeed.

We thank you for your attention, and trust you will treat this mater with utmost expediency.

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

Ty ﬂr’g,

) ;rg U g SR

cc: 1. Kimber Cabs Ltd. (Attention Jessie Gill)
2. Passenger Transportation Board
3. Richmond Committee on Disability
4 -Coordinator of Diversity Services
5. Nina Brautigans . _ 5 -
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Attachment 5 -

Hikida, Joanne

From: ~ JOHN MIKULEC [jinvbilla@shaw.ca]
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 to 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 Facility 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 to other people who have parents in nursing homes in Richmond and
on many days and on many occasions there is no service available for seniors , some quite severely physically
disabled. - ' , '

There shoutd be no monopolies aflowed 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
their outings which in most cases are quite infrequent. .
‘ Mr. John Mikulec
604 — 888 - 1744

51
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