
REPORT 

To: GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE 

From: DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION 

Date: 16 October, 2006 Ref: WBWAW 

Subject: TAXI LICENSING - TAXI FARES REVIEW 

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.1. The purpose of this report is to advise the Committee of the outcome of the 
consultation on the Taxi Fares Review and to present the matter for decision. 

2. BACKGROUND 

2.1. Section 17 of the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982 obliges the Council to review 
from time to time the scales for the fares and other charges in respect of the hire of 
taxis. On 23 August 2006 the Committee authorised the Head of Legal Services to 
commence a full consultation on the issue of taxi fares and thereafter to advertise any 
proposed amendments. 

2.2. Taxi trade representatives from the three licensing areas submitted a joint proposal 
for increases as the Joint Taxi Owners Association (the JTOA). There foliowad a 
dialogue between the Head of Legal Services and the JTOA which culminated in a 
final proposal from the taxi trade. The proposal can been seen at Appendix A, 

2.3. For a number of years there have been discussions with the taxi trade in respect of 
harmonising the fares tariffs for the North and Central & South areas. The proposal 
harmonises all fares among the areas with the exception of the charge for distances 
exceeding 880 yards. In the North area the proposal is that l o p  per additional 
117 yards be charged while in the Central & South areas the charge would be 20p 
per 234 yards. This could, in certain circumstances, result in a fare for the same 
distance differing by a maximum of 1 Op on the meter. 

2.4. The trade newspaper "Private Hire and Taxi Monthly" provides British and Scottish 
league tables which rank areas according to the cost of a 2 mile taxi journey based 
on standard daytime rates (with first place being the most expensive). The proposed 
changes would move the North area from 43rd to joint 30th of the 44 areas in Scotland 
and from joint 36gth to joint 322nd of the 377 areas in Britain. Central & South areas 
would rise from joint 4 lS t  to joint 35~ '~  out of 44 in Scotland and from 362"d to joint 
344th of 377 in Britain. 

2.5. In accordance with the statutory procedure, the proposals have been publicly 
advertised. That advertisement drew two representations in the form of a letter with 
supporting signatures from James Devlin dated 3 October 2006, and a letter from 
John Devlin dated 4 October 2006. Both James and John Devlin are taxi operators, 
and copies of their representations can be found at Appendices B and C respectively. 
No representations were received from members of the public. As can be seen, 
James Devlin has essentially suggested three changes to the proposals: that the rise 
of fares in Central & South areas changes from 20p to 50p; that the charge for 
carrying in excess of 4 passengers be changed from f 1 to 1.5 x meter charge; and 
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2.6. 

2.7. 

2.8. 

that the charge for working in the festive period rise from 1.5 x meter to 2 x meter. 
James Devlin has made it clear that his representations are only in respect of the 
Central & South areas. Attached to his letter is a list of supporting signatures. The list 
contains the signatures of 30 taxi drivers and investigations indicate that six of these 
hold taxi operator’s licences. John Devlin is one of these, though he has made a 
separate representation with a slightly differing proposal. As can be seen, John 
Devlin has suggested that the rise of fares in Central & South areas increase from 
20p to 40p. John Devlin has not indicated whether he intends the rise in fares to 
apply both to the North area and the Central & South areas. 

The views of the Joint Taxi Owners Association were sought on these 
representations and are contained at Appendix D. As can be seen, they are opposed 
to the counter proposals. They state that the proposed further increase in the initial 
charge would be excessive given the rate of inflation; that the proposed 1.5 x meter 
fare for carrying more than 4 passengers would be excessive and that the f l  charge 
is in line with other areas; and that the 2 x meter festive charge would inflate prices 
too much. They also state that James and John Devlin’s proposals would result in 
excessive charges which would be damaging to the taxi trade, and emphasise that 
the initial proposals were reached following extensive discussion with members. 

James and John Devlin have each responded to the JTOA letter and these 
responses are contained at Appendices E and F respectively. As can be seen, it is 
claimed that the charges are required due to the fact that the running costs of the 
Wheelchair Adapted Vehicle are significantly higher than the saloon type vehicle. 
They also dispute that there would be damage to the taxi trade and state that in any 
case it should be left to the customer’s freedom of choice as to whether or not to use 
the taxi. 

There is also some discussion in the correspondence as to the implications of the 
suggested f l  charge for using a WAV for tasks unsuitable for a saloon type vehicle. 
In their proposals the JTOA made reference to a charge for carrying excessively 
large objects and James Devlin appears concerned that this will be a safety risk. I 
would advise that Condition 14 of the Taxi Driver’s Licence Conditions states that “the 
driver of a taxi shall not refuse to carry luggage in his taxi provided that the said 
luggage can be accommodated safely within the luggage compartment of the taxi”. 
This condition will remain unchanged should the proposal be agreed to, and the 
Committee may consider therefore that this discussion is not relevant to the taxi fares 
review. 

3. ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION 

3.1. The Committee requires to consider whether to approve the taxi trade proposals. The 
Committee will note from the analysis of the figures in Appendix A that the proposals 
involve increases to journey costs. In terms of the basic 2 mile analysis this results in 
an increase roughly in line with inflation in Central & South areas and a greater 
increase in the North area, and these figures do not include the f l  charge for 
carrying more than 4 passengers. It should be noted, though, that the fares would 
remain significantly below the national average. 

3.2. The Committee will also require to consider the merits of the amendments proposed 
by James and John Devlin, which are broadly similar. Both are suggesting a greater 
increase in taxi fares than that proposed by the JTOA. On the basic 2 mile 
comparison this would mean a rise of 1 1.1 % or 13.9% in the Central and South areas 
(based on John Devlin’s 40p and James Devlin’s 50p increase respectively). It should 
be noted again though, that this comparison does not take into account the proposed 
1.5 x meter charge for over 4 passengers or the 2 x meter charge for festive periods. 
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3.3. 

3.4. 

3.5. 

The Committee will note that the counter proposal is supported by six taxi operators. 
The Council has always taken at face value the JTOA’s assertion that they represent 
a significant proportion of the taxi trade in the three licensing areas, and the 
Committee may wish to take this into account. 

The Committee will be aware of the efforts made to harmonise taxi fares within the 
licensing areas. James and John Devlin’s representations appear to apply only to the 
South and Central areas, and the Committee may wish to take this into account in 
arriving at a decision. 

It is proposed that the new scales take effect from 1 December 2006. It is not open 
for the Committee to approve an alternative proposal at this stage. Were an 
alternative to be preferred, the status quo would remain as any alternative would 
require to be re-advertised. It should also be noted that, were the proposals 
approved, there would be nothing to prevent the taxi trade from coming forward with 
a further proposal in due course. 

4. CORPORATE CONSIDERATION 

4.1. The issues raised in this report do not significantly impact on the Council’s wider 
policies or positions. 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1. On balance the Committee is asked to agree to amend the taxi fare scales as 
detailed at Appendix A and that with effect from 1 December 2006. 

V b ,  Director of Administration 

Members seeking further information on the context of this report are asked to contact Alan Wright, 
Solicitor (Licensing) on extension 22 14. 
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Appendix A 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO TAXI FARES 

North Licensing Area (i.e. the former Cumbernauld and Kilsyth District Council area, together 

with that part of the former Strathkelvin District Council area that now forms part of North 

Lanarkshire) : - 

Existina FareKharae 

Each additional 270 yards (or part thereof) in excess of initial 

880 yards. 

Hires between 12 Midnight and 5 am. 

Engagement Charge. 

Proposed FareKharae 

request 

Each additional 234 yards (or part thereof) in excess of 880 
yards. 

Hires between 12 Midnight and 5 am. 

Engagement Charge. 

Proposed New Fare/Charae 

Where purpose built/adapted vehicl d to carry more 

than 4 passengers or to carry out a task unsuitable for a 

saloon type vehicle. (Except for disabled and wheelchair 

passengers). 

f0.20 

f0.80 
f0.50 

f0.20 

f 1 .oo 
- Nil 

f 1 .oo 

Central and South Licensing Areas (Former Monklands and Motherwell District Council areas 

respectively):- 

Existinq Fare/Charne 

Initial Hire Charge - For a distance not exceeding 880 yards. 

Hires between 12 Midnight and 5 am. 

Called but not used between 7 am and 12 Midnight. 

f 1.30 
f0.80 
f 1.30 



Proposed FareEharae 

Initial Hire Charge - For a distance not exceeding 880 yards. 

Hires between 12 Midnight and 5 am. 

Called but not used between 7 am and 12 Midnight. 

Proposed New Fare/Charae 

Where purpose built/adapted vehicle requested to carry more 

than 4 passengers or to carry out a task unsuitable for a 

saloon type vehicle. (Except for disabled and wheelchair 

passengers). 

f 1.50 
fl .oo 
f 1.50 

f 1.00 

Analvsis (over 2 miles) 

North Area: currently - f3.50 

Central & South Areas: currently - f3.60 

Proposed - f3.90 

Proposed - f3.80 

Increase of 11.4% 

Increase of 5.6% 
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Appendix B 

,,. . . . C., -. -.. 12 Community Avenue 
Bellshill 

03.10.06 . ... ".. - 1 
' , I  .- .___ 

Head Of Legal Services 
North Lanarkshire C o w 2  
Civi Centre 
MotherweJl 

ML11TW 

Re Taxi Fares Review 

Dear Sir 

I am writing in connection to the Taxi fares review published in the Bellshill Speaker 
newspaper of 07.09.06. 

My initi intention was to write to you on my own behalfbut upon hearing about the enclosed 
letter, 0 t h -  taxi drivers and owners wished to add thek support to it's content, therefor I 
would be grateful if you would consider the enclosed letter and signatures of support when 
finalising the taxi fares review. 

5t' 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Faithfblly 

James Devlin 

Licence # GO 149 
Badge# 1480 



12 Community Avenue 
Bellshill 
North Lanarkshire 

ML4 2DD 

26.09.06 

Head Of Legal Services 
North Lanarkshire Council 
Civi Centre 
Motherwell 

ML11TW 

Re Taxi Fares Review 

Dear Sir 

I am writing in connection to the Taxi fares review published in the Bellshill Speaker 
newspaper of 07.09.06 

As a Taxi operatoddriver I feel that the rise in fares of 20 pence is unreasonable and 
unrealistic considering the extra expense incurred by Taxi operators in providing new vehicles, 
and that a rise of 50 pence per hire would be more palatable for the present. 

Considering the rising insurance, road tax and maintenance costs being incurred by the taxi 
trade and a volatile fuel price coupled with the uncontrollable private hire trade I do not think 
this is an unreasonable request. I also feel the fact that the council are planning a 13% rise in 
taxi licence renewal fees should be taken into consideration when finalising the taxi fare. 

On the subject of a Wheelchair Accessible Vehicle Carryhg in excess of Four passengers, I 
would like to suggest that a charge of Meter plus a Half is a reasonable fare and not E1 extra 
as put forward by the T.O.A. This way the passenger is still able to save on halfthe fare by 
not having to use 2 taxis. My reasoning for this is as follows - 

The total cost of a WAV is typically 2.5 times more expensive than a saloon car. 
The fuel usage of the WAV is typically 1.5 times more expensive than a saloon car. 
The road fund duty on a WAV is almost 2 times more expensive than the Skoda Octavia. 

For the above reasons it is impossible for the WAV to compete on level terms with the saloon 
car taxi and that the fare of meter plus one half for carrying more than four passengers would 
help to even up these discrepancies. 



I .  

I note that in the review a passage is dedicated to the carriage of large and bulky objects in 
WAVs. First of all I would be obliged if you could provide me with examples of what exactly 
you mean by large or bulky objects and secondly I would like to point out that I operate a 
Taxi and not a cheap removal or delivery company and that at a time when the Government 
have commissioned television adverts about the dangers of unsecured loads in vehicles no one 
should be encouraged b carry these km in the rear of a vehicle wkich is specifically 
designedfor the carriage of passengers only. I do not know of any object that will fit into the 
luggage Fompartment of a WAV but will not fit into the boot of a car. 

I notice on the fares review that there is no mention of the fare for the Christmas and New 
Year periods, might I suggest that in order to bring the taxi trade into line with other 
businesses including your own employees, that double meter is not an unreasonable charge for 
those who give up their holidays in order to provide a much needed and under appreciated 
service. 

In closing I would like to point out that under your proposed fares increase it would take 
between 150 to 175 hires just to cover the cost of re-calibrating a taxi meter. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter and I look forward to hearing firther from you. 

Faithfully 

James Devlin 

Licence # GD- 149 
Badge # 1480 



J 
I ,  . .  

*yY. *^ 

I have read and agreed with the issues raised in the enclosed letter and wish to add my support 

to these requests 

Name 1 Badge # ~ Licence# 1 Date 1 Signature i 
-- ---& __ ~ ~ 



Appendix C 

287 Hattonrigg Road 
Bellshill 
ML4 1LY 

4th October 2006. 

Re: Proposed Increase in Taxi Fares. 

Dear Sir / Madam 

As an operator who has been involve in the taxi trade for some 
considerable time I would be grateful if you would consider the 
following comments when making any decision on the above. 

I would ask that consideration be given to the fact that the 
council has recently imposed expensive changes to the age and 
colour regulations which has seen increased expense to licence 
holders and I feel this should be reflected in any increase. 

It should also be remembered that licence holders have also had 
to contend with increases in fuel, insurance and radio rental 
costs since the last fares increase. 

As the proposed fares increase does not include any change in 
the distance charges I feel that a rise of 20p per fare can only be 
described as derisory, which in no way takes into account any of 
the above comments. In fact, the proposed increase would mean 
that a taxi would have to carry out 5 hires in order to earn an 
extra 51. 

I would suggest that the taxi trade which provides a 24 hour a 
day, 365 days a year, door to door service to the public has for 
too long been undervalued when compared to services such as 
rail and bus travel. I feel that the council should be reminded 
that licence holders are in fact running a business and are 



t 
c 

entitled to expect an adequate income in return for operating an 
efficient service and modern fleet which I feel should be 
reflected in any fares increase. 

In the case of WAV, or Purposed Built Vehicles I would suggest 
that the council considers allowing drivers to charge Meter x % 
when carrying more than 4 passengers to reflect the extra wear 
and tear and also the extra expense of running these vehicles 
compared to saloon cars. 

In closing I would suggest that a minimum increase of 40p to 
51.70 per fare start be considered a reasonable amount to reflect 
the above comments and as an increase that would not 
overburden the 

Yours truly 

John Devlin 
Taxi Operator. 

travelling public. 



Appendix D 

ORTH L~~NAAKSHIRE COUNCIL 
)IFSEC?I!I? Of AIJMINISlRATKN 

- I OCT 2006 
-EGAL SERVICES DNlSlON 

Dear Alan 

Joint Taxi Owners Assoc 
71 The Loaning 

Motherwell 
ML13NQ 

TelOl698 303514 
Mob 0790325 1964 

Date 07.10.06 

TAXI FARE REVIEW 

Thank you for your letter asking for our organisations comments in relation to 
opposition representation to our proposed fare review proposals. 

With regards to this matter, this was discussed at great length by our members in the 
South Area and our colleagues in the North and Central areas respectively. 
As explained in our previous letter the J.T.O.A. thought that it would be better if all 
areas were of the same charge in their flag fall, and any increase in fare kept to a 
minimum, to try and attract trade, and provide a cost effective means of transport for 
the Patrons of North Lanarkshire. 

With trade revenue being alarmingly low in all areas our proposals were based on 
trying to attract and increase the trade, and we felt that our main customer base, could 
not and would not sustain a substantial rise in our tariff, this would merely provoke 
them into finding other cheaper ways to travel. 

However we do acknowledge that this is a small initial increase but our hope is that 
the add-ons i.e. an extra 20p after midnight and the extra charge for specific W.A.V 
type hires would help subsidise this, and our service would still be affordable to our 
customers. 

As stated previously we are looking at ways to promote the Taxi trade in the area 
rather than simply up our price (small profit large turn over rather than large profit 
small turn over) as this would not be to beneficial to anyone, far less promote what 
trade there is in the area. 

We will also be in contact with the council asking for a meeting to discuss any 
strategic plans that they have to attract new businesses to the area that will increase 
trade in North Lanarkshire. 

In relation to Mr Devlin’s representation I can confirm that our organisation strongly 
opposes his proposals, as we feel that his presentations are somewhat impractical and 
unaffordable to our customer base. Over a number of years our organisation has built 
a mutual respect with the council, working towards providing a practical and 
affordable service that accommodates the needs of our users in the District, and an 
excellent relationship with our customer base within our respective areas. 

We feel that if Mr Devlin’s proposals were carried through then this could have a 
damaging effect on the Taxi Trade as a whole and would only encourage our 



customers to seek alternative methods of transport and open a window of opportunity 
for private hire firms or illegal private hire. 

(1) Central and South areas fare for a distance not exceeding 800 yards E l  .30 to 
i1.80 

We feel that as this would be an initial rise of over 30% and it would be unfair to ask 
and expect anyone to pay such an extreme rise since the last fare review, given that 
the rate of inflation is approx 3%. 

It is acknowledged that there are rising costs in relation to the transport industry as a 
whole. We feel that it is better to have a realistic, affordable charge to try and increase 
turnover and provide Best Value for our customers, rather than simply put up our 
prices to meet this expense, that would put the financial burden on our customers, 
who would then no doubt look at alternative transport methods. 

Mr Devlin also touches on the cost of new vehicles, it should be noted that a licensed 
Taxi does not have to be new, there is an age criteria for Taxis and as long as a 
vehicle falls within that criteria then it will be compliant for the licence. Therefore it 
is the individual operators choice if he wants to purchase a new vehicle. 

The subject of private hire is also broached, it was felt by our members that any 
excess rise would simply promote private hire, and illegal private hire within the 
district. 

On this subject we will be contacting the councils enforcement officers, as we do feel 
that private hire operators are constantly illegally plying for hire within the district, 
and seek advice and guidance on this issue. 

With wheelchair accessible vehicles being able to carry more than four people all of 
our members were in agreement that an additional charge should apply when booked 
to cany more than this amount. We decided to propose an additional E l  .OO for the gfh 
and 6th person as we felt this would give our operators extra income for a service that 
they were already operating for the standard meter price. Therefore this would go 
some way towards the increasing costs and the expenditure of a W.A.V vehicle and 
would still provide excellent value for money to the public. 

When researching this issue it was found that €1 .OO for this service was in line with 
other Districts providing this facility. 

(2) It is felt by our members that a sudden rise from single meter to meter and a half 
would be unjustified and again would only deter passengers from using our transport 
in this area, or encourage illegal private hire. 

It would be difficult and confusing to our users to enforce meter and a half in this 
instance anyway, as when would this charge stop if the extra passengers got off 
sooner than the first four passengers or vice versa 

Mr Devlin also states that it is impossible for W.A.V. operators to compete on level 
terms with saloon type vehicles. Whilst this may be the case it should be remembered 



that W.A.V. operators (myself included) were granted their licence on condition that 
they provided this type of vehicle, therefore they had the choice to accept the terms of 
the license. 

We feel that it should be remembered that initially the council were proposing that all 
taxis would be W.A.V compliant. And that if it were not for lengthy discussions by 
ourselves and the council and existing operators being in agreement, then there would 
not have been any W.A.V licences issued or the transfer of plates allowed, and there 
would be no need to debate this singular issue. 

There is also comparison to the running costs between the W.A.V and the saloon type 
vehicle and these calculations do not relate to most W.A.V type as these are mostly 
Euro Cab type approx f. 23,000 Saloon E l  1,000 - / 4 J  

Fuel cost 1 3 . 5 ~  per mile approx Saloon 1 lp  per mile approx 

Road Tax E200.00 Saloon €1 10.00 dependant on emissions 

As explained London type Taxis are more expensive to run, but with this again the 
operator has a choice on whether he wants to use this type of vehicle as compared 
with the cheaper Euro Cab. I would suggest that these calculations are lower than the 
figures claimed by Mr Devlin and that W.A.V. owners do have options that suit their 
individual circumstances. 

When discussing the age criteria with the council these costs comparisons were 
explained, so to assist with this burden it was decided to give W.A.V type vehicles a 
greater age limit (Euro Cab max entry 513 - 1 Oyrs possible ID[ max entry 1 Oyrs- 
13yrs) to help compensate the difference between W.A.V. and saloon vehicle 

With regards to €1 .OO charge for the carriage of large or bulky objects that would not 
be suitable for transport in saloon type vehicles. It was felt by ourselves that this could 
be another useful add on in terms of assisting W.A.V. operators with their heavy 
financial obligations. This is not to be confbsed as a delivery service as Mr Devlin 
seems to imply, it is simply a means of offering someone a taxi facility home, from 
for example, a retail outlet if they have purchased a product that is too large to fit into 
a standard saloon type Taxi, e.g. television or flat pack furniture. These are items that 
would fit in a W.A.V. but not in a saloon vehicle, in other words you are providing a 
Taxi service that the saloon type cant, thus maximising the operating potential of your 
vehicle and providing a service to the public, another benefit of having a mixed fleet. 

Mr Devlin then states that the compartments in these vehicles are designed for 
passengers only, it is my experience that these vehicles are multi purpose vehicles and 
as such, seats can be moved and straps are supplied to locate wheelchairs, and any 
other insecure objects. There are no signs or warnings provided by the manufacturers 
that state passengers only have to be carried without their belongings, or luggage only 
compartments, that would justi& Mr Devlin’s claim. 

He then goes on to mention insecure loads, I am quite sure that all operator/drivers are 
familiar in securing an object or distributing a load evenly, so that the safety and the 
comfort of their passengers are not compromised. 



As stated previm!$%l& iso.propo!W to assist W.A.V operators earn more money for 
a service that we already provide, if we withdrew this and did not assist our customers 
with this facility, then the trade revenue would be even worse as people would then in 
turn prefer to shop or even socialise in another district. 

(3) With regards to the fare at Christmas and New Year, whilst we would all like to 
be working for double time, we feel that it is important to attract customers than put 
them off with over inflated prices so felt that should be left as is. 

Mr Devlin states that other businesses charge double time, they may pay their 
personnel more at that time of year, but I am unaware that their prices go up to double 
I am quite sure that other forms of transport do not charge as much as double i.e. bus 
groups etc, this would again lead to our customers seeking other means of transport. 
That would leave a gap for private hire to exploit. 

It is also stated that it would take 150-175 hires to cover the cost of the re-calibration 
of the meters. 

This procedure costs roughly between E20.00-C35.00, therefore if a taxi does 15 hires 
a day 7 days a week excluding back shift and other add-ons it will have still made an 
extra $21 .OO enough to pay for this within the first two weeks. Taken over the period 
of a year this calculation would give an operator an increase of €1 000.00 per year. 

With regards to the representation of the other Mr Devlin our concerns would be the 
same, as we feel his proposals are the same as the first Mr Devlin’s apart from lop. 
All we would like to state in regards to his letter is that we are all aware that we are 
running a business, but you wont have a business if you are too expensive and you do 
not cater for your potential customers. 

In conclusion I would like it noted that Mr Devlin is not part of our organisation, and 
has never approached our organisation with regards to any of his proposals. You will 
appreciate that a great deal of research and strategic planning has been put into these 
issues by ourselves before we have put them to the council, therefore we find it 
fiustrating when objections are being raised, especially when we feel that they could 
seriously compromise our relationship with the council and the patrons of North 
Lanarkshire 

You will appreciate that given the short timescale in replying to your letter I could not 
elaborate on all the facts of these matters, if there is anything that you would like me 
to clarifl or explain please do not hesitate to call me at any of the above numbers 

Once again I thank you for bringing this matter to our attention and may I re-assure 
you and the committee that the J.T.0.A are committed to working with the council in 
providing a modern, cost-efficient and practical transport service to the patrons of 
North Lanarkshire 

Kind Regards 
Jim Bennett (Secretary) J.T.O.A. 
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Appendix E 

12 Community Avenue 
Bellshill 
North Lanarkshire 

ML4 2DD 

11.10.06 

Mr WriGht 
North Lanarkshire Council 
Civi Centre 
Motheweil 

ML11TW 

Re Taxi Fares Review 

Dear Sir 

I am writing to thank you for your response to my letter on the above subject and the efforts 
to which you have gone in order to explain the position of the Joint T.O.A. relating to these 
matters. There are however, a few points which I would like to raise concerning your 
responsq, those are as follows. 

My original letter was addressed to the head of legal services as a representation of my views 
on the published taxi fare review and I would have expected that these points would have been 
raised to t k q p e & ~ m m m & t e e - h &  apirearstW they h e  edy t s b e  pet-fethe 
JTOA. I feel I must ask - Who fiom the JTOA responded to my points and what is there total 
percentage membership in relation to the number of taxis operating in North Lanarkshire ? 

In the syction of your letter dealing with the fares increase I note that the JTOA mention the 
rate of h&timbw+ emit to= mention the 13% proposed increase In taxi licensing fees. They 
also repeatedly assert their fear that customers may seek alternative modes of transport to 
which I reply that customers of any business always have had fieedom of choice and that 
quality ofservice iskeyto custmxx . numbers not just price. I feel I must point out that as I 
am only able to trade in the South Area of North E d e  - this is the area I am concerned 
with. 

In the section of your letter dealing with the proposed charge of 1 . 5 ~  meter for the carriage of 
more t b  h prtssengtm -Ne&& I n w  my of the other taxi trstde workers whe- signed the 
original proposal believe that this charge would deter passengers fiom using such vehicles and 
I refer again to the customers iieedom of choice. It is stated that the E1 extra fee is charged in 
other areas - I am not permitted ta work in other areas thus their charges do not affect me but 



if we are to base our charges on on neighbouring areas, I for one would be quite happy if we 
could q t c h  the South Lanarkshire tariff, 

On the subject of determining when the charge should stop - I propose that the fare would 
apply for the whole of the hire. the passenger has the choice of paying the extra half charge or 
paying for 2 taxis - Does a saloon type taxi reduce the fare as each passenger leaves ? On the 
vast majQrity of 4 plus hires, all passengers alight at the same destination. 

With regards to the cost of running a WAV - Do the JTOA imply that we should all purchase 
second hand cars which are past their best and subsequently requiring of a higher level of 
maintenapce. 
The age limit k *WAV tSfte-ccmpem&h w h e - k  is &ea- te the m& eest 
difference of a WAV of any make compared with the cost of the Skoda Octavia which is the 
popular choice of saloon car in this area. 

With re~ards to the JTOA disputing my stated difference in fUel costs, I suggest that they 
a r r a n g e a t e s t ~ ~ ~ ~ I I - d i t i o l r s s c r t f r a t m y a s s e r t r m r ~ ~ b t : ~ v e d ;  Alsoor~thispo&,€ 
note that they omit to mention the difference in the cost of road fund duty for these two 
vehicles. 

In relation to this subject I would like to draw your attention to paragraph six of the enclosed 
letter from the TOA to its members, the final sentence of which is “ It is hoped that this 
SMALL increase for specific tasks will help compensate our WAV owners with the HEAVY 
F€NAN€:TAL O33MGATW W OPERATING THESE SPE€:IAESEB WEH€LES’. 
If this statement is to be taken as read then how can I compete on level terms with a saloon 
type vehicle and how do the JTOA j u s t e  the answers given to you as per the costs incurred 
by the operator of a WAV. 

In the section of your letter dealing with the suggested 2x meter charge for the Christmas and 
New Year priods again 1 return to the customer’s fieedom of choice which exists at ali times 
of the year a d  d%rstr&sthat q&ty o€ sewice is what RW&UIS customer loyalty, not just 
price. Do you know of any other industry which pays it’s employees as little 8s time and a half 
for working during these periods ? 

. .  

With regards to the section of your letter dealing with the carriage of large objects - Once 
again I ask you - Can you please supply me with an example of what type of object you are 
referring to as the current description is vague to say the least. 

If the passenger or driver are injured whilst loading or unloading the object will North 
Lanarkshire Council accept liability for these injuries? 

If the object is damaged during transit or subsequently found to be damaged, with whom does 
the liability €m=t-€& tkmage fall ? - 

I own a WAV and to my knowledge, the only securing straps fitted are for securing 
wheelchairs I have no knowledge of straps fitted to my vehicle for securing objects. 

Is there a weight limit to such objects? 
Is there- ct-sizelimit to these objects? 



In which circumstances can a driver refke to transport such objects? 

Again I draw your attentkm to paragraph Six of the enclosed letter which states that a person 
can save on the cost of a delivery company by paying E1 extra to transport an 
“EXCESSIVELY LARGE OBJECT” in a taxi. 

I would have thought the legal department would have thrown out this ambiguous term before 
it ever reached publication in the Fares review. 

Please qote -The luggage compartment of a Euro type taxi is situated behind the rear 
passengqr seats. 

Sir - I addressed my letter to you and I received a reply only stating the JTOA view. I already 
knew the dTOA views on my proposals and if they were discussed with a third party then it is 
only fair and democratic that I should have been invited to those discussions if only to clariijr 
the points raised. Had I wished to write to the JTOA (who would not entertain my input as I 
am not 9 member) I would have done so. I hope that this time, the points raised in BOTH 
my letteds will reach the General Purposes Committee as originally intended. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter and I look forward to these points being put to the 
relevant committee. 

Faitfilly 

James Devlin 

Licence # 149 
Badge# 1480 



7 I 'The Loaning 
Motherwell 
M1,13NQ 

Tel. 0 1698?035 14 
Mob 0790325 1% 

Date 12.07.06 

Wifh rcfr.rr.r,ct. t o  our previous klephonc conversations relating to the taxi fare 
mv~ew, f c m  L.rintirm that representatives of the Joint 'faxi Owners Asscwiation from 
all mxts of Ytwth I&shirc have met to discuss this issue. After discussions it %as 
13wd that the following q u e s t s  he forwarded t o  the ooiincil for their approval. 

1 f South and C'cniral area tliig fall to rise to f 1 .SO for lint KXO arch, this N i f 1 bt: 
the. .wme flag fall that the North Art- is cumntly operating. 

3 %nh .Area running mitc to rise to hr. the WYIC 

which is currently if ..W per mile. I t  should ht. noted that in the h n h  Arca thc 
metcr rises in tinits of 2Op uhilst in the South rind ('cniral areas ~t changes in 

units of lop. All areas are happy with ihiq :is i t  stands and their customer bast. 
art* wci!stomed to this r:alculatic,n, thrrtfiwe we ask !hat this be retaincd, I'liis 
would mean the tariff card for the North Area would still reacf a 2Op per 234 
yards ( o r  part thereof) and S a d  and Central meas as at prewnt lop per1 17 
>ards ( o r  part thcrcufl and wwld noi require changing. 

S t ~ t t h  and C'ciitr,d arc;is. 

3) After midnight charge to be raised from 8Op to f 1 .(HI in all areas 

4 )  l f a  purpt%se built or an adapted t>pc \chick (Metro ('ab. If7 ctc) ts rquostcd 
to curry mort: than 4 pwsengcrs then m cxtra f l  .OO bc. charged. O r  if the 
vehidc is specifically b t w k d  to cam, out a task hat a saloon typc vchicle is 
not suitable fbr then an extra E l  .OO be chitrgd. 1'leac;e note that disabled and 
wheelchair passengers will bc excmpt from this charge. 

With regards to the extra charge for the WAV type vehicle we ft-el, that this will also 
br: of an advantage to our customers as the 5th 'and 6th passenger can travel the wholc 
.journey f h r  only f 1 .OO cxtnt, saving them the expcnse ol'two full taxi fitrcs, 3s will the 

riabadhanhviw thtrupwie uf 
small increwc for cpecific tasks will help compnsate our WAV owners with the 
!wavy financial obligaticm ol'cpcratin 

person who specifically ortiers this vehicle s!gvcly i g ~ ~ ~ w l ~  .* 

k is hopcd that this 

rpciaiiscd 1.c hicks. ~ .. , 

When our committee mct to Jiscirss this pay review it W;LF felt that it would he in the 
bcst intercst for al l  areas I(, kccp any rises o r  changes in thc frtre structim us minimal 
as pcmsihle. 



Appendix F 

Wright Alan 

From: Devlinjoh@aol.com 

Sent: 11 October 2006 00:32 
To: {wrightal@northlan.gov.uk 

Subject: Taxi Fares Review 

I refer to your letter dated 9 October concerning the above. 
I am afraid I am concerned and somewhat bemused by its content. 

I was under the impression that I had been invited to submit my views to the Director of 
Administration of North Lanarkshire Council yet I find that my comments have been 
discussed with 'The Joint Taxi Owners Association'' and that they have been asked to 
answer my concerns, which I find extremely disconcerting, to say the least. 

Is it now the case that the JTOA are responsible for determining council policy on matters 
relating to the taxi trade? I hope this is not so as from my experience this organisation is 
totally undemocratic and autocratic and with a small paid up membership 
not representative of the majority of licence holders. 

I would also question your apparent willingness to accept everything put to you by the 
JTOA as as far as I am aware they have not consulted any of their membership on my 
proposals or any others you may have related to them recently. 

I would therefore ask that you explain what form your contact with the JTOA on this 
matter has taken as it seems to me that this process has been conducted 
rather hurriedly and furtively. I would also question the fact that for the first time I can 
remember operators were not contacted individually to be given the opportunity to give 
their opinions on the proposed fare increase. 

I would therefore request that my original correspondence be put to the members of the 
General Purposes Committee in its entireity as I believe that it is their responsibility to 
examine any points raised by myself or any oher intersted party and to make their 
decision based on all information at hand. 

This would also satisfy any concern that my views have been dismissed on the say so of 
the JTOA instead of being considered on their merits by the relevant authorities. 

Yours truly 

John Devlin 
287 Hattonrigg Road 
Bellshill 
ML4 1LY 

Wednesday 11 th October 2006. 

11/10/2006 

mailto:Devlinjoh@aol.com

