Brighton and Hove Hackney Carriage and Private Hire 

Forum Minutes

The Council Chamber, Hove Town Hall, Hove, Wednesday 21st December 2016
Meeting Commenced 15.00pm
Attendees:

(MS) Martin Seymour

(BHCC)

(AT) Adam Turner

(BHCC – Minutes)

(JP) Jo Player


(BHCC - Chair)

(Cllr JO) Cllr Jackie O’Quinn
(BHCC)    
(Cllr LW) Cllr Lee Wares 
(BHCC)
(Cllr LD) Cllr Lizzie Dene
(BHCC)
(SC) Simon Court

(BHCC)
(GA) George Ayad

(BSTF)
(MA) Mohammed Albayyouk
(ATA)

(BC) Barry Cooper

(GMB)

(AP) Andrew Peters

(GMB)

(SR) Sean Ridley

(UNITE)

(JO) John Oram


(UNITE)

(AB) Andy Beale


(B & H Radio Cabs)

(TB) Tony Breslin

(B & H Radio Cabs)

(DS) Dave Smith

(Streamline)

(JS) John Streeter

(Streamline)
(MA) Mohammed Ahmed
(UTDA)

(MS) Mohammed Salim
(UTDA)

(AC) Andy Cheesman

(City Cabs)

(FJ) Fred Jones                       (Uber)
	Item
	Minute

	1.

	Apologies
Ibrahim Saidaroos (Independent)
Mark Durell (Brighton and Hove PHA)

Jim Whitelegg (BHCC)

Cab Express



	2.
	Committee Meeting Updates
MS Committee agrees to no changes in fees for this coming April 2017.
JS asks when the Committee minutes will become public.
JP replied once Committee has confirmed the changes, after the 2nd  March 2017.


	3. 

	Blue Book Amendments
MS handed out updated proposed amendments to the Blue Book around to Forum members
AC asked if there will be time given to object before the amendments are made.

JP replied by saying that she will get back to trade members electronically about dates of deadlines to give their opinions / objections.  The chair meeting takes place on 25th January.

AP asked why PH meters would no longer be sealed by Hackney Carriage Officers and asks what actual change has been made. 

MS replied that the Council does not set PH fares so should not seal meter.

JS wants wording of section 161.2 to mention ‘all disabilities’ to reflect on the extensive areas that the Catsream course covers. 



	4. 

	Livery (Streamline)
JS illustrated the purpose of this agenda item by saying that other companies / taxis have their own livery (primarily private hire taxis) and the blue book disallows Streamline (and other Hackney Carriage vehicles / operators)  and asks BHCC to reconsider this. 

JS passes rounds print offs of proposed livery that Streamline would like to have on Hackney Vehicles. 

JO mentioned that if the company name can be used in livery but was only restricted to the rear wing of vehicle, it loses advertising opportunity of local businesses if the new company livery is not allowed on front doors.


	5.
	On-going safety concerns raised by trade

AP concerned about the current activity of outside vehicles present in Brighton and Hove, predominantly Uber drivers from other districts parking in BHCC Hackney ranks and their behaviour towards licensed drivers when questioned to why they are parked in those ranks. 

SC urges trade to report of such incidents to the Hackney Carriage Office with as much detail as possible of the Vehicle, driver etc. Tells forum that BHCC enforcement are limited to what they can do with current resources but that Sussex Police have also been made aware of potential offences.
SC went on to say that information of vehicles / drivers committing incidents that AP mentioned can be used to persecute but asks trade members not to confront supposed perpetrators because it will add fuel to the fire and could lead to difficult situations.

AP asks FJ to tell current Uber drivers not to park in BHCC ranks. 

FJ acknowledges this as a problem and confirms that all drivers have been sent a reminder about not waiting on ranks. BHCC can request information from Uber if necessarily when investigating offences. 

JS told Forum about incident where an Uber driver from another authority reacted physically to a BHCC licensed driver who tried to take photographs with his mobile phone of san Uber driver parked in a Hackney rank. JS asked FJ why Uber uses mixed fleet consisting of TFL drivers.

FJ responded by saying that Uber operations is adhering to legislation and are in their rights to do so. 

JS Said that he himself does not understand how FJ and Uber do not understand basic taxi licensing legislation when it comes to public safety. 
AP questioned Uber’s discreet markings on vehicles to illustrate that they are a taxi. 
FJ explains that the app for Uber is enough for the customer to know that it is a taxi and goes on to mention that he is happy to support JW efforts to contact TFL to arrange future meetings as a collaboration of help. 

JO asked if Uber are aware of the presence of outside vehicles in the Brighton / Hove vicinity at any given time.

FJ responded that the operations team at Uber would have such details.
AC asks FJ if he recalls the promise that Uber made when applying for their operator’s licence with BHCC that they would only use BHCC licensed drivers and Vehicles and adhere to the same standards that exist with BHCC licensed drivers vehicles and have the same equalities training.

FJ explains that Uber only dispatch BHCC vehicles under their BHCC operator licence conditions. 
FJ thinks that CCTV does not necessarily make vehicles safer and thinks it is an intrusion of privacy on the general public. FJ explained that the Uber app is the safety measure necessary to safe guard the public interest due to the detail of information of the driver and GP capabilities. 

AC goes on to ask about the possibility of ‘rogue drivers’ 

FJ explained that GPS tracking is still operative if the driver’s phone is off. 

TB asks if Uber could do school run or social service contract work if he thinks that the app covers the safe guard issue. 

SC responded by saying if Uber meet the same tender as BHCC then yes, but is currently unaware if Uber does meet this tender. 
SR illustrated the concerns that UNITE have about the blurring of taxi vehicle identity (vehicles without livery) in regards to public safety. 

MS asked FJ if TFL licensed drivers linger after a job is done in Brighton / Hove area or do they go back to their local authority after job is complete. 

FJ responded by saying it is a bit of both, especially at the moment with the Southern rail crisis with strikes, etc. 

MS agreed with SR comments about livery and talked about the risks posed by outside drivers not having local knowledge of roads in Brighton and Hove. 

FJ talked about how the livery matter is a complex situation because of the risk it poses on Uber drivers from other licensed drivers no matter what city Uber operates in. 

FJ goes on to explain how the Uber app distinguishes the identification of the vehicle and the driver of that said vehicle in regards to the protection of public safety. 

FJ mentions about recent incidents that have occurred involving Uber vehicles being vandalised in Brighton and Hove area and this is concerning in regards to the safety of Uber’s drivers. 

JS questioned about Uber’s disabled access and their capabilities to carry disabled passengers.

FJ responded that they cannot currently in Brighton’s operations but have succeeded in doing so in London and other cities where Uber has their operations. 

JS asked SC if Uber’s operator’s licence was renewed or activated. 

SC responded by saying it was activated  

AC Apologised on behalf of the trade in regards to the recent vandalism caused on Uber vehicles whilst present in Brighton and Hove.

Goes on to ask Cllr JQ and Cllr LW about the CCTV matter and to why the expense and necessity of it was needed if Uber are not adhering to it.

Cllr JO explains that BHCC has urged CCTV because it is necessary for public safety and since being implemented, it has been noting but beneficial.
Cllr LW said he is glad that CCTV exists in BHCC licensed vehicles and wants TFL to have representation in future taxi forum meetings for discussion.
Cllr LW goes on to mention that he personally does not like the idea of outside vehicles operating in Brighton and Hove because they compromise public safety if they do not meet the safety standard that already exist with our local authority.

Cllr LW said he has sympathy in regards to the livery issue and wants livery exemption to be made if valid exceptional conditions are in place for that vehicle to be exempt from it.

Cllr LW wants Uber to collaborate with taxi trade and to adhere to the high standards of the blue book. 

Cllr LD mentioned that she was present at the intial introduction of CCTV and favors it still. She wants to see all drivers to meet the standards of the blue book and asks FJ how operations work for the public only to use BHCC licensed drivers when getting a taxi through the Uber app and asked this due Uber’s licence being granted under the authority that Uber would only use BHCC vehicles and drivers.
JP asks Forum members of their last thoughts before the meeting was adjourned.

AC Gave thanks to the Councillors and to FJ for they attendance. 

SR reiterated the livery issue and wants BHCC to be mindful of this when it comes to enforcement. 
BC Strongly believes in CCTV being compulsory to deter criminal activity 

AP asks if FJ does not believe in CCTV and if so, why.

FJ responded by saying that the case of CCTV is not clear cut, the costs involved for CCTV are too high and the app is safe guard enough for public safety. 

JO mentioned that he has been in the taxi trade for 47 years and has extensive knowledge of the taxi trade and thinks that the introduction of Uber has lowered the standards of the trade and is disgusted by this fact. JO gave thanks to Councillors for their attendance.

TB Expressed his concerns about non livery vehicles and urges BHCC to take matter seriously. 

JS asked FJ if Uber is an app or a private hire company.

FJ responded by saying that Uber is a technology company. 


	6.
	Date of next meeting
Thursday 16th February 2017, 10am, Room G91, Hove Town Hall Reception Entrance NOT Customer Service Centre reception 



	
	


