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SINCE THE arrival of Garrett

Emmerson at LTPH the

relationship between TFL and the

licensed taxi trade has been

rapidly disintegrating. The

introduction of the Surface

Integration Programme was so

badly handled that Mr Emmerson

was forced to apologise to trade

Orgs at a meeting held in Palestra

at the way it was introduced

without any meaningful

consultation.

Next there was the debacle over

the rank at the Shard where both

Leon Daniels and Garrett Emerson

actually ignored the democrat

process of the Joint Ranks

Committee and sited the taxi rank

some 150 yards from the door. We

all know the outcome; we were

forced to demonstrate on the streets

of London to get the rank positioned

in the correct place.

However, none of this compares

with the debacle over Uber being

licensed. As recently as June 11th

we received a letter from the Mayor

informing us that “Uber needed to

do more to demonstrate that it is

compliant with the law”. 

The fact that they have been

allowed to operate for some 18

months already is quite frankly

astonishing, not to mention their

complete abdication of responsibility

over the meter issue.

We in the trade are only too well

aware that if there is a problem with

a driver’s health, conduct, or their

vehicle condition, TfL are only too

quick to suspend their licence. The

24 carat question is why have TfL

bent over backwards to enable Uber

to carry on operating when so many

questions still need answering?

The introduction of Leon Daniel’s

Surface Integration Programme has

proven to be the disaster we all

thought it would be. The combined

licence fees of taxi and private hire

are £18m a year - for this, what are

we receiving? The LCDC feel the

only solution to the mess we find

ourselves in at the moment is to have

our own Directorate accountable to

both trades, and which is willing to

regulate our industry in accordance

with the law -unlike the present

regime who seem to make their

policy up on the hoof, regardless of

whether it is legal or not.  

Editorial:
TfL integrity called 
into question
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UBER STATEMENT FROM TfL

Members of the board will be

concerned to know what was

behind the taxi dispute in London

on 11th June. On that day at 14:00

there was a protest which

involved some 5,000 cabs and

which was contained within

Whitehall for about an hour. The

MPS issued certain directions to

allow peaceful protest whilst

minimising the effect on

emergency services and other

essential activity.

Central to the dispute is the

licensed private hire operator ‘Uber’

which was granted a licence in May

2012. It operates in 69 other cities.

This operator does not own its own

vehicles but ‘signs up’ licensed PH

drivers and vehicles. Customers

download an App to their

smartphone or computer and book a

PH vehicle using it. The work is

accepted by the operator,

dispatched to a driver and the

customer gets the name,

photograph and registration number

of vehicle and the journey is tracked

using GPS. At the end of the journey

data is transmitted to remotely

located servers and the fare

calculated and then communicated

to the driver’s smart phone. Usually

customers have set up a credit card

account to facilitate payment.

It has been alleged by the PHV

trade and the licensed cab trade: 

That the entity that is accepting

Uber bookings, and making

provision for those bookings to be

invited or accepted, is not a licensed

PHV operator. There are references

to Uber BV, a related but distinct

company based in the Netherlands

in certain Uber documentation and

that Uber PHVs are equipped with

taximeters – a device prohibited in

PHVs.

In relation to the way Uber

operates in London, TfL is satisfied

that based upon our understanding

of the relationship between the

passenger and Uber London, and

between Uber London and Uber BV,

registered in Holland, that it is

operating lawfully under the terms of

the 1998 PHV(L) Act.

As the licensing authority TfL is

bound to consider the initial licence

application and has a duty to grant it

unless we are not satisfied that the

applicant is a fit and proper person

to hold an operator’s licence, or that

the applicant has failed to meet any

further requirements that have been

prescribed (such as those relating to

operating centres).  The company

has taken steps and indeed made

changes to its documentation to

make it entirely clear as to who is

accepting bookings.

Taking into account this, and

having regard to case law relating to

provisions outside London which are

similar to s.2 of the PHV(L) Act

1998, TfL’s position, supported by

legal advice, is that there are no

grounds to take action against Uber

London Ltd, Uber BV or Uber drivers

under s.2 of the 1998 Act. 

In respect of the taximeter issue,

s.11 of the 1998 Act prohibits PHVs

from being equipped with a

taximeter. The latter is defined as a

device for calculating the fare by

means of time or distance (or both).

However, it is not unlawful for a

private hire operator to charge its

customers on the basis of time

taken and distance travelled in

respect of journeys.

Uber drivers are issued with a

smartphone. At the end of a journey

the smart phone sends details of the

journey to a remotely  based server

and then receives by return the fare

to be charged. 

TfL’s view is that smart phones that

transmit location information (based

on GPS data) between vehicles and

operators, have no operational or

physical connection with the

vehicles, and receive information

about fares which are calculated

remotely from the vehicle, are not

taximeters within the meaning of the

legislation. 

Nevertheless, given that the

legislation predates the advent of

smartphones, TfL accepts that this

judgment is finely balanced. It is for

that reason that TfL wrote to all

interested parties and advised them

of our intention to seek a definitive,

and binding, declaration from the

High court. 

However, the LDTA has issued

summonses in the Westminster

Magistrates’ Court against a number

of Uber drivers under s.11 of the

1998 Act. This now prevents TfL

proceeding as we had intended as

the High Court will not consider the

issue whilst there are ongoing

criminal proceedings on the same

issues of law. 

TfL is therefore now unable to seek

early clarification from the High

Court. In due course the LTDA

summonses will be heard in the

Magistrates’ court. The Magistrates’

decision is not binding, will almost

certainly be appealed (by someone),

which inevitably means the matter

will end up, rather later than sooner,

in the High Court.

I regret therefore that the essential,

and binding, clarity about how the

law should be applied in these

circumstances will not be delivered

for some considerable time.

Lastly although the most recent

compliance check at the premises of

Uber London Ltd involving several

thousand records was entirely

satisfactory, an earlier check did

reveal a case where it appears a

driver was not covered by

insurance. Proceedings against

Uber and the driver in respect of this

are underway and this is consistent

with the actions taken by TfL when it

finds issues such as this. This is

now a matter for the court.

-Leon Daniels

This statement
was issued by
Leon Daniels to
all members of 
the Service
Transport Board 
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Apps, anger and abdication: a legal per

John Halford, a judicial review
and licensing law specialist at
Bindmans LLP, considers TfL’s
response to Uber and taxi
drivers’ options for enforcing
the law.

“The UK’s taxi licensing system
has remained essentially
unchanged for decades, but it has
suddenly been confronted with two
demands for change. 
The first, which is, extreme and

immediate, arises from the ever-
increasing use of the private hire
vehicle summoning app, Uber, and
TfL’s remarkably ineffectual response
to it. The second is the product of
three years of research and
consultation by the Law Commission,
the special body maintained at
taxpayers’ expense to recommend
law reform in the public interest. Its

291-page report was published a few
weeks ago to little fanfare. 
By contrast, TfL’s reaction to Uber

has prompted headlines, private
anger and, on 11 June, widespread
public protest by London’s taxi
drivers. 
Despite these differences, the two

developments are connected. The
Law Commission was ultimately
persuaded that the existing hackney
and private hire structure ‘promotes
consumer choice and the provision of
a wide range of services’. Uber’s
spokespeople also claim it promotes
choice. 
This is far-fetched given it is intended

and advertised as a substitute for
hailing hackney cabs and so is a real
threat their existence.  Critically, Uber
believes this can be done lawfully
without any consultation, proposals
for, or actual change in, the law.  

Enter the regulator

In these circumstances, taxi users
and drivers might well expect TfL, as
overseer and enforcer of the existing
law, to have a clear position and
show leadership. But its response to
Uber has been extraordinary. TfL
took months to express a
‘preliminary view’ that Uber was
operating lawfully. 
It then announced on 29 May that a

definitive ruling would need be sought
from the High Court, something Leon
Daniels, surface transport head,
described as ‘the sensible approach’.
Daniels added that he hoped ‘that
London's taxi drivers and private hire
drivers and operators will work with us
to bring clarity on this issue’. But the ink
on that press release was barely dry
when, on 3 July, a note was sent to
TfL’s board advising that the LDTA had

issued summonses in Westminster
Magistrates’ Court against a number of
Uber drivers under the 1998 Private
Hire Vehicles (London) Act alleging the
offence of using a taximeter. It
continues: 
‘This now prevents TfL proceeding as

we had intended as the High Court will
not consider the issue whilst there are
ongoing criminal proceedings on the
same issues of law.
TfL is therefore now unable to seek

early clarification from the High Court.
In due course the LTDA summonses
will be heard in the Magistrates’ court.
The Magistrates’ decision is not
binding, will almost certainly be
appealed (by someone), which
inevitably means the matter will end up,
rather later than sooner, in the High
Court.
I regret therefore that the essential,

and binding, clarity about how the law

www.lcdcorg.wordpress.com

John Halford,

judicial review

and licensing

law specialist,

gives his opinion

on the current

stand-off

between the taxi

trade and TfL
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erspective on TfL’s submission to UBER
should be applied in these
circumstances will not be delivered for
some considerable time.’ 
These carefully crafted statements

demand equally careful scrutiny. 
First, it is apparent that TfL is no

particular hurry. Presumably it reached
a view of some kind when Uber first
began operating. Either the law was
clear to TfL then or it was not. If a
definitive ruling was needed, why was
one not sought months ago?  And why,
when it decided to pursue a declaration
back in May, did TfL not press on and
do that? The note offers no answers. 
Secondly, the procedure TfL

eventually chose to seek clarity was an
obscure one. Unlike judicial review
which is the normal means to clarify the
law, especially on regulatory issues, the
declaratory judgment procedure has no
special machinery to ensure urgent
cases are identified and expedited. TfL
could have applied for an urgent judicial
review of its own preliminary view,
ensuring court involvement as quickly
as possible. It chose not to. 
Thirdly, the declaratory judgment

procedure lacks another important
feature of judicial review - the basic rule
that others ‘directly affected’ by a case
have a right to participate and have
their views heard by the Court even
though they are neither claimants or
defendants. Sometimes the arguments
of such ‘interested parties’ will be
decisive. It is odd that TfL should be
calling on taxi drivers to ‘work with it’ to
clarify the law, yet chose a legal
procedure that did not guarantee them
a voice.
However questionable the decision to

seek a declaratory judgement was, it at
least involved action. TfL has now
decided not to act at all, preferring to sit
on the uncomfortable wooden benches
of Westminster Magistrates Court’s
public gallery watching the LTDA
pursue a handful of Uber drivers, then
wait for those cases to reach the High
Court because ‘someone’ appeals the
outcome. On the important question of
what role TfL will take at that point, if
any, the note to the Board is once again
silent. 

The regulator
abdicates
TfL’s actions are nothing short of
regulatory abdication and the
explanation it has offered to its
board simply doesn’t stand up.  In
1999, through the Greater London
Authority Act, Parliament made TfL
the regulator for London’s taxi trade.
It remains London’s licensing

authority. The decision of the LTDA (or

anyone else) to bring private
prosecutions relying on licensing law
does not change that, any more than a
private prosecution of an alleged
criminal would change the
responsibilities of the police. And when
a private prosecution is underway,
there is no prohibition on the High
Court considering the same or similar

issues. It is not uncommon for test
cases to begin in parallel in different
courts and end up in the High Court
listed together, or for Magistrates to
adjourn to await the High Court’s view
on a difficult issue of law before
applying it to cases before them. The
note to the TfL Board claims  an appeal
to the High Court is ‘inevitable’. That is
also wrong. An appeal depends on the
prosecution, here the LTDA, or the
defence both having the resources and
will to take the matter further and the
Magistrates Court ‘stating’ the case as
appropriate for an appeal. None of this
can be guaranteed. 
What is certain is delay. The

Magistrates’ Court trial is probably three
to six months off. If the case is stated
and reaches the High Court, that could
easily take another six months to a
year. TfL’s decision to take no action
itself could, if unchallenged, allow Uber
two to three years to consolidate its
position in the London market by
default. 

What can be done? 

Taxi drivers and their
representatives would have plenty
to say about Uber’s operation, given
the chance. The LTDA arguments,
and the basis of the Magistrates’
Court prosecutions, are that the

Uber app operates as a taximeter,
allowing the driver to calculate a fare
by reference to distance travelled
and time taken. 
Taximeters are not lawful in private

hire vehicles, of course. Uber argues
that a driver’s smartphone is simply the
means of gathering distance and price
data that is generated elsewhere. It

measures nothing, they say - the
vehicle has not been ‘equipped’ with
anything special. TfL appears to agree.
If these arguments are right, it would be
a surprising triumph of legal sophistry
over common sense because the
whole point of the Uber app is to

generate a distance-based fare. Its own
driver manual strongly suggests that
too. 
But these are not the only arguments.

For example, the 1869 Metropolitan
Public Carriage Act prohibits vehicles
from ‘plying for hire’ without hackney
licence. This concept is not defined in
any statute. In older cases the courts
held that the vehicle whose driver was
‘plying’ needed to be visible  to the
public and they should be invited and
free to use it immediately. But 10 years
ago, in Nottingham City Council v
Woodings, the Divisional Court held
that visibility, whilst relevant, was not a
necessary factor. Uber’s app includes a
map which clearly indicates the real
time location of Uber vehicles and

invites passengers to use those closest
to them. It this is not ‘virtual’ plying for
hire, it comes precariously close. 
Then there are questions around

Uber’s operator’s licence. The Private
Hire Vehicles (London) (Operators’
Licences) Regulations 2000 require
bookings to be made through centres
identified in licences themselves. Uber
appears to argue its bookings are
made in cyberspace or not at all. Its
terms and conditions of use assert that
it ‘does not provide transportation
services’ and ‘only acts as an
intermediary between [the passenger]
and the Transportation Provider’. If
Uber is not actually acting as an
operator, despite its licence, then every
Uber driver may be required to hold an
operator’s licence in order to take
bookings.  
Can taxi drivers do more to ensure all

the legal arguments about Uber are
considered? The short answer is yes.
TfL has decided to take no action and
in doing so has made a public decision
as regulator that itself could be
challenged by drivers in their own
judicial review claim. It would be open
to them to raise any viable legal
arguments about TfL’s failure to take
regulatory action against Uber.
Disclosure of TfL’s correspondence and
minuted meetings with Uber would be
required. Drivers would be able to ask
the High Court to expedite the case
and there is a strong possibility it would
overstake the private prosecutions. The
worst case is that the appeals in those
cases would be heard together with the

judicial review, ensuring a Magistrate’s
view of what happened in a handful of
Uber cabs gets considered in its proper
context, leaving no legal stone
unturned.  
To challenge TfL’s abdication in the

courts, drivers would need to act swiftly
and decisively – a claim might well
need to be issued well within three
months of the 29 May announcement.
And drivers would need to show the
courage that TfL has so far lacked. But
a claim of this kind would mean that
they would be in the driving seat –
precisely where they ought to be, given
what is at stake.

Mr. Halford has not been paid 
for this article by the LCDC

thelcdc@gmail.com

Taxi Drivers demonstrating against Transport for London

“TfL’s actions are nothing short of

regulatory abdication and the explanation

it has offered to its board simply doesn’t

stand up” - John Halford 



Dear Boris,
I see you still haven’t sorted out

Uber’s meter yet.

Your boys Leroy and Garry are letting

you down badly by focusing your

attention on whether or not using an

iPhone in the way Uber do, constitutes  a

meter.  This misses a central point that

either they are deliberately misleading

you on, or are ignorant of themselves.

TFL are responsible for regulating

London’s taxi and PH services in the

interest of the travelling public. In the

case of taxis, fares, as you know, are

set by metered fares with a tariff set by

TFL. The Knowledge of London (KOL)

ensures that the driver knows the best

route from A to B. The combination of

these two factors ensures that the taxi

user is charged a fair price for a

journey.

As you will also know, no

topographical testing is required of PH

drivers. They are merely required to

show they can read a street atlas and

a presumption that they can use a

Satnav. To a degree this works out OK.

According to TFL, because a PH

journey is pre-booked, the driver has

the time to plan a route to pick-up and

destination in advance. Also, the PH

fare is pre-booked and the fare agreed

in advance or at least a reliable

estimate given.

If the lack of topographical knowledge

then causes the driver to take a longer

route than necessary and/or with

heavier traffic than necessary, the cost

falls on the PH driver and not the

passenger. This is how it should be.

This is exactly why PH drivers are not

allowed a meter. It would work against

the passenger. However, by using a

meter and App-based technology, this

is not the case with an Uber fare.

Although an “electronic hail” by app is

technically classed by TFL as pre-

booked, the reality is that the driver

does not get the time to pre-plan a

route. We can argue about whether or

not an iPhone is a meter or not but

what is indisputable is that Uber fares

are based on exactly the same formula

as the taxi tariff. That is a hiring charge

plus a combination of time and

distance.

Therefore, if an Uber driver takes a

longer or more traffic-laden route than

is necessary, the burden of the extra

cost now falls on the passenger rather

than the driver. So, I’m afraid to tell you

Boris old chap, you are letting the

public down terribly. You’re a busy man

though and I wouldn’t expect you to be

aware of the minutiae of taxi/PH

legislation but I would have thought the

people you have in place to run the

show would have known this and

explained it to you, rather than nitpick

about whether or not the device used

to calculate the fare can be called a

meter or not.

So there you are; you are over-

charging the public in one way or

another. On the one hand, it means

that Uber’s fare-charging format being

used by drivers without any formal

topographical knowledge, results in

customers being charged more than

they should. On the other hand, if this

is not the case, then the KOL has been

a waste of time and the taxi tariff has

been higher than it needed to be for

donkey’s years. One way or other, TFL

are responsible for either PH or taxi

customers being systematically over-

charged. Nice one!

Micky W

NOT A LOVE LETTER BORIS
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LEON...IS THIS 
“THE CHOICE” 
LONDONERS DESERVE?







It is becoming more and more
clear to us at the Club that
decisions made by senior
management at Tph regarding
prolific private hire company
Ride2 need close scrutiny.
You will see from two separate

stories below that senior personal
at Tph would now appear to be
bowing to every demand from
Ride2 management in the hope
that they avoid any confrontation or
complaint from the companies’
owners.
The first story revolves around the

building 1 New Change. Last year
as you may recall we exposed
serious failings at Tph where they
had mistakenly licensed the whole
building instead of just the bar on
the 6th floor 
Danny Sullivan LCDC committee

member visited the site and
observed touting on every level
including the lifts, escalators and
exits. The venue was visited by
compliance, who took action by re-
issuing the amended licence to
Ride2. 
But it seems that this was not

good enough for Ride2 who
probably realised that by being in
place at the ground floor exit gave
them poll position to tout
everybody leaving the building and
usher them into their cars that are
parked at both ends of 1 New

Change. The Joint Ranks
Committee was refused by the
City of London to have a rank
installed at New Change, saying
that the rank in place at
Cheapside was sufficient! (even
though the rank is out of sight to
customers leaving 1 New
Change).  
It is absolutely outrageous that

Senior Management at Palestra
have seen fit to issue Ride2 a
licence to operate from the whole
building. Danny Sullivan has been
back to the building and witnessed
that touting is still rife and Ride2
are making sure everybody leaving
1 New Change is approached by
Ride2 marshals and asked if they
need a taxi.
We all know that even if they get

caught the company will say it’s the
driver’s fault not the company and
Tph will let them off with a slap on
the wrist. Tph enforcement is
useless at best and shocking at
worst and where does this leave us
when TFL will issue Ride2 with a
Satellite office for 5 years at
£2,826?

As if the above story was not bad
enough, the LCDC has recently
discovered that the same operator
applied for a licence in a night club
called the Studio 338, which is on
the south side entrance to the

Blackwall tunnel.
The initial request was refused on

several issues - one being that it
was a marquee without a land line
on the Tuesday. The following day
a senior licensing manager
overturned the decision and
informed staff that this licence was
to be issued. 

The issuing of this licence
raises alarm bells on two
counts
1.The original decision was

overruled
2.The normal timescale for a

licence application to be processed
is 6-8 weeks. This licence was
applied for and operating in just a
week!

Once again questions need to be
asked regarding the exact
processes that TfL employ in
regard to Ride2.
We recently contacted Helen

Chapman and asked her for the
original compliance reports on this
venue instead of asking for a FOI.
She said she would forward them
to us but at the time of going to
press we were still waiting. 
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TfL CONTINUE TO DANCE 
TO RIDE2 TUNE?

Garrett Emerson Ride2 Marshall
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Vitally-needed repairs to Putney

Bridge mean it will have to close to

all vehicle traffic on Monday July

14. It is expected to reopen in

October. 

The decision fully to close the bridge to

all traffic – rather than have a partial

closure – was backed by a clear majority of

both residents and businesses during the

public consultation late last year. The

public's preferred option was getting the

job done in the shortest possible time and

at the lowest cost to taxpayers.

The original six month timetable has been

drastically reduced. The council's

contractors will be working extended hours

to get the £1.5m of repairs completed as

quickly as possible.

The vast majority of the works will now be

carried out during the school summer

holidays when traffic levels are at their

lightest. This timetable should also ensure

that the bridge will reopen in plenty of time

for businesses to take advantage of the

busy festive shopping period.

While the works are ongoing pedestrians

will still be able to cross the bridge, as will

cyclists, although they will need to

dismount.

PUTNEY BRIDGE CLOSURE

City of London Rank Fails

Alan’s Angle
Marylebone
Station Rank
Closure

If the City of London was to receive a

school report regarding where they see

fit to position a taxi rank in the city they

would get a D minus, with a ‘must try

harder’. Recently the London Cabs Rank

Committee was told that there was

some funding for extra rank space in the

City of London for three taxi ranks. We

already had a few ranks on the COL list

but were asked ‘could you give The COL

a few more to look at’ for which I duly

obliged on behalf of the London Cab

Ranks Committee. 

The list I forwarded to John Wallace is as

follows, Grange Hotel St Paul’s, Tower 42 Old

Broad St,33 Old Broad St, Plantation House

Fenchurch St, 99 Bishopsgate, Deutsche Bank

London Wall, No1 Poultry Queen Victoria St, 88

Wood St, 200 Aldersgate St north and south, BT

Newgate St, 107 Cheapside, Bloomberg

Finsbury Sq, Atlantic House Holborn Viaduct, 7

New St Sq Fetter Lane, KPMG Salisbury Sq,

One New Change - Bread St and New Change,

Lloyds Lime St, Beaufort House, Devonshire Sq,

Spital Sq, The Gherkin and that’s without the list

he already had. Has you can read the list nearly

covers everything in the Square Mile. We were

told that it would take some time to look at all the

proposals. About 4 months after COL emailed

the LCRC to say that 3 sites had been chosen

and they would be going ahead with them ASAP.

The LCRC asked if the COL would like to have a

site visit with them to make sure all sites chosen

would benefit the Taxi trade, as the COL are well

versed in putting taxi ranks in pointless positions

i.e. Cornhill, yes both of them. We were told that

everything was under

control and that would not

be necessary. As you might

have seen or maybe not is

we now have a very good

working rank outside 88

Wood Street that is working

really well, and two ranks, one in St Marys Axe

that is supposed to be  servicing, your guess is

as good as mine . Also one in Devonshire SQ

that is positioned badly. I believe if the COL had

let us go one a site visit, we would have only

agreed the position of one the ranks allocated.

The Frustrating part in all of this is if the COL had

been bothered to communicate on a more

regular basis, we would have not ended up with

ranks that they have wasted money on and that

are of no benefit to anybody!!! 

Sofitel

Over the next couple of months

Westminster Council are going to

be shutting Harewood Avenue going

south between Hayes Place and

Harewood Row. This would mean

we will be losing the whole of the

Taxi rank for at least three weeks,

whilst they put in a new pedestrian

crossing. The London cabs ranks

Committee met with officials from

WCC and LTPH recently to look at

proposals where the temporary rank

could go.
I was amazed when WCC first proposals

was that they was willing to give us two

paid bays in Harewood Row as a

replacement, that’s brilliant we lose Eight

rank spaces and they offer us just two. We

said that this was unacceptable as the

service to the station would suffer. Taxi

drivers would then block up Lisson Grove

whilst waiting for a space. We pointed out

to WCC that the better option would to give

us the five parking bays in Harewood

Avenue at the bottom by Marylebone Road.

This would give us a sight line to the

forecourt rank. There is also room to add

maybe three bays giving us the same

space for what we are losing. Westminster

Council have taken away our ideas and will

be coming back to us in due course. We

will not accept anything else other than the

replacement to be in Harewood Avenue,

Harewood Row would be a complete waste

of time. 

L.C.D.C LEADERS 
NOT FOLLOWERS
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On Saturday, the 21st of June, I received

a text message from a friend at Heathrow,

Dave Bedford, telling me that his Brother

Peter, had sadly passed away. 

Peter was one of 5 Brothers who grew up in

SW London: both David and Peter went on

to become London Cabbies.

Peter Bedford had been a Cabbie for over

30 years and was the first Chairman of the

London Cab Drivers’ Club (LCDC).

Before he got his Badge at the beginning of

the Eighties, Pete had jobs in the Print and

as an Area Manager for a Fuel Company.

He'd also had a spell running his own

garage before becoming a Cabbie, so knew

his way around vehicles and it was this

knowledge that he put to such good use on

behalf of his fellow Drivers.

I first met Peter when he was on Dial a Cab

- his Call Sign was King 02, and he was

already involved with the MetroCab Club

that had been formed by a group of Metro

owners who had been having some

difficulties with the Manufacturer of the

boxy-shaped Taxi that first appeared in the

mid-eighties as competition to the FX4

produced by LTI.

At that time, I was a dispatcher on Dial a

Cab and had been introduced to Peter by

other DaC drivers in the Royal Oak. It was

in the days before mobile phones and in

order for Drivers to keep in touch,

messages would often be exchanged over

the Airwaves as finding phone boxes that

worked and being able to catch a driver at

home at the right time could be a bit of a

pain. It was often much easier to catch up

over an arranged cup of tea in order to

minimise downtime. 

So by default, I became Peter's personal

messenger. I got to know about Gearbox

problems that needed fixing at KSM's in

Carlshalton and tracking that would need to

be taken to have the chassis adjusted. I

knew all about Putney Bridge's Brian

Brown, AKA "Bloodless", before I ever met

him, and how LTI had tried to buy his Disc

Brake prototypes that many drivers take for

granted on their Cabs nowadays. 

It was never quite that simple back then and

Peter Bedford was one of the first people to

challenge the PCO's and their obsession

with the Turning Circle at the Test Centre. 

Messages would go back and forth over the

airwaves as Pete sought to represent his

growing membership. Half the time I had no

idea what he was going on about and

whether someone's big end would outlast

the week or their diff would need welding.

But if someone needed help, then I knew

the bloke to ask and even got used to

knowing where he would be and with who. I

could even advise Drivers without reference

to Peter as I heard the advice again and

again!

But I also became aware that his

selflessness was starting to cost him money

as he started later and later each night

having spent hours listening to drivers’

problems at night and spending his day

trying to resolve issues on the phone, only

to try and get some sleep before his phone

started ringing and caused him to go to

work later than he should have. 

He became a 24-hr helpline as more and

more drivers learned of his growing

reputation and the success of the MetroCab

legal scheme. It was mainly down to Peter,

and his small band of willing helpers, that

the MetroCab Club became the London

Cab Drivers’ Club that most people have

heard of today. 

When LTI changed their FX4 model with the

much better Fairway, the Nissan engine

which was much quicker and a better unit

than had previously been fitted, it caused

problems with the differential and brakes

because they were not up to the power a

2.7 lump produced.

Again Drivers turned to Peter for help and

his phone rang off the hook!

In the end, the MetroCab grew into the

LCDC and the Legal Scheme became a

powerful weapon against both

Manufacturers. In fact, it was because of

Peter's dogged tenacity and refusal to

accept the usual excuses about problems

being caused by the way Cabbies drove

their Cabs, that Metro Cab were closed

down and LTI were forced to up their

standards.

I speak from personal experience as one of

the Fairway owner who had problems with

a Cab that would not stop due to an

ineffective braking system, that benefitted

from Peter's help. 

Having been at my wits end over the

amount of downtime I had experienced with

my Cab, I eventually called Pete. Within a

couple of hours of him calling M&O's, I'd

had a call from the dealership, offering to

take my vehicle and give me a brand new

replacement until it was fixed. Several

months later, my Cab was returned in

pristine condition with new Disc Brakes

fitted and a further year's warranty plus a

year's free servicing. That was the power of

Peter's negotiating skills backed up by his

knowledge but also his pit bull-like mentality!

Peter was always a dogged character.

When he first came into the Trade, he was

commended by Chief Superintendent

Kruger at Harrow Road Police Station for

his action in catching a knife-wielding

mugger who had committed a series of

assaults on London Cabbies. When they

picked on 'Pit bull Pete' they picked on the

wrong Cabbie. Peter excelled at running &

weight lifting and had a black belt in Karate.

Not only did he wrestle one mugger to the

floor, his actions led to the capture of the

other one!

Both of the youths involved received

custodial sentences for their particularly

nasty assaults and Peter was thanked for

his valuable assistance.

Being Chairman of the LCDC eventually

took its toll on Peter and he quit Cab Trade

politics as an unpaid rep once the

Organisation had found its feet. His whole

family had helped the Club grow: I

remember his wife and kids helping out with

the refreshments at one of the first AGMs.

His first love was his family, his wife Diane,

whom he met in 1967 & married in 1976,

and his two boys, Daryl and Ryan. This was

followed by the love of his Music. Peter

sang in a local band: he also played

Harmonica and Keyboard and some drivers

may remember him as the bloke who paid

out HATDU's Credit Cards in between

cleaning his Harmonicas at Heathrow.

He loved Soul, Motown and the Blues and

would take every opportunity to play a gig in

the South West London area he grew up in.

Peter leaves behind two Grandsons, Finley

and Milo.

A service for Peter will be held at 16:00 at

North East Surrey Crematorium (Beverly

roundabout, Lower Morden SM4) on

Monday 7th July.

Safe Journey, mate.

Mark White - LCDC Heathrow Rep

PETER BEDFORD
REMEMBERED
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Application Form
Please complete this form in BLOCK CAPITALS

The subscription rate is £170 per annum. If you are unable to pay in a

single payment please make one cheque payable to “The London Cab

Drivers’ Club Ltd,” with today’s date, for £56.67, and two post-dated

cheques one month apart for £56.67.

Send the completed form to: THE MEMBERSHIP SECRETARY,

The London Cab Drivers’ Club Ltd, UNIT A 303.2

Tower Bridge Business Complex, Tower Point, 

100 Clements Road, Southwark, London SE16 4DG

Mr/Mrs/Miss/Ms:.................... Surname: ......................................

First Names:......................................................................................

Address: ...........................................................................................

............................................... Post Code: ......................................

Badge No: ............................. Shift: ...............................................

Telephone No: (with full STC code):................................................

I agree to abide by the rules of the Club. I also agree that the above

information will be kipt by the LCDC in a computer system under the

terms of the Data Protection Act.

I understand that I will not be eligible for legal representation for 

matters arising prior to the date of this application. Thereby declare that

I have no outstanding PCO or police matters pending.

Signed:  ......................................  Date: ......................................

Please complete this form and send it with your application form

(LCDC) Ltd UNIT 303.2

TOWER BRIDGE BUSINESS COMPLEX, TOWER POINT,

100 CLEMENT’S ROAD, SOUTHWARK

LONDON, SE16 4DG

0207 394 5553

Standing Order Form

Your Bank: .........................................................................................

Your Bank Address:............................................................................

Post Code:..........................................................................................

Please pay the sum of £15 NOW and monthly therafter 

until further notice.

Please pay the sum of £42.50 NOW and then quarterly thereafter 

until further notice.

Quoting Reference No (         )

To the account of THE LONDON CAB DRIVERS’ CLUB LTD, 

Barclays Bank Bloomsbury & Tottenham Court Road branch, 

PO BOX 1134, London W128GG

Sort Code 20-10-53. Account No- 40450421.

Your Name: .....................................................................................

Account No:  .....................................................................................

Sort Code: .......................................................................................

Signature: ........................................................................................

Date: ..................................................................................................

AS AN L.C.D.C

MEMBER YOU 

WILL RECEIVE:

� 24 HOUR DUTY 
SOLICITOR  

EXCLUSIVE TO THE 

CAB TRADE
Your 24 Hr duty solicitor 

hotline membership card.

Peace of mind 24 hrs of 

the day.

� FULL LEGAL COVER
Our fantastic team of City 

Of London based solicitors 

and barristers, experts in 

Hackney Carriage and 

road traffic law.

� COMPLAINTS
AND APPEALS
As a member of the LCDC,

we will deal with any 

complaint that has been 

made against you by

members of the public.

Also we will attend the

LTPH with you on any

personal appeals that 

would affect your licence.

� HEATHROW 
AIRPORT 

REPRESENTATION
With our reps at the airport 

working hard on the 

trade’s behalf for a fairer, 

and more safer future

at Heathrow.

� RANKS 
AND HIGHWAYS
The LCDC attend the Joint 

Ranks committee, working 

hard for more ranks and 

more access for the taxi 

trade in London.

� CAB TRADE ADVICE
All members can call the 

office for any information

or up to the date news on 

any trade related subject.

� MEDIA AND 
AUTHORITIES
The LCDC is always the 

first to be called when the 

media want the “Cab 

Trade’s“ reaction. 

The Chairman is a regular

contributor on LBC, Radio 

London, and the BBC.

We at the Club also

represent the trade at 

meetings with the Mayor’s 

Office, TFL, LTPH, 

Corporation Of London, 

BAA, and all Local 

Authorities in the Capital.

JUST 
£3 per
month
* £12 per month is tax

deductible
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LCDC
Exclusive
Travel
Insurance
Once again the Club
have pulled it off. 
A travel insurance
scheme for all readers
of The Badge at a price
to snap up. 

For more information call: 0203 327 0555
or Email: thelcdc@gmail.com for full details of rates and cover. Arranged through ASUA LTD. who are authorized and regulated by the FCA No. 308488

Cancellation: £5,000
Medical: £10,000,000
Baggage: £2000

� Airline failure
� Travel 

& Accommodation failure
� Delayed baggage

PLUS PLUS optional:
� Winter sports
� Golf cover
� Wedding cover

COVER SAMPLE

EUROPE
17 days single trip - £17.96
CHANNEL ISLES
17 days single trip - £9.24
EUROPE FAMILY ANNUAL - £60.75
WORLDWIDE FAMILY ANNUAL - £70.44
Optional cover attracts additional premium

SAMPLE RATES
INCLUDING TAXES

Section  1 – Accidental Bodily Injury resulting in:- FULL MEMBER ASSOCIATE MEMBER

Sum Insured Sum Insured

1 Death £60,000 £30,000

2 Death of Spouse £50,000 Nil

3 Permanent Total Disablement £50,000 £25,000

All occurring within 12 months of Bodily Injury from which the claim arises

Sum Insured Sum Insured

4 Temporary total disablement entirely £300 per week £150 per week

preventing the Insured person from 

engaging in or giving attention to his/her 

usual occupation 

Excess 14 days 14 days

Benefit Period 50 weeks 50 weeks

Section 2 – Sickness resulting in:- Sum Insured Sum Insured

5 Temporary total disablement entirely preventing £300 per week Nil

the Insured person from engaging in or giving 

attention to his/her usual occupation

Excess14 days N/A

Benefit Period 50 weeks N/A

Section 3 – Hospitalisation Benefit Sum Insured Sum Insured

6 Hospitalisation £400 per week for first fortnight, £200 per week for first fortnight, 

followed by £200 per week followed by £100 per week for the 

for the second fortnight second fortnight

Excess2 days 2 days

Benefit Period 4 weeks 4 weeks

FULL MEMBER:

� Operative time of cover 
24 hours per day 7 days 

per week.

� Minimum age of policy 
commencement date

18 years 

� Maximum age of policy 
commencement date

65 years.

� Premium per year: 
£363.70 including 

insurance premium tax.

(£30.30 PER MONTH)  

ASSOCIATE MEMBER:
� Operative time of cover 

only whilst driving in 

accordance with their 

studies.

� Minimum age of policy 
commencement date

18 years 

� Maximum age of policy 
commencement date

65 years.

� Premium per year:  
£75.00 including 

insurance premium tax.

(£6.25 PER MONTH)  

PERSONAL ACCIDENT & SICKNESS POLICY - SCHEDULE OF BENEFITS
OPEN TO ALL BADGE READERS. SCHEME NOW EXTENDED UP TO 65 YEARS. 0203 327 0555



MY BBC London 94.9
colleague, Vanessa Feltz, made
the news this month when she
(to a torrent of online abuse)
revealed that she had been
assaulted by Rolf Harris, the
now convicted child molester,
some 18 years previously. 
The police were keen that she

come forward but
I must say I am
surprised they did
not think to
prepare her for
what would
follow. People are
so suspicious that
even though she
received no
payment, the
overriding feeling
on twitter was
that she was
doing this for
some kind of
personal gain. I
do hope more
women like
Vanessa speak
out (even at the

time). It is the only
way people like Harris will know
that their behaviour is totally
unacceptable at any time.
How many of you cabbies got

the Lycra out for The Tour De
France then? My mate waited
three hours and said it was all
over in 38 seconds. Well at least
he knows how my wife feels.
I have continued my debate on

UBER with The head honchos at
TFL. They tell me it will be
months rather than weeks before
a decision is made and I can't
help but wonder what their
reaction will be if the ruling
doesn't go their way. In any case
hold that thought as there are
some interesting times ahead
Hasn't this just been the

greatest World Cup ever, except
for the fact that England were
eliminated without putting up any
resistance at all. Maybe if they
were on a pay as you play
contract we might have expected
more. And surely the manager
should go too.
If this is a results game then

how can Roy Hodgkin possibly
stay in his job? What did you see
that makes you believe that they
will do any better in the European
Championships? I have heard
numerous experts tell us what a
nice guy he is. Well I don't care
about nice, I want a winner. He
has got to go. And talking of
going, Liverpool are really going
to miss Suarez. Here is a nice pic
in case the Scousers need
reminding.

EDDIE NESTOR 
BBC London 94.9

Drivetime: Weekdays 5-7pm 

Call: 0207 224 2000

Weekly Podcasts

UK Black

Manchester United Redcast

www.lcdcorg.wordpress.com
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Eddie’s monthly update

Tyson or Suarez?
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Facts and figure provided by the
Metropolitan Police Service (MPS)
show that the cost of policing
Heathrow Airport for the financial
year ending March 2014 was
£36.8 million. 
Airport operator Heathrow Ltd.
(BAA) paid the MPS £29 million
for covering what the police
describe as the ‘commercial
aspects’ of the airport. The
remaining £7.8 million was paid
from the public purse to cover
policing costs on border control
operations and anti-terrorism
duties etc. 
Exactly how much money is spent

per annum by Heathrow Police on
dealing with minicab touts is
unknown, but what is known is that
the police tout squad can’t function
without the support of forty unpaid
taxi marshals. The LCDC has no
qualms about stating that not
enough MPS manpower is being
deployed on dedicated anti-tout
duties and the touts certainly don’t
regard the passenger terminals as
no-go areas. Meanwhile out on the
forecourts, private hire operations
enjoy unfettered freedom to avoid
the car parks and park anywhere
they like while they wait for their
customers. Nobody in authority
either within the MPS or BAA seems
to be prepared to upset the PH
companies by warning them that it’s
a criminal offence for their drivers to
meet and greet passengers at any
place other than a car park. Apart
from Heathrow Police not wanting to
know about the illegal parking, to
make matters worse, TfL has always
been on record as claiming that TfL
can’t deal with offenders unless they
have BAA’s permission to enter
Heathrow. However, TfL’s law
enforcement managers have had to
change their mind about TfL’s rights
and powers when at Heathrow. It’s
just been officially confirmed that TfL
enforcement officers are not legally
required to obtain permission from
Heathrow Ltd (BAA) to carry out the
statutory functions of the licensing
authority. Minicab drivers are
licensed by TfL and BAA doesn’t
have to be consulted if and when
TfL decides to take action against
PH drivers who hang it up on
Heathrow’s forecourts. Perhaps the
taxi trade can look forward to TfL
calling into question the fitness of
persistent offenders to be TfL
licensees. 

Policing Costs 
and Who Decides
Under the provisions of the
Airport Security law, the work of
the MPS Heathrow has to be
funded by the airport operator. A
group of key stake holders made
up of transport service providers,
cargo companies, airport parking
companies, catering companies
and other Heathrow businesses
have a say in deciding how the
airport is to be policed and how
much the Police are to be paid for
their services. 
The stakeholders meet regularly

throughout the year and at the
moment the LCDC is doing its best to
find out if the taxi trade at Heathrow is
entitled to take part in the decision-
making processes. If either BAA or
the Police were to say taxi trade reps
are not wanted, then how would they
feel about having the plug pulled on
the taxi marshalling scheme? Would
BAA and the MPS rather leave
vulnerable travellers to be preyed
upon by the touts in the terminals,
than allow the taxi trade to have an
official say in policing matters? Quite
possibly taxi trade representatives
aren‘t deemed to be key stakeholders
at Heathrow . Apparently, the MPS
and BAA met the stakeholders last
May, but information on exactly who
was invited to the meeting is proving
hard to come by. BAA has curtly
stated that it is unable to provide the
LCDC with the names of
stakeholders who were involved in
making decisions that led to the MPS
Heathrow receiving £37 million in
costs. Presumably as a public
interest matter all these important
meetings are carefully minuted. It’s
important for the taxi trade to know
whether the so-called ‘key
stakeholders’ discuss the obvious
cost benefits that derive from having
forty unpaid taxi marshals on anti-tout
duties. Although perhaps BAA thinks
it’s clever to be secretive about
policing costs, the LCDC is going to
follow the paper trail and find out who
takes part in making the crucial
decisions. 

Expansion 
at Heathrow 
It shouldn’t be taken for granted
that the expansion of Heathrow
Airport would spell out good
news for London taxi drivers. As

a priority, the road and motorway
infrastructure serving Heathrow
needs upgrading so that potential
journey times for getting to and
from Heathrow are reduced to an
acceptable level. 
Many cabbies recognise that any

more growth in traffic congestion on
the Heathrow routes could easily
result in a reduction in the number
of taxi journeys. In the available pro-
expansion reports, facts about the
dilapidated state of the
Hammersmith and Chiswick flyovers
hardly get a mention. Heathrow
Airport is located in the most
congested area of West London's
road network. In planning for a third
runway at Heathrow, the problems
of road access don’t seem to be
getting enough publicity and
attention. Airport operator Heathrow
Ltd. (BAA) seems to be placing too
much emphasis on working out
future capacity for aircraft and air
passenger movement. But
Heathrow is in an area where roads
and public transport services are
already far too overcrowded. 
Information published by the

London boroughs of Hillingdon,
Hounslow, Hammersmith and
Fulham, Ealing and Brent makes
the point that routes serving
Heathrow are already saturated
with traffic and journey times are
getting longer. The 25% increase in
Piccadilly line capacity that’s on the
drawing board will be quickly
absorbed by increased demand
from industry and population
growth in the Heathrow area and
prosperous south west London. It’s
also foreseeable that the extra
capacity that Crossrail will provide
will be quickly used up. It’s been
assumed by those in favour of
expansion that all rail, tube and
road projects on the drawing board
will provide miracle cures for
congestion problems. They’ve also
assumed that more and more airport

passengers with trolley loads of
luggage will somehow fit in with the
thousands of ordinary commuters
who use London's crowded trains
and tubes on a daily basis. Previous
capacity increases on the M4 and
M25 near Heathrow have not
brought noticeable, if any,
reductions in traffic congestion. Taxi
drivers and other professionals don’t
have be psychic to recognise that
expanding Heathrow risks bringing
the road network, including the M4
and M25, to a series of daily
standstills. 
Several years ago when proposals

to build Terminal 5 first became
news, it was projected that 90
million passengers a year would
pass through the airport. In fact,
this number has hardly shifted
above the 70 million mark, because
of unsold seats and a slot system
that doesn’t encourage airlines to
use bigger aircraft or to make sure
all their flights to Heathrow are full
to capacity. There are currently 20
million non-UK international
transfers per annum at Heathrow
and travellers in this category are of
little benefit to the Heathrow taxi
trade or to the economy of central
London. A high percentage of taxi
users at Heathrow who go to local
hotels for less than the price of a
bus, are people who contribute to
BAA’s revenue stream every time
they use Heathrow as a hub. But,
from a taxi driver’s perspective,
they are little more than a nuisance
that has to be tolerated. The most
the London taxi trade at Heathrow
stands to gain from Heathrow
becoming Europe’s biggest hub
airport, is the opportunity to provide
a cheap taxi service to more and
more airline passengers who stay
overnight in local hotels. Finally,
there isn’t any evidence of a crisis
looming if the Heathrow expansion
programme fails to get a thumbs up
from the government in 2015. 

Airport Matters
BY PETER “THE CANNON”

L.C.D.C AIRPORT REP
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MONDAY & TUESDAY NIGHT

CABBIE SPECIAL

£7.95 FISH AND CHIPS 
and a cup of tea. Dine in only

King’s Square, off Central Street EC1

10%
DISCOUNT FOR

ALL BADGE
READERS

Greetings to all London cabbies, green

and yellow badge alike, and to all

Knowledge boys and girls.

Two things I want to mention before I get on to

the more serious stuff. Firstly, I am encouraged

to see so many knowledge boys and girls out on

their mopeds, and have seen a few quite late at

night. This shows great determination and

dedication to become one of the world’s finest

cabbies. Great stuff! 

Secondly, on a more disappointing note, I feel I

must mention the appearance of some cabbies.

Guys, I know it's summer, and it does get hot

inside cabs, but a beach like appearance is

really enough not acceptable. Flip-flops, vests,

and cut down shorts do not convey a very

professional attitude. We charge good money for

services, and the public deserve better than this.

How would you feel if you had had a night out at

the opera or at a posh restaurant, or an

important function, you then hail a black cab, and

the driver looks as if he has just come from

Southend seafront? Along with the rest of us, I

am not keen on minicabs, but at least a lot of the

drivers look smart. I am not saying that all

cabbies should wear shirt and tie though this

would possibly be a good idea. Some of you

need to smarten yourself up, be proud of your

trade, and show the fare paying public some

respect. Recently I saw a newly qualified cabbie

wearing cut down shorts, T-shirt and hair tied

back in a bun. I wonder what the knowledge of

London examiners would have thought of that?

During these troubled times for the cab trade,

with TFL showing us no support, especially with

the Uber debacle, I recently attended the London

Cab Drivers’ Club AGM. A yellow badge driver

wanted to take me to task. He was also a

member of the Worshipful Company of Hackney

Carriage Drivers. Let me reiterate, I have nothing

against yellow badge drivers, in fact I respect

them all apart from the ones who have been

coming into the green badge area and plying for

hire. At this point may I say thank God for the

identifiers. The yellow badge driver firstly

moaned at me about some of my comments

and then said that over 100 yellow badges had

returned to Wimbledon, his own sector, and then

started moaning about the sudden lack of work.

These hundred or so drivers had been plying for

hire in the green badge area, effectively stealing

from those of us who have studied and gained

qualification for the green badge area. I have

one thing to say to this yellow badge driver -

tough! His second gripe with me was my

criticism of the Worshipful Company of Hackney

Carriage Drivers. As I have already said in a

previous article, a livery company is supposed to

help those who are qualified in the very trade it is

supposed to be representing. What has the

WCHCD done in support of the cab trade over

TFL’s clearly stated inadequacies? Answer -

nothing. 

I also attended the recent demonstration

against TFL. The last thing I want to do is to

create havoc for other road users and turn the

public against us with continual demonstrations,

but unless TFL decide to show us more support,

I am scratching my head to come up with any

other ideas. As I write this column, Mr Leon

Daniels of TFL is suggesting that he is going to

write to all cabbies stating that Uber are acting

within the law by deploying taximeter style app.

Mr Daniels, may I remind you that to gain the

qualification to use a taximeter in London one

needs to study the Knowledge to become a

Hackney carriage driver, a very difficult yet proud

profession. It is illegal for anyone who is not

qualified in this manner to use such a meter. If

you would want to argue with me Mr Daniels,

please do so but bear in mind that Uber has

been banned from several other European cities

from practising such illegal activity.

Be lucky, Graham

Time for TfL to take responsibilty

www.lcdcorg.wordpress.com
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In the interests of

public safety, the

taxi trade in

London is

regulated by TFL,

along with the PH

trade. The reason

for regulation is

that left to the market, price will be the

determining factor in the average

customer’s decision-making. Left to its

own devices, the market will not provide

an adequate level of safety for the

general public in taxi travel.

Currently, taxi drivers are checked to make

sure they are “fit and proper persons”. They

undertake an advanced driving test and are

required to complete the KOL in order to

make sure that passengers are conducted

to their destination is a safe and efficient

manner. The vehicle we use is subject to a

set of additional conditions, again to ensure

safe and comfortable travel, both for the

able and the disabled person. Lastly, the

meter in conjunction with the KOL and the

TFL-imposed tariff, ensures that customer

pays a fair price for the service.

However, all of the above represents

additional costs, imposed by the regulator.

In turn, they increase the price of fares.

This was not a problem while there was a

single tier service. However, with the

licensing of PH, TFL created a two-tier

service.

PH drivers were not required to take

topographical testing, justified by being

unable to take immediate hirings but only

pre-booked ones. This allows a driver to

devise a route in advance. Agreeing to the

price beforehand meant that the customer

would not suffer financially if the driver took

a less than optimal route. This would

appear to be reasonable. It is harder to

justify the difference between the vehicle

conditions as once inside a vehicle safety

should be the same, as should disabled

access.

Where TFL really let both the taxi trade

and the public down is with regard to the

CRB check and driving test. The CRB

cannot always check a three year history

for a driver if he/she hasn’t lived in the UK

for that length of time. Thus, the public may

feel unduly safe with such a driver. Once a

passenger is in a vehicle there is no

difference between a taxi and PH driver

insofar as they are both charged with

getting the passenger safely from A to B.

Therefore, either both drivers should be

required to pass an advanced driving test

or neither.

In creating a two-tier service though, TFL

were creating a regime whereby they were

making taxi costs artificially higher than

those of PH. The expense of an average

51 months to complete the KOL, against

weeks to obtain a PH licence imposes

additional costs on the taxi driver, over and

above the PH driver. Forcing the taxi driver

to drive a Purpose Built Vehicle (PBV)

means that the taxi driver faces costs of

buying and maintaining a vehicle at a cost

up to 400% higher than the Private Hire

Vehicle (PHV).

TFL have created a regime where the taxi

cannot compete directly with PH, due to

the costs imposed on only one side, the

taxi. Therefore, TFL have a duty to the taxi

trade to either protect it from direct

competition or bring PH up to our

standards and thereby impose those costs

uniformly.

In theory, this happens because PH are

not allowed to take immediate hirings. The

reality though is that there is no meaningful

enforcement of this rule and so we are

forced to compete with PH at a cost

disadvantage created by TFL.

This situation is made worse by TFL

colluding with PH to get around this

“immediate hiring” problem. They

introduced the concept of the “satellite

office”. Whatever the theory, the reality is

that venues now have a rank of PHVs

outside them, mostly at night. The Private

Hire Operator (PHO) will have people both

inside and outside the venue, touting

customers as they leave. Not only does

this remove the protection that TFL are

duty bound to afford the taxi trade and the

public, it makes a mockery of a PH driver

having a “pre-planned route”.

Then there are the “Apps”. I am using

TFL words, rather than my own when I say

that the App is a form of “electronic hail”.

TFL are allowing a situation to develop

where there is no barrier to competition ,

against which their rules have made taxis

cost-uncompetitive.

The MO of a taxi driver is to cruise the

streets or sit on ranks in busy areas,

looking for a hail. The MO of the PH driver

with an App is to cruise the streets or park

up, legally or illegally, in these areas,

looking for an electronic hail. The taxi

driver responds to a hand, the PH driver to

“two taps on an i phone”. There is no real

difference. The taxi and PH App driver are

directly fighting for traditional street work

but TFL have tied one of the taxi driver’s

arms behind his back. TFL nitpick around

this by saying that there is no time element

to “pre-booking” and just means there has

to be an operator between driver and

passenger.

This also encourages touting. The public

are becoming used to seeing these

vehicles, with signage, cruising and parked

on the streets. This encourages the public

to hail them and probably half or more of

the PH drivers do not even realise it is

illegal for them to accept a hail. There is

certainly no enforcement on the street to

stop them. Any night man will confirm that

this is happening on the streets of

Westminster council constantly. Most night

drivers will have stories of PHVs cutting in

front of them to pick up a passenger that

has just raised a hand on the street. When

challenged by a taxi driver, the PH driver

will usually protest that he is licensed as a

taxi.

The App is different to both taxi and

traditional PH work. It needs different

treatment. There can be no justification for

requiring a taxi driver to do the KOL and

not require such testing for the PH – App

driver. At the very least, a three-tier service

is now required instead of trying to shoe-

horn this new technology and working

practises into the current system, which

was not designed to deal with it.

This is why TFL are not fit for purpose.

They are not serving the public as they

should.  If the public require topographical

knowledge of taxi drivers, then they

require it from PH drivers. If taxis are

required to be disabled-friendly, then so

should be a proportion of PHVs,

equivalent to the proportion of London’s

populace that are disabled.

TFL are effectively saying that public

safety is less important in a PHV than in a

taxi. That is a preposterous idea. Even so,

if they are going to maintain it, then they

are duty bound to protect taxis from what

are effectively immediate PH hirings by

recognising them for what they are and

properly and efficiently enforce their own

rules and regulations.

If they do not do this, they are

condemning the taxi trade to a lingering

death and thus, those additional safety

impositions will have been pointless as

they have allowed the market to skirt

around them. If TFL remove the safety

conditions from taxis, then those

conditions were just a pointless cost to

London’s travelling public in the first place.

If they are to maintain the distinct function

of the taxi and PH trades, they are duty-

bound to ban satellite offices and PH Apps

or to introduce a third tier of licensing to

apply to satellite offices and PH Apps.

Ultimately, this is why TFL are inept and

not fit for purpose as far as the taxi trade is

concerned. They impose safety conditions

on the travelling public and then condone

practices that allow those same standards

to be avoided. They impose costs on the

taxi trade and not on the PH trade, and fail

in their duty to protect the former from

competition that TFL have artificially made

cheaper. Therefore, they are only doing

half the job and ignoring the other half.

TFL need to regulate or deregulate, not

half regulate as they currently do. If not,

their incompetence and unfair application

of standards will lead to the death of the

taxi trade. As long as they continue to do

half their job, they will remain incompetent

and not fit for purpose.

TfL: WHY THEY ARE NOT FIT FOR PURPOSE

Walker on the March....
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It has recently come to our

attention that some taxi

drivers are choosing to

display stickers or printed

papers in their vehicles

which include use of the

Transport for London (TfL)

roundel (which is an

unauthorised use of a

registered trademark) and

which may state the driver’s

negative opinions about taxi

and PHV apps.

The London Cab Order 1934

paragraph14 (l), states the

licensee shall not, otherwise

than in accordance with the

directions of TfL, cause or

permit any object, or any

printed, written or other matter

to be displayed on the outside

or inside of the cab, or be

presented to any passenger by

way of advertisement.

Drivers and owners of taxis

are able to place advertising

and other material on their taxis

as long as it meets the TfL taxi

and private hire guidelines for

advertising.

Anyone wanting to display or

provide any printed or written

material (including advertising

or other signage) on the inside

or outside of their vehicle or to

passengers, which does not

meet the advertising guidelines,

is required to seek prior

approval from TfL before doing

so.

Additional information and

guidance for drivers and

owners regarding stickers and

official signs in licensed London

taxis is attached to this Notice.

In light of the above, TfL

requires that all drivers/owners

remove all unauthorised

objects, printed, written or other

matter from their taxis with

immediate effect. The licence of

any taxi found to display any

such material that has not been

authorised by TfL may be liable

to suspension or revocation.

Garrett Emmerson 

Chief Operating Officer,

Surface Transport 

Transport for London 

4 July 2014

THE LCDC

RESPONDS 

TO GARRETT

EMMERSON

Hi Garrett,
I have just seen your latest

TFL notice and I must say

that this kind of cheap

intimidation towards drivers

does little to enhance TFL’s

reputation as our "unfit for

purpose regulator".

Or maybe, is this just an ill

thought out act to show your

new colleague and friend

Peter Blake the new "show

them who’s Boss" approach

that you so much wanted to

introduce to our trade?

If only you put as much

energy in bringing many of

the PH drivers and Operators

into line with TFL rules and

regulations, this notice

would be seen as TFL being

consistent.

And also whilst you have

sent this ridiculous notice

out to the Taxi trade, you are

still too scared or clueless in

bringing any action against

Uber, either on their plying

for hire on their App or their

drivers not holding an

operator’s licence.

I, like many within the

licensed taxi trade and the

private hire industry, feel that

LTPH are really not fit for

purpose and there are senior

personal who really should

consider their position.

Grant Davis
LCDC

TfL
Notice
Unauthorised
signage on taxis
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Chris Eubank returned to a British

boxing ring on Saturday wearing

specially adapted jodhpurs, knee-high

riding boots, a hunting jacket with the

sleeves removed and a tie. There was

also a concealed monocle in there

somewhere.

His outfit broke several British Boxing Board of

Control rules, including a stringent regulation

that requires all licence holders to clearly display

an identification laminate, when he climbed

through the ropes to act as chief second to his

son – also Chris – during a show in Newcastle.

The double act reached new heights at the end

of round one when Eubank Snr stood in the

middle of the ring staring at Eubank Jnr for the

full 60 seconds; the pair never said a single

word and their expressions never changed as

mime arrived on the boxing scene.

“There should be silence during an exam,”

Eubank Snr said after the fight. “It is always an

exam in there and that is why there was

silence.” He is such a drama queen and I miss

him because he has the humour that our

modern fighters lack.

Eubank Jnr, 24, won for the 16th time,

dropping Stephan Horvath a total of five times,

to prove once again that he is more than just a

showman’s son. However, it is the presence of

the senior Eubank, a man who in many ways

shaped British boxing’s finest decade when he

dominated our screens in the Nineties, that has

people in the boxing business gossiping; the talk

has been all about the man with the monocle

and that has taken a lot of pressure off the boy,

his son.

In recent months the father has made

outrageous claims on his son’s behalf and with

each bold prediction the idle chatter increases.

The son, it has to be said, is also quite handy at

dropping in the odd intentional insult and was

recently asked to comment on a proposed fight

with the unbeaten British and Commonwealth

middleweight champion Billy Joe Saunders. The

son turned to his father, who was gazing in

whimsy at something in the cheap seats, and

said: “Who is he? I have never heard of him.

Why would I know of him?” It was vintage

Eubank, something straight from the days

before the first Nigel Benn and Eubank fight in

the winter of 1990.

“You talk of Benn. I know not of this man, I

know just of a boxer I meet in the boxing ring,”

Eubank told me a few days before their first

fight. “I have no need to know his name, his

origins or his thoughts. He is just an opponent.”

Lovely stuff and it worked, because Benn was

mentally ruined before the first bell and was

rescued on his feet in round nine.

When the father fought he truly did have to

fight all of his own battles, pulling off solo stunts

and baiting audiences in tiny Essex halls long

before the giant nights of glory in front of 42,000

at the Theatre of Dreams. It was an exhausting

journey and one that the son will find far less

arduous because of the presence, even if

illegally attired, of his father, who we should

never forget was one of Britain’s finest boxers. It

was certainly fun in the Nineties and it is just

about to get interesting with the second

instalment.

Steve Bunce

-BOXNATION

Like father, like son

www.lcdcorg.wordpress.com

Every week amateur

boxing’s national

and international

administrators seem

to find another way

to threaten the sport

that they are meant

to be growing and

protecting. As this

story goes to print,

local club boxing

cannot be staged as

doctors aren’t

insured. Really,

that’s it, no more

amateur boxing. 

England’s new directors decided that all

medical doctors, even those doctors who

have officiated at local shows for years,

could not do so unless they had been on

a course that is being set up by the new

governing body. A poor decision, as so

often on local club shows, a hospital

doctor who has agreed to officiate at a

local show has to get a colleague to

substitute for them, because of a call on

the doctor’s time by the hospital.  Having

the number of doctors allowed to officiate

at amateur boxing shows decimated by a

head office power play could be

disastrous for grassroots club boxing.

Worse was to follow. Several doctors,

up and down England, took umbrage at

this threatened imposition and

individually phoned their insurers, the

Medical Defence Unit, who insure,

approximately, 90% of all doctors, asking

if they would still be covered by

insurance to officiate at amateur boxing

shows if they didn’t go on this England

Boxing course. These telephone calls

rang alarm bells at the Medical Defence

Unit, made even more confusing by

boxing’s governing body’s insistence on

dropping the word amateur, so that a

death in unlicensed boxing two weeks

ago, along with these telephone calls,

led to The Medical Defence Unit telling

all doctors they are no longer insured to

officiate at amateur boxing shows.  So

there you have it, the death of amateur

boxing all caused by officials who don’t

understand the sport and who are too

arrogant to seek opinion from the clubs

who always have been and who are the

sport that is amateur boxing.  

I’m sure all this nonsense will get

sorted out, but it is fact, as you read this,

that it would be impossible to put on an

amateur boxing show as it is impossible

to get a doctor, as doctors are no longer

insured to officiate at amateur boxing.

Last month this column had an

exclusive; England would not be sending

a full team of boxers to The

Commonwealth Games, which

commence later this month in Glasgow.

A full team of boxers would be 10 men

and three women, supposedly, because

of numbers competing at The

Commonwealth Games, boxing had to

cut its numbers, so England Boxing,

without a murmur, leave two men out of

their team, both Londoners. Really, what

difference is a couple of boxers in one of

the most watched and one of England’s

most successful sports going to make to

overall numbers? Where is the world

governing body, AIBA, on this? Where is

England Boxing on this? What are the

paid press and public relations of Gt

Britain Boxing doing about this? Eh

nothing, not a dickie bird in the media;

take the wages and bury the coffin of

amateur boxing.   

Two deserving Londoners are in the

Commonwealth Team, hardy annuals,

52kg Charlie Edwards (Repton, Bethnal

Green) and 91+kg Joe Joyce (Earlsfield

ABC), you’ll be able to follow them and

the rest of the team on BBC TV and

radio. 60kg Valerian Spicer (Islington

ABC), a Londoner, boxes for Dominica in

the games, she’s as skilful as she is

glamorous, certainly worth watching.

Alexandra Palace saw over 400 boxers

taking part, in four rings, (a first), from all

corners of the world, over three days, in

what is fast becoming a must see, if you

have any interest in amateur boxing. Big

congrats to Haringey Police Community

Club who finance and stage this

behemoth of talent and action. Hooks

Boxing, Park Royal, run by a one man

band, Steve Newland, who averages a

national champion every year, missed

out, by one point, on the team trophy to

boxing powerhouse, Birley, Newcaslte.

Hooks’ Danny Barrett won the best elite

youth boxer of the tournament.

One to watch is an 18 yr old, 250lb,

6’4”, gentle giant from Philadelphia,USA,

Damani Rock, who has just won the

Youth World Championships in Bulgaria

and competes, for America, in the Youth

Olympic Games, in China, in August.

Finally all the best to Earlsfield,

national, amateur champions,

welterweight, “Cute” Louis Adolphe,

Wimbledon and light heavyweight, “KG”

Kirk Garvey, Clapham as they make

their, much anticipated, professional

debuts, at York Hall, on Wednesday 16th

July, both are trained and mentored by

former European Champion, Jim

McDonnell. 

Until next time, drive carefully,

cheerfully, safely and profitably

The Boddyman

- BOXNATION

Damani Rock

Chris Eubank Chris Eubank Snr.

Here lies the body of amateur boxing?
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Adam D. Elliott
Vincent House, 

99a Station Road, London, E4 7BU

SPECIALIST 
ACCOUNTANT TO THE 
LICENSED TAXI TRADE

Tel: 020 8281 0500
email: adam@taxitax.co.uk / SKYPE: taxitax

www.lcdcorg.wordpress.com

SIMIA WALL
The Taxi Drivers Accountants

Specialising in:
Accounts preparation:
� Offices in City & North London
� HMRC enquiry insuance (75% discounts)
� Associated law firm (25% discount)
� Tax Returns completed
� Loss of earnings claims
� Personal Injury claims management
� References for banks etc.

178 Bishopsgate, London EC2M 4NJ / Also at Devonshire House, Stanmore HA7 1JS / For appointments phone: 020 8732 5525

First consultation free of charge

SPECIAL OFFER
PERSONAL INJURY 
REFERAL SCHEME £200

HAD AN ACCIDENT?
We can arrange for your claim to be managed 
by associated in house team dealing with
everything from injury claim, loss of earnings,
bent metal repairs and most importantly
arranging a REPLACEMENT VEHICLE.
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Unbelievable Prices

TX / VITO REMOULDS

£38.50+VAT

TEL: 0207 231 5857

72 ENID STREET, BERMONDSEY, LONDON, SE16 3RA

MORRIS TYRE
SERVICES

THE BEST 
KEBAB
118 Old Street,

Open until 3am

Heart Tests For London Taxi Drivers 

WOOD STREET
CLINIC

The Heart Centre For London Taxi Drivers

Have You Had Heart Problems?

Do you need an Exercise Test  and / or Echocardiogram
(to measure LVEF) for LtpH?

We can help with our fast, efficient service and special
low rates for London’s taxi drivers

We are now providing stress Echocardiography
(functional testing) when required.

We understand that your living can depend on these tests

Contact us now on
The Wood Street Clinic
133 Wood Street
Barnet, Herts EN5 4BX
Telephone : 0208 449 7656    
www.woodstreetclinic.com  or
enquiries@woodstreetclinic.com

£1
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@WoodStClinic

CHICKEN / LAMB / MIX GRILLS
All served with rice / salad

Fresh & Healthy
0207 336 7036






