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Licence Application Decision 
Limousine – New Special Authorization 

 
Application #  386-12 Applicant Ripe Holdings Inc. 
Trade Name (s) RIPE Holdings 
Principals PERRICK, Otis GORAYA, Gagan 
Address 218 – 470 Granville Street, Vancouver BC  V6C 1V5 
Current 
Authorization (s) 

None    

Application 
Summary 
 
 

New Special Authorization: Passenger Directed Vehicle 
(Reference:  Section 26 of the Passenger Transportation Act) 

• New point to point luxury sedan transportation service with 20 
sedan limousines 

Rates 

(Section 24 of the Passenger Transportation Act) 

• Point to Point Rates 
Publication Date January 2, 2013 
Submissions 
Received 

• Yellow Cab Company Ltd.  
• Black Top Cabs Ltd.  
• Mac Lure’s Cabs (1984) Ltd.  
• Vancouver Taxi Ltd.  
• Limo Jet Gold Express Ltd.  
• Delta Sunshine Taxi (1972) 

Ltd. 
• Kimber Cabs Ltd. 
• Guildford Cab (1993) Ltd. 
•  Newton Whalley Hi Way Taxi 

Ltd. 
• Sunshine Cabs Ltd. 

• North Shore Taxi (1966) Ltd.  
• BC Taxi Association 
• 632226 BC Ltd. (Aerocar)  
• 0890995 BC Ltd. (Imperial 

Limousine) 
• Griffin Transportation 

Services Inc.  
• Excel Limousine Service Ltd.  
• Star Limousine Service Ltd.  

 

Board Decision The special authorization is refused.   

Decision Date March 11, 2013 
Panel Chair  William Bell   
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I. Board Considerations: 

 
The Board may approve a licence application, if the Board considers that: 
 
(a) there is a public need for the service the applicant proposed to provide under any special 

authorization.   
(b) the applicant is a fit and proper person to provide that service and is capable of providing 

that service, and 
(c) the application, if granted, would promote sound economic conditions in the passenger 

transportation business in British Columbia.  
 
All three requirements must be met before the Board will approve an application.  (Reference

 

:  
section 28(1) of the Passenger Transportation Act).  Applicants must decide how much 
information to provide to the Board.  Applicants should consider the type, location and scope 
of the service they wish to provide.  The Board has written various Application Guides to 
explain Board requirements.  

The Board publishes applications and accepts submissions.   
 

II. Background 
 

This is an application from Ripe Holdings Inc. (RIPE). The principals are PERRICK, Otis and 
GORAYA, Gagan. The applicant is a Vancouver based company applying for new passenger 
transportation licence with a “Special Authorization”.  RIPE wants to operate a point to point 
luxury sedan limousine service with 20 vehicles in the Greater Vancouver Regional District 
(GVRD), the Fraser Valley Regional District (FVRD) as well as portions of the Squamish-Lillooet 
and Sunshine Coast Regional Districts. Passengers using the service must book the 
transportation service electronically through a smartphone, tablet or similar mobile device. 
The applicant is requesting the following rates: 
 

Charter rates  Proposed 
Per km (first 4 km)  5.00 
Per km  2.60 
Per minute (speed less than 18 km/hr)  0.75 
Minimum charge per trip  15.00 
Cancellation Charge 10.00 

 
Supporting documentation included a PDV Vehicle Proposal, Proposed Terms and Conditions, 
Proposed Rates and Rules, a Business and Condensed Operating Plan, Public Need Indicators, 
Financial Statements, Disclosures of Transportation Ownership and Unlawful Activity and 
Bankruptcy. 
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Submissions 
 
Submissions were received from 17 companies or associations.  Of these, 10 taxi companies, 6 
limousine companies and 1 was from a taxi association.  All submissions were sent to the 
applicant who replied.  I have considered these submissions and the applicant’s replies.  
 
Several submissions asked that the application, if not denied, should be subject to a public 
hearing to allow a full disclosure of RIPE’s business plan, the adducing of evidence  and cross-
examination of RIPE to ensure public need, fitness and sound economic conditions are 
properly assessed under section 28 of the Passenger Transportation Act. On review of all the 
information and materials submitted by the applicant and submitters, I have determined a 
decision can be reached by the panel without the need of a public hearing.  
 
The submissions have common themes.  These are: 
 

• RIPE’s rates create destructive competition in the taxi and limousine business.  RIPE’s 
proposed rates are very close to Board approved taxi rates. The proposed rates are 
much lower than the Board’s set rate for sedan limousines as established in the Board’s 
Rates and Rules for Limousines in the Lower Mainland and Capital Regional District. The 
point to point rates are not consistent with the limousine industry standards. This 
creates an uneven playing field. RIPE would compete directly with taxis and limousines. 

• The use of a smartphone application is not sufficient to distinguish the service from that 
of a taxi or a limousine.   

• There is no public need for RIPE’s service.  The Board’s Licence Application Decisions on 
Peak Period Taxi Service in the City of Vancouver (published October 3, 2012) addresses 
the issue of peak period taxi service in Vancouver.  There are currently sufficient 
limousines operating in the Lower Mainland.  

• RIPE proposes to add a fleet of 20 vehicles.  Do the principals have the financial and 
business wherewithal and acumen to launch such an operation? What experience do 
the applicants have in the transportation industry? 

• RIPE is proposing to serve a very large operating area. How will it manage this 
operationally?  No single taxi company can operate throughout the GVRD.  To provide 
“on demand” service, RIPE will need to station the vehicles throughout its requested 
area. 

• This service is similar to that of “UBER” a smart phone application which operated 
without a passenger transportation licence, in Vancouver in 2012. UBER’s operation 
had a negative effect on both the taxi and limousine industry. 

• Demand for taxi and limousine service has decreased because of the province’s drinking 
and driving laws. 
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Applicant Response  
 
In replying to the submissions, the applicant largely focused on the Board’s 3 considerations as 
set out in section I of this decision.  
 
Public Need  
 

• RIPE has established a public need for the services proposed. The response to UBER 
services reinforces this position. The difference is RIPE’s services would be provided 
legally. 

• This is not a taxi application. This is a limousine application using 21st

• The service offered by RIPE is more expensive and, therefore, the use of sedan 
limousines are not an economic substitute for taxis.  

 century 
technology to provide a service that has a demonstrated need/demand. While both 
taxis and sedan limousines are rated for a driver and four passengers the ride in the 
latter will be more comfortable. The RIPE rate for a trip between downtown Vancouver 
and YVR would exceed significantly the rate for the same trip by taxi or by Aerocar. 

• RIPE’s service differs from taxi service in that there is no dispatch or flag service. It will 
use premium cars, have a dress code, and cost two to three times more than a taxi. RIPE 
is a safer working environment than a taxi.  RIPE is cheaper when compared to hourly 
limousine service.  It provides better customer service than either taxis or limousines.  
Cars are tracked online and clients avoid waiting on phone for dispatchers or watch taxi 
cabs pass at night.  Clients do not have to pre-book 3 days or more in advance as they 
do with limousine service providers.  

• RIPE is providing a mid-tier cost structure and service that falls between taxis and 
limousines and as such a new rate authorization should be allowed. The applicant is not 
applying for a point to point rate, but rather a mileage rate based on distance travelled. 
The Board has the authority to set rates which are not governed by regulation or 
legislation.  

• Short trips by RIPE will operate at a lower rate than current limousine rates, but on 
longer hauls may exceed these and will be more in line with current Board rates for the 
industry.  

• Taxicabs operate in the originating and destination areas proposed by it. The Board 
should consider the numerous complaints filed regarding the refusal of short hauls by 
taxis in downtown Vancouver and at the Vancouver International Airport. 

• Submitters also reference the October 2012 decisions of the Board on Peak Period Taxi 
Service in the City of Vancouver.  The decision does not reference limousines. Isolated 
references from the decision regarding the Chow Report should not be considered as 
the report has not been fully released to the public.  

• The claim that the limousine industry has not returned to 2009 levels may be an 
indication that the industry and the Board has to adapt to today’s economic reality and 
rates should come down to make the service more affordable. 

• UBER demonstrated that people want a better quality service than what taxis supply 
and want easier access to it and are prepared to pay more for it, but $ 75.00 plus tax for 
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a short haul is too much. The response to UBER reinforces the establishment of a public 
need. The difference being RIPE’s services will be provided legally.  

• Innovation in dispatch services and how rates are charged should not be grounds for 
rejecting this or any other application. Consumers are savvy, technology-driven and 
affluent and seek the opportunity to ride in style at a moment’s notice whenever and 
wherever possible. Personalized services are critical for this audience. 

 
Fitness 
 

• The applicant and principals have an extensive background in business operations, 
business management and transportation services and management. 

• RIPE has engaged a special advisor with a degree in Business Administration, who has 
been in the car business for 15 years. 

• RIPE has the financial and other resources and the strong financial backing of local 
advisors and investors to operate.  

• The applicant lives locally, vehicles will be bought and serviced locally, drivers will be 
hired locally. 

• Submitters are not in touch with current technology. With dispatch by smartphone 
applications only, there is no need for a dispatcher or dispatch equipment and other 
overhead. The operation could operate as a home based business. 
 

Sound Economic Conditions 
 

• RIPE contends it will not take any business from existing taxi companies because it 
provides a different service at a different rate. 

• The new rate proposed by RIPE, if approved, would be available to existing limousine 
operators and, therefore, would not create any unfair competitive advantage. The new 
rate structure proposed is in keeping with the direction the Board has indicated a need 
for in documents, dated 2007 and 2011, posted on the Board website. 

• The fact that current limousine licensees frequently offer discounts or cash only for 
short distance trips and breach existing rate structures is driven by consumer demand.  

• Aerocar rates are much closer to taxi rates and Whistler VIP Limousine operates with a 
flat transfer rate of $25.00 for its SUV’s in the Resort Municipality of Whistler that was 
approved by the Board. 

• RIPE agrees that a level playing field is needed for all limousine operators in B.C. 
Currently there is no level playing field. For example, Aerocar has special rates under its 
contract to the Vancouver Airport Authority, and rates of operators with a General 
Authority licence are not regulated. 
 

Given the nature of my decision, I have not relied on submitters’ information.  I note that many 
submitters provided general statements or beliefs, not supported by facts.   
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III. Reasons for the Board’s Decision 
 

(a) Is the applicant a fit and proper person to provide that service and is the applicant capable of 
providing that service?   

 
The Board looks at fitness in two parts:  
 

(i) is the applicant a “fit and proper person” to provide the proposed service; and  
(ii) is the applicant capable of providing that service?   
 

The Board reviews the conduct of an applicant and the structure of its operations.  Does the 
applicant seem to understand passenger transportation laws and policies? Is the business set 
up to follow these laws? Is there something in the applicant’s background that shows it 
disregards the law?   
 
Applicants must show that they have the resources and skills to manage the service that they 
want to operate.  The Board gets much of this information from business plans and financial 
statements.  
 
Mr. Perrick has never operated a limousine or had experience in the transportation industry, 
but has extensive background in an executive management capacity for large companies. He 
will assume responsibility for all aspects of corporate management and administration. Mr. 
Goraya has 10 years experience as a limousine chauffeur with multiple companies in 
Vancouver. For the past 3 years he has been the Operations Manager with Canaccord 
Limousine Service Ltd. in Vancouver. Mr. Goraya has university degree and is a Microsoft 
Certified Systems Engineer. He also has completed Taxi Host 1 and 2 from the Justice Institute 
and holds a Chauffeur permit and a Class 4 driver’s licence. The company indicates it has 
engaged a special advisor with a degree in Business Administration and who has been in the 
car business for 15 years.  The applicant has applied for and has received a NSC Safety 
Certificate. The disclosure forms of Unlawful Activity and Bankruptcy and Passenger 
Transportation Ownership indicate no negative concerns about the principals. 
 
The applicant’s business plan included several financial documents: 
 
1. Budget and Cash Flow Projections and Sales Projections: One document was entitled “FY 12 

Licencing/Marketing Budget”. Two other similar documents entitled “3 Year Cash Flow 
Projection/ Estimates (FY 13, FY 14 and FY 15)” were also provided.  These documents 
provided Revenue, Expenses and Net Revenues.  

 
• The breakdown for expenses included: Production/Development (licencing fees, 

vehicles, rent, office expenses, equipment, employees and fuel costs); Advertising 
(internet, production and media); Promotional (general public relations, radio 
productions, mandated promotions and web marketing promotions), Contracted 



 
 
 
 

 

 
Page 7 
 

Limo Decision Passenger Transportation Board 

 

Services (legal and accounting); Web Site (web site creation, web site updates) and 
Other. 

 
• The Income/Revenue subtitled Licencing/Leasing for the FY13, 14 and 15 refer to Year 

1 with 20 licences, Year 2 with 50 licences and Year 3 with 75 licences multiplied by set 
monthly rates. 
 

2. Projected Balance Sheet for FY 13, 14 and 15 outlines assets and liabilities 
 

In the multi-year financial projections provided and referenced above, the applicant reports 
optimistic incoming gross revenues that are based on licencing/leasing. Expenses included in 
the multi-year cash flow do not give information with respect to the cost of the limousines 
themselves and whether they would be purchased or leased. There is also zero cost projected 
or accounted for expenses such as fuel, insurance, repairs and maintenance. 
 
RIPE appears to seek to become a retailer of 20 sedan limousine “licences” as opposed to a 
licensee operating the service.  Various statements in the applicant’s business plan and 
condensed operating plan lead me to this conclusion. 
 
For example, the applicant explains it’s billing system as follows: 
 

Each driver/company is responsible for billing and collecting which is all done through the 
online web portal, all fees associated with the service are collected electronically (credit card). 
All clients are registered with the web portal prior to any ordering of the point to point service 
being made so all tracking of the vehicle and payment by the client (no tipping policy as it’s 
built into the fees) will be charged. The web portal has the sole discretion to determine the fees 
being charged. 
 
The web portal is responsible for all the tracking and reporting on all rendered services. They 
will share daily and monthly reports with RIPE, which in turn will be shared with the 
applicable licencing providers. RIPE will lease out each applicable premium point to point 
licence which in turn will payout our licencing, service, policy and taxes to the city. (Emphasis 
added) 

 
The applicant also says such things as: 
 

• “Ripe Holdings Inc. (RIPE) wants to become the leading online licensor in Vancouver, 
B.C. for personal point to point luxury sedan transportation services.” (Emphasis 
added) 

 
• RIPE will “allow local drivers to be licenced appropriately for premium point to point 

online on demand transportation services in Vancouver.”  
 

• RIPE will “licence new owners/drivers for this service.”  
 

• “RIPE provides a turnkey, end- to-end solution, bridging the gap between drivers, 
clients and the appropriate licences for the premium point to point on demand service.  
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The above statements cause concerns about how RIPE will maintain care and control over its 
drivers and operations. 
 
Section 6 of the Passenger Transportation Regulation states: 
 

A licensee must retain the care and control of every commercial passenger vehicle that is 
operated under the licence and must do all things necessary to  

(a) ensure that the Act and this regulation are complied with, including, without limitation, to 
ensure that each commercial passenger vehicle that is operated under a licence is operated in 
compliance with the terms and conditions of the licence and in compliance with any rates 
approved or set by the board under section 7 (1) (f) of the Act and any rules made in relation 
to those rates under section 7 (1) (g) of the Act, and  
(b) secure observance of the Act and of this regulation by 

(i)  every driver of each commercial passenger vehicle that is operated under the 
licence, 
(ii)  every operator of each commercial passenger vehicle that is operated under the 
licence, and 
(iii)  every other officer, agent and employee of the licensee. 

 
The applicant has not explained what oversight the company would have in place to ensure 
that their drivers would comply with terms and conditions of the licence and other regulatory 
requirements, if the application were approved.  For example, the application lacks specifics 
relating to the management of the operation and staff despite the low overhead associated 
with the proposed online digital service. Also while it does speak to the hiring and screening 
process for drivers, there is no information on how drivers will be secured and trained in the 
broad area it intends to operate with a fleet of 20 vehicles.  Further there is no adequate 
description or details on how the 20 sedan limousines will operate and be distributed in the 
proposed operating area.  In summary, the applicant has failed to establish a sufficient 
evidentiary foundation for this aspect of its application. 
 
The applicant submits that there are currently three transportation operations happening in 
Vancouver today: taxis, limousines and illegal pickup of point to point services. The applicant 
suggests that there are 75 vehicles operating illegally and RIPE’s application is for 21% of this 
market share and will “help pinch off the growth in this unlicensed sector”. 
 
The applicant’s income projections indicate growth of fleet based on this business model with 
the underlying assumption that its initial 20 licences will absorb some 75 vehicles illegally 
operating in Vancouver using its proposed dispatched point to point service. It is not clear 
what the income projections are based on, other than extrapolated increases in 
licensing/leasing. There is no factual information to support these assumptions. Further, and 
more importantly, given the application is to operate 20 sedan limousines over a sizable area 
there is an entire absence of trip projections or projected booking numbers. No verifiable 
information was provided in this regard.  
 
The applicant indicates that it is working with UBER as the web portal provider for its 
application.  However, no documentation was provided to validate this statement. 
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While I find the two principals may individually be fit and proper and have the necessary skills 
to operate the service, the business and condensed operating plans for the business provide 
insufficient details of how and where the 20 sedan limousine passenger directed vehicles will 
operate.  The absence of particulars in this regard fails to establish how the licensee would 
exercise care and control over its operations.   
 
The income projections and lack of other important operational information do not support 
the actual use of the proposed vehicle fleet in delivering the service. Rather they seem to 
describe a “franchise” operation. There is lack of information or explanation to define the 
proposed service and its roll out across a large proposed operating area. As a result, I find I am 
unable to determine whether the applicant has a clear understanding of what is involved and is 
capable of proving the proposed service. 
 
In conclusion the applicant has not satisfied this provision of the Passenger Transportation 
Act. 
 
(b) Is there a public need for the service that the applicant proposes to provide under special 

authorization? 
 

The Board expects applicants to show that there is a public need for their proposed service.  
They should give the Board information that is factual and objective.  Its Application Guide 5: I 
want to start a new limousine service outlines the information that the Board is seeking with 
respect to public need.  This may include information that shows: 
 

• People will use the service  
• People and businesses will refer people to the service 
• People cannot obtain the services the applicant is offering 
• The market is underserved or not served by the type of service you will be providing 

 
The amount of support will relate to the scope of an application. Applicants may show public 
need with the following types of information: 
 

• letters from booking agents, travel agents or prospective passengers 
• signed contracts  
• population data 
• community plans  
• other relevant material 

 
The Board often finds comments written by individuals more useful than pre-completed 
surveys or petitions.   The Board also reviews business plans and financial statements. 
    
The applicant is applying to add 20 limousines to a major market area.  I would expect detailed 
evidence of public need to support such an application. Such information was not provided in 
this application. 
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The applicant states “We don’t know how many tweets and emails in regard to the UBER service 
were sent to the premier, the Minister and the Mayor, but we believe it to be in the thousands. 
That alone should be enough for the Board to reconsider what public need/demand is, how it’s 
being met and is it being offered at a fair rate for the service rendered.” 
 
RIPE maintains that “Regardless of destination, the client is willing to pay a higher price than 
that of a taxi for on demand point to point sedan transportation services.”   
 
The Board is an independent tribunal.  It does not have access to e-mails, tweets, etc. provided 
to other government agencies such as ministers or municipalities.   
 
Whether such e-mails would demonstrate public need for the applicant’s proposed service is 
not clear.  The Board is interested in specific information from people who would use the 
applicant’s proposed service.  This information should have the following details:  
 

• why, when and how often a person needs a new limousine service  
• whether the person uses any other limousines now  
• why the person would use the applicant’s proposed service instead of services that 

are available 
• the person’s name, signature, if possible, and contact information  

 
The applicant in support of public need included the following: 
 

1. An online article posted November 28, 2012 on straight.com titled “UBER town-car 
service shut down in Vancouver by B.C. Passenger Transportation Board”.  

 
2. An on-line article dated May 12, 2012 that reports regulators in Washington D.C.  

passed a bill that essentially allows the UBER service to continue operating legally. 
 

Based on the above articles the applicant states: 
• Until recently, there were up to 75 unlicensed and illegal drivers providing point to point 

services here in Vancouver 
•  It was brought to my attention that thousands of passengers/users signed up to use an 

Online Mobile Web Portal to book point to point luxury sedan services but the services 
were done illegally as the proper licensing was not acquired 

• These registered users are now left stranded and looking for other alternatives 
• The people have spoken across North America and Vancouver needs to support the 

demand for this service and provide RIPE the licensees required to legally put 20 point to 
point sedan vehicles on the road 

 
3. An online article and video dated August 11, 2012 featuring the UBER CEO who refers 

to its month over month growth and that “UBER is efficiency with elegance on top.”  
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Based on this article the applicant states “Until this unlicensed and illegally operating service 
provider was shut down they were servicing thousands of trips per month and demand was 
growing at a phenomenal rate.”  
 
These are sweeping statements, not supported by facts.  The applicant did not provide 
information from potential clients or users of its service. Nor did the applicant provide 
evidence to support its claim that the unique dispatch service proposed and the rate structure 
associated with it would be an “added value” benefit to the public. The reference to website-
generated emails indicating people signed up for the service is not helpful. Such anecdotal 
evidence is not reliable.  
 
The applicant has not provided sufficient evidence of need for its request of 20 vehicles to 
operate in such a broad operating area.   
 
RIPE has not demonstrated evidence of public need to support this application.     
 

(c) Would the application, if granted, promote sound economic conditions in the passenger 
transportation business in British Columbia? 

 
There are many markets for limousines.  Some limousine companies may serve the wedding or 
special event market.  Others may serve corporations. Still others may offer a specialty 
services.  A healthy, competitive limousine industry provides the public with a range of service 
options while enabling efficient operators to run a successful business. 
 
As noted above, the applicant has not provided the evidence required to establish public need 
or met the fitness consideration. 
 
As a result, I find it is difficult to make a determination that the application, if granted, would 
promote sound economic conditions in the passenger transportation business in British 
Columbia. 
 
Further, I find the applicant’s contention that its rates are in line with Board direction is 
inconsistent with the Rates and Rules for Limousines in the Lower Mainland and CRD 
established by the Board on May 4, 2011. 
 

IV. Conclusion 
 
For the reasons above, this application is refused.  
 
 
 


