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City of Alexandria, Virginia /03

MEMORANDUM
DATE: JANUARY 24, 2003
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGE S

SUBJECT: REPORT OF TAXICAB TASK FORCE AND CONSIDERATION OF
OPTIONS RECOMMENDED BY TASK FORCE

ISSUE: City Council receipt of Taxicab Task Force report and consideration of the options
recommended by the Task Force for changes in taxicab industry regulations.

RECOMMENDATION: That City Council:

(1) Receive the Taxicab Task Force Report (Attachment 1), which includes the Task Force’s
options regarding changes to taxicab industry regulations;

(2)  Receive the results of the Traffic and Parking Board’s review (discussed below in this
memorandum) of the Taxicab Task Force Report and recommended options;

(3)  Receive this memorandum which sets out the results of staff’s review of the Task Force
Report and recommended options; and

(4) Docket the Taxicab Task Force Report and recommended options for public hearing at
Council’s Saturday, February 22 public hearing meeting and, thereafter, consider whether
to adopt any of the options.

BACKGROUND: On June 26, 2001, City Council established a Taxicab Task Force to review
the Alexandria taxicab industry and develop recommendations for possible regulatory changes.
The Task Force was charged with consideration of a number of concerns raised by some drivers,
primarily relating to control of the certificates of public convenience and necessity which
authorize the operation of taxicabs in the city. The Task Force consisted of: two representatives
of Council, Vice-Mayor William Cleveland and Councilwoman Joyce Woodson; one
representative of the Traffic and Parking Board, Tom Walczykowski; one representative of the
Alexandria Commission on Persons with Disabilities, Chet Avery; two representatives of taxicab
drivers, C. 1. Dodhy and Randy Stephens; and two representatives of taxicab companies, John
Muir, Yellow Cab, and Ken Aggrey, White Top Cab. Support staff was provided by
Transportation and Environmental Services, Office of the City Attorney, and the Police
Department’s Hack Inspection Unit.




Beginning in 1975, certificates of public convenience and necessity (“Certificates™), which
authorize the operation of taxicabs in Alexandria and without which a cab may not be operated in
the City, were issued directly to the owners of individual taxicabs. By having individual taxicab
owners (who were also drivers in most cases) directly accountable to the City, it was felt that the
industry and its service to the public could be well regulated. At this same time, the City
required each taxicab to be operated under the “colors” of an approved taxicab company, and
assigned to each taxicab company a certain number of taxicab “slots” based on the company’s
showing of need (i.e., the number of taxicabs needed to provide adequate taxi service in the
City). These slots were in turn assigned by companies to cabs whose owners had received a
Certificate from the City.

Under this regulatory scheme, holders of Certificates (i.e., the owners of certificated cabs) were
allowed to transfer with their cab from one to another taxi company at any time, provided that (1)
the company from which the Certificate holder wished to transfer provided a letter to the City
stating the he/she was in good standing with the company, and (2) the company to which the
Certificate holder wished to transfer provided a letter to the City stating that it would accept the
Certificate holder and it had an open slot which it would assign to the cab of the transferring
Certificate holder. Also, under this regulatory scheme, since Certificates were in the hands of the
owner-drivers who had substantial ability to move from one to another taxi company, it fell
largely to the City, rather than the companies, to receive and investigate passenger complaints
and to regulate driver conduct. -

Tn 1982, the City transferred control of the certificates from the owner/drivers to the taxicab
companies. The primary reasons for this change were (1) to improve the quality of taxicab
service to the general public, and (2) to reduce the City resources required to address passenger
complaints against the drivers and to manage the growing number of individual owner/drivers.
Service complaints from the public had been increasing, and many new taxicab companies were
being formed. This state of the industry was evidenced by the many taxicab matters (usually in
the form of passenger complaints) that regularly occupied substantial portions of the meetings
and time of the Traffic and Parking Board. In effect, by virtue of the regulatory scheme then in
effect, the City had become a personnel office for the local taxi industry, expending significant
staff time and resources investigating service complaints, disciplining taxi driver behavior,
screening potential drivers, and otherwise managing the increasing number of drivers. For these
reasons, beginning in 1982, the City Council revised the taxicab regulatory scheme, and began to
assign to the taxicab companies the certificates of public convenience and necessity, along with
the responsibility to manage the City’s taxi drivers.

During the Traffic and Parking Board’s 1994 annual hearing on the state of the taxicab industry,
the United Taxi Cab Operators Association (UTOP) offered a proposal that would return the
assignment of Certificates to the owners of taxicabs. That report was the subject of discussion
for several years. On January 25, 1997, Council rejected the UTOP proposal, by a vote of 6 to 1.
(A copy of the memorandum is attached as Attachment 2.)




At its January 24, 1998 meeting, City Council considered and tabled a UTOP proposal to create a
working group to review taxicab issues.

In June 2001, again in response to UTOP concerns, Council established a Taxicab Task Force to
review taxicab issues and offer recommendations for regulatory improvement. In the attached
Taxicab Task Force Report, five options for regulatory change have been proposed for Council
consideration.'

DISCUSSION: A significant issue considered by the Task Force was the control of the
certificates of public convenience and necessity. Related issues were driver income, return on
investment and treatment, the non-enforcement of City regulations on taxicab companies, the
large number of certificates that are issued by the City and some fare-related concerns. Finding
that no single measure satisfactorily addressed all issues, the Task Force recommended that
Council consider the following options:
1. Institute a two-tier taxicab system, one tier for local dispatch and airport cabs and -

-one tier for airport-only cabs.

Institute a Certificate recall in order to create a Certificate pool.

Require cab companies to provide drivers with a dispute resolution process.
Appoint taxicab industry representatives on the Traffic and Parking Board.
Methods, developed by staff, for issuing Certificates directly to long-term taxi
drivers.

SR

The Traffic and Parking Board considered the Task Force report at a special meeting on October
21, 2002. Considering each option separately, the Board made the following recommendations:

1. Two-Tier System. The Board recommended adoption of this option.

2. Certificate Recall and Certificate Pool. The Board recommended rejection of this
option.

3. Dispute Resolution Process. The Board recommended adoption of this optlon

and asked staff to define and recommend who would pay for the use of outside
parties in the process.

4. Industry Representation on the Traffic and Parking Board. The Board
recommended rejection of this option.

5. Issuance of Certificates to Drivers. The Board recommended rejection of this
option.

On January 24, 2003, four Task Force Members submitted a memorandum to Council presenting
their views of the options presented in the Task Force Report. (A copy of this memorandum is
attached as Attachment 3.)

! In August 2002, the Tenants’ and Workers” Support Committee began providing assistance to
taxicab drivers. Staff understands that the Committee is developing a proposal to permit drivers to hold
their own certificates. As of this date, staff has not received any proposal from the Commitiee.
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The City’s function and responsibility as regulator of the taxicab industry is to protect the public
interest by ensuring the existence of sufficient, affordable, convenient and high quality taxi
service throughout the City, while avoiding the existence of arbitrary and artificial inequities
within the taxi industry. With this function and responsibility in mind, we offer the following
analysis and views on each of the options recommended by the Task Force.

1. Two-tier taxicab system with airport-only cabs and local dispatch-and-airport cabs.
Staff does not support implementing a two-tier system due to recent changes in the local taxicab
industry. The primary reason for recommending a two-tier system was to address the fact that
the City Code requirement for 24-hour dispatch service was not being provided by the smaller
taxi companies and was not being enforced by the City. The two-tier system was a way to
eliminate the inequity that some companies were meeting the code requirement and incurring the
expense of 24-hour dispatch service, and other companies were not.

Recently, however, the three taxi companies that had been operating without 24-hour dispatch
service established a joint office in the City with 24-hour dispatch capability. As a result, all
taxicab companies in Alexandria are now, or are soon expected to be, in compliance with the
code’s 24-hour code requirement. Thus, staff does not believe that a two-tier system is now
needed or would offer sufficient public benefit to warrant its adoption and the changes it would
impose upon the current City taxi industry. It should be noted that the smaller cab companies
and many drivers expressed opposition to the recommended two-tier system.

2. Certificate recall and creation of Certificate pool. The Task Force proposed a recall of
five percent of the existing Certificates as a way to create a pool of certificates that could be used
to increase flexibility in managing the taxi industry or that could be assigned individuai drivers
(see Option 5 below). Staff supports reducing the number of taxicab Certificates,” but
recommends that it be done through the Traffic and Parking Board as part of the annual process
now set out in the City Code for reviewing the number of issued Certificates, rather than with a
special certificate recall.

During the past decade, the number of Certificates has been increased more than the
corresponding demand for taxi service and, as noted (see note 2) the current per capita number of
certificates in Alexandria is higher than in other jurisdictions. Through tighter regulation, the
number of certificates can be better managed and brought into a better alignment with the

2 The current number of Certificates issued by the City is 645. This amounts to 4.9 Certificates
for every 1,000 residents of the City. According to a 1997 survey for the /997 Taxicab Fact Book,
Alexandria was reported to have the highest number of taxicab certificates per 1,000 residents of all
reported jurisdictions. In the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, Arlingion was reported to have 3.46
certificates per 1,000 residents, the second highest number reported, and Fairfax County was reported to
have 0.48 certificates per 1,000 residents. The Philadelphia metropolitan area and New York City were
reported to have 0.96 and 1.5 certificates per 1,000 residents, respectively.




demand for taxi service in the City. Moreover, if the total number of certificates were reduced,
the supply of taxi service in the City would be correspondingly reduced and the earning potential
of individual drivers would increase. Staff feels that the number of issued Certificates likely
needs to be reduced over time, and recommends that this be accomplished (or at least that the
consideration of this reduction occur) through the process currently in the Code that calls for an
annual staff review of the economic condition of the taxicab industry and the presentation of that
review and any recommendations to the Traffic and Parking Board. A reduction in the number
of certificates in this manner will provide as much, if not more, regulatory flexibility as the
Certificate recall process proposed by the Task Force and accepted by the Board. Moreover, if
justified by service demand, this process enables the City to issue additional Certificates to meet
that demand.

3. Dispute resolution process. Staff supports requiring that a formal dispute resolution process
be available for resolving significant disputes between companies and drivers. The Task Force
contemplated implementing this process by requiring that a dispute resolution provision be
included in all company/driver contracts. Staff feels the dispute resolution process should be
established in City Code to ensure a uniform requirement and its uniform application. In this
manner, all companies holding Certificates would be required, as a condition to holding their
Certificates, to provide for their drivers a uniform dispute resolution process. The nature of this
process would be set out in guidelines issued by the City at the time the requirement for a process
was added to the City Code. Those guidelines, it is envisioned, would define the types or nature
of disputes that are subject to the required resolution process, and would require that the process
itself contain at least two parts or steps. The first would require drivers to submit their complaint
in writing to the company, which would then appoint a member of its management who is not a
party to the particular dispute to meet with the driver. The second would occur if the dispute is
not resolved to the satisfaction of the driver as a result of the first step meeting, and would have
the dispute heard and decided by an impartial, third party. The Code or the guidelines would
define the manner in which the cost of these third parties would be paid.

4. Appointment of taxicab representatives to Traffic and Parking Board. Like the Board
itself, staff does not support this option. Since the Certificates were transferred to the companies
in 1982, the Traffic and Parking Board hears taxicab-related matters on an infrequent basis. In
order to maintain balanced company/driver representation, two of the seven Board seats would
have to be “assigned” to the taxicab industry, which would not be commensurate with the
amount of Board time typically spent on taxicab issues. Staff feels that it would be more
appropriate for the Chairman of the Traffic and Parking Board to appoint a special committees to
hear taxicab related issues on an as-needed basis. These committees would consist of a few
Board members, would receive input on the questions at hand from taxi drivers and companies,
as well as consumers and special user groups (such as the Alexandria Commission on Persons
with Disabilities), and make recommendations to the full Board.




5. Issuance of certlficates dlrectly to long-term drivers. Like the Board, staff does not
support this option.

A certificate recall was proposed as a way to make some of the existing certificates available for
possible assignment to a select group of long-tenure drivers (see Item 2). Based on the proposed
five percent recall, a maximum of 31 certificates would be available for assignment among more
than 1,000 drivers. Any benefits provided by driver-held certificates would accrue to only about
thee percent of the current drivers. The narrowly-held distinction among drivers that would
result from this option would not provide any general driver benefit, eliminate any regulatory
inequity or protect the regulated public interest.

The apparent purpose in assigning Certificates to drivers was (i) to provide these drivers with an
asset -- i.e., something possessing real value -- that could be sold at retirement and (ii) to increase
the negotiating power of these drivers with taxi companies.

With respect to the “asset” purpose, it is important to note that, in 1982 when the City began
issuing Certificates to taxi companies rather than drivers, Council decided to “grandfather” the
drivers who then possessed taxi Certificates, meaning that they were allowed to continue holding
their Certificates. However, under rules then in effect, which remain in effect today, those
drivers were not allowed to sell or transfer their “grandfathered” Certificates when they decided
to leave the taxi industry. Rather, they were required to return the Certificates to the City unless
a transfer to the company with which they were affiliated was approved by the City Manager. In
other words, even under the City’s pre-1982 regulatory scheme, driver-held Certificates were not
allowed to be sold; in this sense, therefore, Certificates have never been an asset that have
accrued value for, and were capable of delivering real value to, the drivers who held them. Thus,
if Certificates were now to be directly issued to drivers and to be permitied to be sold by drivers
on a “Certificate market,” this would represent a an entirely new regulatory scheme that has
never been in effect in the City.

Based on limited financial data available to staff, an Alexandria taxicab Certificate, if allowed to
be sold in an open market, might obtain $5,000 to $10,000. This estimate is based on the recent
sale of an Alexandria taxi cab company.® This is obviously an amount far less than taxicab
“medallions” in New York City which have a market value in excess of $100,000. Of course, in
New York, the demand for cab service is substantially larger than in Alexandria, and the number
of cabs per capita is substantially lower than in the City. Even if driver-held Certificates were
allowed to be sold, therefore, their value does not appear to be substantial.

Issuing certificates to drivers may improve their negotiating position with the companies if
Certificate-holding drivers were able to unilaterally transfer with their Certificates to other
companies. However, we question the wisdom of increasing the negotiating position of a few

* The recent sale of a local cab company, whose assets were solely its Certificates,
involved a sales price that reflected a value of approximately $5,000 for each Certificate.
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drivers, vis a vis the companies, which is what Options 2 and 5 call for, but not the far larger
number of drivers who will not be holders of Certificates. Moreover, we believe the provision of
a dispute mechanism (Option 3) will improve the negotiating ability of all drivers.

Finally, we do not support issuance of Certificates to drivers, whether to a few or all, because
there is no significant, legitimate public policy reason to do so. As earlicr indicated, the City’s
goal in regulating the taxi industry is to protect the public interest by ensuring the existence of
sufficient, affordable, convenient and high quality taxi service throughout the City. For at least
the past 15 years, this goal has been achieved under the current regulatory scheme. For years,
both the supply and quality of taxi service delivered throughout the City has been quite
satisfactory. In short, staff believe there is no need, in order to enhance the quality of the City’s
taxi service, to alter in a very fundamental way the nature of the regulatory system that, for
almost two decades, has delivered high quality taxi services to the citizen of Alexandria.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 1. Taxicab Task Force Report

Attachment 2. January 10, 1997 Memorandum to City Council from F. Andrew Carroll, HI,
Counsel for UTOP

Attachment 3. January 24, 2003 Memorandum to City Council from four Task Force Members

STAFE:
Richard J. Baier, P.E., Director, Transportation & Environmental Services
Thomas H. Culpepper, P.E., Deputy Director, Transportation & Environmental Services
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report contains the findings developed by the Taxicab Task Force. The Task Force dealt
with one main issue and six related issues. The main issue was the control of the Certificates of
Public Convenience and Necessity (certificates). The related issues were: 1) driver income; 2)
driver return on investment; 3) driver treatment; 4) non-enforcement of regulations; 5) excessive-
certificates; and 6) fare related issues.

The Task Force considered seven options for the Alexandria taxi industry. These options were: -
1) do nothing and continue operating with the existing system; 2) implementing a medallion
system; 3) implementing a two-tier system with two types of taxicab service - airport only cabs
and local dispatch cabs; 4) an employee-owned cooperative taxicab company; 5) a Clty—owned
taxi company; 6) a full-service taxicab firm; and 7) the UTOP proposal.

After careful consideration, the Task Force determined that no one option addressed all the
issues. Therefore, the Task Force developed the following five recommendations:

1) Institute a two-tier system where there are two categories of taxicabs - airport cabs and local
radio-dispatch cabs. The airport taxicabs would only pick up passengers from the airport and
would not take passengers from the City to the airport or work the local cab stands. The local
radio dispatch cabs would handle everything else and would be able to pick up at the airport;

2) Institute a certificate recall to create a certificate pool. The purpose of the certificate recall is
to create a pool of certificates to increase flexibility in managing the taxi industry. The goal is to
recall five percent of the certificates over a two-year period and place those certificates into a
pool. If needed, the certificate recall would be continued after the second year. Once the
certificates are in the pool several things could be done. If there were more than enough existing
certificates to meet the demand for taxi service, the certificates in the pool could be retired. The
certificates in the pool could also be reissued to help start up an employee-owned taxi company
or given to a specific group of drivers meeting certain criteria such as years of service.

3) Change the City Code to require that the cab companies incorporate a dispute resolution

process to handle disputes between drivers and the cab companies. The City Code would be
revised to require that cab companies include language in their driver contracts specifying that

disputes between drivers and the companies be dealt with through the American Arbitration
Association under its Commercial Mediation Rules, or a completely independent person when
disputes can’t be mutually resolved.

4) Have dedicated taxicab representatives on the Traffic and Parking Board. A person from the
taxi industry would be appointed to the Traffic and Parking Board. The proposed board member
could be either a driver or someone from a taxi company. This would not be a new seat but
simply replace one of the existing Board members when their term expires. Alternatives to
address taxicab industry representation would be to appoint two representatives from the
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industry to the Traffic and Parking Board (one from the companies, one from the drivers)
or to create a standing commiittee of the board, with a charge of advising the board on taxi
industry matters, which would have representative of taxi companies and a representative
of drivers on it.!

5) The Task Force recommended that staff develop a concept to issue certificates directly to
long-term drivers who have doven an Alexandria taxicab for many vears. Per the Task Force

recommendation, staff developed the following two options: 1)Long-term drivers be issued a
grandfather type certificate; or 2} Drivers be issued “free agent” type of certificate.

In option one, the long-term (e.g., eight years)* drivers would be issued one of the 31 certificates
in the certificate pool created by the certificate recall. This certificate would entitle the driver to
all of the rights that the existing grandfather certificates provide. It needs to be pointed out that
the existing grandfather certificates only allow a driver to operate a taxicab under the colors of
an existing Alexandria taxicab company. In certain situations the grandfather certificate provides
some flexibility to move the certificate between companies. The certificates would be issued on
a driver seniority basis. It also needs to be noted that neither the City or the cab companies have
records indicating the longevity of the drivers. . :

Tn option two, drivers meeting certain criteria® would be issued one of the 31 certificates in the
certificate pool. This certificate would allow drivers to move freely between companies once
every year. The free agent certificates will not be transferable between drivers and so can only be
used by the driver who the certificate was issued to. The selection criteria defining which drivers
are issued the certificates would be developed to force accountability onto the drivers. First, only
drivers with vehicles less than five years old would be issued a free agent certificate. If a
certificate holder’s vehicle becomes older than 5 years old, the certificate will be revoked and
issued to another driver. Second, the certificate holder cannot have any legitimate complaints
against him or her. If a legitimate complaint is raised and found valid by the Traffic and Parking
Board, the certificate will be revoked and issued to another driver. Third, the certificate holder -

! This addition is in response to Councilwoman Joyce Woodson’s comment, “Since these
two groups don’t get along, nor have similar agendas, I don’t see one representative for both
groups. Probably one from each.”

? This change is in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, “How many
years?” The number of years should represent a driver who has invested significant money and
time in the industry. A period of five to 10 years appears to meet this factor, and hence a term of
eight years is given, as an example, in the text.

* In response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, which addressed the second option
presented in the text and was “No--should be based on years of service only.” The first option in
the text is based on years of service only; the second option is intended to provide an alternative
means of allowing drivers to move between companies.
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would be required to drive under the colors of an established Alexandria taxicab company.
Lastly, the certificates would be issued to drivers in all six cab companies based on the
percentage of cab slots a company has of the total number of cabs authorized to work in the City.
Based on this, the number of free agent certificate holders each company would initially have
would be as follows: Columbus would have two free agents; Diamond would have seven free
agents; King would have three free agents; VIP would have three free agents; White Top would
have six free agents, and Yellow would have 10 free agents.

The advantage to drivers of holding their own certificate is that the certificate provides
tremendous leverage when dealing with the cab companies. The only income a cab company has
is revenue from the stand dues charged to the drivers. The more certificates a company has, the
more revenue the company can collect from the drivers. Consequently, if a driver has control of
a certificate, the driver can take that certificate and move to another company, thus, leaving the
first company w1th one less certlﬁcate to collect stand dues from Mcst-eonmamcs-wﬂ-l—thm

* The striking of this language is in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment,
“not reasonable conclusion - more likely drivers will be treated more respectfully and stand dues
will pay for something.”
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INTRODUCTION

On June 26, 2001, a Taxicab Task Force was established to investigate the Alexandria taxicab
industry and develop recommendations for improvement. This report contains the
recommendations developed by the task force. The task force dealt with one main issue and six
related issues. The main issue was the control of the Certificates of Public Convenience and
Necessity (certificates). The related issues were: 1) Driver income; 2) Driver return on
investment; 3) Driver treatment; 4) Non- enforcement of regulations; 5) Excessive certificates;
and 6) Fare-related issues.

Historv of The Alexandria Taxi Industry

There is a long history associated with control of the certificates. From 1974 through 1982 the
certificates were held by the drivers. Having the drivers hold the certificates created a number of
problems. Service to the public began deteriorating, passengers were being over charged, many
new taxicab companies began opening up, the Traffic and Parking Board heard many, many
taxicab complaints running late into the night. Because of all these problems, the certificates
were assigned to the taxicab companies in 1982. Since the taxi companies have held the
certificates the problems of the past were virtually eliminated.

At the October 24, 1994, annual hearing of the Alexandria Traffic and Parking Board on the
State of the Taxicab Industry, the United Taxi Cab Operators Association, Incorporated (UTOP).
made a request to change the holder of the certificates from the taxicab companies to the taxicab
owners. Chairman Schumaier indicated that the Taxicab Subcommittee would meet to discuss
the proposal. The UTOP proposal was never adopted.

On January 25, 1997, City Council considered the UTOP proposal that the City issue taxicab
certificates to individual taxicab owners rather than taxicab companies and enable taxicab drivers
to transfer from one taxicab company to another every two years. The Council voted 6 to 1 to
maintain the way in which the City issues taxicab certificates. At the January 13, 1998, City
Council legislative meeting, Vice Mayor Euille asked staff to include an item on the Saturday,
Tanuary 14, 1998, Council docket to create a working group to review the issues raised by UTOP
and provide Council with a report by the end of 1998. This was tabled by City Council and no
action was taken.

Explanation of Existing Operations

The Traffic and Parking Board has jurisdiction over taxicabs and their owners and operators in
Alexandria. The Board regulates the number of cabs allowed to operate in the City as well as
hears complaints.

Alexandria’s existing taxicab system consists of six privately-owned taxicab companies with a
combined total of 645 cabs in operation. The number of taxicabs that each company operates is
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regulated by the number of certificates the City issues through the Traffic and Parking Board to
each company. The cab drivers operate as independent contractors to the cab companies. The
cab driver owns and maintains the taxi while paying the taxi company stand dues in exchange for
services provided by the company. The stand dues are a fixed amount, not related to the number
of hours a cab operates or the income a cab earns. All fares are earned and kept by the driver.
Some drivers lease their cabs to other drivers during the times when the driver/owner is not
driving the cab. Some of the taxi companies own several cabs which are leased to drivers;
however, most drivers prefer to own their own cab. Some of the drivers also own a small fleet of
cabs which they lease to other drivers. The companies deal with most complaints, must keep
certain records, and are required to maintain a 24-hour dispatch service.

The demand for taxi service in Alexandria is not sufficient to support all six cab companies
having an independent dispatch service as required by Code. A 24-hour-a-day, seven-day-a-
week dispatch service is expensive to operate - too expensive to be feasible for the smaller cab
companies. Consequently, several of the smaller cab companies do not have dispatch service and
their cabs operate primarily out of the airport. There are three 24-hour dispatch companies
providing full service and three airport-oriented companies that do not have the 24-hour dispatch
required by City Code.

Some of the companies have also entered into contracts to provide social services transportation
service.

Description of the Taxi Business in Alexandria

The Alexandria taxi industry is an income-based industry, not a growth-based industry. The only
form of income available to the taxi companies is revenue generated from stand dues collected
from the taxi drivers. The only way to increase revenue is to increase stand dues or increase the
number of taxicabs in operation. This is different than most other industries in that most
industries have growth potential. That is, the value of the company increases over time. This 1s
not the case with an Alexandria taxicab company. The value of an Alexandria taxicab company
is mainly dependant on the income-generating capability of the company.

The Alexandria taxicab companies have taken two approaches to operation. The larger
companies have invested in dispatch centers and entered into para-transit contracts to generate
increased revenue for the taxi drivers. If the taxi drivers earn more money, the companies can
charge higher stand dues. The smaller companies have taken a minimalist approach by providing
limited support services to the drivers and charging much lower stand dues than larger
companies.
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DRIVERS ISSUES

The Taxicab Task Force found that there were six main issues that concerned the drivers. These
issues were: 1) DPriver income; 2) Driver return on investment; 3) Driver treatment by the cab
companies; 4) Non-enforcement; 5) Excessive certificates; and 6) Miscellaneous fare related
issues.

Driver Income

The drivers are concerned that driver income is too low for the amount of money invested. The
drivers must purchase their vehicle, while also paying for stand dues, gas, maintenance,
insurance, and other operating costs. The Task Force had no data on actual driver incomes to

cvaluate.

Driver Return on Investment

The drivers are concerned that they get very little return on their investment. The driver must
purchase the vehicle and pay all the operational costs for that vehicle. Typically, it will cost a
minimum of $4,000 to $5,000 to purchase and equip a taxicab. As with most assets, the vehicle
depreciates in value. When the driver chooses to leave the industry the driver has very little
equity - only the value of the vehicle. While, at the same time, the driver bears a certain amount
of risk. For example, if the vehicle breaks down the driver bears the repair costs and the vehicle
is not generating any income because the vehicle 1s not in operation. However, even with an
inoperable vehicle, the driver is still expected to pay the weekly stand dues to the taxi companies.
Although this scenario is not different than many other business, the drivers perceive that they
bear a disproportionate share of risk for the amount of money they must invest. The drivers are
of the impression that while the driver bears most of the risk and realizes no increase in equity,
the companies have very little risk yet increase in equity.

Driver Treatment

The drivers are concerned that they are not treated fairly by the cab companies. The drivers
perceive that the cab companies have considerable power to do as they wish with the driver.
While on the other hand, the drivers are stuck because they have had to purchase a vehicle and if
they choose to leave the company, they still may need to make loan payments on the vehicle.
Since the drivers act as independent contractors to the cab company, the company can terminate
the contract at any time.

Non-Enforcement

The issue of non-enforcement of the regulation requiring that all cab companies provide a 24-
hour dispatch service came up. This was a difficult issue because all of the companies claim to
provide the dispatch service. The companies in question claim that they have dispatch but that
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the drivers turn off the two-way radio so that it is difficult for the company to dispatch calls. The
drivers, on the other hand, claim that because they never get dispatched the two-way radios in the
cabs are just turned off.

Excessive Certificates

There is considerable concern over the number of certificates. This was a particularly sensitive
subject because while the airport was closed, all the airport cabs came into the City where there
was not sufficient rider-ship to support the larger number of cabs. For comparison, Alexandria
has five cabs per 1,000 population, Arlington has 3.6 cabs per 1,000 population, Washington
D.C. has 10 cabs per 1,000 population, and New York City has 1.5 cabs per 1,000 population.
Decreasing the number of certificates would serve to increase the workload of the remaining
cabs, thereby increasing income for the drivers.

Fare Related Issues

There were two fare-related issues that were considered - the minimum age for paying passengers
and the cost for handling luggage. Both of these issues have been acted on.

OPTIONS CONSIDERED

In dealing with these concerns the task force considered a number of alternative “remedies”
including: 1) keeping the existing system; 2) a medallion system; 2) a two-tier system; 3) an
employee-owned cooperative company; 4) a City-owned company; 5) a full-service company;
and 6) the UTOP proposal to issue the certificates directly to the taxi drivers. The following is a
brief description of each item considered along with a list of advantages and disadvantages for
each item.

Existing System

Overall, the existing system offers the following advantages and disadvantages:

Advantages:

. Has provided quality taxi services to Alexandria residents for many years;

. The cab companies deal with most customer complaints, thereby reducing the need for
City involvement;

d Allows for contract services such as para-transit programs;

. Provides stable income for the cab companies so that they are able to invest in
infrastructure; and

. Relatively casy for new drivers to get into the business.
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Disadvantages:

. Drivers are not entirely free to move from company to company since they may only
transfer to a company which has a vacancy in the companies certificate;
. Since drivers are independent contractors working under contract to the companies,

drivers do not share in the value of the companies which stems in large part from the
certificates; and

. Cab companies have the upper hand over the drivers since drivers are independent
contractors. The company-driver relationship is defined by contract between the two.

Medallion System

In a medallion system individual certificates are the property of the holder and may be sold to the
highest bidder/payer. The certificate holders pay the issuer a small annual fee for the certificate.
Since there are only a limited number of certificates issued, the market value of the certificates
can be very high. When a medallion system is first implemented, the certificates are usually
issued to the individual taxi drivers. However, over time, as drivers leave the industry, the
certificates are usually sold to the highest bidder. What ends up happening is that one or two big
companies ultimately end up with all the certificates. These companies then lease the certificate
to an independent taxi driver who must provide his own vehicle, insurance, maintenance, etc.
Little else is provided by the holder - no radio dispatch, no way for riders to express
dissatisfaction with the driver. To offset consequences of medallion certificates ending up
over time in the hands of relatively few entities, there could be a limit on the number of
medallion certificates that any individual or company could own.’

Advantages:
. The medallion can increase in value, thereby providing the assigned holders with a one-

time cash benefit.

Disadvantages:

. Very difficult for the certificate issuer to manage;

. ~ No radio-dispatch cabs;

. No social services programs;

. Over time monopolies develops where all of the certificates are owned by a very few
entities; and

. Entry into the system for new drivers is very expensive.

> This change is in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, “Perhaps we can
limit the number of medallion certificates that any individual or company can own. That way we
can have a two-tier system where any driver wishing to invest could buy a certificate and existing
companies will have their own issued certificates.”
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. If a certificate pool is adopted by removing certificates from existing companies with
fixed costs, it may hurt existing drivers because companies may need to increase
stand dues to make up for the revenue loss created by the loss of certificates.®

Two-Tier System

In a two-tier system the City will have two categories of taxicabs - airport cabs and local radio-
dispatch cabs. The airport taxicabs will only be permitted to pick up riders from the airport.
They will not be permitted to take riders from the City to the airport. The local radio-dispatch
cabs will handle everything else and would be able to pick up at the airport. The existing
operations in Alexandria are a defacto two-tier system. Today Alexandria has some cabs with
24-hour radio dispatch and some cabs with no dispatch. The radio-dispatch cabs tend to work
the local community, while the non-radio dispatched cabs tend to work the airport. The different
classes of cabs are not restricted by regulation as to where they can work.

Advantages:
. Bring Alexandria’s taxicab regulations into conformity with how the industry operates

today. Airport cab companies would no longer be violating the 24-hour dispatch
requirement and the 51-percent rule;

. Allows the City to regulate the number of cabs that work the airport and the number of
cabs that work locally; and
. Help ensure that the radio-dispatched companies maintain an adequate number of cabs to

support the dispatch services along with contracts.

Disadvantages:
. Some drivers would loose the ability to work in the City.
. If a certificate pool is adopted by removing certificates from existing companies with

fixed costs, it may hurt existing drivers because companies may need to increase
stand dues to make up for the revenue loss created by the loss of certificates.”

Emplovee-Owned Cooperative Taxicab Company

Existing regulations permit the formation of an employee-owned taxi company. Drivers could
either start up their own company or purchase an existing company. The company could then
establish reasonable stand dues and allow the drivers to own shares and possibly realize some
appreciation. Starting a new taxi company in Alexandria will be difficult because it would
require the City issuing new certificates or taking certificates from the existing companies and
redistributing them to the new company. Presently, there is a surplus of certificates, and it is

® This change is in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, “With recalls and
pools this may happen anyway - it is not just an employee owned co-op problem.” This language
has added to a number of other scenarios.

7 See note 6.
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unlikely that the City could justify adding new certificates for the new company start up. As an
option the City could create a certificate pool by collecting a small number of certificates from all
the companies, and over time issuing some of them to a new driver-owned company as specified
in the City Code requirements applicable to new cab companies.

Advantages:

. Drivers could gain value the longer they work if the company’s value appreciates; and

e Drivers could mange themselves and set their own stand dues.

Disadvantages:

. It would be ditficult to establish a new taxi company in Alexandria because there is
already a surplus of certificates; and

. If a certificate pool is adopted by removing certificates from existing companies with

fixed costs, it may hurt existing drivers because companies may need to increase
stand dues to make up for the revenue loss created by the loss of certificates.”

City Owned Taxi Company

In the City-owned taxi company, drivers are City employees who drive City-owned taxicabs. The
drivers either work on a fixed shift or rotating shift. Drivers typically work a 40-hour week and
earn overtime if called in to work extra hours. The City would bear the cost of maintaining the
taxicab fleet. An alternative to this option would be for the City to contract out for taxicab
service. In this scenario the City would go out to bid for taxi service every three to five years.

Advantages:

. City would have complete control over the taxi industry.

Disadvantages:

. Very expensive, especially if drivers are City employees, and almost certainly would
require, like DASH, a substantial public subsidy;

. . Little flexibility for drivers;

. Drivers may earn less than today; and

. City vehicle maintenance staff would need to increase to maintain the additional vehicles.

. If a certificate pool is adopted by removing certificates from existing companies with

fixed costs, it may hurt existing drivers because companies may need to increase
stand dues to make up for the revenue loss created by the loss of certificates.’

% See note 6.
? See note 6.
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Full Service Taxicab Firm

The full-service taxicab firm is similar to the City-operated taxi company except that the company
is privately owned and operated. Certificates are issued to this single company, which is required
to own and maintain all the taxicabs and to hire drivers and employees who are paid an hourly
wage and possibly provide some benefits.

Advantages: '’

—None

. Potential stabilization of driver income;

. Potential provision of benefits for drivers; and

. Potential economic efficiencies arising from all operations being consolidated in one
company.

Disadvantages:

. Drivers may earn less than today since company costs would likely increase and industry
revenue would remain about the same since fares are regulated;.

. Inability for driver transfer to another company; and

. No market-based competition.

UTOP Proposal

In the UTOP proposal the City issues the certificates to the owner’s of Alexandria’s taxicabs who
are not always the drivers. This would be phased in over six years. Certificate holders would be
able to transfer from one taxi cab company to another every two years, and to take their certificate
with them. The certificate of an owner who leaves the industry would be returned to the City for
issuance to a new owner. ‘

Advantages: 7
. . Certificate holder/drivers could transfer between companies every two years; and

. Companies might be more accommodating to owners/drivers since they would be able to
cause the company to lose certificates.

' The changes under “Advantages” and “Disadvantages” are in response to
Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, on “Advantages, “Why not? This would provide greater
admin simplicity for the City! Would also immediately reduce the number of drivers on the
street and increase their value,” and the comment, on “Disadvantages,” “No transfer to
companies because they are all one.”
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Disadvantages:

Creates sabstanttal increased risk for companies and corresponding reluctance to provide
stgnificant initial and subsequent upgrade investments since the sole source of revenue
(the certificates) are guaranteed to exist for only two years;'!

Could be more expensive for some taxicab drivers. Since certificates are issued to owners
and not drivers, one person may own many cabs and lease the certificate and cab to the
driver. The driver will have to pay stand dues and pay for the use of the certificate.'
Companies will not be able to guarantee a fixed number of taxi cabs to enter into and
effectively manage transportation contracts;"

Traffic and Parking Board may have to hear more complaints; and

Companies will may compete for certificate holders by offering smalt smaller stand dues
with less services to the drivers. The existing dispatch services wontd may be negatively
impacted because of decreased revenues.'

" These changes were made in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, “How

much more would existing companies need to invest?”

12 No change was made in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment that “one

certificate per driver, not per cab owned.” This comment is not consistent with the proposal
submitted by UTOP.

13 No change was made in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, “Why?

Now they assume some risk - would motivate greater cooperation and fairness.”

" These changes were made in response to Councilwoman Woodson’s comment, “This

is purely conjecture and I found no evidence during the task force meeting to support this
statement.”
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Two-Tier System

The Task Force recommends a two-tier system where the City will have two categories of
taxicabs - airport cabs and local radio dispatched cabs. The airport taxicabs will only be permitted
to pick up passengers from the airport. They will not be permitted to take passengers from the
City to the airport. The local radio dispatch cabs will handle everything else and will be able to
pick up at the airport. Implementing a two-tier system will require revising the City Code.

Certificate Recall

The Task Force recommends a certificate recall for the purposes of creating a certificate pool to
increase the City’s flexibility to manage the Taxi industry. 'The certificates would be placed in
the pool and could be retired if there were an excess of existing certificates on the street. The
certificates could also be reissued to help start up an employee owned taxi company or given to a
specific group of drivers meeting certain criteria such as years of service. The Task Force is
recommending a reduction of five percent of the 645 certificates to reduce the total number of
certificates to 614. In actuality this is slightly less than five percent because of rounding
differences. Each of the six taxicab companies will return five percent of their certificates over a
two-year period. When a pre-1982 grandfather certificate holder leaves the industry, that
certificate will be eliminated and not placed in the certificate pool. When a certificate is returned
through death or voluntary return without a transfer, the certificate will also be eliminated. At the
annual renewal of certificate numbers ending June 30, 2003, and June 30, 2004, by the mandate of
the City, the company will reduce the total number by three percent in 2003 and by two percent in
2004 with the result rounded up or down to the nearest whole number. The certificate recall
would recall 31 certificates. The table below shows how many certificates will be taken from
cach company during the initial certificate recall. If the certificate recall is successful, the recall
may be continued past the second year as necessary.

Current # of 2003 2004 Total Final # of
Company Certificates Reduction Reduction Reduction Certificates
Columbus 46 1 1 2 44
Diamond 156 5 3 8 148
King 57 2 1 3 54
vIiP 58 2. 1 3 55
White Top 116 3 2 5 111
Yellow 212 6 4 10 202 |
Total 645 19 12 31 614
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Dispuie Resolution Process

The Task Force recommends that a dispute resolution process between drivers and cab companies
be developed to provide a fair and impartial way to settle disputes. The dispute resolution process
will require the City Code be changed to require taxicab companies to adopt mediation as part of
their contractual dispute settlement procedure The driver contracts should include similar
language to the following clause:

If a dispute arises out of or relates to this contract, or the breach thereof, and if the
dispute cannot be settled through negotiation, the parties agree first to try in good faith to
settle the dispute through mediation administered by the American Arbitration Association
under its Commercial Mediation Rules before resorting to arbitration, litigation, or some
other dispute resolution procedure. If the dispute cannot be resolved through mediation
than the dispute shall be settled by arbitration administered by the American Arbitration
Association under its Commercial Arbitration Rules, and judgement on the award
rendered by the arbitrator(s) may be entered in any court having jurisdiction thereof.

Have Dedicated Taxicab Representatives on The Traffic and Parking Board

The Task Force recommends that the Traffic and Parking Board have a dedicated taxicab
representative on the Board. The purpose of having a dedicated taxicab representative on the
Traffic and Parking Board is to provide the Board with a member with expertise in the taxi
industry. The way the task force envisioned this working is that a person from the taxi industry be
appointed to the Traffic and Parking Board. The proposed board member could be either a driver
or someone from a taxi company. This will not be a new seat but simply replacing one of the
existing Board members when their term expired.

Develop Concept to Allow Drivers to Contrel Their Own Certificates

The Task Force recommends that staff develop a concept to issue certificates directly to long term
drivers who have driven an Alexandria taxicab for many years. The intent is to provide the long-
term driver with something of value. Staff has developed the following two options: 1)Long-term
drivers be issued grandfather type certificates; and 2) Drivers be issued “free agent” type of
certificates.

In option one, the long-term drivers would be issued one of the 31 certificates in the certificate
pool created by the certificate recall. This certificate would entitle the driver to all of the rights
that the existing grandfather certificates provide. It needs to be pointed out that the existing
grandfather certificates only allow a driver to operate a taxicab under the colors of an existing
Alexandria taxicab company. In certain situations the grandfather certificate provides some
flexibility to move the certificate between companies. The certificates would be issued on a
driver seniority basis. It also needs to be noted that neither the City or the cab companies have
records indicating the longevity of the drivers.
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In option two, drivers meeting certain criteria would be issued one of the 31 certificates in the
certificate pool. This certificate would allow drivers to move freely between companies once
every year. The free agent certificates will not be transferable between drivers and so can only be
used by the driver who the certificate was issued to. The selection criteria defining which drivers
are issued the certificates would be developed to force accountability onto the drivers. First, only
drivers with vehicles less than five years old would be issued a free agent certificate. If a
certificate holder’s vehicle becomes older than 5 years old, the certificate will be revoked and
issued to another driver. Second, the certificate holder cannot have any legitimate complaints
against him or her. If a legitimate complaint is raised and found valid by the Traffic and Parking
Board, the certificate will be revoked and issued to another driver. Third, the certificate holder
would be required to drive under the colors of an-established Alexandria taxicab company.
Lastly, the certificates would be issued to drivers in all six cab companies based on the percentage
of cab slots a company has of the total number of cabs authorized to work in the City. Based on
this, the number of free agent certificate holders each company would initially have would be as
follows: Columbus would have two free agents; Diamond would have seven free agents; King
would have three free agents; VIP would have three free agents; White Top would have six free
agents, and Yellow would have 10 free agents.

The advantage to drivers of holding their own certificate is that the certificate provides
tremendous leverage when dealing with the cab companies. As mentioned before, the only
income a cab company has is revenue from the stand dues charged to the drivers. The more
certificates a company has, the more revenue the company can collect from the drivers.
Consequently, if a driver has control of a certificate, the driver can take that certificate and move
to another company, thus, leaving the first company with one less certificate to collect stand dues
from. Most companies will then lower stand dues and overlook many customer complaints in an
effort to keep the driver from moving the certificate to another company.
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| History of Taxicab Industry
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11/19/73

1/1/74

1/1/75

1975

1/19/76

12/13/76

1/19/77

5/23/77

1172177

3/20/76

917179

10/21/79

4/12/82

9/21/82

12/31/82

History of Taxicab Industry

Assistant Attorney Robert Howell discussed the need to formulate a system to
decrease cabs in the “unlikely event the need was to arise.”

Greyhound gives up taxicab concession at Washington National Airport, opening
up the airport for cabs from any jurisdiction.

Airport will not recognize any cab unless they have been licensed by a local
jurisdiction.

Alexandria turned over taxicab certificates to the taxicab owners.

Hack Inspector Proctor requested a freeze on certificates due to the dramatic jump
in certificate applications.

Chief of Police Holihah requests the Traffic and Parking Board to frecze
certificates and reduce them to 325 cabs.

Chief Strobel requests freeze on certificates.

Freeze set at 424 certificates.

Adequacy of service guidelines put into effect; including 51% rule
Freeze lifted by Traffic and Parking Board.

Request by Doug Harmon, City Manager, to place a moratorium on taxicab
licensing of certificates.

Moratorium granted.

Moratorium lifted on a tie vote by Traffic and Parking Board.

134 applications in front of Traffic and Parking Board for approval.

New ordinance passed to allow for annual review of the industry. City Manager

now responsible for setting the level of certificates based on Public Convenience
and Necessity.
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Minutes of Task Force Meetings
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MEMORANDUM

TO: The Honorable Mayor and Members of Council
FROM: F. Andrew Carroll, III, Counsel for UTOP

DATE: January 10, 1997

SIIBJECT: Proposed Change in Regulation of City Taxicabs - Ownership of Certificates

QObjectives

1. Provide response to City Manager’s memorandum of December 6, 1996.

1~

Provide response to Alexandria Yellow Cab memorandum of May 28, 1996.

Address Concerns of Agency on Aging and Commission on Persons With
Disabilities.

L2

4. Explain why UTOP’s proposal is in the City’s and public’s best interests.

Background

For nearly four (4) years the United Taxicab Operators’ Association has worked with
City staff and City boards seeking consideration of a change in the City ordinance, allowing
owners of taxicabs to transfer from one approved taxicab company to another approved
company. It is envisioned that such a change will bring healthy competition to the industry
by breaking the stranglehold companies presently maintain over working drivers. To assist
City staff, in December of 1993 UTOP drafted a proposed ordinance revision. It is this
document which is the subject of critical review by all parties involved. UTOP firmly believes
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that the ability to transfer from one company to another is of crucial importance. However,
UTOP recognizes that its proposed legislation is not necessarily the only way to bring about
the desired changes. To date, with the exception of the skeletal proposal briefly outlined in
the City’s May 24 memorandum, 1o other party has made a substantive effort to draft a
solution to the troubles facing the most important group participating in the Alexandria taxicab
. industry -- the working drivers. The UTOP proposal is the only significant effort made to
address what nearly all agree to be legitimate failings of the City’s present taxicab regulation.
The victims of these failings in the industry are the working cab drivers and the public. The
beneficiaries are the company owners who are guaranteed income with little or no risk. Itcan
be of no surprise that the company owners do not want to change such a system. However,
their fears are misguided. Companies that are efficiently operated and provide appropriate
services to the drivers and the public will undoubtedly benefit by a change in the present
system.

L STAFF MEMORANDUM

On December 6, 1996, the City Manager submitted to Council 2 memorandum which
misstates certain facts and fails to disclose others, resulting in a tainted view of the UToP?P
efforts and the proposal.

A Recommendations of Agency on Aging, Commission on Persons With
Disabilities, and Chamber of Commerce.

The Staff memorandum states that these groups have endorsed the status quo,
rejecting the UTOP proposal. Council should be aware that the organizations had no contact
or insufficient contact with UTOP officials to adequately understand the merits of the proposal.
* Their reports clearly reveal that they did not fully appreciate the proposal before rendering their
opimions.! These issues will be discussed later herein.

B. Commitment of UTOP to Original Proposal / Compromise.

As reflected by the City Manager, UTOP is committed to its original proposal.
In its initial draft, UTOP sought to address many of the concerns raised by the company
owners and the City. Discipline of the drivers, condition of taxis, complaint regulation, and
increased City expense were all issues specifically confronted in the initial proposal. Concerns
over large movements of drivers led UTOP to limit transfers to no more than one every two

1 On January 3, 1997, counsel for UTOP spoke to Mantill Williams, Legislative Director of the
Alexandria Chamber of Commerce. He acknowledged that this matter was brought to them by one of the
Chamber members, Robert Werth, who is also Vice President of Alexandria Yellow Cab. UTOP submits that
the issues were not fairly or adequately presented to the Chamber Board before its endorsement of the status quo.
The concerns raised in the Chamber’s July 22, 1996 memorandum merely parrot the assertions of Yellow Cab.
These baseless claims are more fully reviewed later in this submission.

2

SF




years. UTOP has also consented to 2 six year phase-in period so that the burden on the hack
inspector and company owners’ fears should be allayed. Increased fees, recornmended by
UTOP, should pay for any cost hikes experienced with the proposal.

1t is wrong to view UTOP as being inflexible. From the beginning it has sought

10 address all concerns. In the meantime, company OWDETS have been unwilling o budge from

blanket opposition. Their strategy has been to rely on spreading fear, Rather than offer any

constructive alternative, they seek to fmghten Council with unsubstantiated and unwarranted
claims.

C. Claim that Proposal Consumer Complaint Function Has Been Removed /
Discipline of Drivers.

Company OWRELS have repeatedly claimed the proposal guts the consumer
complaint function of the present ordinance. Their cries have been so loud that even the City
Manager’s memorandum €Xpresses a concemn that, if the changes are implemented, the hack
inspector’s office may quffer "a significant increase in staff workload” related to consumer
complaints. This concem is entirely misplaced.

Section 9-12-29 is the present provision which provides the City the assurance
that the companies will discipline their drivers, maintain the cabs working under their colors,
and generally provide adequately for the public. This section allows the City to suspend the
companies’ valuable certificates of public convenience for such violations. Rather than risk

revocation, it is assumed the companies will police themselves.

The UTOP proposal does not relieve the companies of this duty. Each cab must
still operate under an accredited company. To operate in the City each company must hold a
certificate of accreditation. The City, under proposed Section 9.12-33, is authorized t0 revoke
any violating company’s certificate of accreditation for the same reasons the City can revoke
a company’s present certificate. Thus, the companies must still police their drivers or run the
risk of losing their right to conduct business in Alexandria.

The consumer complaint function is alive and well under UTOP’s proposal,
contrary to the City staff’s admonitions. In fact, another enforcement layer is added to enswre
quality taxi services without discipline or enforcement problems. . Proposed Section 9-12-32
empowers the City Manager to revoke the certificate of public convenience held by the taxi
cab owners for the same reasons the company owners’ certificates can be suspended. Not only
will company owners’ self-enforcement measures continue but, in addition thereto, the
consumer complaint function can also rely upon the cab owners. For your review, copies of
the pertinent ordinance provision aré attached as Attachment 1.
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D. Failure to Cite Change at National Airport.

The conditions that existed in 1982 do not exist today. National Airport has
joined in the enforcement effort. Not addressed in the Memorandum of December 6, 1996 is
the fact that taxicab operators at National Airport now must go through a rigorous licensing

. procedure which require record checks, car inspections, and impose severe penalties for

violations of the regulations (see Attachment 2).

E Memorandum Fails 10 Acknowledge That Drz'ver& Have Conditionally Agreed
to Taxicab Age Limitation.

During meetings held between Michele Evans and UTOP representatives, the
subject of an age limitation on cabs was presented by the City. 'The cost of such a proposal
falls exclusively upon the driver, not the company. Nonetheless, UTOP officials agreed to the
proposal on condition that the certificate change is adopted. Without the change it is
economically unfeasible. The City Manager’s memorandum overlooked this important
concession on the part of UTOP.

11, YELLOW CAB MEMORANDUM

A. General View.

In May of 1996, Robert Werth, Vice President of Alexandria Yellow Cab
("AYC"), presented to Council a response to the UTOP proposal. The AYC memorandum
recommends continuation of the present system - a system which guarantees taxicab
companies annual revenues in amounts they deem appropriate. Stand dues can be increased
to meet virtually any financial concern.

Company expenses can also be forecasted to a high degree of certainty. Companies do
not suffer the variables encountered by operators. A company’s net income is not dependent
upon changing gasoline prices, vehicle insurance prices, ridership variances, seasonal changes,
weather considerations. or stand dues increases. Company expense increases are predictable.
In fact, more often than not, increased expenses are matters of choice, due to conscious
decisions made by the companies, not random and unpredictable factors. For that reason alone,
without some incentive. why would a taxicab company spend any money to improve its
operations? Marketing or equipment improvements have no direct relation to increased
revenues, as revenues are exclusively the product of the stand dues paid to them by the drivers.
Company profits are more linked to stagnation than innovation. The AYC report must be
viewed for what it is and nothing more. Itis a self-serving report which induces fear to inhibit
progress, in hopes that Council will continue to bless this unjust and repressive system.

2 Since UTOP began asserting its position in 1993, certain taxicab companies have made overtures 2t
improving operations and marketing. Interestingly, these "efforts” have only recently been initiated, at 2 time
when it has become apparent that UTOP’s concerns have merit.
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B. Specific Responses.

The AYC memorandum is filled with incorrect or misleading statements about
the UTOP proposal and its impact upon the taxicab industry. The following are examples of
the misinformation not previously addressed:

1. AYC Erroneously Claims New Certificate Owners (Taxicab Owners)
Will Be Permitted to Transfer Between Companies Without Replacement
Capabilities By Companies.

AYC’s assertion in this regard is absolutely wrong. The proposal will permit
transfers once every other year. Good companies providing appropriate services will attract
drivers, increasing a company’s numbers. Companies will have every opportunity to replace
a lost cab by soliciting other cab owners -- a practice employed by every other business
operating within the City limits. If 2 company is charging too much or providing less than
adequate services, why should it be guaranteed a certain number of cabs?

2. AYC Claims Only Certificate Holders Can Apply For Additional
Certificate Authorizations.

Of course only existing certificate holders can applf for additional certificates.
However the UTOP proposal does permit new applicants to apply for a certificate according
to the provisions of Proposed Section 9-12-23.

3. AYC Claim That Applications for Additional Certificates Can Be Made
At Any Time Is Incorrect.

It is the intention of the proposal that applications for new certificates, including
additions, be made from May 1 through 10 of each year.’

4.  AYC Complaint that the UTOP Proposal Does Not Outline Benefits to
the Riding Public or City.

The proposal itself is a suggested revision of the ordinance- not a device to
promote a concept. The benefit to the City and public is discussed throughout this
memorandum. As a basic tenet, the proposal will spark competition which will better serve
all involved. The most valued companies will be those that have high ridership. Companies
should strive to improve their service to the public, to increase their ridership percentages. By
doing so they will also attract more operators. The public will undoubtedly be better served

> These dates are certainly subject to change if the hack inspector’s office feels other times are better.
Also, if the proposal does not adequately defineate the steps necessary to effect additions to certificates, or other
technical matters, UTOP welcomes amendments aimed at curing alleged deficiencies. This includes AYC’s
criticism that the proposal does not properly assimilate the new and old code sections in the new proposal.

-
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by drivers who are not physically and emotionally drained as a result of their endless efforts
to support their families. As a demonstration of how the public will reap the benefits of a
changed system, drivers have already agreed to taxicab age limitations if the proposal is
approved.

5. AYC Claims UTOP’s Proposal Will Lock In Current Owner’s of
Vehicles to Certificates, Locking New Owners Out.

It is certainly ironic that AYC is concerned about "new owners," especially since

the Alexandria taxicab industry is the exclusive fiefdom of six companies. New owners will

not be locked out of the proposed system. Certificate holders who leave the system cannot
merely sell or transfer their certificates. A certificate holder leaving the industry must return
his certificate to the City, which can then reissue the certificate to new applicants.

6. Claim That Proposal Will Lead to Medallion System.

AYC complains that certificate owners will not be able to transfer certificates
to new owners, leading to a medallion-like system with absentee management. The opposite
will be true as the certificate will have no inherent value since it will be returned to the City
when a certificate holder leaves the industry. Also the proposal bans the described absentee
management. See Proposed Sections 9-12-28 (c) and (e). -

7. Unfounded and Self-Serving Representations.

In the AYC’s Staff Comments section of its memorandum AYC sets forth a
number of representations which are essentially self-serving scare tactics, aimed at changing
the focus of this review away from the merits of the plan. Included are:

. AYC suggests that present taxicabs are deficient and that age
limits are necessary, despite the fact that each cab undergoes
inspections by the hack inspector’s office. In other words, AYC
seeks to increase the cab operator’s expenses while refusing to
offer the already economically strapped driver a means to recoup
the incidental costs increases.’

. AYC describes an "insurance scheme" where drivers are insured

by a company that purportedly does not participate in the Virginia
Guarantee Fund. While AYC condemns insurance being offered
to drivers, it fails cite one example where a taxicab covered
through the so-called "scheme" was left with an uninsured claim.
The drivers are required by law to maintain insurance with far

*  As previously noted, UTOP is willing to accept age limitations if the proposal is granted since
competition in the industry will effectively spread the economic burdens related to such a requirement.

6
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greater limits than those in neighboring jurisdictions. If AYC has
evidence that the insurance plans purchased by the drivers are
insufficient or not in accordance with the law, it should report
those violations. It is outrageous to attack drivers who are forced
to search for affordable insurance plans, while at the same time
objecting to efforts made by the drivers to even the playing field.
This is especially true since the companies presently offer no
insurance assistance to the taxicab owners. The burden to bear
- all insurance costs, lies with the operator.

. SUBMISSIONS OF AGENCY ON AGING AND COMMISSION ON_PERSONS

WITH DISABILITIES

The letters from the Agency on Aging and Commission on Persons with Disabilities

both express fears that the proposal will threaten the stability of the Senior Taxi and DOT
contracts. These fears are unfounded. -

The City has entered into contracts with Diamond Cab and Diamond Transportation
Services (of which Robert Werth is associated) to provide subsidized taxi services for the
above City agencies. Apparently the two agencies have been warned of full scale driver flight
from the participating companies if the proposal is adopted. These fears have no basis in fact.

" UTOP has agreed to a six-year implementation of the ordinance. Further, transfers will
only be permitted once every other year. Even if every driver offered the opportunity to
transfer transferred, and no replacements transferred in, the contracting company could easily
handle the contracted rides as they likely constitute a relatively small ratio of the rides handled
by that company. This pessimistic scenario is extremely remote however. Company owners
have long boasted that the contracts increased ridership and were 2 boon to drivers. If the
boasts are indeed based in fact, one would think that under the UTOP proposal companies
holding such contracts would attract, not repel operators. Moreover, if the existence of the
contracts serve to drive taxicab operators away from contracting companies, why did the
contracting taxicab companies seek the contracts in the first instance?

UTOP agrees that there is a civic benefit bestowed through the contracts and suggests

that in the future the City spread the obligation to service the agencies 0 all companies and
operators. For the present, however, UTOP strongly believes that it is disingenuous for the
taxicab companies or the City to use these contracts held by one taxicab company to prohibit
drivers of noncontracting companies from garnering the benefits afforded in UTOP’s proposal.
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V. UTroP’S PROPOSAL IS IN THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE TAXICAB
INDUSTRY, THE CITY, AND THE PUBLIC

Never mentioned by the proposal’s opponents is the irrefutable fact that the present
system serves as a disincentive to improved taxicab services. There are no rewards for

. companies willing to expend their energies and finances to improve those services. Improved

equipment or service cannot improve a company’s financial bottom line. Only increased stand
dues and decreased expenses will do that. ‘

On the other hand, the UTOP proposal will lead to revitalize the industry. The proposal
is fair to both companies and operators. It will maintain discipline while fostering just
treatment. Complacent companies may wither, yet efficient and energetic companies will
flourish. The competition and incentives to improve will create a truly vibrant taxicab industry
for our City -- one that we will all be proud of. '

V. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, UTOP respectfully urges City Council to accept the proposed amendment

or, at a minimum, to submit the proposal for public hearing.

cwpS 1\fac\correspuitod | 10.mem
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Licensing and Reguiation

receive evidence as to the economic condition of
the taxicab industry. Applicants for changes in
authorization shall be required o submit justifi-
cation for the changes they recommend.

(b} Giving consideration o the evidence received
at the meeting, but not being limited o0 such
evidence, the wraffic and parking board shall for-
ward its conciusions as to the status of the indus-
try, and its recommendation as to an appropriate
level of taxicab certificates for the city to the city
manager. It shall also forward its recommenda-
+ion as to an appropriate allocation of the recom-
mended pumber of certificates. It shall alse for-
ward the findings of fact upon which its recom-
mendations are based. In malking its recommen-
dations as to allocation, the traffic and parking
board shail give consideration to such factors as
bear on public convenience and necessity, includ-
ing, but not limited to: e

(1) The relative age of the certificate holders’
vehicles.

(2} The extent and character of the service of-
fered by the several applicants.

(3) The maintenance and condition of the vehicles.

(4) The demonstrated or prospective responsi-
bility of certificate holders in regard to taxicab
regulations.

(5) The utilization of existing vehicles, particu-
iarly with refersnce to the existing and prospec-
tive ability of the applicants to utilize the applied
for, or authorized, numbers of taxicabs to the bene-
fit of the taxicab-riding public.

The traffic and parking board’s conclusion and
recommendations shail be transmitted to the city
manager no later than July 31.

{¢) Not later than September 1, the city manp-

agershallissneanordergivinghismatementof

- theeconomiccond'rﬁonofthetaximbindustry

and allocating any increases or decreases in the
authorized number of taxicabs. In jssuing his order,
the city manager shall presume that the factual
findings of tbe traffic and parking board are prima
facie correct. If he disagrees with the recommen-
dations of the trafiic and parking board, either as
1o the level of certificates or as to the allocation of
certificates, he shall with the issuance of his order,
enumerate his reasons for not accepting the traf-
fic and parking board’s recommendations.

(@) The findings and recommendations of the
report of the city manager m2y be ysed by him as
part of any determination of the public conven-
jence and necessity which he is authorized to make
under the provisions of this chapter. {Ord. No.
2748, 12/14/82, Sec. 3)

Supp. No.3

9-12.29

Sec. 9-12-29 Revocation or suspension of
e — .
certificates.

{a) Certificates of public copvenience and ne-
cessity may be suspended for 2 period of 30 to 120
days or revoked by the city manager or his desig.

nee for any of the following: .
(1) Failure to operate the authorized taxicabs
in such 2 manner as to serve the public adequately.
(2) Failure to maintain taxicabs in good order
and repair.
(3) Failure to maintain ipsurance as required
by this chapter. ' s
(4) Repested and persistent violations by the
certificate hoider or his drivers of the Alexandria
City Code of the motor vehicle laws of Virginia. -
{5) Failure to report any accident as required

by this chapter.
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(6) Failure to pay amy fees jawfuily assesst;d

tmontheownershi:poroperaﬁanafanyvebic}.e

(b} Ifthedtymanagﬂ'revokxaeerﬁﬁmteaf
public convenience
holder by certified mail directed to_the address
shown on the application for the cert at

from the date of revocation. .. - . i, )
) Thepartyshaﬂhavetherig!:t‘bd*g@?_z‘:t
hiscaseinpasanorbereprwentedbycdnn_s_éi' )
]icensedmpmcﬁmlawintheCummonweglthof_

Virginia. No certificate shall be revoked, or sus-
pendedbythedtymanageruﬂessthemj:ﬁﬁ@ite'-
holder has at least 10 days’ notice by personal
service,mrbycerﬁﬁedmaﬂ.totheaddrnﬁsﬁb}m

"onthecertiﬁcateufthegrmdeormv%.

snspensidnandthetimeandpiaaeofthehgpr_hgg'"".
thereon. A hearing shail be held by the city

manager.

@ Thecitymanagermayrevokeacertiﬂcate
forsuchapexiodafﬁmeinezcessafﬁﬂdaysas
he may, in his distretion, see fit; provided, how-
ever, that whenever a certificate has been revoked,
the city manager or other agency shall not issue a
new certificate to the same person.or company for
at least a period of one (1) year after revocation.

(e) The chief of police shall have the power %0
suspend certificate cards and the privileges thereby
entailed for a period not to exceed five (5) days for
one (1) of the following causes:

(1) Faihure to maintain taxicabs n good order
and repair.

(2) Failure to maintain insurance as required
by this chapter. (Ord. No. 2748, 12/14/82, Sec. 3)

and necessity, and notifiesthe -
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(Former S '12-25.)

Sec. 9-12-28 Cartficate of pubiic convenience and necessity generally:
ferm: term; tansferaniiity.

{a) The certificate of public convenience and necsssity shail siate the
foilowing: ‘

(1}  The neme, heme, and business address of the certificate hoider,
or if a corporation, the registered agent or other person 10 whom legal process may
be served or notce given.

{2) The number, kind, and ciass of vehicies, the seating cagacity of
each, the equipment of 2ach vehicle, and the taxicab company under which each
vehicie shail operate.

(3) The date of issuance.

{4} The fzct that.the certificate is being issued subject 1o the
provisions of this division and all other faws and ordinances governing the operation
of public vehicies, taxicabs, and for-hire vehicles in the city.

{b) Every certificate of public convenience and necessity issued shall be valid
from the date of issuance unti the last day of the birth month after next issuancse of
the individual certificate holder. Exceprt that certificates of public convenience and
necessity issued an vehicies owned by entities other than individuals shall expire on
June 20 next after isstance. Before expiration, each cerdficate hoider shall me a
reriewal application with the hack inspector.

{c} Cartificates of public convenience and necessity may not be transferred.
Certificate hoiders who are leaving the Alexandria taxicab industry must return their
certificates to the city manager.

{d) In cases of death, sickness, or unusual circumnstances, the city manager
may autharize the continued operzation for an existng certificate untii the following
September 1.

(e) Transfer of contrel of a corporation, partnersnxp, or individual holding 2
certificate, en:her de factor or de jure, is prohibited.

(Former 8-12-28}
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{c) Not later than September 1, the city manager shall issue an crder giving
his staterment of the economic condition of the taxicab industry and sllocating any
increasas or decraases in the authorized number of taxicabs. In issuing his order, the
city manager shall presume that the factuai findings of the waffic and parking board
are prima facie correct. If he disagrees with the recommendations of the waffic and
parking board, either as to the level cf cerdficates or as to the ailocation of
certificates, he shall with the issuance of his order, enumerate his reasons for not
accepting the traffic and parking beard’s recommendations.

{d} The findings and recommendations of the report of the city manager may
be usad by him as part of any determinaton of the pubiic convenience and necessity
which he is authorized 10 make under the provisions of this chaprter.

(Former 2-12-28)

Sec. 8-12-32 Revocation or suspension of cerdiicates of public
e : . P
: : - convenience and necessity and certificate cards.
(a) ertificates of public convenience and necessity may be suspended far

a period of 30 to 120 days or revoked by the city manager or his designes for any of
the foilowing: .

(1) Faiiure to operate the authorized taxicabs in such a manner as tw©
serve the public adequately.

{2}  Failure to maintain taxiczbs in good order and repair.
13}  Failure to maintain insurance as required by this chapter.

{4) Repeated and persistent viclations by the certificate holder or his
drivers of the Alexandria City Code of the moter vehicle laws of Virginia.

{8)  Failure to report any accident as required by this chapter. .

(&) Failure to pay any fees lawfuily assessed ugon the ownership or
operation of any vehicle licensed under this chapter. |

{b} If the city manager revokes z certficate of public convenience and
necessity, and notifies the holder by certfied maii directed to the address shown on
the application for the certificate, the holder of the revoked certificate, or his agent,
may not reapply for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 365 days
from the date of revocaton.
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(c) The party shail have the right to present his case in person or be
renresented by counsel licensad 10 practics faw in the Cammonwealth of Virginia. No
cartificate shail be revoked or suspended by the city manager uniess the cerxificate
of public convenience and necessity heolder has at least ten (10) days notice, by
personal service or by certfied mail 10 the address shown on the certificate, of the
grounds for revecation or suspension and the ime and place of hearing therson. A
hearing shall be held by the city manager.

(d) The city manager may revoke a cerdficate of public convenience and
necessity for such g period of Ume in excess of 120 days as he may, in his discredon,
see fit; provided, however, that whenever a certficate has been revoked, the city
manager or other agency shall not issue a2 new certificate to the same person or
company for at least a period of one {1} year after revocation.

(e} The chief of police shail have the power 10 suspend certificate cards and
the privileges thereby entaiied for a period not 1o exceed five (5) days for one of the
foilowing causas:

(1)  Failure to maintain taxicabs in good order and repair.

{2) Failure to maintain insurancs as requirad by this chaptar.

{(Former 8-12-28)

Sec. 8-12-33 Revocation or suspension of certficates of accreditation.

e

{a) Certificates of accreditation may be suspended for a period of 3010 120
days or revckad by the city manager or his designee for any of the following:

(1) Faiiure to operate the authorized taxicabs in such 2 manner as 1
serve the public adeguately.

(2} Failure to mainitain the suthorized taxicabs in good order and repair.
(3} Failure to maintain insurance as required by this chapter.

{4) Repeated and persistent viclations by the certificate holder or his
drivers of the Alexandria City Code of the motor vehicle laws of Virginia.

{5} Failure to repeort any accident as required by this chapter.

{G) Failure to pay any fees lawfully assessed upon the taxicab
company ficensed under this chapter.
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(b} If the city manager revokes a certficate of accreditation, and notifies the
taxicab company by certfied mail directed to the address shown on the zpplicaton
for the cearuficate of accreditadon, the hoider of the revokad zsrdficate of
acereditation, or if a corporation, its president or its/his agent, may not ‘2apply for a
certificate of accreditation for 365 days from the date of revocation. :

{c) The party shall have the right to present his case in person or be
represented by counsel licensad to practce law in the Commonwealith ot Virginia. No
certificate of accreditation shail be revoked or suspended by the city manager unless
the holder of -the certficate of accreditation has recsived at least ten (10) days’
notice, by perscnai servics or by certified mail to the address shown on the certficate,
of the grounds for revocation or suspension and the time and place of hearing thereon.
A heszring shail be held by the city manager.

{d) The city manager may suspend a certificate of accreditaticn for such a
period of time in-excess of 120 days as he may, in his discreton, see fit: provided,
however, that whenever a certficate has besn suspended in such fashion, the city
manager or other agency shall not issue a new certificate to the same person of
company for at least g period of one (1) vear after revocation.

{(New Secticn)

Sec. 9-12-34 Revision of certificate of pubfic convenience and necessity.

{a) At the same dme as he issues his statement of the econamic condition
of the taxicab industry, the city manager may indicate his findings as to whether the
for-hire vehicles authorized or any porticn of them were not operated for the 365 days
preceding his finding. In this event, the certficate shall be surrencered by the
certificate hoider and the city manager shall issue a new certificate for a lesser
number, which shall not be less than the number derived by dividing the maximum
number operated by 0.8C with the resuit rounded to the nearest higher whole number.
This section shail not be construed as 1o increase the number of taxicabs certified, nor
shalil it require the surrender of a certificate of accreditation when the maximum
number of taxicabs operated during 2 365-day period exceeds 80 percent of the
authorized number of vehicles covered by the certificate.

{b}  The provisions cf (a} above shall not be appiicable to that portion of an
increase in taxicab certificates granted under the provisions of section 8-12-2¢ for a
period of 365 days after an increase in cerdficates is authorized.

(Former 9-12-30}
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{4)  The financial status and respansibility of the applicant, inciuding
svidence of his ability to acquire and maintain the vehicles for which authority is
sought.

() The numbper and ownership of vehicles 10 be operated, seszting
capacity, design, and color scheme of each vehicie.

{6) Satisfactory evidence of insurance or other financiai responsibiiity -

for accident or other casuaity which shall be no less than that required by Sectdon S-
12-8.

(7} Any conviction, plea of guiity or nolo csntencere of the applicant
arising cut of any viclation of a federal, state, or municipal law, or if the applicantis
a corperation, each of the officers of the carporation.

{8) The specific experience of the appiicant in the wansportaton of
passengers for hire.

(2) Each applicant shall be fingerprintad, which fingerprints shall
constitute part of the application. If applicant previousiy provided fingerprints
pursuant to an application for a driver’s permit as required by Section 8- 12—4-2{ 1 3Nb},
the applicant shail be exempt from this requirement.

Sec. 9-12-23 Application for certificate of accreditation.

(a}  Applicaticn for a certificate of accreditation shall be made to the hack
inspector by the appiicant taxicab company, or its authorized agent, in writing, under
oath, on a form provided by the city. All applications for certificates of accreditation
must be filed in the hack inspector’s office betwesan May 1 and May 10 of each year.
Such form shall include a statement that it is unlawful for any person to make z falsa
or misleading statement and the making of any false and misieading statement shall
be grounds for denial of the application or subsequent revocation of a certficate of
accreditation. All appiications must be signed (1) by the president, if a corporation,
or {2) by ail individuals making up the business entity, if other than a corporation, or
its agent, and must be notarized. The city manager shail qualify and designate the
hack inspector or some other person to notarize applications without cost to the
appilicant.

(b) Im additcn to such pertinent information that the city manager may
raquire, the appiicant shall provide the following:

(1) The full name and business address of the applicant and, if the
applicant is a corporaton, a certfied copy of the articles of incorporation.

\k
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(2)  Tne fuil name and address of the registered agent or ather perscn
or persons upon whom legal process may be served and upon whem &ll notices or
other matters relatng 1o the adminisration and snforcsment of this chapter should
ne made.

{3) The trade name and telechone numbers under which the epplicant
does or proposes 10 do business.

{4} The financial status and responsibiiity of the applicant.

{5} A List of Authorized Vehicles indicating the number of vehicles 10
ne driven under apglicant’s ceriificate of accreditation, the hoider of the certficate of
public convenience with respect to each such vehicle, seating capacity, design, and
color scheme of each vehicle.

{6} The character and locaticn of the stands.

{7} A description of the communicatons system to be usad with
specific reference as to the applicant’s pian to provide 24-hour dispatch service 1o the
aubiic. If such disgatch service is not to be furnished specifically by the apelicant, the
name and address of the provider and the manner of providing such service shail be
provided.

(8} A description of the service to be provided, including coicr scheme,
insignia, and cruising light design which shall conform to regulations issued by the city
manager.

{8} Any caonvicton, plea of guiity or nelo contendere of the applicant
arising out of any vioiation of a federal, state, or municipal law, or if the applicant is
a corporation, each of the oificers of the corperadon.

{10) The specific experience of the appiicant in the wansportation of
passengers for hire.

{11} All facts or circumstances upon which the appiicant bases his
belief that public convenience and necessity require the granting of his applicaton.

{12) Each applicant shall be fingerprinted, which fingerprints shail
constitute part of the application. :

{(New Section.}
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Part 5- TAXICABS

Chapter [ - Taxicabs at Nationai

§ 5.1. Purpose. (Effectve date July 1, 1994)

The purpose of this chapter is 1o assure the waveling pubiic safe, convenienr, clean,
courteous taxicab service from Nationai at a fair price. The Authority wants to do
this as efficiently as possible so as to avoid congestion at Narional and in harmony
with the laws and reguiations of the jurisdicons making up the Washingron, D.C,,
mewropoiitan area. The Autbority finds it necessary 1o manage the hirmg of taxicabs
by means of a dispatch system except under narrow circumstances and to reswict the
taxicabs operating in its dispatch system to those which conform to the Authority’s
reguiations as weil as to the law of the jurisdiction in which the taxicabs are licensed
and operating.

§ 32. Definitions. (Effective date July 1, 1994)

Unless it appears from the context that 2 different mezning is intended, the following
words and phrases, when used in this Parr, shail have the meanings ascribed to them
by this section:

*Taxicab official” means the employes of the Anthority charged with supervising
taxicab service ar Natiomal.

"Taxicab” means any motor vehicle operated for the purpose of transporting
passengers for hire between points along the public strests as the passengers may
direet and which is not being operated on a regular route or scheduie or between
fixed terminals. It does sot include Hmousines, executive sedzms or other such
vehicles for hire for which one conwacts on an hourly basis.

"Taxicab dispatcher” or "dispatcher” means any person employed by or designated
by the Authority to direct the movement and operarion of taxicabs a National.

§ 53. Operating Conditions for Vehicles for Hire Other than Taxicabs.
(Effective date July 1, 1994)

Norwithstanding any other provision of this Chapter, no driver of any limousine,
executive sedan, or any other vehicle for hire whatsoever shall pick up a passenger
at National unless:

(1) The driver or his employer has a contract with the Authority
authorizing him to pick up passengers for hire at National; or

I
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(2) The driver carries immediately fom Narional 2 passenger picked up
in response to a request received prior to his coming omto National. and
be has a record of the dme the request was made, the name of the person
t0 be picked up, and the time and the point of the pick up.

§ 5.4. Operating Conditions for All Taxicabs. (Effective date
July 1, 1994)

Every person operating a taxicab at Nationat shail comply with each of the following
conditions:

(1) The driver must possess a current, valid drivers license and 2
certificate of public convenience and necessity for his tdcab issued by
a state or local jurisdicdon.

(2) The driver must possess a curremt, valid license (so-called "face
card™) o operate a taxicab from the jurisdicton in which his taxicab is
licensed or certificared.

(3) The driver must not solicit passengers, directly or indirectly,
personaily or in concert with another.

(4) When wansporting passengers to destinations outside Virginia the
driver musi charge the passenger fares prescribed by the Washingron
Memropolitan Area Transit Commission for the jurisdiction in which the
cab is licensed. When trapsporting passengers within Vn’gm:a, ineluding

wrhen wansporting a passenger fmm one point on National to another point
gn Mational, the driver must charoe those fares prescribed by the Virgima
jurisdiction that has licensed or certificated his taxicab.

§ 5.5. Operating Conditions for Taxicabs Picking up Passengers outside the
Dispatch System. (Effective date July 1, 1994)

In addidon to the requiremenrs of Secdon 5.4, every txxicab driver picking up
passengers at National berwesn the hours of 6:00 AM. and 2:00 A M. the following
day shall do so only at the direction of the taxicab dispatcher through the taxicab
dispatch system except under one of the following circumstances:

(1) The taxicab driver or his employer has a contract with the Autbonty
authorizing bim ‘to pick up passengers for hire at Nartonal

(2) The taxicab driver operates cutside the taxicab dispatch system to
carry immediately from National a passenger picked up in response to a
request received prior to his comning onto National, and his manifest shows
the time the request was made, the name of the person to be picked up,
and the time and the point of the pick up.

5-5
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§ 3.6, Operating Conditions for the Tax:cab Dispatch Svstem. (Effecrive
date Juiy 1, 1994}

In addition to the reguirements of Section 5.4, no person shall operate a taxicab in
Nartional’s taxicab disparch system unless he is at thag time in compliance with e=ch
of the following conditions: )

(1) The driver must have a current. valid Airport Taxi Operators Permit

issued to him by the Airporr Manager. This Permit must be kept in the
driver’s possession at all times that he is operating 2 taxicab at the airport
and prominently displayed according to the Airport Manager’s directions
while the taxicab is in the disparch system.

(2) The driver must display in the taxicab in a place conspicuous 0
passengers his local license to operae a taxicab (the so-cailed "face card™),
and a scheduie of the rates issued by the Washington Memropolizn Arez
Transit Commission and the jurisdiction that has licensed or certificzred

(3) The driver must. upon the request of an Awthority police officer. 2
taxicab disparcher or the taxicab official, surrender for inspection the
Permit required by paracraph (1) of this section. The driver must permit
the Authority police, the taxicab dispatcher, and the taxicab official w
inspect his taxicab o determine if hie is displaying the license and rare
schedule required by parasranh (2) of this section.

(4)__The driver must operzte a taxicab that is clean and mainmined in
2ood repair inchuding, by way of lilustrarion and not limitarion, the tres,
hm_dlizhrsLbrakengS, wrn signals, windshield wipers, brakes, wmdow

glass, doors, fenders, paint. passencer compartment, TunK, and UPADISETY.

The driver must permit the Authority Police and the Taxicab Official 10

nspect his taxjeab to determine if the vehicle mesats these standards and
the driver shall not operate a vehicle in the dispatch system if it has filed

an inspection and the condition cansing it o fzil has not been corrected.

(5) The driver must obey all directions and siowals of the taxicab

dispatcher regarding the orderly flow of traffic and the accommodation of
passengers,

(6) The driver must accept amy orderly passenger and comvey amy
‘passenger wWhere directed upon disparch by the taxicab dispatcher.

(7) _The driver must transport only those persons assigned to him by the

taxicab disparcher.
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(3) The driver must mor act in a discourteous manper towards
passengers or persons seeking transporration.

(9) The driver must give a receipt showing the driver’s name, name of

 the taxicab company (if any), the taxicab number, the time and piace of
origin and destination of each wip and the amoumt of the fars on an
anthorized form wien requested to do so by a passenger.

(10) The driver must not impede the operaton of the disparch systen:,
other dirport operations. or the flow of waffic to and Tom the Alrport.

(11) The driver must remain within 5 feet of his taxicab a ail times
except while it is in the taxicab holding structure or when it is legaily

parked.

(12) The driver must not give or offer to give any money or anything of
monetary value to a taxicab disparcher.

(13) The dﬁvef shall pay a dispatch fee of one dollar and twenty-five
cents {$1.25) each tdme he picks up a passencer or group.

§ 5.7. Airport Taxi Operator’s Permit. (Effective date July 1, 1994)

The Airport Mzmager shall issue an Airport Taxi Operator’s Permit to each person

whom he finds to be of good moral character and who:

(1) Compietes and submits an application to the Airport Manager ina
form approved by the Airport Manager for thar purpose;

(2) Is aurrently licensed to operare a taxicab by one or more of the

following: Montgomery County, Prince Georges County, Maryland; the
District of Columbia; Ciry of Alexandria, City of Talls Church, Arlington
County, Fairfax Coumnty, Virginia;

(3) Presents an official copy of his cwrrent driving record from the
jurisdiction by which he is licensed and of his cromimal record if any,

(4) _Is in compiiance with-all the licensing jurisdiction’s reguiations
ncluding, by way of illustration and not limitation, the minimum
insurancs requirement for the taxicab he is operating;

(5) _Has more than six months driving experience in the Washington,

D.C. memropoiitan zrea (The Airport Manaser may require zpplicauts to

demonstrate a working knowledge of the memopolitan area by means of
an examinanion);
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§ 58

(6) Is at least twenty-one vears of age;

(7 Is not currently subject to an unexpired order of suspension or
revocation of a previously issued Airport Taxi Operaror’s Permit;

{8) Pays an annual permit fes of $40.00.

Denial of an Airport Taxi Operator’s Permit (Effective date

July 1, 1994)

The Airport Manager may refuse to issue an Airport Taxi Opexzror" s Permit for any
of the following reasons:

§ s59.

(1) Repeated or serious violations of the mortor vehicle laws of any

- jurisdiction or the provisions of this chapter; (the accumuliation of welve

or more uniform demerit poinrs against the driver’s licenss within 2
twenty-four month period shail be prima facfe grounds for denial of 2
permit.)

(2) Conviction, plea of guilty, or plea of polo contendere to the violation
of auy law involving commission of z felony, any sex offense, soliciing
for prostinmion, or, in the last fve (5) years, any other crime fnvolving
alcohol, marfjuana, or any dmegs classified as controlled substances;

(3) Procuring or attempting o procure an Airport Taxi Operator’s Permit

by fraud, misrepresentation, false or misleading statememts, evasions, or
suppression of material facts; or

(4) Procuring or attempting to procure more than ope Afrport Taxd
Operator’s Permit.

Terms and Conditions. (Efecrive date July 1, 1994)

(1) An Airport Taxi Operator’s Permit shail be vaiid for a period of no
more than 12 months, except that the initial permits will be valid until the
last day of the month of the Permit hoider’s birthday m 1995.

(2) The Permit remains the property of the Authority, and its use by the
taxicab driver is subject to the following requirements:
{a) The Permit is issued for the exclusive use of the named driver
and shail not be made available by him for the use of any other
person; .
(o) The Permit shall not be altered or defaced in any way after &t
is issued to the named driver;
(c) The Permit shail be invalid and may not be used after the
expiration date shown on the Permit;
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(d) The Permit shail be remrned to the Anthority immediately upon

an order of suspension or revocarion of the Permit by the Ajrport
Manager; :

(¢} The Permit holder shall notify the taxicab official within
seventy-iwo (72) hours oi'being convicted of commiring 2 felony,
any sex offense, soliciting for prostinpion, crime involving alcobol,
marijuana, amy drogs classified as controiled substances, or a
moving vehicle violaden, )

5.10. Complaints. (Effective date July 1, 1994)

™ (1) All complaints, whether from taxi dispatchers, Autharity employees

or the public, regarding a Permit holder’s conduct at the Afrport or
transportation of or conduct toward a passenger picked up at the Airport,
inciuding a complaint of fare overcharge, must be made in writing and
incinde the mame of the compiainant and 2 meams of conmcting the
complainant in order for the Authority t0 act upon the complainr. All
such complaints shall be investigated by the taxicab official designated by
the Afrport Manager. The taxicab official may summarily dismiss the

compiaint if it is determined that the complaint does not warrant 2

reprimand or is without merit.

(2) Ifthe compiaint is nor summarily dismissed, the taxicab official shail -

provide the Permit holder with a copy of the complaint The Permit
holder may present evidence oraily or in writing at a designated time and
place to refuts or expiain the compizint. The taxicab official shall
consider the evidence presented and may dismiss the complaint, issue 2
reprimand or in the case of repeated or serious violations recommend
suspension or revocation. Any reprimand or recormmmendation of
suspension or revocation shall be in writing and shail include a statement
of the complaint and the findings of the taxicab official.

§ 5.11. Grounds for Permit Suspension and Revocation. (Effective date

Jualy 1, 1994)

(1) _The Airport Manacer may, afier notice and an opportmity to be

beard have besn provided. snspend for up to 90 days or revoke the Alrport

Taxi Operator’s Permit of any person who:
{a) yiolates a provision of this chapter. Conviction, plea of guilty

or of nole contendere to the violarion shall be conclusive evidence

that the Permit holder has violated one of these sections;

(b) violates the motor vehicle laws;

(c) commits 2 felomy, any sex offense, soliciting for prosdtrton,
ar a crime involving alcohol, marijuana, or any drugs classified as
conmrolled substances;
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(d) bBas his authority to operate a taxjcab suspended or revoked by

one of the jurisdicrions listed in Sectom 3.3{2) zbove or has his
motor vehicle operator's permit suspended or ravoked.

(2} In determining whether to suspend or revoke an Airport Taxd
Operator’s Permit, the Airport Manager may ke into account any prior
violations which couid have been grounds for suspension or revocation
under Subsections 1(2}{d), by the Permit holder and any mritgating
circumstances.

§ 5.12. Notice of Revocation or Suspension. (Effective date Juiy 1, 1994)

(1} Prior to ordering suspension or revocaton of am Airport Taxi
Operator’s Permit, the Airport Manager shall norify the Permit holder in
writing citing the specific reason(s) for which the Airport Taxi Operator’s
Permit is to be revoked or suspended and that the Permit shail be revoked
or suspended at the end of ten days following service of the notice unless
the Permit holder files 2 written request for a hearing within the ten days.
If no writzen request for 2 hearing is filed within the ten dzys, the Permit
shail be revoked or suspended by order of the Airport Maneger. If a

- hearing is requested in writing within ten davs following service of the
notice, 2 hearing shall de schednled by the Airport Manager as soon as
possible. Notice of the time and place of the hearing shail be maiied 10
the Permit hoider.

(2) Notdce of suspension or revocation as provided for in this chapter is
propexly sexrved when it is delivered to the holder of the Airport Taxi
Cperator’s Permit personally or when it is sent by registered or certified
mail, renun receipt requested, to the last known address of the Permit
holder and to the address of the holder of the certificare of public
convenience and necessity under which the Permit holder is operating a
taxicab. Notice is served on the date on which it is mailed.

(3) Failure to appear a a hearing, after notice, is 2 waiver of the right
to a heaxing.

§ 5.13. Summary Suspension. (Effective date Jaly 1, 1994)

The Afrport Manager or Manager of Public Safety may suspend 2 holder’s Airport
Taxi Operator’s Permit immediately and without prior notice whenever there is an
immipent, substantial threat to the public’s safety or deliberate impeding of airport
operatdons or the flow of waffic to and ffom the Airport The Permit holder shall be
notified of the suspension 2s soon as possible and may ask for a preliminary hearing
to determine whether his Permit should be restored pending a hearing in the ordinary
course on the suspension or revocation. If 2 prefiminary hearing is requested, it shail
be held as soon as possible, It not more than three days after the request is made.

3-10




§ 5.14. Hearings. (Effective date Juiy 1, 1994)

(1) The hearings provided for in this chapter shail be conducted by the
Aprport Manager at a designated time and place. Any oral testimony
given at a hearing shall be summarity reported. The Airport Manager
shall make a finding based upon the hearing record and shall issue,
sustain, modify or rescind any gotice or order considered in the hearing.

{2) The burden of proving the facts required under Secdon 5.11. of this
chapter is upon the taxicab official and shail be met if the evidence is
such thar it is more likely thzn not that the faces alleged in the notice are
true. The hearing nesd not be conducted according to techmical mmies
relating to evidence and witnesses. Amy relevamt evidence may be
admitted if it is the sort of evidence on which responsible persons are
accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious affairs, regardiess of the
existence of any common law or smnmory muie which might make
improper the admission of such evidence in civil actions. A written report
of the hearing decision shall be furnished to the Permit holder and to the
jurisdiction which licensed the Permit hoider. If the Ajrport Mamager
revokes or suspends the holder’s Airport Tad Operator’s Permit, the
holder shall surrender it immediately.

(3 Exoeptasodxerwlserequn-edhylzw achpanyshaﬂbwnsm‘

expenses associated with procesdmgs under this section.
§ 5.15. Appeals. (Effective date Juiy 1, 1994

Any person aggrieved by an action of the Afrport Manager taken under this chapter
may request in writing a hearing before the General Mznager and the hearing shail
be conducted within ten days. The General Manager may affirm, modify, or rescind
avy action previously taken and shail advise the appealing Permit holder of his
decision within t2n days of the hearing, The decision of the General Manager shail
be final.

§ 5.16. Reinstatement. (Effective date July 1, 1994)

A person whose Permit has been revoked may apply for 2 new Airport Taxi
Operator’s Permit six months after bis inftial revocarion of 2 Permit and 12 months
after any subsequent revocation of a Parmit.

§ 517. Penalty. (Effective date July 1, 1994)

Any person who violates Section 5.4(1) shall be guilty of a Class 1 misdemeanor.
Any person who violates Sections 335, 5.4(3), or 5.5 shail be guiity of a Class 3

511
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misdemeancr. Any person who violates any other provisions of this chapter siall be
guilty of 2 Class 4 misdemeanor. '

§ 5.18 - § 520 - RESERVED.
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1/24/03

TO: Alexandﬁa City Council

RE: Comments on the Taxicab Task Force Report
Dear Mayor and Council Members,

The following represents the views of four members (one half) of the Taxicab Task
Force (TTF) on the Taxi Cab Task Force Report. The report gives the impression that the
five recommendations are the result of the eight Task Force members, who met over an
eighteen-month period, sharing information and views and then achieving consensus on
specific goals, objectives and action items. In reality little, if any, consensus was
achieved during the course of the TTF meetings. The driver representatives remained
firm on wanting certificates issued to drivers. The taxicab company representatives
perceived that there was little, if any, appreciation of the basic business need for them to
realize a decent return on investment (ROI), especially as it related to the technical
infrastructure cost to support quality dispatch service for the City. The consumer
representative from the Alexandria Commission on Persons with Disabilities {ACPD)
was primarily interested in maintaining strong taxi companies, which could provide DOT
and senior taxi services. The ACPD and the Traffic and Parking Board (TPB)
representatives heard no evidence that City taxicab customers are receiving anything but
excellent service from the current taxicab system. The TTF efforts scemed focused on
finding solutions for the emotional concerns of a minority of the City’s licensed taxi
drivers, who believe that the current system treats them unfairly. No quantitative data
was presented during the course of the meetings to support this perception of unfairness.
The TTF members, realizing that a consensus was not possible under the pressure of
City- imposed deadlines, voted to pass on the recommendations set forth within the report
to the TPB and City Council for their consideration. We agreed to pass on the :
recommendations to higher levels for consideration more out frustration than approval
and, in fact, we did not fully agree with the:recommendations in the report.

We agree with recommendation (1) to institute a two-tier system.

We do not agree with recommendation (2) as set forth within the report. We agree that
the City has too many regular taxicabs and can support recalling five percent of the
certificates, but only for an actual reduction of the number of regular licensed cabs. We
do not support the recall for later distribution to individual taxicab owners or formation of
a driver-owned company. The City should only issue new certificates to support the
acquisition of accessible vehicles. Alexandria, unlike Artington and other jurisdictions,
currently has no accessible vehicles in its taxicab fleet. A reduction in certificates will
result in increased stand dues for the drivers in the companies serving the City. The
infrastructure cost will remain the same for the companies that provide dispatch service
and the companies should not be forced to absorb a loss. This could result in more
income for the remaining drivers but only if they are not competing with a subsequent
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increase of independent regular drivers. A recall of certificates will reduce the
employment opportunities for drivers.

We agree with recommendation (3) and support changing the City Code to require a
specific dispute resolution process between taxicab companies and drivers. There should
be some provision for drivers to pay for the arbitration and legal costs if their complaint
is without merit. The report uses the phrase “or a completely independent person.” We
believe that only qualified arbitrators or mediators should handle disputes.

We do not support recommendation (4); that is, including a taxicab representative on the
TPB. Taxicab issues are currently a minor portion of the TPB’s business. Over the last
two years, there has only been one customer complaint brought before the TPB and the
complaint was without merit. We believe that any reduction of managerial oversight,
currently provided by the companies, would result in more complaints and that any
issuance of certificates directly to drivers would reduce the companies ability to provide
necessary oversight and resolve issues before they go to the City and the TPB. When and
if taxicab issues are brought before the TPB, it would be better for the Board members to
listen to staff, hack inspector, citizen, company and driver comments objectively and then
vote accordingly. In accordance with appropriate ethical standards, Board members
should actually recuse themselves from voting on an issue where they have any
invoivement.

We do not support recommendation (5). As we each stated repeatedly throughout the
many meeting and deliberation of the TTF, we do not believe that certificates should be
issued directly to drivers in any form. The Staff, with input from Councilwoman
Woodson, developed the details of both options set forth within the report after final
adjournment of TTF. The City does not have accurate data to determine who would be
qualified for a “free agent” certificate. It would be possible for a long-term driver to have
many complaints during his tenure, which had been settled by the companies. Who |
would decide who would become a free agent? If the City adopted a practice of issuing a
few taxi driver-controlled certificates without clearly defined criteria, the City would be
sanctioning an inequitable two-level class-cast system. Such a practice would even
present an opportunity for corruption. ' :

We hope that these comments aid you in your deliberations as you make decisions that
will influence the future direction of the taxicab industry in Alexandria.

Sincerely-Yours,

Ken Aggrey, Company Representative
John Muir, Company Representative W

Tom Walczykowski, Traffic and Parking Board-{epresentative ‘ ﬁ 4 4{/%» / 7 .

Chet Avery, Persons with Disabilities Reww AosARE—
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TO: Alexandria City Council

RE: Comments on the Taxicab Task Force Report

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

The following represents the views of four members (one half) of the Taxicab Task
Force (TTF) on the Taxi Cab Task Force Report. The report gives the impression that the
five recommendations are the result of the eight Task Force members, who met over an
eighteen-month period, sharing information and views and then achieving consensus on
specific goals, objectives and action items. In reality little, if any, consensus was
achieved during the course of the TTF meetings. The driver representatives remained
firm on wanting certificates issued to drivers. The taxicab company representatives
perceived that there was little, if any, appreciationof the basic business need for them to
realize a decent return on investment (ROI), especmlly as it related to the technical
infrastructure cost to support quality dispatch service for the City. The consumer
representative from the Alexandria Commission on Persons with Disabilities (ACPD)
was primarily interested in maintaining strong taxi companies, which could provide DOT
and senior taxi services. The ACPD and the Traffic and Parking Board (IPB})
representatives heard no evidence that City taxicab customers are receiving anything but
excellent service from the current taxicab system. The TTF efforts seemed focused on
finding solutions for the emotional concerns of a minority of the City’s licensed taxi
drivers, who believe that the current system treats them unfairly. No quantitative data
was presented during the course of the meetings to support this perception of unfairness.
The TTF members, realizing that a consensus was not possible under the pressure of
City- imposed deadlines, voted to pass on the recommendations set forth within the report
to the TPB and City Council for their consideration. We agreed to pass on the
recommendations to higher levels for consideration more out frustration than approval
and, in fact, we did not fully agree with the recommendations in the report.

We agree with recommendation (1) to institute a two-tier system.

We do not agree with recommendation (2) as set forth within the report. We agree that
the City has too many regular taxicabs and can support recalling five percent of the
certificates, but only for an actual reduction of the number of regular licensed cabs. We
do not support the recall for later distribution to individual taxicab owners or formation of
a driver-owned company. The City should only issue new certificates to support the
acquisition of accessible vehicles. Alexandria, unlike Arlington and other jurisdictions,
currently has no accessible vehicles in its taxicab fleet. A reduction in certificates will
result in increased stand dues for the drivers in the companies serving the City. The
infrastructure cost will remain the same for the companies that provide dispatch service
and the companies should not be forced to absorb a loss. This could result in more
income for the remaining drivers but only if they are not competing with a subsequent




increase of independent regular drivers. A recall of certificates will reduce the
employment opportunities for drivers.

We agree with recommendation (3) and support changing the City Code to require a
specific dispute resolution process between taxicab companies and drivers. There should
be some provision for drivers to pay for the arbitration and legal costs if their complaint
is without merit. The report uses the phrase “or a completely independent person.” We
believe that only qualified arbitrators or mediators should handle disputes.

We do not support recommendation (4); that is, including a taxicab representative on the
TPB. Taxicab issues are currently a minor portion of the TPB’s business. Over the last
two years, there has only been one customer complaint brought before the TPB and the
complaint was without merit. We believe that any reduction of managerial oversight,
currently provided by the companies, would result in more complaints and that any
issuance of certificates directly to drivers would reduce the companies ability to provide
necessary oversight and resolve issues before they go to the City and the TPB. When and
if taxicab issues are brought before the TPB, it would be better for the Board members to
listen to staff, hack inspector, citizen, company and driver comments objectively and then
vote accordingly. In accordance with appropriate ethical standards, Board membets
should actually recuse themselves from voting on an issue where they have any
involvement.

We do not support recommendation (5). As we each stated repeatedly throughout the
many meeting and deliberation of the TTF, we do not believe that certificates should be
issued directly to drivers in any form. The Staff, with input from Councilwoman
Woodson, developed the details of both options set forth within the report after final
adjournment of TTF. The City does not have accurate data to determine who would be
qualified for a “free agent” certificate. It would be possible for a long-term driver to have
many complaints during his tenure, which had been settled by the companies. Who
would decide who would become a free agent? If the City adopted a practice of issuing a
few taxi driver-controlled certificates without clearly defined criteria, the City would be
sanctioning an inequitable two-level class-cast system. Such a practice would even
present an opportunity for corruption.

We hope that these comments aid you in your deliberations as you make decisions that
will influence the future direction of the taxicab industry in Alexandria.

Sincerely Yours,

Chet Avery, Persons with Disabilities Re \-ﬁentatwe W A

Ken Aggrey, Company Representatlve
Board Representatwe{ /0{‘7 Ié—
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To: Columbus cab corp.

FR:  Randy Stephens

Re: Receent rate increase

Charles. I'm writing this letter in response to the January®s statement requesting a
rate increase. First el me recognize and applaud your decision to move on my
suggestion that the three smaller companies join together o provide dispatch services to
your drivers. Afier paying for services not recejved is a welcomed change to finally get
what we were paying for all the time. With that said [ am concern about the raisc in fees,
with our rates fixed by the city we cannot past any of aur cost to our consumers. As it
stands all ratc increases were order frozen until (his task force sorted out the issucs. The
city recognized that it could not regulate your business; but the cily council alse said that
it wouldn’t respond favorably 1o any company increase of dispatch fees.

S0 at this tme T not will pay the regular fees until T see a business plan and
marketing stratcpy that will justify this increase. Where as 'm not opposed Lo eventually
having the dispateh fees increased. but there are a lot of unanswered questions of the
operation and there has been ne notice of the companics plans.

Further, it would scem that if three companics came together to provide services
there would be a natural deduction of cost, as opposed to an increase. Where there were
lhree separate rentals there is now one to house three, the same could be said for utilities,
office managers and the like. Further the case of dispatching have not fallen to
profcssional hands so thal is no additional cost association there.

1.am not looking 1o create trouble but I am rather tired of not gelung my monies
worth when you pay for a scrvice that you do not get and as soon as some cffort is made
to provide simply what we pay for you find the need 1o inerease the dispatch fees.
Finally, I wish to say that if somebody sues me for anything I don™t think that you would

be willing o help me pay for legal help, so I don't sec that lawsuits against you should
affect me.

There are a number of thing that coutd be done to create a flow of city business
lor the affiliated companies. So far you've tmade a start and with the help of us who are
out here every day you can set up a proper dispateh system instead of just a shell.
Scetion off the eity and twach the dispaich office how to bid calls when they are received

s that the close’s cab in the area gets it. so that prompt scrvice makes them Tepeal
catlers.
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Again I want 1o thank you for acting on the idea, but there is 50 much that needs
to be done yet to justily additional dispatch fees and keep everybody happy and on the

Samce page so the future can be profitable for all. 'm prepared to do my share and | have
the great fortune (o know the way 1o po in this effort,

¢ Alex. United Taxicab Opcrators
City Manager, and Council
Unifed Taxicab Operators
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