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METROPOLITAN KING COUNTY COUNCIL

LABOR, OPERATIONS AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE
AGENDA ITEM:    4
DATE:  September 27, 2005
PROPOSED NO:  2005-0387
PREPARED BY: Arthur Thornbury
SUBJECT:  Legislation to approve a methodology for distributing taxicab licenses 
SUMMARY:  In response to a requirement recently adopted by the Council (Ordinance 15263), the Executive has transmitted a taxicab license apportionment methodology for Council approval. It would apply to the issuance of any new licenses below the current Code-established cap of 569, but the decision on when and how many licenses to issue would remain an administrative function that does not involve the Council. 
BACKGROUND:  King County regulates taxi service within the unincorporated area and some cities. The City of Seattle and the Port of Seattle individually regulate taxis permitted to pick up passengers within the city or at SeaTac Airport, but all taxis are permitted to drop off passengers anywhere. Many taxicabs are dual-licensed in order to be able to pick up passengers in Seattle and elsewhere in the County but the Port licenses only one taxi association to pick up passengers at SeaTac Airport. 
King County’s regulation of the taxi industry entails licensing of both the vehicle (the taxicab license) and the driver (the for-hire driver license). The taxicab licenses are transferable and have become quite valuable due to the limited number available whereas for-hire licenses are freely issued to qualified drivers for a small annual fee.  The legislation before the committee addresses only the taxicab license.
King County last issued a new taxicab license in 1992 and since that time the number of active licenses has dropped from 569 to 502. There is no current allocation methodology and no stated intention by the Executive to begin allocating taxicab licenses following Council approval of a methodology. 
The proposal before the committee raises a number of issues.

Effect: To the extent that the proposed methodology actually establishes a process and criteria for distributing licenses, its impact is diminished by the fact that it is attached to a motion rather than an ordinance. The Executive has complied with the Code requirement (K.C.C. 6.64.700D) by transmitting a methodology for Council approval, but if adopted by motion, there is nothing to require the Executive to actually use the methodology or return to the Council before making changes to it. 
Process: The proposal mentions a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) process for distributing licenses, which suggests that a decision will be based on the merits of the applicant as measured by what are minimal, ill-defined criteria. Alternative methodologies used elsewhere in the U. S. include allocation by lottery from a pool of qualified applicants or something more like a Request for Proposals (RFP) process which would award licenses based upon the monetary return to the jurisdiction or upon the type and quality of taxi service offered by RFP respondents.  
Criteria: The proposed methodology includes criteria “listed in priority order” but many of these are simply regulations that apply to whoever is selected to receive a license:
· the taxicab license is not transferable;

· drivers must undergo drug testing;

· the taxicab owner is permitted to lease it to other drivers, but
· the holder of the license must drive the taxicab a certain number of hours per week.

Since these provisions come into play after the license allocation is complete and apply to all those receiving new licenses, they cannot function as selection criteria for the RFQ process.
The remaining elements of the “Franchise” section are similarly unworkable as criteria:

· “not previously licensed to operate a taxicab in King County, City of Seattle or Port of Seattle”  
Comment: This appears to refer to the For-Hire Driver License required of every taxi driver. Thus no current driver would qualify. 
· “background investigation”  
Comment: If this is a criterion, one could satisfy it by simply having a background check. There is no indication of what in a person’s background would disqualify him/her from receiving a taxicab license.

· “evaluation of driving experience” 
Comment: This provides no guidance regarding the amount or type of experience needed to meet this “criterion” and seems disconnected from the heading for this list of “Franchise” criteria which states that “applicant must meet specified conditions.”
Wheelchair Accessible Taxicabs: The methodology simply states that a decision on the “type and number of licenses” will be made upon completion of the recently-authorized Accessible Taxi Demonstration Project. It does not indicate whether any of the available licenses beneath the Code-established cap of 569 would be set aside for accessible taxis or whether any priority would be established for that type of taxi service. 
Alternative Fuel Vehicles: Presumably this is meant to be a criterion where some preference would be given to fuel-efficient taxis, but it does not say that. It simply lists examples of “beneficial alternative fuels.” If it is a criterion subject to the provision in the methodology’s introductory paragraph that “Criteria are listed in priority order” then it can be inferred from its location on the page that it is the lowest priority. Additionally it suggests that preference will be given to “hybrid” vehicles, which have a wide range of fuel efficiency, without setting any standard in this regard. 
ATTACHMENTS:

1. Proposed Motion 2005-0387
2. Executive Letter of Transmittal, dated September 15, 2005
ATTENDING:

Jim Buck, Administrative Services Manager, Department of Executive Services
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