July 27, 2016
Asserablymember Low
VIA FACSIMILE {916)319-2128 &

Re: Opposition to the current format of ABES0

The signatories to this letter are the representatives of six out of the nine City of Los Angeles franchised
taxicab companies. Moreover, these companies hold franchises in over 15 different jurisdictions in Los
Angeles County. The taxi companies we represent are membership organizations, where hardworking
individuals have invested their hard-earned savings In order to earn  living for their families.

We write to you to state our apposition to ABE50 in its current format. ABES0 was conceived by Taxicab
Paratransit Association of California (TPAC) that solely represents the benefit of its few members and
not of thousands of taxi companies and taxi owner drivers throughout the State of California. In facy, in
order to get its board support and suppress some of its member’s opposition, TPAC members had to
sgree to carve-out San Francisco from ABB5D.

We believe that deregulating fleets specifically removing fleet size caps antd allowing unrestricted
pickups will only benefits larger taxi companies and will ultimately eliminate smaller operators, Sucha
deregulation of fleet sizes, unregulated meter rates, lack of control and accountability was in place i
thie City of Santa Monica for @ number of years and falled. The City finally implemented a franchise
system very similar to the one of City Los Angelesinarder to remedy the problems of an unreguisted
system.

Furthermore, allowing airports to regulate the provision of taxicab transporiation se vices toand from
sirports will take away the only protection Los Angeles franchised taxi companies currently have to gl
uperate sgually st LAX.

check, and complying with a uniform set off Drug and Alcohol testing requirament is benel

drivers throughout the State, we believe that the Bill in its current format will lesve the door open
cities and airports to require separate business licenses for each taxl driver operating within their
jurisdictions. The current franchise agreement with gach jurisdiction allows our drivers 1o operate
without having to obtain a separate business license and pay the associated business license taxes.

An additional concern relates to taxi stands. The current format does not require cities to establist
maintain curbside taxi stands which are essential to serve taxi customers efficiently.
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ABBS0 in its current format allows unregulated taxi rates. By not placing a ceiling linlt on tesll rates, it
will take away the only safeguard toiprotect customers against gauging. Furthermore, by not having 2
price floor, the smaller taxi companies will be squeezed out of business as 8 resuit of predatory pricing
or price fixing by larger fleets.

These issues along with rnany other unresolved issues make us believe that ABE50 in its current format
will do more heem to our industry as a whole than good. Furtharmore, considering the recent effors
spearheaded by the Governor’s office as well as some of your colleagues to teke away CPUCTs current
authorities over transportation carriers to an undetermined agency, it is premature 1o pass this Bill at
this time.

& delay in voling on ABE50 will allow us along with many other texi operators to actively participate in
the process and have our concerns heard and considered prior to finslizing the Bill. f you decide to
move forward, we urge you to offer the same exemption you have provided to the City of San Francisco
to the City of Los Angeles, and LAX. Comparing the size and population of Los Angeles and its current
number of taxis and the destructive effect of AB650 to the livelihood of thousands of taxi

owner/ drivers, this seems to be a reasonable request.
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