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<Megan.Oleynik@alexandriava.gov>
Subject: RE: Residential Pay by Phone Pilot Program

Councilman Seifeldein,
Thank you for your questions about the residential pay by phone pilot program.

The Traffic & Parking Board on Monday, January 28 unanimously recommended the program. There were four speakers
in favor, one opposed, two asking for additional information/communication, and one requesting that staff continue to
work St. Paul’s on potential solutions.

Below, please find responses to your questions.
If you have any additional requests, please let me know.

Best,
Yon

Q: What is the definition of ‘resident’?

A: Staff have consistently applied the criteria of requiring signatures from a resident from more than 50% of the
residential properties on a block face for RPP and on a block for Residential Pay by Phone petitions to be considered. We
do not have a means of determining how many individual residents live in each household, so it would be difficult to
administer that criteria. However, we recognize that the language in the code in unclear on this. Staff will recommend a
modification to the code language with this ordinance to clarify this point for the Residential Pay by Phone program. A
similar update will be needed to update the RPP code which could be addressed with the RPP Refresh project.

Q: If Council decides it does want to extend the pilot rather than vote to make it permanent, can you make sure to
talk with Dori about what this would look like?

A: Council will need to propose to change the March 1, 2019 expiration to a later date. If an extension of the pilot
program were recommended, it would be helpful to receive some additional guidance on what criteria for success we
are trying to evaluate over that extension.

Q: What is the staff perspective on folding this into RPP Refresh?

A: The goal of RPP Refresh was to consider the older code that has not been updated for quite some time for
opportunities for improvement. Because this program and associated code are relatively new, they were being
addressed separately. As you know, there are a number of issues we are already trying to address with RPP Refresh, and
making Residential Pay by Phone part of that could make that more complicated. Some of the feedback we received
when evaluating this program we felt applied more to the larger RPP program than to the Residential Pay by Phone
program, which is why we’ve been referencing it as an opportunity to address larger issues.

Q: Is it possible to grant a special guest parking permit to the members who attend this senior program (addressed
below) for a defined amount of time? What would that look like, if possible?

A: This question requires some additional research into the legality of providing a permit to certain groups or what
options might be available to allow institutions and businesses to offer guest or voucher options. However, there are
existing alternatives to paying with a smartphone, such as paying via phone call or at a nearby meter. Additionally, fees
do not apply to vehicles with handicap tags or placards. We have been discussing options to facilitate on-street parking
with St. Paul’s, such as the possibility of providing a pay station on their property, that might also benefit this group.

Yon Lambert, AICP | Director, Dept. of Transportation & Environmental Services
City of Alexandria | 301 King Street, Alexandria Va. 22314 | Room 4100
t. 703.746.4025 | m. 571.220.0842






On the issue of the harsh impact on the elderly, the Program requiring payment by phone is impossible for many
seniors. According to a Pew study in 2018, only 46 % of people over 65 have smartphones. Even if they have a
smartphone, far less seniors will use it for financial transactions. I note that even reading the instructions on the
signs can challenge old eyes.

I have experienced the smartphone issue personally. I run an Aging Gracefully senior group at St Pauls that
meets monthly on a weekday at 12:30. My attendees are primarily in their 70’s and 80’s and I watch them
struggle to park because of the Program. Aging Gracefully is designed to be only 90 minutes long to allow time
to get to and from their cars in the two hour parking district. Currently the parking kiosk is nearly a block and a
half away. Neither the app nor the pay by phone has been an option utilized by any of my attendees. Under the
old parking system the St Paul’s frontage was often available for them to park at around noon. Several members
have stopped attending and others park on Duke St. We are the only program in the SE quadrant that gives
seniors an opportunity to gather for learning and socialization. We are open to everyone over 60. The City
should be facilitating access to these types of programs rather than creating barriers to attendance.

Secondly, the Program is either poorly written or poorly implemented. For the purpose of illustration I will use
the petition filed for 200 S Pitt St(copied below).

The City Code section for the Program requires that more than 50% of the residents sign a petition to initiate
the restrictions. What is a resident? A household? A property owner? A short term tenant? I believe this term is
vague and undefined.

My confusion with the term resident is apparently shared by staff. I note that the petitions you have received to
date (see below example) have blanks for staff to tally “households” not “residents” despite the Code clearly
stating residents. The City has no records of residential “residents” other than some vehicles and parking
sticker filings and traditionally uses the real estate assessment records or leases to confirm residency. I note
that two tenants signing the petition vacated the two properties last summer not long after the program had
been implemented and are no longer residents of the 200 block of S Pitt St. (Should the ability to impact
parking rights lie with property owners rather than renters who are often transient?)

In the 200 block of S Pitt Street the City assessment records lists 18 property addresses and 31 owners of these
properties. The below petition contains only 10 individual signatures on S Pitt St. Of those 10 only 7 are
owners. There is no way to objectively know how many residents equal 50%. From the staff report of the
Traffic and Parking Board meeting where the 200 block of S Pitt was voted into the Program, it is clear that the
staff compares the number of signatures to the number of properties for the percentage determination. This
approach does not accurately reflect the percentage of residents.

For the 200 block of S Pitt, the tenants at 208 and 210 have signed the petition (and moved shortly thereafter)
yet the property owner of these two properties lives around the corner on Duke St and does not support the
Program. Is this the intent of the program? I have drafted and reviewed hundreds of leases and I have never
seen a lease that grants the tenant the right to impact property parking rights.

On the 200 block of S Pitt Street, 7 property owners plus 3 tenants have impacted the property parking rights of
31 owners and numerous visitors. Yet, the petition was put forward and approved as satisfying the more than



50% of “residents” requirement. I am unsure of whether this is an error in the law or an error in the
implementation but again, it just isn’t right.

I also do not support the proposed modifications. The problems I cite are not addressed by the proposed
modifications. The modifications that are proposed basically expand the program to make my community one
big pay for parking lot. There is no showing that this program has been helpful to the majority of us who live
here. The sole benefit has been to double the parking fines which most likely reflects increased enforcement of
the parking laws. Parking laws can be enforced without this program to the same benefit.

I note that the staff report states that the parking enforcement data shows that on average, twice as many
citations were given on the blocks with residential pay by phone as those without. Is it possible that the
smartphone issue is not just an issue for seniors? Can people who are struggling to make ends meet afford a
smartphone and the service costs?

The staff report further states that in the City’s survey less than 45% of the people responding think the
program should continue as is. Nearly 70% believe the program should not be expanded.

In closing, I believe this program is not a good fit for our community. Seniors are either made to feel obsolete
because smartphones are required or are having to go through hoops to park in order to be able attend programs.
Property rights are determined by a minority who may not even own their property and may be gone two
months later. Parking citations have doubled. Survey results are unenthusiastic.

For these reasons I ask that you not prolong the pilot but let it expire in March as the law currently reads. Thank
you for considering my remarks.

With kind regards, I remain,

Very truly yours,

Barbara P. Beach












These options are discriminatory to seniors as follows:

1. Download the app to a smartphone and set up an account that requires 3

payment card.

Less than 50% of seniors own and use smart phones according to the Pew
Foundation 2018 study. Of those who do own a smartphone, | know few who
use apps and even fewer who are willing to use the phone for financial
transactions. As Dr. Hecht-Lewis states “my Medicare patients often have flip
phones or have no idea how to use their phones other than just for calling’.

| run an Aging Gracefully with Spirit program at St Paul’s. It is for people over
60 who wish to hear 3 lecture, have a light lunch and socialize with other
seniors. We meet monthly. We have approximately 150 on my email list and
about 30 attend the monthly meetings. When this program was implemented
it impacted my program negatively. No one used a smartphone to pay for
parking. No one was versant in apps. | do not believe any one uses the phone
for financial transactions. Many of the members have flip phones rather than
smart phones.

Please don‘t think that | only have friends in low places ~ on my attachment
you can see that even Senate Minotity Leader Chuck Schumer still uses a flip
phone!"

My attendees are all connected to the City yet they had no knowledge or ability
to utilize this app system. Although | live in the pilot district and have a parking
permit exempting me from the pay to park, | decided to see how difficult this
phone pay parking system was. | downloaded the app and started a registration.

[ got to the point where | was required to supply my financial information. At
that time | reviewed the privacy policy. Parkmobile reserves the right to release
my data to any third party for any lawful purpose. There is no place on the site
that permits me to opt out of the release of my data. | emailed customer service
and asked to opt out and never received a response. Thete are no privacy
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“controls” just a privacy policy. At this point, refusing to provide financial data,
| failed to complete my registration.

Requiring seniors to have smart phones and use apps that do not protect their
financial data is tantamount to saying “we don’t want you down here”. What a
sad posture for a local government to take.

2. Call into the number located in small print at the bottom of a sign

The second option to pay by phone is by calling a number in very small print at
the bottom of a sign that is located somewhere on the block. This requires
pulling out your phone, your credit card and your reading glasses in the middle
of a sidewalk if you are lucky enough to locate the phone number. It also
requites you to know your license tag number and the five number code for
the area that your car is parked in. If the sign is not near your car, you probably
do not have your license tag number memorized. If you are standing near your
car, you may not be able to read the five number code for the district.

When you call you have a several minute wait to get to talk to someone after
waiting for the call to be answered and clicking through some prompts. When
you finally do get a voice, you are told there is a $5 charge for using the voice
pay. If you are willing to register and provide financial data, that §5 charge is a
one-time charge, However, if you do not want your financial information
stored, you cannot register an account and it is $5 each time you call. If you do
register an account it is still a several minute call to have the call answered and
to go through the prompts.

This option is hardly more senior friendly. Juggling a phone, a credit card,
reading glasses and having to know a taq and parking district five digit code is
just not worth the experience of coming to Old Town and under the proposed
ordinance it may not be worth the experience of getting out if it the pay by
phone process moves throughout the City. Encouraging seniots to get out and
socialize or shop should be our values. Putting up barriers to do so is wrong.




3. Walk to a kiosk (pay station)

This thitd and final option is ho more welcoming to seniors that the other two
because kiosks (pay stations) are only to be located no more than half a block
off King Street. The inability to walk several blocks is not a disability nor does it
make you handicapped. It just makes you disinclined to go places where several
blocks of walking are required. -

Staff and | specifically discussed the scenario 'where a senior drives to the 500
block of S Pitt Street to see their grandchild act in a play at Lyles Crouch. If they
are unable to pay with a smart phone or juggle the phone cost and process, they
must walk 4 and /2 blocks to a kiosk. The senior better hope they remembered
their tag number Cunlikely) and the five digit parking district number (really???)
because if they didnt they will be walking back and forth aqain.

Life is challenging but as we age, the challenges seem greater and it is often just
easier to stay home or visit places with a familiar way of doing things.

In sum, | have no idea with the last minute proposals that staff will come up
with. We have been asking for relief for at least 9 months and nothing has been
forthcoming. 1 am extremely wary of last minute solutions that have not been
vetted. When you are young it is hard to imagine the fit of an older person’s
shoes to walk in them. We deserve the respect of being consulted and brought
into the solution decision making. Please give us that dignity and vote aqainst
the Ordinance to continue the pay by phone parking. Thank you.

'Barbara P. Beach
Enclosures
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From: Rebecca Hecht-Lewis <jrim.lewis@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, October 1, 2018 8:41 AM

To: Justin Wilson

Subject: Parking App

Dear Mr. Wilson,

The change in parking in front of my office on Prince Street has been a disaster.

Every week | have patients coming in anxious because they can't figure it out or because it doesn t work all of the
time.

Have you trled the app? How long did it take you to get it to work? it's very, very confusing. Now, picture yourself
as a senior citizen trying to figure it out..

If you want paid parking on the street, more coin kiosks should be available for those who either don’t use credit
cards or those who can't figure out how to use the app.

In the twenty plus years | have had an office in Alexandria, parkmg near my office has not been a concern.
Essentially, the city tried to fix something on Prince Street that was never broken.

Now, please try to fix the city-manufactured problem.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Hecht-Lewis, PhD
Alexandria Counseling Center Associates

1/31/2019






Hello Mr. Wiison,

Thanks for getting back to me so quickly.

.l wish there were options for those not wanting to use the app near me, but there aren’t. My Medicare
clients often just have flip phones or have no idea how to use their phones other than just for calling.

St. Paul's around the corner has the same problem. The closest coin kiosk is on Pitt near King. That's far
for a senior. Also, you can’t even see it when you are on Prince.

The problem when using the app is that it can be very slow. People aren’t able to login and get
confirmation quickly. They are afraid to wait and leave their cars for fear it's not working & they will get a
ticket.

My suggestion would be to either put in more coin kiosks, remove the paid parking from one side of the
street (you could even make it 90 minute parking), or exempt Prince Street and Pitt near the Church.

Rebecca Hecht-Lewis, PhD






BACKGROUND

« Pilot program to allow pay by
phone parking on residential
streets approved in
November 2016 with
expiration of March 1, 2019

 Pilot restricted to Old Town -
East of Washington Street

« Authorized through City
Code Section 5-8-84
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PURPOSE

Request that Council:

1. Consider the proposed ordinance to
amend Section 5-8-84 to continue and
modify the pay by phone parking
requirement as an option for residential
parking restrictions.




GOAL OF PROGRAM

To provide adequate on-street
parking for residents by
encouraging non-residential parkers
to park in metered spaces or
garages by eliminating “free” two
hour parking on residential blocks




PROGRAM EVALUATION

« Based on an online feedback form:
« Most residents of pay by phone blocks (79%) indicated
that parking was more available on their block after

the implementation of the program

« Most respondents (67%) indicated they would like the
program to continue when the pilot program expires

« Parking occupancy surveys indicated that the
Bercentage of non-residents parked on residential
locks decreased on blocks in the program without
gilgnEicantly impacting parking occupancy on adjacent
ocks |

« Parking enforcement indicated that enforcing
restrictions takes similar effort on residential pay
by phone blocks as on RPP blocks, while nearly twice
as man?/ citations were given on residential pay by
phone blocks.




PROPOSED CODE MODIFICATIONS

« Remove March 1, 2019 expiration to make the program
permanent

« Modify code language to allow multiple adjacent blocks to
apply simultaneously, so long as one of the blocks meets
the location requirements

« Modify code language to clarify that eligible block petitions
must be signed by occupants of more than 50 percent of
the residential properties abutting the block as is
consistent with staff review process.

« Expand the program so residential blocks near any
metered area are eligible to petition for residential pay by
phone if they meet the location criteria of being adjacent
to a metered block or another block with residential pay
by phone




PROPOSED MODIFICATION IN
RESPONSE TO FEEDBACK

« Identify opportunities to
« Streamline guest permit process

+ Keep residents informed of parking options and
processes

« Identify additional opportunities and technologies to
improve wayfinding and direction to garages and
metered areas

« Address the concerns of St. Paul’s Episcopal Church
~and others regarding payment methods

« Continue to identify areas for improvement
through the RPP Refresh project.




ALTERNATIVE PAYMENT METHODS
— POTENTIAL OPTIONS

« Pay-ahead Parking Vouchers

. e ’
CEYY OF NEW HAVEN
LOKG TERM

« Senior Parking Permits

. mowree TFEB IMAR Apn
« ParkMobile Voucher System o RO

Note: Vehicles with handicap plates or
placards are exempt from fees on

residential pay by phone blocks or at
meters.




THANK YOU AND QUESTIONS







