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Description/Analysis
Issue Detail: Shared-rideable businesses offer bicycles, e-bicycles, e-scooters and similar
rideable devices on a self-service rental basis. Shared-rideable programs can help achieve
the City’s goals of encouraging active transportation; reducing vehicle miles traveled and
single occupancy trips; providing first and last mile solutions for transit; and reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. A desirable shared-rideable business program should also reduce
the potential for shared-rideable devices to block or interfere with pedestrian and emergency
service use and access to all streets, sidewalks, paths, driveways, doorways, and other
avenues of vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and provide adequate parking to meet the needs of
customers.
Without regulation, shared-rideable businesses can pose a threat to the public health, safety,
and welfare. Some shared-rideable devices may be self-locked anywhere within the City,
making it difficult for the City to ensure that these devices are placed safely, upright, and out of
the way of pedestrian walkways, bicycle paths, and roadways. Shared-rideable devices will
also increase demand for the City’s limited bicycle parking.
The shared-rideables landscape continues to evolve and staff is learning lessons from the
current regional bicycle share program. City staff also interviewed peer cities, local
stakeholders, and shared-rideable business operators to understand potential issues and best
practices in order to establish a regulatory framework that would not only help achieve the
City’s goals for encouraging active transportation, but also ensure public health and safety.
For these reasons, staff proposes the attached ordinance revisions and revised fees.
Policy Considerations: The recommended changes are consistent with Sacramento 2035
General Plan policies, including:
M 1.2.1 Multimodal Choices. The City shall develop an integrated, multimodal
transportation system that improves the attractiveness of walking, bicycling, and riding
transit over time to increase travel choices and aid in achieving a more balanced
transportation system and reducing air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.
M 1.2.4 Multimodal Access. The City shall facilitate the provision of multimodal access
to activity centers such as commercial centers and corridors, employment centers,
transit stops/stations, airports, schools, parks, recreation areas, medical centers, and
tourist attractions.
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M 1.3.3 Improve Transit Access. The City shall support the Sacramento Regional
Transit District (RT) in addressing identified gaps in public transit networks by working
with RT to appropriately locate passenger facilities and stations, pedestrian walkways
and bicycle access to transit stations and stops, and public rights of way as necessary
for transit- only lanes, transit stops, and transit vehicle stations and layover.
M 1.3.5 Connections to Transit Stations. The City shall provide and improve
connections to transit stations by identifying roadways, bikeways, and pedestrian
improvements within walking distance (1/2 mile) of existing and planned transit stations.
Such improvements shall emphasize the development of complete streets.
M 1.4.2 Automobile Commute Trip Reduction. The City shall encourage employers to
reduce the number of single-occupant vehicle commute trips to their sites by enforcing
the existing trip reduction ordinance in the City Code.
M 5.1 Integrated Bicycle System. Create and maintain a safe, comprehensive, and
integrated bicycle system and set of support facilities throughout the City that
encourage bicycling that is accessible to all. Provide bicycle facilities, programs, and
services and implement other transportation and land use policies as necessary to
achieve the City’s bicycle mode share goal as documented in the Bicycle Master Plan.
The proposed fees are consistent with City Council’s adopted Fees and Charges Policy and
support the City’s goals of budget sustainability and fiscal responsibility.
The proposed fees cover the administration of the City’s shared-rideable permit program,
which includes the permit review process, regulatory and compliance inspections, parking and
other infrastructure needed as the result of shared-rideable devices operating, and program
monitoring. Because the amounts charged to operators are no more than is necessary to
cover the City’s reasonable costs in administering the shared-rideable permit program and
providing necessary infrastructure, these fees are not a tax under Proposition 26 (Attachments
5 and 6). And in the event the per trip fees collected will exceed the City’s reasonable costs,
City staff will request that Council reduce the fees.
Economic Impacts: None
Environmental Considerations:
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): These actions include administrative
activities that are not considered a project under the CEQA Guidelines, and the future
installation of bicycle racks are exempt under the CEQA Guidelines, as they will have
no significant effect on the environment (Title 14 Cal. Code Reg. §§15378 (b)(5),
15311.)
City of Sacramento

April 2, 2019
powered by Legistar™

Page 3 of 113

File ID: 2019-00266

Public Hearing Item 20

Sustainability: The recommended action supports the Climate Action Plan goal to
create a connected multi-modal transportation network that increases the use of
sustainable modes of transportation (e.g., walking, biking, transit) and reduces
dependence on automobiles.
Commission/Committee Action: On September 20, 2018, the Active Transportation
Commission heard staff recommendations, public comments and provided comments.
On November 27, 2018, the Law & Legislation Committee heard staff recommendations, public
comments and discussed the item. At the conclusion of the discussion, the Committee
directed staff to: take the item back to the Active Transportation Commission; provide a
framework for greater geographic distribution of devices throughout the city; develop a
framework for reduced fees for service in these geographic distribution areas; reduce the fee
for obstructing the pedestrian path of travel; and provide a framework for phasing the
introduction of the devices.
On December 20, 2018, staff presented revised recommendations to the Active Transportation
Commission. The Commission heard public comments and discussed but did not recommend
changes to the revised staff proposal.
On February 5, 2019, the Law & Legislation Committee passed a motion to approve and
forward to City Council an ordinance amending Chapter 5.18 and Chapter 10.76 of the
Sacramento City Code relating to Shared-Rideable Businesses.
Rationale for Recommendation: Ensuring public health and safety is the primary role of
government and primary rationale for this recommendation. Regulation through a permitting
process will help protect the public right-of-way from uncontrolled encroachment.
Permit fees are calculated based on the administrative effort required to review new, renewal,
and expansion permit applications; verify shared-rideable distribution, maintenance and repair;
and other administrative and enforcement efforts.
The permit fees are specified in the attached Resolution.
Financial Considerations: The revised permit and other fees create revenue sources that
will cover the financial costs of administering and regulating the shared-rideable program and
needed infrastructure.
Local Business Enterprise (LBE): Not applicable
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Background: Shared-rideables are devices available to persons for rental on a self-service
basis. They include bicycles, electric bicycles, scooters, motorized scooters, and other
transportation devices, excluding transportation devices that must be registered with the
California Department of Motor Vehicles.
On March 20, 2018, City Council adopted the current regulations in Chapter 5.18 and Chapter
10.76 for shared bicycles including electric bicycles, motorized scooters, and other
transportation devices. Shared-rideables are an area of mobility experiencing great growth
and change in recent years, particularly in the past 18 months.
Traditionally, bicycle-share programs used docks (also known as stations or hubs) to store the
bicycles when not in use. In this “docked” model, users checked out a bicycle from one dock
and returned it to another dock. This model incorporated technology in the docks and kiosks.
Technology has continued to evolve, and by Summer 2017 it was more common to have the
computer technology and the locking mechanism housed in the bicycle rather than the station.
These are often called dockless bicycles. As a result, more bicycles are either locked to public
bike racks or not locked to anything. Sacramento has experienced this issue with the existing
regional bike-share program.
In the fall of 2018, shared motorized scooters were introduced in American cities. These
shared motorized scooters operate like dockless bicycles but do not have a locking
mechanism. Motorized scooters are regulated by the State of California differently than
bicycles. Section 21235 of the California Vehicle Code states that motorized scooter users:
•
•
•
•

Must have a valid driver’s license;
Cannot travel at more than 15mph;
Cannot travel on a sidewalk; and
Cannot travel on a street with posted speed limit of greater than 25mph unless in a bike
lane except that a local authority may, by ordinance or resolution, authorize the
operation of a motorized scooter outside of a Class II or Class IV bikeway on a highway
with a speed limit of up to 35 miles per hour.

With the ongoing changes to the shared-rideables landscape, and with lessons learned from
the current bicycle-share program, City staff engaged in extensive outreach to understand
potential issues and best practices to help balance the City’s goals for encouraging active
transportation and ensuring public health and safety.
One regulatory challenge faced in cities is the parking of shared-rideables. Local stakeholder
organizations expressed strong concern for ensuring sidewalks and curb ramps are kept clear.
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Interviews with peer cities with dockless shared-rideables revealed that devices are often left in
places that obstruct paths of travel. Studies of Seattle’s dockless bike share pilot found that
anywhere between 4-10% of the parked dockless bikes were obstructing paths of travel
(Seattle Department of Transportation, 2017 Free-Floating Bike Share Pilot Evolution Report,
p.34.). In Seattle’s new program, a fee is included for the City to provide parking. While the
study is for dockless bicycles only, it is analogous to a system that includes bicycles and
scooters.
Current Sacramento City Code requires shared-rideable businesses to provide and install 1.5
bike parking spaces for every shared-rideable operating in the City. In interviews with sharedrideable businesses, most requested this requirement be removed from City Code. However,
interviews with peer cities revealed they have not yet found a solution for parking dockless
shared-rideables that results in correctly parked devices and parking continues to be a
challenge. More detail on the continued need for bicycle rack parking and answers to other
questions posed to the Law and Legislation Committee is provided in Attachment 7.
Staff have identified several challenges with Sacramento’s current system including:
• As more shared-rideable businesses operate in Sacramento, there will be an increased
demand for limited space in the right-of-way should each install its own parking, as
required by current City Code.
• The City can install parking in the public right-of-way at a lower cost and with more
expediency than shared-rideable businesses.
• The current code did not anticipate parking meter revenue loss from the installation of
the shared-rideable parking.
• The current fee structure does not recover costs for staff time administering and
monitoring shared-rideables. Interviews with other cities found it requires 1.5 to 3.5 full
time equivalents to monitor shared-rideable activities.
• The current regulations do not include ability to cite devices for blocking paths of travel.
The proposed code changes include the following clarifications and additional requirements:
• Addition of a requirement for an equity plan.
• Enhanced descriptions of the permit application and required plans:
o business;
o maintenance and repair;
o right-of-way protection and rebalancing;
o user and community safety;
o community outreach;
o geographic distribution; and
o equity plans.
• Clarification of grounds to deny a business permit.
City of Sacramento
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Addition of a requirement for geographic distribution: 20% of the fleet must be deployed
to opportunity areas (see Attachment 1: Geographic Distribution Area Map) each
morning.
Phased implementation: Flexibility to phase the implementation of devices, at the
discretion of the City manager, to limit the number of devices.
Introduction of a new fee structure:
o Shared-rideable business permit application fee
o Shared-rideable business permit renewal or expansion application fee
o Shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee
o Shared-rideable vehicle fee
o Shared-rideable storage fee
Addition of the requirement for workers’ compensation insurance
Addition of a $15 fine for a share-rideable obstructing the pedestrian path of travel on a
sidewalk or curb ramp
Removal of the requirement to provide and install 1.5 bike parking spaces per device
(parking is now provided through fees)
Addition of the requirement to retrieve devices parked in the same location for more
than 48 hours

In addition to the current shared-rideable operator, JUMP, the City of Sacramento has received
inquiries from several shared-rideable operators seeking to apply for permits to operate.
Adopting the attached ordinance shown on the following page will update the rules and
regulations governing the operation of shared-rideable businesses in the City, ensuring the
regulatory framework is based on input from our community and best practices of our peer
cities to encourage the safety and well-being of bicyclists, pedestrians, and other users of the
public right-of-way.
Also attached is Attachment 6, which reflects the anticipated costs and fees, and the
Resolution (Attachment 8), which reflects the recommended fee amounts. As shown, the
amounts charged to operators are no more than is necessary to cover the City’s reasonable
costs in administering the shared-rideable permit program and provide necessary
infrastructure. The fees include the City’s cost for one full time equivalent Public Works
Program Analyst to monitor shared-rideable activities, including but not limited to, coordinating
with 3-1-1 operators, ensuring permit compliance, performing data and budget/fee analyses,
and develop and manage a data monitoring program.
As you will note, staff is recommending that the shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee
be collected on a per-ride basis. This fee will cover the cost of purchasing and installing racks
for parking shared-rideables. But to allow staff to install parking timely, the City will collect a
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deposit from shared-rideable businesses for each device based on the anticipated number of
rides per day. As the business operates, the usage data provided by the shared-rideable
business shall be used to calculate the actual shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee on
a periodic basis. Once the amount remaining on deposit is insufficient to pay the anticipated
shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee for the next 60 days, the shared-rideable
business will be required to replenish the amount on deposit. In the final quarter of the permit
year, staff will perform a final reconciliation. Any balance remaining will offset the sharedrideable parking and infrastructure fees due at permit renewal or will be refunded to the
shared-rideable business. And in the event the per trip fees collected will exceed the City’s
reasonable costs, City staff will return to Council to request a reduction in fees.

City of Sacramento

April 2, 2019
powered by Legistar™

Page 8 of 113

Attachment 1: Geographic Distribution Area Map

Page 9 of 113

ORDINANCE NO.
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
[Date Adopted]
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTERS 5.18 AND 10.76 OF THE SACRAMENTO CITY CODE,
RELATING TO SHARED-RIDEABLE BUSINESSES
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1.
Chapter 5.18 of the Sacramento City Code is amended to read as follows:
Chapter 5.18 BICYCLE-SHARESHARED-RIDEABLE BUSINESSES
ARTICLE I. General Provisions
5.18.010 Purpose and intent.
The purpose of this chapter is to establish bicycle-shareshared-rideable business
requirements that achieve the city’s goals of encouraging bicycling active transportation
and providing adequate bicycle shared-rideable parking to meet the needs of shoppers,
visitors, and residents while also reducing the potential for bicycles shared-rideables to
block or interfere with pedestrian and emergency service use and access to all streets,
sidewalks, paths, driveways, doorways, and other avenues of vehicular and pedestrian
traffic.
Some bicycle-share bicyclesshared-rideables maycan be self-locked anywhere within the
city, making it difficult for the city to ensure that shared rideables these bicycles are
placed safely, upright, and out of the way of pedestrian walkways, bicycle
pathsbikeways, and roadways. In addition, self-locking bicyclesshared-rideables can
become a major cause of blight in both residential and nonresidential neighborhoods.
Without regulation, bicycle-shareshared-rideable businesses pose a threat to the public
health, safety, and welfare.
The city council finds that regulations governing bicycle-shareshared-rideable businesses
are necessary to promote the general health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the
city by:
A. Ensuring safe operation of bicycle-shareshared-rideables businesses in the city;
B. Protecting the public right-of-way from uncontrolled, unmanaged encroachment;

1
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C. Creating clear expectations for bicycle-shareshared-rideable management and
operations;
D. Establishing responsible parties and processes to address nuisances; and
E. Ensuring equitable access and widespread investment in the city.
5.18.020 Definitions.
As used in this chapter:
“Bicycle fleet” or “fleet” means all bicycles operated by a specific bicycle-share business.
“Bicycle parking space” means any space in the public right-of-way in which a bicycleshare bicycle may be parking in compliance with this chapter.
“Bicycle rack” or “rack” means a stationary fixture, including charging stations, intended
to be used for parking a bicycle-share bicycleshared-rideable.
“Bicycle-share bicycle” means a two-wheeled device with handlebars, pedals, and a seat
designed to be sat upon while riding.bicycle available to persons for renting on a selfservice basis. Bicycle-share bicycles include electric bicycles, motorized scooters, and
other transportation devices available to persons for renting on a self-service basis,
excluding automobiles.
“Bicycle-share business” means a business owning, managing, or making available
bicycle-share bicycles for hire.
“Bicycle-share operator,” means a person that manages, owns, or operates a bicycleshare business.
“City manager” means the city manager or designee.
“Customer” means any person using a shared-rideablebicycle-share bicycle.
“Director of community development” means the city’s director of the Ccommunity
Ddevelopment Ddepartment or designee.
“Director of finance” means the city’s director of the Ffinance Ddepartment or designee.
“Director of public works” means the city’s director of the Ppublic Wworks Ddepartment
or designee.
2
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“Electric bicycle” means a bicycle-share bicycle equipped with fully operable pedals and
an electric motor of less than 750 watts.
“Motorized Sscooter” means a scooter equipped with an electric motortwo-wheeled
device with handlebars and a floorboard designed to be stood upon when riding.
“Opportunity areas” means geographic areas identified by the city manager.
“Parking space” means any space in the public right-of-way in which a shared-rideable
may be parked in compliance with this chapter.
“Scooter” means a two-wheeled device with handlebars and a floorboard designed to
be stood upon while riding.
“Shared-rideable business” means a business owning, managing, or making available
shared-rideables for hire.
“Shared-rideable” means a device available to persons for renting on a self-service basis,
including bicycles, electric bicycles, scooters, motorized scooters, and other
transportation devices, excluding transportation devices that must be registered with
the California Department of Motor Vehicles.
“Shared-rideable fleet” or “fleet” means all shared-rideables operated by a sharedrideable business.
“Shared-rideable operator” means a person that manages, owns, or operates a sharedrideable business.
Article II. Bicycle-shareShared-Rideable Business Permit
5.18.100 Bicycle-shareShared-rideable business permit required.
A.
No person shall operate a bicycle-shareshared-rideable business unless the
person holds a valid bicycle-share shared-rideable business permit.
B.
Bicycle-shareShared-rideable business permits are the property of the city and
are not transferable.
5.18.110 Application for a bicycle-shared-rideable business permit.
A.
An application for a bicycle-shareshared-rideable business permit or its renewal
shall be filed with the Ddepartment of Ffinance on a form prescribed by the city
manager and shall include:

3
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1.
The applicant’s true name, address, and telephone number; and the true
and fictitious name, address, and telephone number of the bicycle-sharedrideable business.;
2.
Written evidence that the applicant is an owner or legal representative of
the bicycle-shared-rideable business.;
3.

The name, address, and telephone number of a local point of contact.;

4.
A copy of a valid business operations tax certificate issued pursuant to
chapter 3.08.;
5.
Proof of compliance with the insurance requirements set forth in section
5.18.200.; and
6.
A business plan demonstrating that the shared-rideable business will
provide: shared-rideables available at an hourly rate or smaller intervals clearly
communicated to the customer; shared-rideables on a seven day per week basis;
anonymized, aggregated data for trip records and shared-rideable availability to
the city on a minimum of a monthly basis; an electronic payment system that
complies with city and industry standards; a service area map in an ESRI
shapefile format; an education and incentive plan to educate customers of the
requirement to park at racks; and a privacy policy to safeguard customer data.
7.
A maintenance and repair plan demonstrating that the shared-rideable
business will provide: routine maintenance and cleaning of shared-rideables; fullservice maintenance for shared-rideables; and a method for customers to report
issues with shared-rideables, including 24-hour customer service.
8.
A right-of-way protection and rebalancing plan demonstrating that the
shared-rideable business will ensure the right-of-way is unobstructed and
shared-rideables are parked in approved locations, and shared-rideables are
rebalanced to and from high use areas within peak operating hours and ensure
compliance with section 5.18.220.
9.
A user and community safety plan demonstrating that the sharedrideable business will educate customers and city residents about applicable
local and state regulations, including how to safely and legally travel on the
shared-rideable.
10.
A community outreach plan demonstrating that the shared-rideable
business will educate customers and promote to city residents the use of,
benefits of, and methods to access, shared-rideables.

4
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11.
A geographic distribution plan and map demonstrating that no less than
20% of the shared-rideable business’s permitted shared-rideables will be
distributed to opportunity areas each morning.
12.
An equity plan demonstrating the availability of its shared-rideables and a
strategy to promote the use of its shared-rideables citywide among low-income
communities, and a discounted, low-income customer plan available to any
customer who is a Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency resident or
qualifies for: CalFresh; the PG&E Cares program; SMUD’s low-income program;
or the Women, Infant, and Children (WIC) program.
13.
A data sharing plan providing real-time and archival data for the entire
Sacramento shared-rideable fleet, the API key, and related data requirements
outlined in the business permit application.
14.
Such other material as the city manager may require to carry out the
purposes of this chapter.; and
81257. A nonrefundable bicycle-shareshared-rideable business permit
application fee, shared-rideable monitoring fee, and shared-rideable meter
revenue loss fee, as well as an advance payment of the shared-rideable parking
and infrastructure fee in a manner determined by the city manager.
5.18.120 Term of bicycle-shareshared-rideable business permits.
Bicycle-shareA Shared-rideable business permits are is valid for one year, unless
suspended or revoked sooner. A Bicycle-shareshared-rideable business permits may be
renewed pursuant to section 5.18.150.
5.18.130 Application, renewal, expansion, and fleet expansionother fees.
A.

The following fees are hereby established and imposed:
1.

Bicycle-shareShared-rideable business permit application fee.;

2.
Shared-rideable Bicycle-share business permit renewal or fleet expansion
application fee.;
3.
Shared-rideable monitoring fee to provide funding for the direct and
indirect costs to monitor shared-rideables.;
4.
Shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee to provide for the
acquisition and installation of parking spaces and other required infrastructure.;
5.
Shared-rideable meter revenue loss fee to recover meter revenues lost
due to the installation of parking spaces to accommodate shared-rideables;.
5
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6.

Shared-rideable storage fee.Bicycle-share business fleet expansion fee;

B.
The amounts of the fees described in subsection A shall be established by
resolution of the city council.

5.18.140 Bicycle fFleet expansion.
A.
No bicycle-shared-rideable operator shall expand its bicycle fleet beyond the
total permitted amount until such expansion has been approved by the city manager.
B.
An application to expand a bicycle-shared-rideable business’s fleet beyond the
total permitted amount shall be filed with the department of finance on a form
prescribed by the city manager.
C.
Every application for expansion of a bicycle fleet shall be accompanied by a
nonrefundable fleet expansion application fee, and, upon the approval of the
application, a shared-rideable monitoring fee, a shared-rideable parking and
infrastructure fee deposit, and a shared-rideable meter revenue loss fee, for each
additional shared-rideable.
D.
Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in this chapter, the city manager
may reserves the right to limit the number of bicycle-share bicyclesshared-rideables to
be operated by the bicycle-shared-rideable business or otherwise deny an application
for expansion, based on the projected impact to city streets, sidewalks, paths,
driveways, doorways, and other avenues of vehicular and pedestrian traffic.

5.18.150 Bicycle-share business permit renewal.A bicycle-share business permit is
renewable upon the filing and approval of an application and payment of the
nonrefundable permit renewal fee. The renewal application shall be on a form
prescribed by the city manager.
5.18.1650 Issuance of an application for or renewal of a bicycle-shareshared-rideable
business permit, renewal permit, or fleet expansion permit.
Except as provided in section 5.18.300, a bicycle-share business permit may be issued,
or renewed by the city manager if there are no grounds for denial in accordance with
section 5.18.170, and after the director of public works has: A.
The city will only
issue shared-rideable permits to shared-rideable businesses that demonstrate the
ability to meet the needs of the city and its residents. The city manager may adopt
administrative procedures to implement the provisions of this chapter, including
6
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additional permit application standards and requirements, as well as maximum and
minimum numbers of shared-rideables a shared-rideable business is permitted to
operate based on the projected impact to city streets, sidewalks, paths, driveways,
doorways, and other avenues of vehicular and pedestrian traffic.
B.
The city will not issue a shared-rideable business permit or fleet expansion
permit until the director of public works has:
1A.
Physically inspected the applicant’s bicycle-share bicyclessharedrideables to ensure compliance with this chapter and applicable state laws;
provided, however, that the director of public works may accept proof of
compliance with this chapter and the applicable state requirements for the
operating a bicycle-share bicycleshared-rideables in lieu of conducting an
inspection; and
2B.
Received a determination from the director of community development
that the proposed bicycle-shareshared-rideable business location and storage
location, if within the city, complies with applicable zoning regulations and other
applicable laws;.
3C.
Confirmed that the shared-rideable business has paid the necessary fees,
identified in section 5.18.130; and.Confirmed the bicycle-share business’
compliance with the bicycle parking space requirement, pursuant to section
5.18.210.
4.
Confirmed that there are no grounds for denial in accordance with
section 5.18.170 and that the requirements of any administrative procedures
have been met.
C.

The city manager may impose any conditions on a shared-rideable permit or fleet

expansion permit to effectuate the purposes of this chapter, mitigate traffic impacts,
ensure accessibility of the public right -of -way and availability of public space for shared
use, and protect the public health, safety, and welfare. No shared-rideable business
shall violate the conditions imposed on its permit.
5.18.160

Permit renewal.

A.
To renew a shared-rideable business permit, the shared-rideable business shall
submit a business permit renewal application and pay the nonrefundable sharedrideable permit renewal fee, a shared-rideable monitoring fee, a shared-rideable meter
revenue loss fee for each shared-rideable beyond the number of shared rideables
7
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authorized under the existing permit, and a shared-rideable parking and infrastructure
fee deposit.
B.
The renewal application shall be filed with the Ddepartment of Ffinance on a
form prescribed by the city manager.
C.
Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in this chapter, the city manager
may limit the number of shared-rideables to be operated by the shared-rideable
business or otherwise deny a renewal application, based on the projected impact to city
streets, sidewalks, paths, driveways, doorways, and other avenues of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic.

5.18.170 Grounds for denying a bicycle-shareshared-rideable business permit or fleet
expansion permit.
The city manager may deny an application for a bicycle-shared-rideable business permit
or its renewal or fleet expansion permit on the following grounds:
A.

The Aapplication is incomplete.

B.
The applicant is in violation of any provision of this chapter or administrative
procedures adopted by the city manager, or has been in violation of any provision of
this chapter or administrative procedures adopted by the city manager under this
chapter, within five years of the date the application was submitted.
C.
The applicant is delinquent on any payment of money to the city, including any
fees, fines, penalties, or taxes.
D.
The applicant has had its bicycle-shared-rideable business permit revoked within
five years of the date the application was submitted.
E.
The Aapplicant’s operation of a bicycle-shareshared-rideable business would be
a threat to the public, health, safety, and welfare.

Article III. Operation of a Bicycle-ShareShared-Rideable Business
5.18.200 Insurance requirements.
A.
A bicycle-shared-rideable operator shall maintain at all times in full force and
effect at its sole expense, the following insurance:
1.
General liability for bodily injury, including death, of one or more
persons, property damage, and personal injury. Coverage shall include all
8
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customers, and shall be at least as broad as ISO CGL Form 00 01 on an
occurrence basis for bodily injury, including death, of one or more persons,
property damage and personal injury, with limits of not less than one million
dollars ($1,000,000.00) per occurrence.
2.
Automobile liability insurance providing protection against claims of
bodily injury, including death, of one or more persons, personal injury, and
property damage arising out of ownership, operation, maintenance, or use of
owned, hired, and nonowned automobiles. Coverage shall be at least as broad
as ISO CA 00 01 (any auto), with limits of not less than one million dollars
($1,000,000) per accident.
3.
Workers’ compensation insurance coverage as required by California
statutes with an employers liability limit of at least $1,000,000 per occurrence. In
the event the shared-rideable business is self-insured, it shall furnish evidence of
permission to self-ensure in full compliance with California statutes. The
workers’ compensation coverage shall include a waiver of subrogation in favor of
the City.
B.
The city, its officials, and employees shall be covered by policy terms or
endorsement as additional insureds regarding general liability and automobile liability
arising out of activities performed by or on behalf of the bicycle-shared-rideable
operator.
C.
The bicycle-shareshared-rideable operator’s insurance coverage shall be primary
insurance as it pertains to the city, its officials, and employees.
D.
The city must be provided with 30 days’ prior written notice of cancellation or
material change in the policy language or terms by both the bicycle-shared-rideable
operator and the insurer.
E.
The bicycle-shareshared-rideable operator shall furnish the city with certificates
and endorsements evidencing the insurance required, which must be maintained during
the term of a bicycle-shared-rideable business permit. The city may suspend, modify, or
revoke a bicycle-shared-rideable operator’s vehicle permit if current certificates of
insurance and required endorsements have not been provided.
5.18.210 Shared-rideable business provided pParking spaces required.
Shared-rideable businesses may provide and maintain shared-rideable parking spaces.
However, such parking spaces shall not offset the shared-rideable parking and
infrastructure fee, unless an encroachment permit for installation was issued to the
shared-rideable business before February 1, 2019. The installation of any shared-
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rideable business provided parking spaces in the public right-of-way is subject to
encroachment permit requirements, as set forth in chapter 12.12.
No person shall operate a bicycle-share business unless they have provided and
maintain at least one and one-half parking spaces using bicycle racks for every bicycleshare bicycle to be operated by the bicycle-share business, as approved by the city. The
installation of bicycle parking spaces and bicycle racks are subject to encroachment
permit requirements, as set forth in chapter 12.12.
5.18.220 Retrieval of bicycle-share bicycles.shared-rideables.
A bicycle-share shared-rideable business shall, within two hours of notice, retrieve
itstheir bicycle-share bicyclesshared-rideable that areis in any of the following
conditions:
A.
Bicycle-share bicycles that are iInoperable or not safe to operate, and parked in
the public right-of-way;
B.
Bicycle-share bicycles that are nNot parked at a bicycle rack or a designated
shared-rideable parking area in an upright position;
C.

Parked in the same location for more than 48-hours;

D.
Bicycle-share bicycles Operating with a battery or motor determined by the city
to be unsafe for public use; or .
ED.

Bicycle-share bicycles pParked in violation of sections 10.76.050 or 10.76.060.

5.18.230 Shared-rideable standards.Compliance with California Vehicle Code.
Bicycle-share bicyclesEvery shared-rideable shall provided by a shared-rideable business
must meet the following minimum requirements:
A.
cComply with the California Vehicle Code and any other applicable laws and
regulations.
B.
In addition, bicycle-share bicycles shall bBe equipped with software or other
mechanisms to prevent the motor from providing assistance when the bicycle-share
bicycle’s shared-rideable’s speed exceeds 15 miles per hour.
C.
Be constructed with high quality, sturdy materials, in compliance with
requirements of the United States Consumer Product Safety Commission and be capable
of withstanding the rigors of outdoor storage and constant use for five years or more.
D.
Be equipped with tamper-resistant hardware, a locking mechanism, and GPS
equipment capable of providing real-time location data.
E.
Bear permanent markings in a visible location identifying the shared-rideable
business name and telephone number and the shared-rideable’s unique identification
number.
10
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5.18.240 Permit Requirements
A shared-rideable business’s operations shall be consistent with the plans submitted pursuant to
section 5.18.110, subsections A.6 through A.13.

Article IV. Suspension, Revocation, and Modification of Permits
5.18.300 Grounds for suspending, revoking, or modifying a permit.
The city manager may suspend, revoke, or modify any bicycle-share shared-rideable
business permit issued pursuant to this chapter on any of the following grounds:
A.
That the permitted bicycle-shareshared-rideable business is being operated in a
manner that constitutes a nuisance, or is injurious to the public, health, safety, or
welfare;
B.
The operation of the bicycle-share shared-rideable business violates any
condition of the permit or city approved application and plans;
C.
The bicycle-shareshared-rideable business fails to pay any fines, penalties, fees
or damages lawfully assessed upon it;
D.
The bicycle-shareshared-rideable business violates any provision of this chapter
or any other applicable law;
E.
The bicycle-shareshared-rideable business fails to collect its bicycle-share bicycle
shared-rideable from the city within 30 calendar days of receiving written notice from
the city of impoundment pursuant to section 5.18.500; or
F.
The shared-rideable business violates any administrative procedure adopted by
the city manager for the regulation of shared-rideable businesses; or
G.
Circumstances that would have been grounds for denial of the permit
application.
5.18.310 Right of appeal from denial, suspension, modification, or revocation of a
bicycle-shareshared-rideable business permit.
A.
Any applicant or bicycle-shareshared-rideable operator aggrieved by the decision
of the city manager, to deny, suspend, modify, or revoke a permit or impose conditions
on the permit, may appeal the decision to a hearing examiner by submitting a written
appeal to the city manager within 10 calendar days from the date of service of the
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notice of denial, suspension, modification, or revocation. The written appeal shall
contain:
1.
A brief statement in ordinary and concise language of the specific action
protested, together with any material facts claimed to support the contentions
of the appellant;
2.
A brief statement in ordinary and concise language of the relief sought,
and the reasons why it is claimed the protested action should be reversed or
otherwise set aside;
3.

The signatures of all appellants and their official mailing addresses; and

4.
The verification (by declaration under penalty of perjury) of at least one
appellant as to the truth of the matters stated in the appeal.
B.
The appeal hearing shall be conducted by a hearing examiner appointed
pursuant to section 5.18.350.
C.
Upon receipt of any appeal filed pursuant to this section, the city manager shall
transmit the appeal to the secretary of the hearing examiner who shall calendar it for
hearing as follows:
1.
If the appeal is received by the city manager not later than 15 calendar
days prior to the next regular appeal hearing, it shall be calendared for hearing
at said meeting.
2.
If the appeal is received by the city manager on a date fewer than 15
calendar days prior to the next appeal hearing, it shall be calendared for the next
subsequent appeal hearing.
D.
Written notice of the time and place of the hearing shall be given at least 10
calendar days prior to the date of the hearing to each appellant by the secretary of the
hearing examiner either by causing a copy of such notice to be delivered to the
appellant personally or by mailing a copy thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to the
appellant at the address shown on the appeal.
E.
Failure of any person to file a timely appeal in accordance with the provisions of
this section shall constitute an irrevocable waiver of the right to an administrative
hearing and a final adjudication of the notice and order, or any portion thereof.
F.
Only those matters or issues specifically raised by the appellant in the appeal
notice shall be considered in the hearing of the appeal.
12
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G.
The hearing examiner shall have the authority to issue subpoenas compelling
witnesses to appear and provide testimony or subpoena duces tecum compelling
witnesses to produce documents. The hearing examiner shall issue a subpoena only
upon a showing of reasonable necessity by the requesting party. Failure of either party
to comply with any subpoena may be considered by the hearing examiner in making a
decision regarding the imposition of administrative penalties.
H.
In the case of a suspension, modification, or revocation, the bicycle-sharedrideable operator shall suspend its bicycle-share shared-rideable business operations
until a final decision is rendered on the appeal.
5.18.320 Appeal hearing – generally.
A.
At the time set for hearing, the hearing examiner shall proceed to hear the
testimony of the city manager, the appellant, and other competent persons, including
members of the public, respecting those matters or issues specifically listed by the
appellant in the notice of appeal.
B.
The proceedings at the hearing shall be electronically recorded. Either party may
provide a certified shorthand reporter to maintain a record of the proceedings at the
party’s own expense.
C. The hearing examiner may, upon request of the appellant or upon request of the city
manager, grant continuances from time to time for good cause shown, or upon his or
her own motion.
D.
In any proceedings under this chapter, the hearing examiner has the power to
administer oaths and affirmations and to certify to official acts.
5.18.330 Conduct of hearing.
A.
Hearings need not be conducted according to the technical rules relating to
evidence and witnesses. California Government Code section 11513, subsections (a), (b)
and (c) shall apply to hearings under this chapter.
B.

Oral evidence shall be taken only upon oath or affirmation.

C.

Irrelevant and unduly repetitious evidence shall be excluded.

D.

Each party shall have these rights, among others:
1.
To call and examine witnesses on any matter relevant to the issues of the
hearing;
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2.

To introduce documentary and physical evidence;

3.
To cross-examine opposing witnesses on any matter relevant to the
issues of the hearing;
4.
To impeach any witness regardless of which party first called the witness
to testify;
5.

To rebut the evidence presented against the party; and

6.
To represent him, her, or itself or to be represented by anyone of his,
her, or its choice who is lawfully permitted to do so.
E.
In reaching a decision, official notice may be taken, either before or after
submission of the case for decision, of any fact that may be judicially noticed by the
courts of this state or that may appear in any of the official records of the city or any of
its departments.
5.18.340 Form and Contents of Decision—Finality of Decision.
A. If it is shown, by a preponderance of the evidence, that one or more bases exist to
deny, suspend, modify, or revoke the permit, the hearing examiner shall affirm the city
manager’s decision to deny, suspend, modify, or revoke the permit. The decision of the
hearing examiner shall be in writing and shall contain findings of fact and a
determination of the issues presented.
B. The decision shall inform the appellant that the decision is a final decision and that
the time for judicial review is governed by California Code of Civil Procedure section
1094.6. Copies of the decision shall be delivered to the parties personally or sent by
certified mail to the address shown on the appeal. The decision shall be final when
signed by the hearing examiner and served as provided in this section.
5.18.350 Hearing examiner.
In order to hear cases brought by the city manager under the provisions of this chapter,
the city council shall appoint a panel of hearing examiners, from which one hearing
examiner on a rotating basis shall hear cases brought under this chapter. Such
examiners shall serve at the pleasure of the city council. A hearing examiner may not be
a city employee.

Article VI. Enforcement
5.18.500 Impoundment.
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A.
The city mayshall impound a bicycle-share bicycleshared-rideable that is not
retrieved by the bicycle-share business pursuant to section 5.18.220operating or found
in the city in violation of this chapter.
B.
If the city incurs any costs for impounding bicycle-share bicycles pursuant to this
section, tThe bicycle-shareshared-rideable business shall reimburse the city for the costs
of impoundment and storage, based on an hourly rate of the city employees
impounding the bicycle-share bicycle, within 30 calendar days from the date of written
notice of the impoundment from the city. The costs of impoundment will be based on
the hourly rate of the city employees, or the fees of city contractors, responsible for
impounding the shared-rideable.
C.
In addition to the remedies provided in this section, the bicycle-share sharedrideable business shall be subject to a storage fee as set by resolution of the city council
for each day the bicycle-share bicycle shared-rideable is within the city’s possession; and
theirits permit may be revoked for failure to collect the impounded bicycle-share bicycle
shared-rideable after 30 calendar days from the city’s written notice of impoundment.
5.18.5120 Violations.
A.
In addition to any other remedy allowed by law, any person who violates a
provision of this chapter may be subject to criminal sanctions, civil actions, and
administrative penalties pursuant to chapter 1.28.
B.

Violations of this chapter are hereby declared to be a public nuisance.

C.
All remedies prescribed under this chapter are cumulative and the election of
one or more remedies does not bar the city from the pursuit of any other remedy to
enforce this chapter.
5.18.5230 Customer use of bicycle-share bicyclesshared-rideables.
A.
Customers shall use bicycle-share bicycles shared-rideables in accordance with
chapter 10.76, the California Vehicle Code, and any other applicable law or regulation.
B.
The shared-rideable business shall be responsible for any penalty imposed for
violations of sections 10.76.050 and 10.76.060.
SECTION 2.
Chapter 10.76 of the Sacramento City Code is amended to read as follows:
10.76 BICYCLES, SCOOTERS, AND OTHER TRANSPORTATION DEVICES
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Article I. Bicycles
10.76.010 Riding bicycles on sidewalks.
A.
No person shall ride a bicycle on a sidewalk where a sign is posted indicating that
bicycling is prohibited. The city manager shall designate sidewalks where such signs are
posted upon a finding that:
1.
The sidewalk abuts a road that is designated a “Low Stress Bikeway” using
the criteria for the Facility Selection Guidelines in the City of Sacramento Bicycle
Master Plan; and
2.
There is either a demonstrated or probable conflict between pedestrians
and bicycles. This may be shown by information including, but not limited to: 311
reports, incident data, or estimated high pedestrian activity determined by
counts or adjacent land uses and densities.
B.

Subsection A of this section does not apply to the following persons:
1.
City employees acting within the course and scope of employment,
including but not limited to:
a.

Peace officers, as defined in California Penal Code section 830.

b.
Emergency medical personnel as designated by the fire chief of
the city.
c.
2.
C.

Parking enforcement officers.

Children under the age of 18 years old and an accompanying adult.

Where bicycling on a sidewalk is permitted, the following apply:
1.
Bicyclists must yield the right-of-way to pedestrians by slowing down,
stopping, or dismounting, as needed.
2.
Before passing a pedestrian traveling in the same direction, bicyclists
must give the pedestrian an audible warning.

D.
The city manager or designee shall report to the city council annually regarding
the impacts of sSections 10.76.010 and 10.76.030.
10.76.020 Police department authorized to Required identification number on bicycle
frames.
All bicycles shall have, as a means of identification, serial numbers stamped on the
frame of the bicycle. The police department or persons authorized by the police chief
may stamp numbers or symbols on the frames of bicycles not bearing manufacturers’
serial numbers.
10.76.030 Violations of this chapterarticle and penalties.
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A.
Any person who violates a provision of this chapterarticle is guilty of an
infraction. Except as otherwise specifically provided, a violation of a provision of this
chapterarticle is punishable by: (1) a fine not exceeding twenty-five dollars ($25.00) for
a first violation; and (2) a fine not exceeding one hundred dollars ($100.00) for each
additional violation of the same provision within one year. For each violation of section
10.76.050 involving a shared-rideable, as defined in section 5.18.020, that is managed,
owned, or operated by a shared-rideable business, as defined in section 5.18.020, that
shared-rideable business is guilty of an infraction punishable by a fine not exceeding
$15.
B.
Any person who violates a provision of this chapterarticle may avoid the fine
described in subsection A by completing a qualified bicycle education diversion
program. A qualified bicycle education diversion program will be identified or developed
by staff by January 1, 2017.
10.76.040 Riding bicycles off-road on posted property.
No person, except an employee of the city who is acting within the scope of his or her
employment, shall ride a bicycle off-road on any property which is owned or controlled
by the city where signs prohibiting the off-road riding of bicycles are posted:
A.
At intervals of not less than three signs per mile along all exterior boundaries of
the property; and
B.

At all roads or streets entering the property.

For the purposes of this section, “off-road” shall mean not on a designated bicycle path
or paved right-of-way. Violation of this section shall be an infraction, punishable as set
forth in sSection 1.28.010 of this code.
10.76.050 Parking bicycles.
A.
No person shall leave a bicycle lying on its side or parked in any other position in
the following locations:
1.
On any portion of a sidewalk or curb ramp, in such a manner that
prevents pedestrians from passing through, or
2.
On any highway where signs prohibit bicycle parking, or where bicycle
parking is otherwise prohibited by state or local law.
B.
This section does not apply to peace officers, as defined in California Penal
Code sSection 830, who are on scheduled duty and acting within the course and scope
of their employment.
C.
For the purposes of this section, “highway” shall have the meaning set forth in
California Vehicle Code section 360.
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Article II. Scooters and Other Transportation Devices
10.76.060 Parking scooters and other transportation devices.
A.
No person shall leave a scooter, as defined in section 5.18.020, or other
transportation device lying on its side or parked in any other position in the following
locations:
1.
On any portion of a sidewalk or curb ramp in such a manner that
prevents pedestrians from passing through; or
2.
On any highway where signs prohibit scooters or other transportation
devices, or where scooters or other transportation device parking is otherwise
prohibited by state or local law.
B.
This section does not apply to peace officers, as defined in California Penal Code
section 830, who are on scheduled duty and acting within the course and scope of their
employment.
C.
For the purposes of this section, “highway” shall have the meaning set forth in
California Vehicle Code section 360.
10.76.070 Required identification number on scooter frames and other transportation
devices.
Every scooters and other transportation device shall have, as a means of identification,
serial or other numbers stamped on the frame of the scooter or other transportation
device.
10.76.080 Violations of this article and penalties.
A.
Any person who violates a provision of this article is guilty of an infraction.
Except as otherwise specifically provided, a violation of a provision of this article is
punishable by: (1) a fine not exceeding $15 for a first violation; and (2) a fine not
exceeding $100 for each additional violation of the same provision within one year.
B.
For each violation of this article involving a shared-rideable, as defined in section
5.18.020, that is managed, owned, or operated by a shared-rideable business, as
defined in section 5.18.020, that shared-rideable business is guilty of an infraction
punishable by a fine not exceeding $15.
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ORDINANCE NO.
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
[Date Adopted]
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTERS 5.18 AND 10.76 OF THE SACRAMENTO CITY CODE,
RELATING TO SHARED-RIDEABLE BUSINESSES
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1.
Chapter 5.18 of the Sacramento City Code is amended to read as follows:
Chapter 5.18 SHARED-RIDEABLE BUSINESSES
ARTICLE I. General Provisions
5.18.010 Purpose and intent.
The purpose of this chapter is to establish shared-rideable business requirements that
achieve the city’s goals of encouraging active transportation and providing adequate
shared-rideable parking to meet the needs of shoppers, visitors, and residents while also
reducing the potential for shared-rideables to block or interfere with pedestrian and
emergency service use and access to all streets, sidewalks, paths, driveways, doorways,
and other avenues of vehicular and pedestrian traffic.
Some shared-rideables can be self-locked anywhere within the city, making it difficult
for the city to ensure that shared rideables are placed safely, upright, and out of the
way of pedestrian walkways, bikeways, and roadways. In addition, shared-rideables can
become a cause of blight in both residential and nonresidential neighborhoods.
Without regulation, shared-rideable businesses pose a threat to the public health,
safety, and welfare.
The city council finds that regulations governing shared-rideable businesses are
necessary to promote the general health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of the city
by:
A. Ensuring safe operation of shared-rideables in the city;
B. Protecting the public right-of-way from uncontrolled, unmanaged encroachment;
C. Creating clear expectations for shared-rideable management and operations;
D. Establishing responsible parties and processes to address nuisances; and
1

Page 28 of 113

E. Ensuring equitable access and widespread investment in the city.
5.18.020 Definitions.
As used in this chapter:
“Bicycle rack” or “rack” means a stationary fixture, including charging stations, intended
to be used for parking a shared-rideable.
“Bicycle” means a two-wheeled device with handlebars, pedals, and a seat designed to
be sat upon while riding.
“City manager” means the city manager or designee.
“Customer” means any person using a shared-rideable.
“Director of community development” means the city’s director of the Community
Development Department or designee.
“Director of finance” means the city’s director of the Finance Department or designee.
“Director of public works” means the city’s director of the Public Works Department or
designee.
“Electric bicycle” means a bicycle equipped with fully operable pedals and an electric
motor of less than 750 watts.
“Motorized scooter” means a scooter equipped with an electric motor.
“Opportunity areas” means geographic areas identified by the city manager.
“Parking space” means any space in the public right-of-way in which a shared-rideable
may be parked in compliance with this chapter.
“Scooter” means a two-wheeled device with handlebars and a floorboard designed to
be stood upon while riding.
“Shared-rideable business” means a business owning, managing, or making available
shared-rideables for hire.
“Shared-rideable” means a device available to persons for renting on a self-service basis,
including bicycles, electric bicycles, scooters, motorized scooters, and other
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transportation devices, excluding transportation devices that must be registered with
the California Department of Motor Vehicles.
“Shared-rideable fleet” or “fleet” means all shared-rideables operated by a sharedrideable business.
“Shared-rideable operator” means a person that manages, owns, or operates a sharedrideable business.
Article II. Shared-Rideable Business Permit
5.18.100 Shared-rideable business permit required.
A.
No person shall operate a shared-rideable business unless the person holds a
valid shared-rideable business permit.
B.
Shared-rideable business permits are the property of the city and are not
transferable.
5.18.110 Application for a shared-rideable business permit.
A.
An application for a shared-rideable business permit or its renewal shall be filed
with the Department of Finance on a form prescribed by the city manager and shall
include:
1.
The applicant’s true name, address, and telephone number; and the true
and fictitious name, address, and telephone number of the shared-rideable
business.
2.
Written evidence that the applicant is an owner or legal representative of
the shared-rideable business.
3.

The name, address, and telephone number of a local point of contact.

4.
A copy of a valid business operations tax certificate issued pursuant to
chapter 3.08.
5.
Proof of compliance with the insurance requirements set forth in section
5.18.200.
6.
A business plan demonstrating that the shared-rideable business will
provide: shared-rideables available at an hourly rate or smaller intervals clearly
communicated to the customer; shared-rideables on a seven day per week basis;
anonymized, aggregated data for trip records and shared-rideable availability to
the city on a minimum of a monthly basis; an electronic payment system that
complies with city and industry standards; a service area map in an ESRI
3
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shapefile format; an education and incentive plan to educate customers of the
requirement to park at racks; and a privacy policy to safeguard customer data.
7.
A maintenance and repair plan demonstrating that the shared-rideable
business will provide: routine maintenance and cleaning of shared-rideables; fullservice maintenance for shared-rideables; and a method for customers to report
issues with shared-rideables, including 24-hour customer service.
8.
A right-of-way protection and rebalancing plan demonstrating that the
shared-rideable business will ensure the right-of-way is unobstructed and
shared-rideables are parked in approved locations, and shared-rideables are
rebalanced to and from high use areas within peak operating hours and ensure
compliance with section 5.18.220.
9.
A user and community safety plan demonstrating that the sharedrideable business will educate customers and city residents about applicable
local and state regulations, including how to safely and legally travel on the
shared-rideable.
10.
A community outreach plan demonstrating that the shared-rideable
business will educate customers and promote to city residents the use of,
benefits of, and methods to access, shared-rideables.
11.
A geographic distribution plan and map demonstrating that no less than
20% of the shared-rideable business’s permitted shared-rideables will be
distributed to opportunity areas each morning.
12.
An equity plan demonstrating the availability of its shared-rideables and a
strategy to promote the use of its shared-rideables citywide among low-income
communities, and a discounted, low-income customer plan available to any
customer who is a Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency resident or
qualifies for: CalFresh; the PG&E Cares program; SMUD’s low-income program;
or the Women, Infant, and Children (WIC) program.
13.
A data sharing plan providing real-time and archival data for the entire
Sacramento shared-rideable fleet, the API key, and related data requirements
outlined in the business permit application.
14.
Such other material as the city manager may require to carry out the
purposes of this chapter.
15.
A nonrefundable shared-rideable business permit application fee, sharedrideable monitoring fee, and shared-rideable meter revenue loss fee, as well as
an advance payment of the shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee in a
manner determined by the city manager.
4
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5.18.120 Term of shared-rideable business permits.
A shared-rideable business permit is valid for one year, unless suspended or revoked
sooner. A shared-rideable business permit may be renewed pursuant to section
5.18.150.
5.18.130 Application, renewal, expansion, and other fees.
A.

The following fees are hereby established and imposed:
1.

Shared-rideable business permit application fee.

2.
fee.

Shared-rideable business permit renewal or fleet expansion application

3.
Shared-rideable monitoring fee to provide funding for the direct and
indirect costs to monitor shared-rideables.
4.
Shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee to provide for the
acquisition and installation of parking spaces and other required infrastructure.
5.
Shared-rideable meter revenue loss fee to recover meter revenues lost
due to the installation of parking spaces to accommodate shared-rideables.
6.

Shared-rideable storage fee.

B.
The amounts of the fees described in subsection A shall be established by
resolution of the city council.

5.18.140 Fleet expansion.
A.
No shared-rideable operator shall expand its fleet beyond the total permitted
amount until such expansion has been approved by the city manager.
B.
An application to expand a shared-rideable business’s fleet beyond the total
permitted amount shall be filed with the department of finance on a form prescribed by
the city manager.
C.
Every application for expansion of a fleet shall be accompanied by a
nonrefundable fleet expansion application fee and, upon the approval of the
application, a shared-rideable monitoring fee, a shared-rideable parking and
infrastructure fee deposit, and a shared-rideable meter revenue loss fee, for each
additional shared-rideable.
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D.
Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in this chapter, the city manager
may limit the number of shared-rideables to be operated by the shared-rideable
business or otherwise deny an application for expansion, based on the projected impact
to city streets, sidewalks, paths, driveways, doorways, and other avenues of vehicular
and pedestrian traffic.

5.18.150 Issuance of shared-rideable business permit or fleet expansion permit.
A.
The city will only issue shared-rideable permits to shared-rideable businesses
that demonstrate the ability to meet the needs of the city and its residents. The city
manager may adopt administrative procedures to implement the provisions of this
chapter, including additional permit application standards and requirements, as well as
maximum and minimum numbers of shared-rideables a shared-rideable business is
permitted to operate based on the projected impact to city streets, sidewalks, paths,
driveways, doorways, and other avenues of vehicular and pedestrian traffic.
B.
The city will not issue a shared-rideable business permit or fleet expansion
permit until the director of public works has:
1.
Physically inspected the applicant’s shared-rideables to ensure
compliance with this chapter and applicable state laws; provided, however, that
the director of public works may accept proof of compliance with this chapter
and the applicable state requirements for the shared-rideables in lieu of
conducting an inspection;
2.
Received a determination from the director of community development
that the proposed shared-rideable business location and storage location, if
within the city, complies with applicable zoning regulations and other applicable
laws;
3.
Confirmed that the shared-rideable business has paid the necessary fees,
identified in section 5.18.130; and
4.
Confirmed that there are no grounds for denial in accordance with
section 5.18.170 and that the requirements of any administrative procedures
have been met.
C.

The city manager may impose any conditions on a shared-rideable permit or fleet

expansion permit to effectuate the purposes of this chapter, mitigate traffic impacts,
ensure accessibility of the public right-of-way and availability of public space for shared
use, and protect the public health, safety, and welfare. No shared-rideable business
shall violate the conditions imposed on its permit.
6
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5.18.160

Permit renewal.

A.
To renew a shared-rideable business permit, the shared-rideable business shall
submit a business permit renewal application and pay the nonrefundable sharedrideable permit renewal fee, a shared-rideable monitoring fee, a shared-rideable meter
revenue loss fee for each shared-rideable beyond the number of shared rideables
authorized under the existing permit, and a shared-rideable parking and infrastructure
fee deposit.
B.
The renewal application shall be filed with the Department of Finance on a form
prescribed by the city manager.
C.
Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in this chapter, the city manager
may limit the number of shared-rideables to be operated by the shared-rideable
business or otherwise deny a renewal application, based on the projected impact to city
streets, sidewalks, paths, driveways, doorways, and other avenues of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic.

5.18.170 Grounds for denying a shared-rideable business permit or fleet expansion
permit.
The city manager may deny a shared-rideable business permit or fleet expansion permit
on the following grounds:
A.

The application is incomplete.

B.
The applicant is in violation of any provision of this chapter or administrative
procedures adopted by the city manager, or has been in violation of any provision of
this chapter or administrative procedures adopted by the city manager under this
chapter, within five years of the date the application was submitted.
C.
The applicant is delinquent on any payment of money to the city, including any
fees, fines, penalties, or taxes.
D.
The applicant has had its shared-rideable business permit revoked within five
years of the date the application was submitted.
E.
The applicant’s operation of a shared-rideable business would be a threat to the
public health, safety, and welfare.

7
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Article III. Operation of a Shared-Rideable Business
5.18.200 Insurance requirements.
A.
A shared-rideable operator shall maintain at all times in full force and effect at
its sole expense, the following insurance:
1.
General liability for bodily injury, including death, of one or more
persons, property damage, and personal injury. Coverage shall include all
customers and shall be at least as broad as ISO CGL Form 00 01 on an occurrence
basis for bodily injury, including death, of one or more persons, property damage
and personal injury, with limits of not less than $1,000,000 per occurrence.
2.
Automobile liability insurance providing protection against claims of
bodily injury, including death, of one or more persons, personal injury, and
property damage arising out of ownership, operation, maintenance, or use of
owned, hired, and nonowned automobiles. Coverage shall be at least as broad
as ISO CA 00 01 (any auto), with limits of not less than $1,000,000 per accident.
3.
Workers’ compensation insurance coverage as required by California
statutes with an employers liability limit of at least $1,000,000 per occurrence. In
the event the shared-rideable business is self-insured, it shall furnish evidence of
permission to self-ensure in full compliance with California statutes. The
workers’ compensation coverage shall include a waiver of subrogation in favor of
the City.
B.
The city, its officials, and employees shall be covered by policy terms or
endorsement as additional insureds regarding general liability and automobile liability
arising out of activities performed by or on behalf of the shared-rideable operator.
C.
The shared-rideable operator’s insurance coverage shall be primary insurance as
it pertains to the city, its officials, and employees.
D.
The city must be provided with 30 days prior written notice of cancellation or
material change in the policy language or terms by both the shared-rideable operator
and the insurer.
E.
The shared-rideable operator shall furnish the city with certificates and
endorsements evidencing the insurance required, which must be maintained during the
term of a shared-rideable business permit. The city may suspend, modify, or revoke a
shared-rideable operator’s vehicle permit if current certificates of insurance and
required endorsements have not been provided.

8
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5.18.210 Shared-rideable business provided parking spaces.
Shared-rideable businesses may provide and maintain shared-rideable parking spaces.
However, such parking spaces shall not offset the shared-rideable parking and
infrastructure fee, unless an encroachment permit for installation was issued to the
shared-rideable business before February 1, 2019. The installation of any sharedrideable business provided parking spaces in the public right-of-way is subject to
encroachment permit requirements, as set forth in chapter 12.12.
5.18.220 Retrieval of shared-rideables.
A shared-rideable business shall, within two hours of notice, retrieve its shared-rideable
that is in any of the following conditions:
A.

Inoperable or not safe to operate, and parked in the public right-of-way;

B.
Not parked at a bicycle rack or a designated shared-rideable parking area in an
upright position;
C.

Parked in the same location for more than 48hours;

D.
Operating with a battery or motor determined by the city to be unsafe for public
use; or
E.

Parked in violation of sections 10.76.050 or 10.76.060.

5.18.230 Shared-rideable standards.
Every shared-rideable provided by a shared-rideable business must meet the following
minimum requirements:
A.
Comply with the California Vehicle Code and any other applicable laws and
regulations.
B.
Be equipped with software or other mechanisms to prevent the motor from
providing assistance when the shared-rideable’s speed exceeds 15 miles per hour.
C.
Be constructed with high quality, sturdy materials, in compliance with
requirements of the United States Consumer Product Safety Commission and be capable
of withstanding the rigors of outdoor storage and constant use for five years or more.
D.
Be equipped with tamper-resistant hardware, a locking mechanism, and GPS
equipment capable of providing real-time location data.
E.
Bear permanent markings in a visible location identifying the shared-rideable
business name and telephone number and the shared-rideable’s unique identification
number.

9
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5.18.240 Permit Requirements
A shared-rideable business’s operations shall be consistent with the plans submitted pursuant to
section 5.18.110, subsections A.6 through A.13.

Article IV. Suspension, Revocation, and Modification of Permits
5.18.300 Grounds for suspending, revoking, or modifying a permit.
The city manager may suspend, revoke, or modify any shared-rideable business permit
issued pursuant to this chapter on any of the following grounds:
A.
That the permitted shared-rideable business is being operated in a manner that
constitutes a nuisance, or is injurious to the public, health, safety, or welfare;
B.
The operation of the shared-rideable business violates any condition of the
permit or city approved application and plans;
C.
The shared-rideable business fails to pay any fines, penalties, fees or damages
lawfully assessed upon it;
D.
The shared-rideable business violates any provision of this chapter or any other
applicable law;
E.
The shared-rideable business fails to collect its shared-rideable from the city
within 30 calendar days of receiving written notice from the city of impoundment
pursuant to section 5.18.500;
F.
The shared-rideable business violates any administrative procedure adopted by
the city manager for the regulation of shared-rideable businesses; or
G.
Circumstances that would have been grounds for denial of the permit
application.
5.18.310 Right of appeal from denial, suspension, modification, or revocation of a
shared-rideable business permit.
A.
Any applicant or shared-rideable operator aggrieved by the decision of the city
manager, to deny, suspend, modify, or revoke a permit or impose conditions on the
permit, may appeal the decision to a hearing examiner by submitting a written appeal to
the city manager within 10 calendar days from the date of service of the notice of
denial, suspension, modification, or revocation. The written appeal shall contain:
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1.
A brief statement in ordinary and concise language of the specific action
protested, together with any material facts claimed to support the contentions
of the appellant;
2.
A brief statement in ordinary and concise language of the relief sought,
and the reasons why it is claimed the protested action should be reversed or
otherwise set aside;
3.

The signatures of all appellants and their official mailing addresses; and

4.
The verification (by declaration under penalty of perjury) of at least one
appellant as to the truth of the matters stated in the appeal.
B.
The appeal hearing shall be conducted by a hearing examiner appointed
pursuant to section 5.18.350.
C.
Upon receipt of any appeal filed pursuant to this section, the city manager shall
transmit the appeal to the secretary of the hearing examiner who shall calendar it for
hearing as follows:
1.
If the appeal is received by the city manager not later than 15 calendar
days prior to the next regular appeal hearing, it shall be calendared for hearing
at said meeting.
2.
If the appeal is received by the city manager on a date fewer than 15
calendar days prior to the next appeal hearing, it shall be calendared for the next
subsequent appeal hearing.
D.
Written notice of the time and place of the hearing shall be given at least 10
calendar days prior to the date of the hearing to each appellant by the secretary of the
hearing examiner either by causing a copy of such notice to be delivered to the
appellant personally or by mailing a copy thereof, postage prepaid, addressed to the
appellant at the address shown on the appeal.
E.
Failure of any person to file a timely appeal in accordance with the provisions of
this section shall constitute an irrevocable waiver of the right to an administrative
hearing and a final adjudication of the notice and order, or any portion thereof.
F.
Only those matters or issues specifically raised by the appellant in the appeal
notice shall be considered in the hearing of the appeal.
G.
The hearing examiner shall have the authority to issue subpoenas compelling
witnesses to appear and provide testimony or subpoena duces tecum compelling
witnesses to produce documents. The hearing examiner shall issue a subpoena only
11
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upon a showing of reasonable necessity by the requesting party. Failure of either party
to comply with any subpoena may be considered by the hearing examiner in making a
decision regarding the imposition of administrative penalties.
H.
In the case of a suspension, modification, or revocation, the shared-rideable
operator shall suspend its shared-rideable business operations until a final decision is
rendered on the appeal.
5.18.320 Appeal hearing – generally.
A.
At the time set for hearing, the hearing examiner shall proceed to hear the
testimony of the city manager, the appellant, and other competent persons, including
members of the public, respecting those matters or issues specifically listed by the
appellant in the notice of appeal.
B.
The proceedings at the hearing shall be electronically recorded. Either party may
provide a certified shorthand reporter to maintain a record of the proceedings at the
party’s own expense.
C. The hearing examiner may, upon request of the appellant or upon request of the city
manager, grant continuances from time to time for good cause shown, or upon his or
her own motion.
D.
In any proceedings under this chapter, the hearing examiner has the power to
administer oaths and affirmations and to certify to official acts.
5.18.330 Conduct of hearing.
A.
Hearings need not be conducted according to the technical rules relating to
evidence and witnesses. California Government Code section 11513, subsections (a), (b)
and (c) shall apply to hearings under this chapter.
B.

Oral evidence shall be taken only upon oath or affirmation.

C.

Irrelevant and unduly repetitious evidence shall be excluded.

D.

Each party shall have these rights, among others:
1.
To call and examine witnesses on any matter relevant to the issues of the
hearing;
2.

To introduce documentary and physical evidence;
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3.
To cross-examine opposing witnesses on any matter relevant to the
issues of the hearing;
4.
To impeach any witness regardless of which party first called the witness
to testify;
5.

To rebut the evidence presented against the party; and

6.
To represent him, her, or itself or to be represented by anyone of his,
her, or its choice who is lawfully permitted to do so.
E.
In reaching a decision, official notice may be taken, either before or after
submission of the case for decision, of any fact that may be judicially noticed by the
courts of this state or that may appear in any of the official records of the city or any of
its departments.
5.18.340 Form and Contents of Decision—Finality of Decision.
A. If it is shown, by a preponderance of the evidence, that one or more bases exist to
deny, suspend, modify, or revoke the permit, the hearing examiner shall affirm the city
manager’s decision to deny, suspend, modify, or revoke the permit. The decision of the
hearing examiner shall be in writing and shall contain findings of fact and a
determination of the issues presented.
B. The decision shall inform the appellant that the decision is a final decision and that
the time for judicial review is governed by California Code of Civil Procedure section
1094.6. Copies of the decision shall be delivered to the parties personally or sent by
certified mail to the address shown on the appeal. The decision shall be final when
signed by the hearing examiner and served as provided in this section.
5.18.350 Hearing examiner.
In order to hear cases brought by the city manager under the provisions of this chapter,
the city council shall appoint a panel of hearing examiners, from which one hearing
examiner on a rotating basis shall hear cases brought under this chapter. Such
examiners shall serve at the pleasure of the city council. A hearing examiner may not be
a city employee.

Article VI. Enforcement
5.18.500 Impoundment.
A.
The city may impound a shared-rideable that is operating or found in the city in
violation of this chapter.
13
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B.
The shared-rideable business shall reimburse the city for the costs of
impoundment and storage within 30 calendar days from the date of written notice of
the impoundment from the city. The costs of impoundment will be based on the hourly
rate of the city employees, or the fees of city contractors, responsible for impounding
the shared-rideable.
C.
In addition to the remedies provided in this section, the shared-rideable business
shall be subject to a storage fee as set by resolution of the city council for each day the
shared-rideable is within the city’s possession; and its permit may be revoked for failure
to collect the impounded shared-rideable after 30 calendar days from the city’s written
notice of impoundment.
5.18.510 Violations.
A.
In addition to any other remedy allowed by law, any person who violates a
provision of this chapter may be subject to criminal sanctions, civil actions, and
administrative penalties pursuant to chapter 1.28.
B.

Violations of this chapter are hereby declared to be a public nuisance.

C.
All remedies prescribed under this chapter are cumulative and the election of
one or more remedies does not bar the city from the pursuit of any other remedy to
enforce this chapter.
5.18.520 Customer use of shared-rideables.
A.
Customers shall use shared-rideables in accordance with chapter 10.76, the
California Vehicle Code, and any other applicable law or regulation.
B.
The shared-rideable business shall be responsible for any penalty imposed for
violations of sections 10.76.050 and 10.76.060.

SECTION 2.
Chapter 10.76 of the Sacramento City Code is amended to read as follows:
10.76 BICYCLES, SCOOTERS, AND OTHER TRANSPORTATION DEVICES
Article I. Bicycles
10.76.010 Riding bicycles on sidewalks.
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A.
No person shall ride a bicycle on a sidewalk where a sign is posted indicating that
bicycling is prohibited. The city manager shall designate sidewalks where such signs are
posted upon a finding that:
1.
The sidewalk abuts a road that is designated a “Low Stress Bikeway”
using the criteria for the Facility Selection Guidelines in the City of Sacramento
Bicycle Master Plan; and
2.
There is either a demonstrated or probable conflict between pedestrians
and bicycles. This may be shown by information including, but not limited to: 311
reports, incident data, or estimated high pedestrian activity determined by
counts or adjacent land uses and densities.
B.

Subsection A of this section does not apply to the following persons:
1.
City employees acting within the course and scope of employment,
including but not limited to:
a.

Peace officers, as defined in California Penal Code section 830.

b.
Emergency medical personnel as designated by the fire chief of
the city.
c.
2.
C.

Parking enforcement officers.

Children under the age of 18 years old and an accompanying adult.

Where bicycling on a sidewalk is permitted, the following apply:
1.
Bicyclists must yield the right-of-way to pedestrians by slowing down,
stopping, or dismounting, as needed.
2.
Before passing a pedestrian traveling in the same direction, bicyclists
must give the pedestrian an audible warning.

D.
The city manager or designee shall report to the city council annually regarding
the impacts of sections 10.76.010 and 10.76.030.
10.76.020 Required identification number on bicycle frames.
All bicycles shall have, as a means of identification, serial numbers stamped on the
frame of the bicycle.
10.76.030 Violations of this article and penalties.
A.
Any person who violates a provision of this article is guilty of an infraction.
Except as otherwise specifically provided, a violation of a provision of this article is
punishable by: (1) a fine not exceeding $25 for a first violation; and (2) a fine not
exceeding $100 for each additional violation of the same provision within one year. For
each violation of section 10.76.050 involving a shared-rideable, as defined in section
5.18.020, that is managed, owned, or operated by a shared-rideable business, as
15
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defined in section 5.18.020, that shared-rideable business is guilty of an infraction
punishable by a fine not exceeding $15.
B.
Any person who violates a provision of this article may avoid the fine described
in subsection A by completing a qualified bicycle education diversion program.
10.76.040 Riding bicycles off-road on posted property.
No person, except an employee of the city who is acting within the scope of his or her
employment, shall ride a bicycle off-road on any property which is owned or controlled
by the city where signs prohibiting the off-road riding of bicycles are posted:
A.
At intervals of not less than three signs per mile along all exterior boundaries of
the property; and
B.

At all roads or streets entering the property.

For the purposes of this section, “off-road” shall mean not on a designated bicycle path
or paved right-of-way. Violation of this section shall be an infraction, punishable as set
forth in section 1.28.010.
10.76.050 Parking bicycles.
A.
No person shall leave a bicycle lying on its side or parked in any other position in
the following locations:
1.
On any portion of a sidewalk or curb ramp, in such a manner that
prevents pedestrians from passing through, or
2.
On any highway where signs prohibit bicycle parking, or where bicycle
parking is otherwise prohibited by state or local law.
B.
This section does not apply to peace officers, as defined in California Penal
Code section 830, who are on scheduled duty and acting within the course and scope of
their employment.
C.
For the purposes of this section, “highway” shall have the meaning set forth in
California Vehicle Code section 360.
Article II. Scooters and Other Transportation Devices
10.76.060 Parking scooters and other transportation devices.
A.
No person shall leave a scooter, as defined in section 5.18.020, or other
transportation device lying on its side or parked in any other position in the following
locations:
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1.
On any portion of a sidewalk or curb ramp in such a manner that
prevents pedestrians from passing through; or
2.
On any highway where signs prohibit scooters or other transportation
devices, or where scooters or other transportation device parking is otherwise
prohibited by state or local law.
B.
This section does not apply to peace officers, as defined in California Penal Code
section 830, who are on scheduled duty and acting within the course and scope of their
employment.
C.
For the purposes of this section, “highway” shall have the meaning set forth in
California Vehicle Code section 360.
10.76.070 Required identification number on scooter frames and other transportation
devices.
Every scooter and other transportation device shall have, as a means of identification,
serial or other numbers stamped on the frame of the scooter or other transportation
device.
10.76.080 Violations of this article and penalties.
A.
Any person who violates a provision of this article is guilty of an infraction.
Except as otherwise specifically provided, a violation of a provision of this article is
punishable by: (1) a fine not exceeding $15 for a first violation; and (2) a fine not
exceeding $100 for each additional violation of the same provision within one year.
B.
For each violation of this article involving a shared-rideable, as defined in section
5.18.020, that is managed, owned, or operated by a shared-rideable business, as
defined in section 5.18.020, that shared-rideable business is guilty of an infraction
punishable by a fine not exceeding $15.
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Proposition 26
Proposition 26, the “Stop Hidden Taxes Initiative,” was passed by the voters on
November 2, 2010, to amend Article XIII C of the State Constitution. According to the
ballot measure, the intent of the measure is to ensure the effectiveness of Propositions
13 and 218 by providing a definition of a “tax” for state and local purposes “so that
neither the Legislature nor local governments can circumvent these restrictions on
increasing taxes by simply defining new or expanded taxes as ‘fees.” Accordingly, under
Proposition 26 a tax has been very broadly defined.
Tax Defined:
“Tax” now means “any levy, charge, or exaction of any kind imposed by a local
government, except for the following seven categories of charges:
Exception 1 – Benefit Conferred or Privilege Granted
A charge imposed for a specific benefit conferred or privilege granted directly to the
payor that is not provided to those not charged, and which does not exceed the
reasonable costs to the local government of conferring the benefit or granting the
privilege
Examples:
o Residential parking permit fees
o Professional licenses
o Business improvement assessments
Exception 2 – Government Service or Product
A charge imposed for a specific government service or product provided directly to the
payor that is not provided to those not charged, and which does not exceed the
reasonable costs to the local government of providing the service or product
Examples:
o User fees for park and recreation programs
o Weed abatement fees
o Sidewalk curb repairs
Exception 3 – Licenses and Permits
A charge imposed for the reasonable regulatory costs to a local government for issuing
licenses and permits, performing investigations, inspections and audits, enforcing
agricultural marketing orders, and the administrative enforcement and adjudication
thereof
Examples:
o Building inspections
o Cardroom license
o Business licenses
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Exception 4 – Use of City property
A charge imposed for entrance to or use of local government property, or the purchase,
rental, or lease of local government property
Examples:
o City-owned parking lots
o Swimming pools
o Convention Center rentals
o Golf green fees
Exception 5 – Fines and Penalties
A fine, penalty, or other monetary charge imposed by the judicial branch of government
or a local government as a result of a violation of law
Examples:
o City Code fines and penalties (e.g., 1.28.020)
o Parking fines
Exception 6 – Property Development Charges
A charge imposed as a condition of property development
Examples:
o Development impact fees
Exception 7 – Proposition 218 Fees
Assessments and property related fees imposed in accordance with the provisions of
Proposition 218, Article XIII D
Examples:
o Utility fees for water, sewer, drainage, and solid waste
o Street lighting assessments
Burden of Proof:
The paragraph following the seven enumerated exceptions states:
“The local government bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence
[1] that a levy, charge, or other exaction is not a tax, [2] that the amount is no more than
necessary to cover the reasonable costs of the government activity, and [3] that the
manner in which those costs are allocated to a payor bears a fair or reasonable
relationship to the payor’s burdens on, or benefits received from, the governmental
activity.” The latter two requirements only apply to the first three exceptions.
Thus, with the burden of proof now shifted to the City, that requires each department to
take into consideration how it aims to prove that a proposed fee or fee increase is not a
tax. The following analytical framework can assist in this regard.
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Burden of Proof: A 3-step Analysis
1. The City must make a threshold determination whether one of the exceptions
applies.
o If none apply, it is a tax subject to voter approval.
2. If Exceptions 1, 2, or 3 apply, the City must also show that the fee revenue will not
exceed the reasonable costs of providing the related governmental activity (at the
aggregate level).
3. Finally, the City must show that the costs are fairly allocated to the individual payors.
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Anticipated City Costs

Year 1

Permit Fees

Rate

Hours

Year 2

Year 3

Costs

First Time Permit

Program Specialist

$185

24

$4,440

Annual Permit Renewal

Program Specialist

$185

12

$2,220

$4,440
$2,220
Per 1,000 devices

Per 1,000 devices

$2,220
Per 1,000 devices

Annual Meter Space Fee
Average Annual Meter Revenue
Assume 10 devices per parking space
Assume 10 percent parking removal

$3,216
10
10%

$32.16

$32,160

$32,160

$32,160

TBD

TBD

$355

TBD
$355,000
$104,000
TBD
$495,600

$104,000
TBD
$138,380

$104,000
TBD
$138,380

Bike Parking
Staff time (per corral)
Labor to Install Rack (per Corral)
Infrastructure Cost
Total per corral (10 spaces)
Supportive Infrastructure
Per space cost

$850
$1,500
$1,200
$3,550
TBD

Annual Monitoring & Maintenance
1 Staff member to monitor program*
$104 (per device charge)
Cost to Maintain Parking and Necesssry Software
TBD
*Assumes $150 per hour (includes salary, benefits, and indirect costs for Program Analyst
in Public Works), 2,080 hours per year, and 3,000 devices city-wide

Anticipated Fees Collected
First Time Permit
Annual Permit Renewal
Parking and Infrastructure Fee Per trip Year 1**
Parking and Infrastructure Fee Per trip Years 2 and forward***
Vehicle fee core area (80%)
Vehicle fee opportunity area (20%)
**Assumes phasing of devices (250 per quarter for year 1, up to 1,000 total) and 3 trips/day/device
***Assumes 3 trips/day/device
Costs vs Fees

Year 1
$4,440
$2,220
$0.25
$0.10
$136
$104

Year 2

Year 3

$4,440
Per 1,000 devices
$171,094

$2,220
Per 1,000 devices

$2,220
Per 1,000 devices

$108,800
$20,800
$305,134

$109,500
$108,800
$20,800
$241,320

$109,500
$108,800
$20,800
$241,320

-$190,466

-$87,526

$15,414****

****Fees do not currently include any ongoing costs for parking maintenance or software; fees will be revisited (before Year 3) to avoid any surplus.
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Ordinance Amendment: Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations

Vendor/Operator Submitted Questions
1) What exactly will the collected revenue from fees on e-scooter operators be used for?
a) Answer: As described at the Law and Legislation Committee meetings on February 5,
2019, the fees collected for a shared-rideable permit to operate in Sacramento will cover
the costs of operation, including:
i) First time permit and annual permit renewal: Staff time for permit review.
ii) Parking and infrastructure fee: Staff time to identify parking locations, staff time to
install parking, parking infrastructure costs, parking maintenance; and supportive
infrastructure.
iii) Vehicle Fee: Staff time for one full time employee to monitor the program as well as
the development of a data monitoring program, cost to recover parking meter
revenue loss.
iv) See Attachment 6, Anticipated Costs and Fees, for detailed costs and fees.
2) How much fee revenue will be used for staff oversight? How much will it cost to employ one
staff person?
a) Answer: Staff billing rates are estimated to be $150 per hour at fully burdened rate, 2080
hours per year for staff monitoring. See Attachment 6, Anticipated Costs and Fees, for
detailed costs and fees.
3) How many parking spaces are going to be removed? Are all of those spaces currently
metered spaces? How much does each of those meters return annually? How much fee
revenue will be used to replace on street parking meter loss from conversion of metered car
parking to designated scooter parking?
a) Answer: At this time, staff have not determined specific parking locations and cannot
identify specifically how many parking spaces will be removed. Staff have estimated that
for devices deployed in the “Core Area” as shown in Figure 1: Shared-Rideable Core and
Opportunity Areas on page 6, ten percent of the devices will require removal of on street
metered parking. Staff have estimated ten devices will park in each vehicle space.
The average annual meter revenue per vehicle parking space is $3,216.
$32 of the Vehicle Fee for devices deployed in the Core Area will be used for loss of
parking meter revenue.
4) How many designated painted areas are going to be offered for legal scooter parking? What
is your estimate on how much it will cost for the installation of a designated painted area?
How much fee revenue will be used for designated painted areas?
a) Answer: The designated painted areas will a be pilot. At this time the City is considering
4-5 locations to be implemented within the coming weeks. Outcomes of the pilot will
determine if the City implements additional designated painted areas.
The City has not yet determined the cost of the designated painted areas as they have
not yet been implemented.
The City has not made a commitment to broadly deploying designated painted areas
beyond the initial pilot and therefore cannot answer how much, if any, fee revenue will
be used for designated painted areas.
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Ordinance Amendment: Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations
5) What other expenses borne by the city are these fees intended to cover? Please specify both
the services provided by the city and the expense of those services.
a) Answer: As answered in Question #1 and described at the Law and Legislation
Committee meetings on February 5, 2019, the fees collected for a shared-rideable permit
to operate in Sacramento will cover the costs of operation, including:
i) First time permit and annual permit renewal: Staff time for permit review
ii) Parking and infrastructure fee: Staff time to identify parking locations, staff time to
install parking, parking infrastructure costs, parking maintenance; and supportive
infrastructure.
iii) Vehicle Fee: Staff time for one full time employee to monitor the program as well as
the development of a data monitoring program, cost to recover parking meter
revenue loss.
iv) See Attachment 6, Anticipated Costs and Fees, for detailed costs and fees.
For all questions above, please designate the first-year cost and the second-year cost.
Answer: See Attachment 6, Anticipated Costs and Fees, for detailed costs and fees.
Additionally:
6) What process and/or data was used to determine the correct and necessary ratio of bike
racks vs. parking meter removal vs. painted areas vs. other desired infrastructure needs?
a) Answer: This question confuses may topics.
The City has determined that for each device will require installation of one parking
space.
As answered in Question #3 above: Staff have estimated that for devices deployed in
the “Core Area” as shown in Figure 1: Shared-Rideable Core and Opportunity Areas on
page 6, ten percent of the devices will require removal of on street metered parking.
Staff have estimated ten devices will park in these spaces.
As answered in Question #4 above, the designated painted areas will a be pilot. At this
time the City is considering 4-5 locations to be implemented within the coming weeks.
Outcomes of the pilot will determine if the City implements additional designated
painted areas. The City has not yet determined the cost of the designated painted areas
as they have not yet been implemented. The City has not made a commitment to
broadly deploying designated painted areas beyond the initial pilot and therefore
cannot answer how much, if any, fee revenue will be used for designated painted areas.
7) What process and or/data was used to determine where the bike racks will be located,
which metered parking spaces will be removed and where designated painted areas will be
placed?
a) Answer: As presented at the February 5, 2019 Law & Legislation Committee and
referenced above in Questions #1 and #5, the City will develop a data monitoring
program. This will likely be a data dashboard either developed in-house or through a
third-party vendor. The data collected will provide end of trip locations. The City will use
the end of trip locations to determine need and provide parking in these areas.
8) How many scooters are allowed at each bike rack? At each parking space? At each
designated painted area? What process or data was used to determine those numbers?
a) Answer: Each rack typically holds two devices (one on each side). As described above
in Question #4, the designated painted areas will a be pilot. Each painted area may be
a different size and specifics of size and number of devices has not yet been determined.
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9) Seems very odd to me that a very specific price is charged to the vendors yet there is no
actual accounting of how that money is being spent? Even more odd that we were never
ever brought in the conversation on whether those costs (whatever they may be) are the
right costs to run the program. Specifically, why are we being forced to build/pay for bike
racks? Our devices do not lock to bike racks. If the goal is to ensure parking outside of right
of way-- there are many far cheaper and efficient uses of money than to make us install bike
racks.
a) Answer: The fee structure and what it will fund has been provided to all stakeholders
throughout the process including at the Active Transportation Commission meetings
(September 20, 2018 and December 20, 2018); the Disabilities Advisory Commission
meeting (September 21, 2018); Law and Legislation Committee meetings (November 27,
2018 and February 5, 2019); as well as each meeting and call staff have had with sharedrideable operators. Staff have had many communications with operators about the
proposed ordinance and fee structure.
The costs to the City are the basis for the fee structure.
Under the existing regulations and proposed regulations, shared-rideable devices are
required to be parked at bicycle racks (and potentially painted designated areas under
the proposed regulations). It is imperative to the City that a culture of parking devices in
parking spaces continue. Each official parking space provided by the City will be
reviewed for:
i) Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act;
ii) Avoiding conflicts to public health and safety such as obstructing fire hydrants and
emergency phones;
iii) Avoiding conflicts with utility boxes and utility covers that exist all throughout the rightof-way;
iv) Avoiding conflicts with business operations such as door access, loading/delivery
operations; as well as but not limited to
v) Avoiding conflict with landscape maintenance services.
10) Why an annual infrastructure fee? I get annual costs for oversight and
program management but why does my same scooter have to basically pay for bike
infrastructure year after year?
a) Answer: Under the existing regulations and proposed regulations, shared-rideable
devices are required to be parked at bicycle racks (or potentially in painted designated
areas under the proposed regulations). It is imperative to the City that a culture of
parking devices in parking spaces continue. See Attachment 6, Anticipated Costs and
Fees, for detailed costs and fees.
Figure 1 shows the City anticipates a revenue loss of $190,446 the first year, which is
insufficient to cover all the City’s costs. The City will not recoup all of the costs until year 3;
however, there are still unaccounted City costs including parking maintenance and
supportive infrastructure.
The City is prohibited from collect more fees than are needed to pay its actual costs. We
anticipate revisiting the fee structure in the future once more data is available.
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11) It seems like it is difficult to utilize our devices first and last mile if they have to be parked at
bike racks and if they don’t have to be parked at bike racks, why do we have to pay to
install them? When riding home where is a user supposed to leave their device? It’s not
feasible to have bike racks installed at every end users house or apartment, so how are they
supposed to utilize our devices in equity areas? The insistence of devices parked to
infrastructure is catering to the loud naysayers but is completely disregarding the purpose of
the program, to get people out of cars and utilizing cleaner, affordable mobility options. It
feels like the program was designed solely around a desire for where the devices are parked
without consideration on how to get people from point A to point B, why?
a) Answer:
The City of Sacramento is aware of challenges with shared-rideables in cities that have
not regulated parking. Not maintaining a culture of parking shared-rideables in
designated parking areas and not providing parking areas for shared-rideables has
resulted in consequences for other cities.
San Diego, which did not take steps to regulate scooter use, is now being sued for ADA
violations due to devices blocking paths of travel (Alex Montoya, et al. v. City of San
Diego, et al. (Case No. 3:19-cv-0054-JM-BGS) (U.S. District Court for the Southern District of
California), filed Jan. 9, 2018). Also San Francisco, ordered all devices removed from City
streets while it developed a permitting process. 1
It is imperative to the City that a culture of parking devices in parking spaces continue.
Under Sacramento’s existing and proposed regulations, shared-rideable vendors must
provide 1.5 parking spaces for each device and the devices must be parked at (not
locked to) a bike rack. While there have been some reported issues with incorrectly
parked JUMP bikes and scooters (the only operator with a permit in Sacramento), the
issue is not wide spread, supporting the concept that parking at racks manages street
litter, avoids conflict with public health and safety, and manages issues with ADA
violations. Based on a recent data, the City is also the first city with both JUMP and Uber
to log more JUMP rides than Uber trips. 2
The City intends that each official parking space provided by the City is and will be
reviewed for:
i)
ii)

Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act;
Avoiding conflicts to public health and safety such as obstructing fire hydrants and
emergency phones;
iii) Avoiding conflicts with utility boxes and covers that exist all throughout the right-ofway;
iv) Avoiding conflicts with business operations such as doors, loading/delivery; as well as
but not limited to avoiding conflict with landscape maintenance services.
The City understands the need for shared-rideable parking in residential areas and will
provide parking based on demand.

Sasha Lekach, E-Scooters Aren’t Getting Stolen, the Real Issue is Sidewalk Litter, Mashable (Apr. 17, 2018)
<https://mashable.com/2018/04/17/electric-scooters-sidewalk-litter/#NajBohykiPqU>; Samantha
Raphelson, Dockless Scooters Gain Popularity and Scorn Across the U.S., N.P.R. (Aug.29, 2018)
<https://www.npr.org/2018/08/29/643058414/dockless-scooters-gain-popularity-and-scorn-across-the-u-s>)
2 Danielle Zickl, Uber’s Electric Bikes May be More Popular than its Cars (Feb. 28, 2019)
<https://www.bicycling.com/news/a26558471/uber-jump-bikes/>.
1
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12) I’ll just reiterate again, if it’s known what the City is charging us, it should be known in exactly
how the City will spend that money— we have never seen that. And if they can’t provide it,
how are they justifying the amounts they are charging us for cost recovery?
a) Answer: The fee structure and what it will fund has been provided to all stakeholders
throughout the process including at the Active Transportation Commission meetings
(September 20, 2018 and December 20, 2018); the Disabilities Advisory Commission
meeting (September 21, 2018); Law and Legislation Committee meetings (November 27,
2018 and February 5, 2019); as well as each meeting and call staff have had with sharedrideable operators. Staff have had many communications with operators about the
proposed ordinance and fee structure.
The costs to the City are the basis for the fee structure. See Attachment 6, Anticipated
Costs and Fees, for detailed costs and fees.
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Figure 1: Shared-Rideable Core and Opportunity Areas
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RESOLUTION NO.
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
Approving Shared-Rideable Permit Fees

BACKGROUND
A.

On [DATE], the City Council adopted amended regulations concerning the
establishment and operation of shared-rideable businesses in the City of
Sacramento and requiring the payment of fees to cover the City’s costs to
administer the City’s shared-rideable permit program (the “program”).

B.

The amount of the proposed fees is no more than necessary to cover the City’s
reasonable costs to issue the permits, provide the parking and other
infrastructure needed for shared-rideables, monitor operations, recover parking
meter revenue loss, renew or expand permits, and otherwise administer the
program.

C.

Pursuant to California Constitution, article XIII, §1(e)(3) (Proposition 26), the
proposed shared-rideable business permit fees, parking and infrastructure fees,
vehicle fee, and storage fees are not a tax because they are limited to the City’s
reasonable regulatory costs, including costs for: issuing permits; performing
investigations, inspections, and audits; infrastructure; and administrative
enforcement and adjudication; and are necessary to sustain the City’s program.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY
COUNCIL RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

The City Council finds and determines that the background statements A
through C are true.

Section 2.

The City Council approves the amounts of the fees as follows:
 Shared-rideable business permit application fee: $4,440
 Shared-rideable business permit annual renewal or expansion
application fee: $2,220
 Shared-rideable parking and infrastructure fee: $0.25 per trip for the
first year and $0.10 per trip for subsequent years
o The estimated shared-rideable parking and infrastructure
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fees for each year of operation shall be deposited annually
with the City based on the following formula: amount of fee,
times 3 trips per day, times 365 days (annual deposit per
device). The City will regularly reconcile the amount
deposited against actual trip data and request that it be
replenished as required.
Shared-rideable vehicle fee of $136 per device in Core Areas,
comprised of:
o Parking meter revenue loss fee: $32 (annual per device)
o Monitoring fee: $104 (annual per device)
Shared-rideable vehicle fee of $104 per device in Opportunity Areas,
comprised of:
o Monitoring fee: $104 (annual per device)
Shared-rideable storage fee: $55 per day maximum

Section 3.

Based on the background statements A through C and other documents
and testimony in the public record, the City Council finds that the
establishment and modification of fees for permitting, monitoring, parking,
and meter revenue loss fees, as well as the storage fee, are for the
purpose of meeting the associated operational expenses associated with
the program, and are therefore exempt from CEQA, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines (Title 14 Cal. Code Reg. §15000 et seq.) § 15378 (b)(5).

Section 4.

The City Manager is authorized to adjust department operating revenue
and expense budgets to reflect the shared-rideable business permit
processing costs and revenues.

Section 5.

Exhibit A is part of this Resolution.

Table of Contents:
Exhibit A – Anticipated Costs and Fees (Attachment 6)
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March 12, 2019

Jennifer Donlon Wyant
City of Sacramento, Program Specialist
City Public Works Department, Transportation Division
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 808-5913

Dear Ms. Wyant,
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the latest revisions to Sacramento’s shared-rideable regulations. Bird has valued the
opportunity to collaborate with the city throughout this process.
As stated in our previous public comment letters, Bird is concerned that the currently proposed restrictive parking requirements hinders the
dockless benefits associated with a shared e-scooter system, while generating unnecessarily high fees passed on to operators. We are
asking you to vote no on this version of the proposed ordinance.
While we appreciate the reduction in per vehicle fees in your latest revisions, the inclusion of a per ride fee in addition to the per vehicle fee
results in annual fees between $400 and $500 per vehicles — assuming three or four rides per vehicle per day.
These fees are much higher than what we have seen in comparable cities. For example, Berkeley’s proposed fees amount to around $82
per scooter per year, an amount 5 times smaller than Sacramento proposes. At the same time, Sacramento’s suggested fees are also much
higher than those charged to cars, which make greater use of the public right of way, contribute to congestion, and produce harmful
emissions which negatively impact human health and contribute to climate change. In California, residents pay a total gas tax of around
$0.74 per gallon. Sacramento’s proposed fees for e-scooters would amount to being 5 to 10 times higher than what gas-guzzling motorists
driving SUVs pay on a mile for mile basis.
Burdensome fees on shared e-scooters also undermine many of Sacramento’s values, particularly as they relate to goals the city has
committed to around climate action, equity, and economic development. And unfortunately, with the fees currently being proposed, we do
not expect that any scooter operators can afford to operate in this city.
Sacramento prides itself as a leader on climate action and has set ambitious GHG reduction goals and modeshift targets. Shared escooters can be part of the climate solution and can help Sacramento meet its goals by replacing cars for short trips and connecting people
to transit. In Portland, for example, we know that one third of all e-scooter trips taken in the city would have otherwise been taken by car had
e-scooters not been available. Sacramento should encourage the same kind of modeshift and commitment to sustainable alternatives.
High vehicle fees may also incentivize e-scooter and bike operators to only serve areas of the city where high utilization is likely — not in
communities often underserved by affordable transportation options. Critical to a successful e-scooter share program is its accessibility, and
therefore equitability. Our hope is to serve all of Sacramento — not just the areas that guarantee high demand.
Lastly, the proposed fee structure sends a message to the Sacramento community that the city is not interested in innovation or businessfriendly practices. We do not believe that reflects Sacramento’s values and would like the opportunity to support economic development
throughout the community. In cities around the country, Bird is providing tens of thousands of income opportunities through our charger
program. Furthermore, we believe Bird would be a great option for promoting mobility throughout the city so that residents and visitors can
more easily patronize local businesses.
Bird urges City Councilmembers to vote no on this version of the proposed ordinance, with the hope that we can continue to collaborate
with city staff and Council further on parking and fee approaches that are more encouraging of climate action and innovation in California’s
capital city.
Thank you for your consideration,
Marlo Sandler
Senior Manager, Government Partnerships
BIRD
9927 Jefferson Blvd
Culver City, CA, 90232

bird.co
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Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Angelique Ashby
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Councilmember Ashby,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.
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Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg

Page 62 of 113

Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Larry Carr
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Councilmember Carr,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.
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Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Steve Hansen
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Councilmember Hansen,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.
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Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Jeff Harris
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Councilmember Harris,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.
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Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Rick Jennings, II
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Councilmember Jennings,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.
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Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Jay Schenirer
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Councilmember Schenirer,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.

Page 71 of 113

Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Allen Warren
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Councilmember Warren,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.
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Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dean Dal Ben <dean1475@hotmail.com>
Saturday, March 02, 2019 1:59 PM
Jennifer Donlon Wyant
Matthew Bryant; Kelly F. Rivas; Bizjak, Tony; Dean Dal Ben
RE: Rental scooters and bikes

Thank you very much for your reply. I was called yesterday (Friday) afternoon by
Councilman Carr who notified me of the email you were to send me. We had a good
conversation concerning some of these issues and I looked forward to receiving the
information from you.
I appreciate your responses to my questions. I am concerned over the negative impacts
Jump bikes can bring and hope that city government, agencies, and personnel
are prepared to minimize whatever negatives might arise. I expect government to be as
proactive as possible in such efforts, but part of proactive action is missing when the
Jump business has a jump start to begin operations prior to Sacramento city
government having ordinances and regulations in place that address certain aspects of
Jump’s operations.
The review process for businesses in Sacramento has complicated, delayed, changed,
or even prevented the establishment or expansion of other new or existing businesses.
The range of such activities run from rules and fees/licenses concerning marijuana
businesses, plans for a gas station near a grocery store, and even the building of a new
car wash business not far from my home. The fact that Jump bikes run on battery power
should not influence the review process beyond any specific safety issues for such
vehicles.
The intent of such actions is to help insure the needs of city residents are provided for
and protected. These include issues of safety, compliance, utility, and also financial
concerns. Input from the public helps to explore these issues, but perhaps a meaningful
effort to receive public input concerning Jump was not done. You mention input was
received by SACOG (Sacramento Area Council of Governments) and imply that this is
the main source of negotiations for establishing Jump within the city of Sacramento.
This is an association of local governments in the six-county Sacramento region that
meets once a month. The board’s 33 members include representatives from the
counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba and the 22 cities within.
The City of Sacramento has only two members on this board, Councilmen Jay
Schenirer and Rick Jennings II. It is unclear how much public input was sought or
received from Sacramento city residents or how only two Sacramento city council
members are able to represent all eight council districts such that the needs of
Sacramento were SACOG’s primary concern for Jump in the city.
I will check the links you provide below for existing ordinances. You state “The staff
proposed revisions to existing City of Sacramento regulations going before Council in
March to include a requirement that 20% of an operator’s fleet be distributed to our
disadvantaged communities as defined by SACOG. It will be up to the individual
operators to determine what disadvantaged communities they choose to operate in.”
The city has already identified disadvantantaged communities when the city council
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established low income and very low income housing development areas. The needs of
those communities must have priority over those identified by SACOG. Will staff include
such a recommendation concerning this issue?
I am encouraged that traffic and usage laws will be enforced and all appropriate fines
and penalties are collected. Unfortunately, the $25 penalty Jump might collect as stated
below is not shared with the city and city enforcement might not be aware of the
violation, even though that nuisance will have more impact upon the city and people and
traffic that it does to Jump. Jump might just consider this a cost and inconvenience of
doing business and respond to fixing this problem on their timetable and not the time
concerns of users of streets, sidewalks, and private property. Staff must include
stronger recommendations on this issue similar to fines for time expired on a parking
meter and parking in a restricted area. Since the city will not have specific information
on the person who left the Jump bike who is the one responsible for this violation, the
city must collect the penalty from Jump and leave it to Jump to receive repayment from
their customer. This will undoubtedly encourage Jump to be more attentive to this issue
as it affects profitability and avoids any expectation that non-Jump users must be
tolerant of Jump bikes being left in unauthorized areas.
I look forward to learning of the next actions taken by the city concerning Jump. Please
include me in the mailing lists for any public document, recommendation, status, or
analysis reports that are prepared for or used within the city of Sacramento. Since
public input is important to this issue, can you please include this email and messages
below into any recommendation report or summary review documents concerning Jump
sent to other city department and the city council?
Thank you,
Dean Dal Ben
From: Jennifer Donlon Wyant
Sent: Saturday, March 2, 2019 7:04 AM
Subject: Re: Rental scooters and bikes
Hi Dean,
Thank you for reaching out. Please see answers below is bold purple
Uber also has Jump bikes in several cities (seehttps://jump.com/cities/ ) There seems to
be a uniform charge of a $25 fee for locking the jump bike outside the system area. Will
the city or any property owner be compensated for a Jump bike left outside a system
area? If not, why not?
The City does not receive a part of the $25 fee JUMP charges for locking a device outside
the service area. JUMP, not the City, is responsible for retrieving a JUMP device left
outside the system area. Any further questions about this fee should be asked of JUMP.
In addition to the Jump bike’s standard rates, Uber offers discount plans: a $5 a month
boost plan at almost all cities that usually provides for 60 minutes of ride time per day
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and $.07 minute after the initial 60 minutes per day; however, this is only available for
those receiving certain needs based programs such as for housing, energy assistance,
medical, transit, or food programs. There are also discounted student plans.
For Sacramento seehttps://jump.com/cities/sacramento/. Uber offers reduced rates for
boost and student plans. Did any agency or department or component of any
Sacramento city or county government require these discounts/subsidies or provide
Uber any input concerning the boost or student rate plans? Is Uber being subsidized or
supported in any way because of the boost or student plans?
The membership plans and costs of using a JUMP bike were negotiated through SACOG
(Sacramento Area Council of Governments). The City of Sacramento does not subsidize
JUMP for their discounted plans.
For Sacramento’s boost plan ($5 monthly to get 60 minutes ride time per day and
discount to $.07 minutes after initial 60 minutes)
see https://jump.com/cities/sacramento/boost-plan/
For Sacramento’s student plan ($30 for 12 months to get 60 minutes ride time per day
and discount to $.07 minutes after initial 60 minutes)
see https://jump.com/cities/sacramento/student-plan/
The Jump bike page at approx. 1:00 PM 2/25/19 shows the image below for Jump bikes
in Sacramento. Please note that the outlined service area is a restricted area within the
Sacramento city limits with a very definite exclusion of areas south of Fruitridge Rd. Has
South Sacramento been redlined? (Please refer to a definition of redlining:the systematic
denial of various services to residents of specific, often racially associated,
neighborhoods or communities, either directly or through the selective raising of prices.
JUMP is a private business operating in the City of Sacramento. While the current
regulations do not require services in all of our communities, SACOG through its program
agreement with JUMP, includes an Equity Plan. The staff proposed revisions to existing
City of Sacramento regulations going before Council in March to include a requirement
that 20% of an operator’s fleet be distributed to our disadvantaged communities as
defined by SACOG. It will be up to the individual operators to determine what
disadvantaged communities they choose to operate in.

Page 77 of 113

According to the Bee’s article, the city ordinance concerning Jump bikes is not
expected until Spring, 2019, however 1000 Jump bikes are now in the city.
Please explain how this business that relies so heavily on existing city infrastructure for
traffic, parking, safety issues, policing issues, and temporary storage of bikes on public as
well as private property can operate in the absence of an established city ordinance
and certain and specific enforcement of existing laws related to use of bicycles and/or
rental vehicles.
There is an existing ordinance regulating shared rideables
(https://www.qcode.us/codes/sacramento/view.php?topic=5-5_18&showAll=1) and
JUMP is operating legally under this code with their approved permit to operate. The City
is currently considering a revision to the existing ordinance, which will be considered by
the Council this spring.

Uber is a very large business. According to Market Watch
(https://www.marketwatch.com/story/uber-proposals-double-the-companys-value-at120-billion-in-possible-2019-ipo-2018-10-16)
“Uber Technologies Inc. recently received proposals from Wall Street banks
valuing the ride-hailing company at as much as $120 billion in an initial public
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offering that could take place next year, according to people familiar with the
matter.
That eye-popping figure is nearly double Uber’s valuation in a fundraising round
just two months ago and more than General Motors Co. GM, -0.32% , Ford
Motor Co. F, +0.23% and Fiat Chrysler Automobiles NV FCAU, +1.15% are worth
combined.”
My questions below still need to be answered. I had hoped the answers would be
provided before allowing this business to begin so that financial, accountability, and
safety concerns are set on a secure and understandable foundation. Sacramento is
dealing with a company worth as much as $120 billion. While the Jump bikes in
Sacramento are just a very small part of Uber’s value, we must be sure we are not
harmed in any way in establishing and operating this business. This Goliath must not bully
our David.
As a resident of South Sacramento, I am very concerned that Sacramento city folks living
within all areas south of Fruitridge Rd. are served by Jump bikes even if that means the
ratio of Jump bikes to population needed for this area may not match that for areas in
downtown/midtown/East Sac. I suspect the potential customers for the Boost Plan in
South Sacramento have a more significant share of those who would want to take
advantage of the lower cost compared to other areas of the city. Students attending
Cosumnes River College should not be ignored for the Student Plan. Other areas outside
the outlined service area might also want to use Jump bikes and want the city to expand
the Jump service area.
I include in this emailKelly Fong Rivas ofMayor Steinberg’s office and Jennifer Donlon
Wyant, the Active Transportation Program Specialist for the Department of Public
Works who is mentioned in the Bee article today. All three of you working together can
get the answers to these questions as well as those not mentioned but arise as a result of
these questions and answers. New business can bring in new revenue to Sacramento
that results from jobs, taxes, fees, penalties, sales taxes, etc. It can also result in new
expenditures and demands for services, congestion, crime, injuries, and other items that
bring in negatives that exceed the advantages of the business. I look forward to your
email reply to all these questions and concerns.
Concerning safety/liability issues for these items when they are used on sidewalks or
streets or any public or private property –
a: who is liable for any injury or damage involving the scooter/bike or driver?
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Who is liable for injuries or damages is a legal question, the answer to which will depend
on the facts of a particular incident. The City does, however, require that JUMP maintain
liability insurance and indemnify the City, under certain circumstances, for injuries or
damages that arise out of the operation of JUMP devices in the City.
b: will the city set any requirements/limitations/licensing for use? What are these?
There is an existing ordinance regulating shared rideables
(https://www.qcode.us/codes/sacramento/view.php?topic=5-5_18&showAll=1) and
JUMP is operating legally under this code with their approved permit to operate. The
current business permit application can be found
here:http://www.cityofsacramento.org/-/media/Corporate/Files/Finance/Revenue/BikeShare-Business-Permit-Application.pdf?la=en
c: will the city set any helmet or safety equipment requirements?
Helmet requirements are set by the State of California, not the City of Sacramento. Users
over 18 are not required to wear helmets.
d: what are the similar as well as any different traffic laws and regulations concerning
these devices vs. privately owned bicycles or any type (please list all)?
I encourage you to visit our website where we outline common questions about
regulations for shared devices:http://www.cityofsacramento.org/PublicWorks/Transportation/Programs-and-Services/Bicycling-Program/Bike-Share
e: in order to insure accountability for a variety of issues related to rental scooters/bikes,
how will the city be able to identify each and every rental, including user?
JUMP is a private business operating in the City of Sacramento. The City does not collect
information on users or rentals.
f: how will the city enforce laws and regulations concerning safety/liability issues (include
police, administrative and court actions)?
The Sacramento Police Department will continue to enforce traffic laws. Through the
proposed ordinance amendment, the City may empower its parking enforcement
officers to cite illegally parked devices.
g: what are the penalties and/or fines/fees for each different violation?
Under the current City code, if a bicycle is improperly parked and is blocking the right of
way, the rider can be fined $25 for the first violation, and up to $100 for each additional
violation of the same provision within one year. Other fines are currently established by
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BAIL.pdf.
h: what is the estimated monthly amount to be collected from these fines/fees?
At this time, the City has not estimated fines collected from violations.
i: what is the expected monthly cost for enforcement of safety/liability issues and what is
the source of funds to pay for this enforcement?
The Sacramento Police Department will continue to enforce traffic laws and we do not
expect increased enforcement staffing.The same is true of parking enforcement should
the ordinance be revised.
j: how will this impact other police/administrative/court activities of the city?
The Sacramento Police Department will continue to enforce traffic laws and we do not
expect increased enforcement staffing.
k: how many new city employees are needed for the workload that results from rental
scooters/bikes? What will be the average monthly cost for all these new employees?
At this time the City does not expect to hire new employees for shared-rideables.
However, with the proposed fee structure going to Council soon we expect cost recovery
for staff working on monitoring.
1) Concerning parking issues for rental scooters/bikes. This creates different problems
vs. privately owned vehicles, especially since the renter can have a very short
term use of the vehicle. The rental scooter/bike might be used for less than 10
minutes and left at a location most convenient to the renter (who can be difficult
to trace/identify for a specific use) but a problem or hazard for others. The
questions below relate to parking for rental scooters/bikes.
a: who pays for and maintains the racks where these are parked?
Under the existing regulations, the operators pays for and maintains the racks.
Under the proposed ordinance revisions, the operators will pay a fee and the City
will install and maintain the parking.
b: who determines where these racks are placed and how are these decisions
made? Do people living or working within a three block radius of a rack have any
input in the decision?
Under the existing regulations, the operators determines where the racks are
placed and applies for an encroachment permit. Under the proposed ordinance
revisions, the City will use the data collected from the operators to determine
where there is a need for parking and install parking. The City does not intend to
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hold hearings or provide notice for installation of bike racks unless it removes a
parking space. In that case, per city policy, a notice will be placed at the parking
space for 10 days.
c: are the racks in place before any rental is made? If not, where is a rental to be
parked?
Under the existing regulations JUMP is installing bike racks in their service
area. Under the proposed ordinance revisions, the operators will pay a fee and
the City will install and maintain the parking. The City will install the parking once
the permit fees are received.
d: does the renter have to commit in advance where the scooter/bike will be
parked?
No.
e: parking meters and parking laws do not exist to help subsidize or provide
financial support to a private business, so will any action taken in regard to
parking provide any level of financial support or subsidy to this business? If yes,
why allow this special treatment?
The City of Sacramento does not subsidize private shared-rideable businesses.
f: will sidewalk space be leased or rented to these rental businesses if they want
to use this public space for their business? How will the value of that space be
determined and can other private businesses be able to lease/rent sidewalk
space to conduct their operations? If not, why does a rental scooter/bike
business get special treatment to take over public space to even temporarily
store their product?
Like any other entities that wishes to use the public right-of-way, a sharedrideable business must apply for and receive an encroachment permit.
g: how is a parking violation defined and who is liable for the violation?
Sacramento City Code section
(https://www.qcode.us/codes/sacramento/view.php?topic=55_18&showAll=1)outlines shared-rideable parking requirements. If the ordinance
is revised as proposed, the shared-rideable business will be responsible for the
penalty for incorrect parking.
h: what are the penalties and/or fines/fees for each parking violation?
Under the existing regulations, the City may impound or suspend, revoke or
modify the shared rideable permit to operate.
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i: how frequently are rental scooters/bikes to be returned to the business? What is
the penalty for each violation?
Returned to what business? This question is not clear.
j: how frequently during the day will parking enforcement personnel monitor for
violations? Can the public notify parking enforcement for action on violations
(such as photos, etc.)?
Under the existing regulations, parking enforcement officers do not have the
authority to cite for illegally parked shared-rideables. Under the proposed
regulations, parking enforcement officers can cite for devices obstructing the
pedestrian path of travel. Issues can be reported to 311.
k: what is the estimated monthly amount to be collected from these fines/fees?
This has not been determined.
l: what is the expected monthly cost for enforcement of parking issues and what
is the source of funds to pay for this enforcement?
Parking enforcement officers are already in the field and the City does not
anticipate additional costs.
m: how will this impact other parking enforcement activities of the city?
Parking enforcement officers are already in the field and the City does not
anticipate significant impacts to parking enforcement operations.
n: how many new city employees are needed for the parking enforcement
workload that results from rental scooters/bikes? What will be the average
monthly cost for all these new employees?
Parking enforcement officers are already in the field and the City does not
anticipate need for additional parking enforcement officers.

o: if a rental scooter/bike is left on private property without permission, can the
property owner report this to the police for legal action and hold the possibly
abandoned or stolen scooter/bike to be turned over to the police as evidence?
Under City Code, shared-rideables on private property without permission can be
reported to 311. The shared-rideable business has two hours to retrieve the device
or it can be impounded.
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********
Jennifer Donlon Wyant
Transportation Program Specialist
City of Sacramento | Department of Public Works
916.808.5913
jdonlonwyant@cityofsacramento.org
www.SacramentoBikes.org
www.VisionZeroSac.org

From: Dean Dal Ben <dean1475@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 25, 2019 2:40 PM
To: Matthew Bryant <MBryant@cityofsacramento.org>; Jennifer Donlon Wyant
<JDonlonWyant@cityofsacramento.org>; Kelly F. Rivas <kfrivas@cityofsacramento.org>
Cc: Dean Dal Ben <dean1475@hotmail.com>; tbizjak@sacbee.com
Subject: RE: Rental scooters and bikes

Tony Bizjak reports on page 1 of today’s Sacramento Bee 2/25/19 that Uber has placed
1000 electric Jump bikes in Sacramento and that this has grown to be very popular. I
include him as a cc: in this email so he is aware of this conversation and might be able to
use it in future articles.
Uber also has Jump bikes in several cities (see https://jump.com/cities/ ) There seems to
be a uniform charge of a $25 fee for locking the jump bike outside the system area. Will
the city or any property owner be compensated for a Jump bike left outside a system
area? If not, why not?
In addition to the Jump bike’s standard rates, Uber offers discount plans: a $5 a month
boost plan at almost all cities that usually provides for 60 minutes of ride time per day
and $.07 minute after the initial 60 minutes per day; however, this is only available for
those receiving certain needs based programs such as for housing, energy assistance,
medical, transit, or food programs. There are also discounted student plans.
For Sacramento seehttps://jump.com/cities/sacramento/. Uber offers reduced rates for
boost and student plans. Did any agency or department or component of any Sacramento
city or county government require these discounts/subsidies or provide Uber any input
concerning the boost or student rate plans? Is Uber being subsidized or supported in any
way because of the boost or student plans?
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For Sacramento’s boost plan ($5 monthly to get 60 minutes ride time per day and
discount to $.07 minutes after initial 60 minutes)
see https://jump.com/cities/sacramento/boost-plan/
For Sacramento’s student plan ($30 for 12 months to get 60 minutes ride time per day
and discount to $.07 minutes after initial 60 minutes)
seehttps://jump.com/cities/sacramento/student-plan/
The Jump bike page at approx. 1:00 PM 2/25/19 shows the image below for Jump bikes
in Sacramento. Please note that the outlined service area is a restricted area within the
Sacramento city limits with a very definite exclusion of areas south of Fruitridge Rd. Has
South Sacramento been redlined? (Please refer to a definition of redlining:the systematic
denial of various services to residents of specific, often racially associated,
neighborhoods or communities, either directly or through the selective raising of prices.

According to the Bee’s article, the city ordinance concerning Jump bikes is not expected
until Spring, 2019, however 1000 Jump bikes are now in the city.
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Please explain how this business that relies so heavily on existing city infrastructure for
traffic, parking, safety issues, policing issues, and temporary storage of bikes on public as
well as private property can operate in the absence of an established city ordinance and
certain and specific enforcement of existing laws related to use of bicycles and/or rental
vehicles.
Uber is a very large business. According to Market Watch
(https://www.marketwatch.com/story/uber-proposals-double-the-companys-value-at-120billion-in-possible-2019-ipo-2018-10-16)
“Uber Technologies Inc. recently received proposals from Wall Street banks
valuing the ride-hailing company at as much as $120 billion in an initial public
offering that could take place next year, according to people familiar with the
matter.
That eye-popping figure is nearly double Uber’s valuation in a fundraising round
just two months ago and more than General Motors Co. GM, -0.32% , Ford
Motor Co. F, +0.23% and Fiat Chrysler Automobiles NV FCAU, +1.15% are
worth combined.”
My questions below still need to be answered. I had hoped the answers would be
provided before allowing this business to begin so that financial, accountability, and
safety concerns are set on a secure and understandable foundation. Sacramento is dealing
with a company worth as much as $120 billion. While the Jump bikes in Sacramento are
just a very small part of Uber’s value, we must be sure we are not harmed in any way in
establishing and operating this business. This Goliath must not bully our David.
As a resident of South Sacramento, I am very concerned that Sacramento city folks living
within all areas south of Fruitridge Rd. are served by Jump bikes even if that means the
ratio of Jump bikes to population needed for this area may not match that for areas in
downtown/midtown/East Sac. I suspect the potential customers for the Boost Plan in
South Sacramento have a more significant share of those who would want to take
advantage of the lower cost compared to other areas of the city. Students attending
Cosumnes River College should not be ignored for the Student Plan. Other areas outside
the outlined service area might also want to use Jump bikes and want the city to expand
the Jump service area.
I include in this emailKelly Fong Rivas ofMayor Steinberg’s office and Jennifer Donlon
Wyant, the Active Transportation Program Specialist for the Department of Public
Works who is mentioned in the Bee article today. All three of you working together can
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get the answers to these questions as well as those not mentioned but arise as a result of
these questions and answers. New business can bring in new revenue to Sacramento that
results from jobs, taxes, fees, penalties, sales taxes, etc. It can also result in new
expenditures and demands for services, congestion, crime, injuries, and other items that
bring in negatives that exceed the advantages of the business. I look forward to your
email reply to all these questions and concerns.
Thank you,
Dean Dal Ben
6 Shipman Ct, Sacramento, CA 95823
916-508-6997

From: Matthew Bryant <MBryant@cityofsacramento.org>
Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 11:43:50 AM
To: Dean Dal Ben
Subject: RE: Rental scooters and bikes
Mr. Dal Ben thank you for your interest and questions regarding rental scooters and bikes in the
City of Sacramento. As you mentioned, the City Council will be taking up those issues and and
others so it would be premature to respond to your list. We will circle back after the council
discussions. Thank you again for your interest in this subject.
From: Dean Dal Ben <dean1475@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 3:44 PM
To: Matthew Bryant <MBryant@cityofsacramento.org>
Cc: Dean Dal Ben <dean1475@hotmail.com>
Subject: Rental scooters and bikes

The city council is considering rules and regulations concerning rental scooters
and bikes. Can you please provide answers to the following concerning the use
of rental scooters and/or bikes – (please explain any legal differences, if any, that
exist if used on a street, sidewalk, posted crosswalk, bike lane, private or public
property for the items below). These are some of the issues that must be
addressed to provide for a safe and well functioning community. I know city
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employees are busy with many current duties and budget costs to provide city
services are always reported as critical, so adding additional duties and costs to
the city must be carefully evaluated before action is taken. To be optimistic that
things will work out for the best is not any guarantee of success. Please address
the issues below during a city council meeting.
Please also include Councilman Carr’s level of support pro or con for dealing with
the rental scooter and bike business in Sacramento.
1) Concerning safety/liability issues for these items when they are used on
sidewalks or streets or any public or private property –
a: who is liable for any injury or damage involving the scooter/bike or
driver?
b: will the city set any requirements/limitations/licensing for use? What are
these?
c: will the city set any helmet or safety equipment requirements?
d: what are the similar as well as any different traffic laws and regulations
concerning these devices vs. privately owned bicycles or any type (please
list all)?
e: in order to insure accountability for a variety of issues related to rental
scooters/bikes, how will the city be able to identify each and every rental,
including user?
f: how will the city enforce laws and regulations concerning safety/liability
issues (include police, administrative and court actions)?
g: what are the penalties and/or fines/fees for each different violation?
h: what is the estimated monthly amount to be collected from these
fines/fees?
i: what is the expected monthly cost for enforcement of safety/liability
issues and what is the source of funds to pay for this enforcement?
j: how will this impact other police/administrative/court activities of the city?
k: how many new city employees are needed for the workload that results
from rental scooters/bikes? What will be the average monthly cost for all
these new employees?
2) Concerning parking issues for rental scooters/bikes. This creates different
problems vs. privately owned vehicles, especially since the renter can
have a very short term use of the vehicle. The rental scooter/bike might be
used for less than 10 minutes and left at a location most convenient to the
renter (who can be difficult to trace/identify for a specific use) but a
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problem or hazard for others. The questions below relate to parking for
rental scooters/bikes.
a: who pays for and maintains the racks where these are parked?
b: who determines where these racks are placed and how are these
decisions made? Do people living or working within a three block radius of
a rack have any input in the decision?
c: are the racks in place before any rental is made? If not, where is a
rental to be parked?
d: does the renter have to commit in advance where the scooter/bike will
be parked?
e: parking meters and parking laws do not exist to help subsidize or
provide financial support to a private business, so will any action taken in
regard to parking provide any level of financial support or subsidy to this
business? If yes, why allow this special treatment?
f: will sidewalk space be leased or rented to these rental businesses if
they want to use this public space for their business? How will the value of
that space be determined and can other private businesses be able to
lease/rent sidewalk space to conduct their operations? If not, why does a
rental scooter/bike business get special treatment to take over public
space to even temporarily store their product?
g: how is a parking violation defined and who is liable for the violation?
h: what are the penalties and/or fines/fees for each parking violation?
i: how frequently are rental scooters/bikes to be returned to the business?
What is the penalty for each violation?
j: how frequently during the day will parking enforcement personnel
monitor for violations? Can the public notify parking enforcement for action
on violations (such as photos, etc.)?
k: what is the estimated monthly amount to be collected from these
fines/fees?
l: what is the expected monthly cost for enforcement of parking issues and
what is the source of funds to pay for this enforcement?
m: how will this impact other parking enforcement activities of the city?
n: how many new city employees are needed for the parking enforcement
workload that results from rental scooters/bikes? What will be the average
monthly cost for all these new employees?
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o: if a rental scooter/bike is left on private property without permission, can
the property owner report this to the police for legal action and hold the
possibly abandoned or stolen scooter/bike to be turned over to the police
as evidence?

Thank you for your help answering these questions. Full consideration of these
issues will help to make wise decisions on the impact and costs associated with
bringing any rental scooter/bike business in Sacramento. Please send you
response to me via email to dean1475@hotmail.com

Dean Dal Ben
6 Shipman Ct. Sacramento, CA 95823
916-508-699
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Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Darrell Steinberg
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Mayor Steinberg,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.
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Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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Via Email: February 26, 2019

Dear CM Schenirer and Ms Donlon-Wyant:
Thank you both for your efforts in making Sacramento more friendly to alternative transportation. The
pace at which changes have been made recently has been extremely encouraging, and it's clear that City
Council and city staff understand the types of changes that are needed to make it more feasible for an
increasing proportion of Sacramento's population to cycle for their everyday transportation needs. I
write today in regards to the considered surcharges to the JUMP's bicycling and scooter options. I
completely understand the needs of the revenue, and the desire to use that revenue to address some of
the unintended consequences of these new transportation options. However, I would encourage you to
remain mindful of the fact that they exist as low-GHG transportation options and fulfill a distinct need in
the community. Their continued low cost makes them feasible for many trips that would otherwise be
taken by car. A $1 surcharge (for example) would double the cost for shorter trips, and get closer cost
parity to Uber and Lyft for trips with more than one person. Given the importance of any non-car
transportation option and given the encouraging success of JUMP so quickly in this community, I would
encourage staff to explore other ways to raise needed revenue for bike and scooter infrastructure:
•
A small surcharge on Uber and Lyft rides. Many other cities have done this
(http://www.governing.com/topics/finance/gov-states-cities-taxing-ride-sharing-servicestransit.html ) to great effect. While Uber and Lyft can be used to reduce reliance on
automobiles, we also know that they can increase vehicle miles traveled, due to deadhead miles
in finding passengers, or by offsetting transit or bicycling use. As cyclists, I'm sure you also know
that Uber and Lyft can other have negative effects on city transportation, including double
parking for pickup/dropoffs and endangering pedestrians and cyclists. And because individual
rides are more expensive than JUMP rides, a modest surcharge would do less to discourage use
than a comparatively small JUMP surcharge.
•
The use of parking revenue from tickets issued by city parking enforcement. The pilot
ordinance allows city parking attendants to issue tickets to bikes and scooters that are
improperly stored. Excellent idea! This could also be a source of revenue specifically flagged for
non-car infrastructure.

Ask JUMP for the money directly. JUMP's public disdain for a direct surcharge could be a
bargaining chip to ask them to front money directly from additional infrastructure, leaving them
to flexibility to raise prices in a manner that they fully control but that the Council can provide
input on.
•

CARB's Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund, SB1, or similar grant fund. While the data is still
coming in, we now know that JUMP bikes are more popular than Uber's services in Sacramento.
We also know that GHG emission intensity from electricity is decreasing quickly. On the other
side of the equation, we know that deadhead miles are high for Uber and Lyft, and we're barely
beginning to receive data under SB 1014 from Uber and Lyft. That should allow the City to
quantify GHG emissions reductions from JUMP bike trips and potentially apply for grant funding
on that basis. (Disclosure: I'm a CARB employee, but am making this comment as a private
•
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citizen. I am not involved in grant-funding or regulation of transportation network companies, at
CARB.)
As a final note: While I don't wish to discount the concerns of people who are inconvenienced by JUMP
bikes and scooters, it's worth keeping in context the extent to which we simply accept the ways in which
we've transformed our entire built environment around the automobile and continue to endanger
ourselves in the form of accidents, pollution and climate change. Growing pains from a new
transportation options seem to me to pale in comparison to the issues we live with everyday because
cars dominate our landscape. I hope we can all remember to give proportionate weight to those issues,
which I think you have. Thank you both again for all your work and your time. Please feel free to contact
me.

Best Regards,
Ryan Schauland
rschauland@gmail.com
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March 8, 2019
Honorable Mayor Darrell Steinberg and Councilmembers
Sacramento City Hall
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations Ordinance
Dear Mayor and Councilmembers,
Downtown Sacramento Partnership appreciates the opportunity to share our support for the
staff recommendation of ordinance amendments regulating shared-rideable businesses and
operations within the City of Sacramento.
As the state’s first Property-Based Improvement District (PBID) comprised of property and
business owners that encompass the 66 blocks of downtown Sacramento from 16th Street to the
Old Sacramento Waterfront, Downtown Partnership is eager to see investment in new modes of
transportation and programs that improve access to our downtown core. Shared-rideable
businesses offer exciting opportunities for visitors and workers to utilize active transportation
options, like bikes and e-scooters, while reducing vehicle miles traveled.
We believe the proposed ordinance amendments strike the proper balance for shared-rideable
operators to enter the downtown core while minimizing the impacts shared-rideable vehicles
could add to an active urban core. It is critical that shared-rideables are docked in designated
spaces to avoid public health and safety impacts that can overwhelm a city as new vehicles are
deployed. We urge you to approve the proposed amendments and look forward to continuing to
work with City staff to ensure success.
Sincerely,

Michael Ault
Executive Director
Downtown Sacramento Partnership
Cc:

Howard Chan, City Manager, City of Sacramento
Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Program Specialist, Department of Public Works

Page 95 of 113

Mar. 11, 2019
Hon. Eric Guerra
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)

Dear Vice Mayor Guerra,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to urge you to approve proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at Tuesday’s City Council meeting.
Shared rideables show significant promise as affordable, environmentally friendly alternatives to driving. These
benefits come with the need for common-sense regulation. Sacramento is well situated to learn from the
experience of other cities where shared rideables have been operated for a longer period, especially those cities
that continue to learn painful lessons from having insufficient regulation. We commend the Law & Legislation
Committee, Active Transportation Commission and City staff for their thorough efforts to determine the
appropriate level of regulation for Sacramento.
We strongly support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. The staff analysis demonstrates the
substantial cost of administering permits for multiple operators, providing the needed public infrastructure, and
providing appropriate oversight and enforcement. Sacramento operates with a transportation budget one-third
the size of Oakland’s, despite having the same population. Imposing no permit fee, as requested by prospective
operators, would compromise other essential and undercapitalized transportation functions.
We disagree with the contention among prospective operators that the proposed fees are excessive. These
companies have not demonstrated that the City’s analysis of likely costs or the basis for the proposed fees is
incorrect or inappropriate. In fact, these companies are high-value ventures well able to afford the proposed
permit fees. Uber (parent of JUMP) is preparing an initial public offering valued at $120 billion, while last summer
Uber and Alphabet (parent of Google) invested $335 million in Lime, Bird raised $415 million in capital, and Spin
raised at least $125 million. Their business models rely entirely on having access to publicly funded
infrastructure. City taxpayers – the large majority of whom will never benefit directly from these operations –
should not be expected to absorb the cost of the impacts.
We concur with staff’s prediction that shared rideables will increase the demand for limited parking space.
Parking has been among the biggest impacts of shared rideables in other cities. The proposed fees would
ensure that the City has the necessary funding to respond to this impact. We also concur with the proposed
reduction of the parking requirement to 1 space per device, given the staff’s finding that 1.5 spaces per device is
unnecessary.

Page 96 of 113

Finally, we support limiting the number of permits for a least one year from the issuance of the first permit. If
demand for shared rideables can be shown to exceed the capacity of three operators, the City can revisit this
provision later.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Please feel welcome to contact me at
policy@sacbike.org or 916-769-5865 if you have questions.
With respect,

Jim Brown
Policy Consultant
CC

Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Public Works Department
Jennifer Gress, Office of Mayor Darrell Steinberg
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Mar 11, 2019
Hon. Darrell Steinberg
Sacramento City Council
915 I Street, 5th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Sacramento City Code Regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses and Operations (File ID: 2019-00266)
Dear Mayor Steinberg,
I am writing to you on behalf of WALKSacramento to urge approval of the proposed amendments to
Sacramento’s shared rideable ordinance at the 3/12/19 City Council Meeting.
To realize the air quality, VMT reduction, and health benefits of shared rideables like bicycles and
scooters, the City of Sacramento must enact common-sense regulation that ensures that these systems
are functional, accessible, and do not create an undue burden on City resources. Having benefited from
not being part of the handful of cities that first saw unregulated deployment of e-scooters, Sacramento
has had the opportunity to evaluate challenges and develop meaningful policy to avoid these same
issues. We commend the Law & Legislation Committee, Active Transportation Commission, and
especially City staff for their months of work to discuss, determine, and develop the appropriate level of
regulation for Sacramento.
As an active transportation planning and advocacy organization, we are part of network of similar
agencies and organizations throughout the Country. As such, we have seen the consequences of cities
not sufficiently regulating shared rideable providers. In cities like Santa Monica, San Jose, and San Diego,
issues pertaining to sidewalk clutter, obstructions of the pedestrian path of travel, and sidewalk riding
have not only become a drain on city resources, but have led to lawsuits from the ADA community. By
learning from these partner cities and engaging stakeholders, Sacramento has developed a shared
rideable ordinance that works to address each of these issues proactively.
We support the permit fees proposed in the amended ordinance. Staff’s analysis accounts for the costs
involved in administering permits, providing necessary infrastructure, and providing oversight and
system maintenance. In order to meet the goal of creating a safe, functional, and accessible system,
these costs are unavoidable. It is also worth noting that despite having ideal climate and geographic
conditions for significantly increasing walking and biking, a goal identified by the City’s own Climate
Action Plan, the City operates with a transportation budget and active transportation planning staff less
than half the size of comparable cities like Oakland and Portland. Imposing a reduced permit fee, or
none at all, would limit the ability of an already under-resourced transportation team to meet critical
objectives such as implementing the City’s Vision Zero strategy and improving mobility across the City.
Simply put, shared rideables increase the demand for parking infrastructure. Without providing the
necessary parking, devices can be left blocking the pedestrian right-of-way, and most critically, impeding
909 12th Street, Suite 203
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-446-9255
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ADA access. We support the addition of parking spaces under the proposed fee structure. An added
benefit would be new bicycle and scooter parking in neighborhoods outside of the central city that
currently lack this kind of infrastructure.
We also support limiting the number of permits for at least one year from the issuance of the first
permit. Our understanding from other cities as well as providers is that a major aspect of the shared
mobility business model is brand awareness through over-supply of devices. Underutilized devices that
only serve to drive brand awareness could exacerbate issues around sidewalk clutter and obstructions of
the right-of-way.
We urge you to approve the proposed revisions to the current regulation. Should you have any
questions or need additional information, please contact me at kkumar@walksacramento.org or 916446-9255
Thank you,

Kirin Kumar
Executive Director
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jennifer Donlon Wyant
Nell Hessel
FW: Written Comment Regarding Shared Rideables Ordinance
Wednesday, March 27, 2019 4:00:23 PM
image.png

FYI

From: Jennifer Donlon Wyant
Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 8:40 AM
To: Nell Hessel <NHessel@cityofsacramento.org>
Cc: Jennifer V. Gore <JVGore@cityofsacramento.org>
Subject: FW: Written Comment Regarding Shared Rideables Ordinance
Hi Nell,
Thanks for calling me this morning!
Can you include the letter below in the correspondence packet?
Best,
Jennifer
********
Jennifer Donlon Wyant
Transportation Program Specialist
City of Sacramento | Department of Public Works
916.808.5913
jdonlonwyant@cityofsacramento.org
www.SacramentoBikes.org
www.VisionZeroSac.org

From: April Wick <aprilw@ril-sacramento.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 5:32 PM
To: Jennifer Donlon Wyant <JDonlonWyant@cityofsacramento.org>
Subject: Written Comment Regarding Shared Rideables Ordinance
Hi Jennifer:
I had intended to give in person testimony regarding the Shared Rideable Business Ordinance at the
2pm council meeting, but the item was continued due to the police protests. I am going to submit my
comments to you in this email while the City Council sorts out the meeting environment and in case
the item is continued on a day in which I am unavailable. Please confirm if my comments below will
count in the record.
——
My name is April Marie Wick, and I am the Executive Director of Resources For Independent Living
(RIL). RIL is an advocacy and resource center serving people with disabilities and older adults in
Sacramento and Yolo counties. RIL supports the amendments to the Shared Rideable Business
Ordinance, but would like to add a perspective and suggestion for the Council to consider. There are
two key issues with regard to the shared ride devices that affect our consumers, people with
disabilities, disproportionately. Those are (1) the blocking of accessible paths of travel by rideable
devices such as bikes and scooters and (2) the fact that this mode of transportation is not accessible
to those with physical disabilities. I hear at least once a week from consumers who had to unsafely
maneuver their wheelchair or scooter around a rideable device that was left in the middle of the
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sidewalk, blocking a curb cut, or in front of the accessible entrance to a business. Also, although RIL
applauds the City’s efforts to create alternative modes of transportation, people with physical
disabilities are not able to utilize the current stock of bikes and scooters. It is frustrating to our
consumers that they have to endure both the access consequences and the potential for sharing in
the cost of maintaining a program that they themselves cannot take advantage of. We would ask the
Council that a portion of any fees collected to maintain the program be set aside to create an
accessible bike share program. Several cities across the country have adopted ADA equivalent bike
share programs with much success. The City has an opportunity with this Ordinance to move toward
including all of its citizens in innovative transportation options.
Sincerely,
April Marie Wick
Executive Director
Resources For Independent Living

April Marie Wick
Executive Director
Resources For Independent Living
420 “I” Street, Suite 3
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 446-3074 ext. 203 (Office)
(510) 926-2958 (Cell)
aprilw@ril-sacramento.org
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Proposed
Revisions to
Shared-Rideable
Business
Regulation
in Sacramento

Jennifer Donlon Wyant
City of Sacramento
City Council
Page 103 of
1132019
March
12,

•

Mobility
Context

•
•
•
•

Climate change
Sustainability
Growth
Equity and investment
Public health and safety
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Interests and Issues:
City:
Blocked sidewalks
Improper parking
Sidewalk riding
Provide for devices to low income communities
Ensure full cost recovery
Operators:
Request lower fees
Request per trip fees
Local Stakeholders:
ADA concerns
Provide parking for each device
Provide parking off sidewalks
Saturation of bikes/scooters
Ensure sidewalks are kept clear
Enforcement around parking and sidewalk riding
Provide equity

Page 105 of 113

Law & Legislation
Committee Comments
•

Provide a framework for greater geographic
distribution of the devices throughout the city;

•

Develop a framework for reduced fees for service in
these geographic distribution areas;

•

Reduce the fee for obstructing the pedestrian path
of travel; and

•

Provide a framework for phasing the introduction of
the devices.
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Proposed Revisions
to City Code
•

20% of the fleet must be deployed to
opportunity areas each morning

•

At the discretion of the City Manager,
limit the number of devices for phased
implementation

•

Require parking at racks or designated
areas (funded by fees)

•

Inclusion of a per trip fee structure

•

Reduced fees

•

$15 fee for a share-rideable
obstructing the pedestrian path of
travel
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Proposed Fees
First Time Permit
Annual Renewal
Parking and Infrastructure Fee (annual per
trip per device)
Payable as annual deposit assuming 3 trips per device
per day
(same as car share)

Vehicle fee (annual per device) includes:
•

Parking meter revenue loss fee

•

Monitoring fee

Vehicle fee in opportunity areas (annual per
device) includes:
•

$4,440
$2,220
$0.25 per trip first year
$0.10 per trip annually

$136
$104

Monitoring fee

Obstructing path of travel (per incident)
Impound storage fee (max per day)

$15
$55
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Parking and
Infrastructure Fee
Used by the City to
install parking and support infrastructure
• $0.25 per trip per device per day (first year)
• $0.10 per trip per device per day (following
years)
Payable as an annual deposit
assuming 3 trips per day per device.

Vehicle Fee
In the Core:
• $104 monitoring fee
• $32 parking meter revenue loss fee
In Opportunity Areas
• $104 monitoring fee

Type of Parking
Bike rack or City designated
shared-rideable parking area

123
123

1234

234

345
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23.45

Proposed Fee Structure
Assumes
1000
Devices

Current Proposal
Year 1

Permit
Parking and Infrastructure Fee Per trip
Vehicle fee core area (80%)
Vehicle fee opportunity area (20%)

Year 2

Permit
Parking and Infrastructure Fee Per trip
Vehicle fee core area (80%)
Vehicle fee opportunity area (20%)

Assumptions:
• 1000 devices
• Phased year 1(250 devices each 3 months)
• 3 trips per day per device

200
$4,440
$0.25
$136
$104

$4,440
$171,094
$108,800
$20,800
$305,134

200
$2,220
$0.10
$136
$104

$2,220
$109,500
$108,800
$20,800
$241,320

Assumes 1000
Devices

Previous Proposal
Year 1

Permit
One-Time Parking Installation Fee
Annual Meter Space Loss Fee
Annual Monitoring Fee

Year 2

Permit
One-Time Parking Installation Fee
Annual Meter Space Loss Fee
Annual Monitoring Fee

$4,440
$355
$32
$156

$4,440
$319,500
$25,728
$156,000
$505,668

$2,220
$0.00
$32
$156

$2,220
$0
$25,728
$156,000
$183,948

Fee Reduction
$200k
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Proposed Fee Structure
Assumes
1000
Devices

Current Proposal
Year 1

Permit
Parking and Infrastructure Fee Per trip
Vehicle fee core area (80%)
Vehicle fee opportunity area (20%)

Year 2

Permit
Parking and Infrastructure Fee Per trip
Vehicle fee core area (80%)
Vehicle fee opportunity area (20%)

200
$4,440
$0.25
$136
$104

$4,440
$171,094
$108,800
$20,800
$305,134

City Costs
Parking:
• $355 per device or
• $355,000 for 1000 devices
Parking meter revenue loss
• $32 per device or
• $25,600 for the core

200
$2,220
$0.10
$136
$104

$2,220
$109,500
$108,800
$20,800
$241,320

Staff time
• 1 FTE plus monitoring setup

Assumptions:
• 1000 devices
• Phased year 1(250 devices each 3 months)
• 3 trips per day per device
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Fee Comparison
•

Oakland:
 $204 per device

•

Santa Monica
 $515 per device

•

Tempe, AZ:
 $369 per device per year

•

Raleigh, NC:
 $300 per device per year

•

Tampa, FL:
 $365 per device per year

•

Seattle:
 $250,000 permit
 2.5 FTE plus parking infrastructure

Peer cities experienced a need for
1.5-3.5 FTEs
for shared-rideable monitoring

Sacramento Fees
Year 1: $305 per device
Year 2: $241 per device
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Thank you!
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