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regulating Shared-Rideable Businesses; and 2) adopt a Resolution approving the
revised Shared- Rideable Business and Operations Permit Fees.
Contact: Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Program Specialist (916) 808-5913; Ryan
Moore, City Traffic Engineer (916) 808-6629, Department of Public Works

Description of Change: The attached correspondence was received after publishing.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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.

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

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

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

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.

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

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?

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
the State and can be found at: https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/2017-JC-

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

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.

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.

********
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?

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.

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

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

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

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?

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

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.

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

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
•

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

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

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.

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

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
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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

