July 26, 2018
Jennifer Donlon Wyant
Active Transportation Program Specialist
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Jennifer,
I’m writing on behalf of Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates to follow up on our recent conversation about a
possible City permit to allow e-scooter share to operate in Sacramento.
Without knowing more about the City’s permit and any possible regulation of e-scooter share operators, or which
operators might seek a permit, my comments are general at this point:


So long as scooter share can help get people out of cars, that serves the interests of people on bikes.
The City should limit its permit to operators that are prepared to serve and support the City’s active
transportation goals.



Sidewalks must remain accessible to pedestrians, especially seniors and families, those with mobility
impairments and those accessing public transit. Scooters must not be operated on sidewalks.



Scooter share users must be provided with coherent, intuitive parking that leaves bike racks open for
locking bikes only. Scooter share parking must be kept separate from bike parking.



The City must continue to prioritize adequate on-street accommodation for bikes and other devices
like scooters. Requiring users to use inadequate infrastructure, then penalizing them for taking a safe
but unauthorized option, is bad policy and could discourage reliance on active transportation, which will
increase driving, endanger people on bikes, and degrade air quality.

Thank you again for the opportunity to contribute to the City’s decision-making about e-scooter share. Please let
me know how else SABA can help.
Sincerely,

Jim Brown
Executive Director

November 26, 2018
To whom it may concern:
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments in response to the Proposed Revisions
to Shared Rideables Regulation in Sacramento. Uber Technologies, Inc. and its subsidiary Social
Bicycles LLC d/b/a JUMP (“JUMP”) commend the City for embracing revisions that would not limit
the number of providers or the number of shared-rideable devices. This approach will enhance
competition and promote increased access and better service for Sacramento’s residents and
visitors. Consistent with that vision, below we address five areas where the City should retain
additional flexibility and discretion to enable these rapidly-evolving services to flourish in
Sacramento
First, we suggest eliminating any reference to a specific ratio for required parking spaces
per device, such as 1.5:1 or 1:1. According to the proposed revisions, going forward the City will
be tasked with deploying parking infrastructure, instead of shared-rideable business operators.
The City will be in the best position to manage and adjust the parking space ratio according to
demonstrated needs as the program progresses. There is no need to tie the City’s own hands
with a codified ratio when a flexible approach would be more appropriate for these evolving
services. If the City maintains a specific ratio, we respectfully request that the City clarify that any
proprietary parking spots installed by a shared-rideable business operator would count towards
the minimum parking spot requirements, even though the operator would not be able to deduct
the associated installation costs from any applicable parking-related fees.
Second, we advise against earmarking fees for parking infrastructure specifically, as
opposed to infrastructure to support shared rideables more generally. The City should retain
flexibility to use fees for bike lanes and other types of infrastructure in addition to parking spots.
We wholeheartedly agree that the City should use funds collected from shared-rideable business
operators to support shared rideable operations, and merely wish to ensure that the City is able to
use these fees for a variety of related projects in order to meet that goal.
Third, we recommend a flat annual operations fee, such as $50,000 or even $150,000 per
year, in lieu of several per-device fees. A per-device fee would be unduly complex to implement.
Such a fee would inevitably raise questions such as when and how to “count” vehicles towards the
associated per-device fee, and how frequently and under what circumstances additional fees
should be paid mid-year. A flat fee would be straight-forward and predictable for both the City and
shared-rideable business operators. Moreover, a flat fee would better-account for the efficiencies
that will arise as more devices are made available; for example, the same individual full-time City
employee could likely monitor 1,500 devices just as well as 1,000 devices. In addition, a flat
annual fee would be more conducive to straight-forward future revisions to the Code if the City’s
necessary expenditures outpace the fees collected under the existing framework.

Fourth, although we support the City’s authority to cite users for improperly parking
devices, we encourage the City to implement this requirement in a flexible manner, including a
three- to six-month warning period where citations may be issued without imposing the associated
fee. Gradually increasing enforcement over time will allow both the City and shared-rideable
business operators to educate users before such penalties are imposed.
Finally, we urge the City to ensure that any third party towing company engaged by the City
for enforcement purposes would not be granted enforcement discretion, but rather would merely
execute enforcement decisions dictated by the City. We caution that towing companies may
become overly-zealous given the right financial incentives, and as a result, any City arrangement for
towing should fairly reimburse but not over-compensate the towing provider.
We thank the City for its thoughtful approach to regulating shared rideables, and would
welcome an opportunity to discuss our comments in more detail.

Sincerely,

Avra van der Zee
Director, JUMP Market Entry

1
625El
ect
r
i
cAve
Veni
ce,CA,90291

bi
r
d.
co

Lime
One Sansome Street, Suite 2100
San Francisco, CA 94104
November 16, 2018

Dear Mayor Steinberg, Vice Mayor Hansen, and City of Sacramento Councilmembers:
Lime looks forward to forging a new path with the City of Sacramento and providing
micro-mobility services to the City. We have appreciated the open dialogue with the
City and ability to provide feedback as the City creates its legislative framework and
regulatory structure to bring electric scooters to the City. During this process, there
has been lengthy conversations between Lime and City officials regarding an
appropriate and reasonable fee structure. At this time, it is Lime’s position that the
fees the City has currently proposed are set far above what is reasonably necessary
to promulgate an e-scooter-sharing program that provides equitable first-mile,
last-mile access to residents in all areas of the City. We would like to explain and then
propose an alternative solution that we believe will meet the city’s cost-recovery
goals.
Lime has full understanding that cities must recover the cost expended to
implement and provide enforcement measures for an e-scooter sharing program,
especially since the program utilizes the public right-of-way. The City is within its full
right to set fees that are reflective of those administrative and enforcement costs.
With that said, other major markets such as the City of Dallas have conducted cost
analysis studies to inventory the labor, administrative, and enforcement costs, along
with other applicable city resources required to implement e-scooter sharing
programs and have used that inventory to create a fee structure that truly reflects
the actual cost needed to manage an e-scooter sharing program. Within this letter,
Lime has attached a copy of the Dallas cost analysis study. Lime acknowledges that
it will comply with the fees set by the City, however, the fees that have been
proposed are unprecedented among the 100+ markets that we serve.
Providing Access and Equity
The fee structure presented to operators lends itself to creating an atmosphere
where operators are only incentivized to deploy e-scooters in the downtown and
midtown areas, where ridership is likely to be highest and therefore where operators
will be most equipped to recoup revenue to offset the high fee costs. If the goal of
the City is to support transportation option availability to all parts of the City,
including low-income and underserved areas, the proposed fee structure and the
parking regulations make it very difficult for Lime, or any operator, to operate

e-scooters in all parts of the City. Further, underserved and low-income
neighborhoods lack bike racks and metered parking that would be necessary for
Lime to comply with the proposed regulations. High fees are counter-productive to
encouraging operators to have fleets that would provide comprehensive service
across all areas of the City.
Recommendation: Per-Trip Fee
An alternative to the total fixed fee costs proposed, is a hybrid fee structure that
includes a fixed fee for the permit application and renewal, with a per-trip fee that is
assessed to every reservation made through the operator’s mobile application
platform. Lime would suggest that an appropriate per trip fee will be $0.10 cents per
trip. This could be monitored and assessed by providing data sharing access to the
City via the innovative Mobility Data Specification (MDS), as developed by LADOT.
This fee structure is implemented in other major mobility sharing markets around
the country.
This fee structure allows the City to receive revenue that is directly correlated to use.
An increase in ridership will translate to an increase in funding, which the City can
dedicate towards the proper amount of bike racks and parking corrals based on the
amount of ridership seen within the City. This flexibility also allows the City to not
overinvest in infrastructure that may not be needed.
We are excited to see the other proposed changes to the ordinance that would
revise the permit application requirements for shared mobility operators. We look
forward to working closely with you and staff on moving forward.
Sincerely,

Sam Dreiman
sam@li.me
Director of Strategic Development
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1801 East 51st Street, Suite 365-504
Austin, Texas 78723
p: (214) 770-7153
www.mgtconsulting.com

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction
MGT Consulting Group, LLC (MGT) is pleased to present the City of Dallas with this summary cost analysis for fees associated with the
Dockless Vehicle Permit Program as part of a new Article X, Chapter 43 of the Dallas City Code. Dockless vehicles are defined as bicycles,
electric bicycles, or and electric motorized scooter in the Texas Transportation Code Sections 551.201, 551.351, 551.001, AND 551.002. These
vehicles can be located and unlocked using a smartphone app.
This report identifies the full costs of providing a comprehensive permitting, monitoring, review, and enforcement program for companies
and bicycles that fall under this program. City staff costs from a proposed four-person project team assigned to administer and oversee
dockless vehicle operations are included in this cost analysis. Staff involved in this program include those currently located, or proposed to
be located, in the Transportation Department.
Dallas has a long history of reviewing its fees and charges and conducts reviews of each department every three to four years. Its Financial
Management Performance Criteria (FMPC) requires a review of selected fees and charges every four years. The City remains interested in
accurately reporting the full cost of providing various fee-related services and exploring the possibilities of modifying current fees in order
to better reflect cost. Since its initial studies dating back to the 1990s, the City has regularly undergone similar studies in order to maintain
the accuracy in reporting the costs to provide fee-related services, and establishing fees based on cost.
Chapter 43, “Streets and Sidewalks,” of the Dallas City Code is in the process of being revised to reflect establishing of a Dockless Vehicle
Permit Program. This program has several proposed components that include establishment of a fee structure to offset the cost of
administering a permitting and monitoring program for these types of vehicles. This report reflects the cost analysis based upon 2017-18
proposed operational costs and processes and reflects an initial fee schedule for businesses that may fall into the program.
This report is the culmination of two months of work between MGT and Transportation Department staff. MGT would like to take this
opportunity to acknowledge all city personnel who participated on this project for their efforts and coordination. Their responsiveness and
continued interest in the outcome of this study contributed greatly to its comprehensiveness.

Study Scope and Objectives
The study included a review of fee-for service activities within the Dockless Vehicle Program.
The study was performed under the direction of the Transportation Department. The primary goals of the study were to:
 Develop a schedule of current fees and charges.
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 Define what it costs the City to provide its Dockless Vehicle Permit fee-related services.
 Develop cost recovery projections based on recommended fees.
 Identify factors that might affect a decision to implement a fee structure based upon a recovery of full costs.
The information summarized in this report addresses each of these issues and provides the City with the tools necessary to make informed
decisions about implementing any proposed fees and the resulting impact on City revenues.

Study Findings
The study's primary objective is to provide the City's decision-makers with defensible data needed for setting fees. This report details the
full cost of services and presents proposed fees and projected revenues based on recommended user fee cost recovery levels.
Recommendations were based upon careful consideration of the results of the cost analysis. They reflect recovering 100% of costs
related to program administration and operation. The exhibit on the following page displays the costs and revenues of the Dockless
Program into the following categories:
Column A, User Fee Costs – This study evaluated $353,361 of program costs. Of that total, $283,562 (or 80.2%) is related to user fee
services. It is this $283,562 that is the focus of this study and represents the total potential for user fee-related revenues for the City in the
Dockless Vehicle Permit Program.
Column B, Current Revenues – Since this is a new program with an entirely new fee structure, current revenues are projected at zero.
Column C, General Fund Subsidy – Current fee levels recover 0% of full cost, leaving 100% or $283,562 to be funded by other funding
sources. This $283,562 represents an opportunity for an updated and more focused cost recovery effort by the City for fee-related
services.
Column D, Recommended Recovery – It is estimated that adoption of the recommended cost recovery policy would increase fee
revenue to a maximum of $283,562, assuming the volumes of dockless vehicle companies and bicycles would be billed and collected.
This would increase the overall cost recovery level to 100%.
Column E, Increased (Decreased) Revenue – A maximum of $283,562 in additional revenue would be generated with these fee
adjustments.
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Dockless Vehicle Permit Program

User Fee Cost & Revenue Analysis
FY 2018
CURRENT
(A) Costs, User
Fee Services

User Fee Department
TRN - Dockless Vehicle Program
Totals:

RECOMMENDED

(B) Current
Revenue

(C) Current
Subsidy

(D) Cost
Recovery Policy

(E) Increased
(Decreased)
Revenue

$

283,562 $

-

0% $

283,562

100% $

283,562

100% $

283,562

$

283,562 $

-

0% $

283,562

100% $

283,562

100% $

283,562
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Methodology
A cost of service study is comprised of two basic elements:
 Hourly rates of staff providing the service.
 Time spent to provide the service
The product of the hourly rate calculation times the time spent yields the cost of providing the service.
Hourly Rates
The hourly rate methodology used in this study includes city staff hourly salary and benefit rates to arrive at fully burdened hourly rates. Fully
burdened hourly rates are a mechanism used to calculate the direct salary and fringe benefits cost of providing services. The proper
identification of direct labor costs is crucial to the determination of the direct cost of providing services.
Direct costs are typically defined as those that can be identified specifically to a function or activity, including labor, and possibly materials
or supplies. This analysis included materials, supplies, contractual services, and administrative costs. MGT’s hourly rate calculation
methodology for the Dockless Vehicle Program includes the following line items:

311 Reporting Application
Building Rental/Lease
Uniforms
Radios
Computers
Cell Phone
Annual Cost Analysis

Description

Annual Amount
$25,580
$15,000
$1,487
$5,200
$4,200
$600
$1,500

Personnel Services Analysis – each staff classification associated with the Dockless Vehicle Permit program is analyzed in the study. Staff
classifications include a Manager II, and Engineer Assistant, and two Parking Enforcement Officers. The first burden factor is comprised of
compensated absences such as vacation/holidays/sick leave days taken in a year’s time. Staff classifications are then categorized as
either direct (operational) or indirect (administrative or supervisory) labor. In some cases, a classification will have both direct and indirect
duties. The total indirect portion of staff cost is incorporated into hourly overhead rates.
The proposed staff responsibilities are defined as follows:
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 Manager II - this position will provide program oversight for the Dockless Vehicle Program. Primary duties include but are not limited
to; reviewing and processing permits submitted to the City of Dallas, reviewing 311 summary reports to ensure compliance with
permit guidelines, analyzing ridership data submitted by the operators to aid in route and infrastructure planning, following up with
inquiries from City Council representatives, citizens, the media, and others as needed. Presenting program related information to
City staff and City Council representatives. Fifty percent of this position’s time will be dedicated to activities unrelated to the dockless
vehicle program. These costs are identified as “Non-Fee Related” and are excluded from the full cost fee calculations.
 Engineer Assistant – this position will be involved in the day-to-day operations of the Dockless Vehicle Program. Primary duties include
but are not limited to; reviewing and processing permits submitted to the City of Dallas; Reviewing comments submitted through
the City’s 311 system and compiling the comments into reports; analyzing and compiling ridership data into reports to aid in route
and infrastructure planning, coordinating the installation of dockless vehicle parking, and following up with inquiries from City
Council representatives, citizens, the media, and others as needed.
 Parking Enforcement Officers - these positions will patrol the City daily to ensure compliance with the permit guidelines. Primary
duties include but are not limited to; monitoring the comments collected through the City’s 311 system, identifying vehicles that
need to be removed or rebalanced, following up on comments and complaints to ensure issues are addressed, rebalancing and/or
removing dockless vehicles and storing them as needed.
Indirect Cost Rate – a ratio of indirect cost to direct labor (salaries plus benefits) is established. This analysis includes one element of indirect
cost:
 Indirect Labor – includes compensated absences, administrative and supervisory staff costs.
Fully Burdened Hourly Rates – incorporates all the elements that comprise the hourly rates used in this cost analysis.
 Each direct or operational staff classification is listed, together with the average annual salary.
 The hourly salary rate is calculated by the taking annual salary and dividing by the projected available productive hours in a year.
 The benefit rate reflects the average benefit rate multiplied against the salary rate.
 The overhead rate is derived by multiplying the internal indirect cost rates against the salary plus benefit rates.
The total combines the salary, benefits and overhead rates. This is the fully burdened rate for each staff classification.
MGT prepared indirect overhead rates and corresponding hourly rate calculations using budgeted 2018 personnel services expenditures.
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The hourly rates also include $4,721 in indirect costs as identified in the City’s overhead cost allocation rate calculation for the Transportation
Department. This amount includes allocated costs from “central service” City departments that include those such as City Manager, Human
Resources, Building Services, Budget Management, and Purchasing.
Time Spent
The first step in the process was to identify staff time spent directly on each of the user fee activities. The program manager identified time
spent to complete each task associated with program-related user fee services. Estimated annual volume statistics were also gathered in
order to develop total annual workload information. This information is provided in detailed user fee workbooks that were provided to the
City staff as part of the study. However, the projected number of Dockless vehicle companies requiring annual or renewal permits is
estimated at seven (7), and the total number of bicycles is estimated at fifteen-thousand (15,000).
Fee Calculations and Revenue Projections
Given this information, MGT was able to calculate the cost of providing each service, both on a per-unit and total annual basis (per-unit
cost multiplied by annual volume equals total annual cost). As mentioned above, costs were calculated by multiplying per-unit time
estimates by the hourly labor rates. Full costs are then compared to current fees/revenues collected (in this case, no revenues are now
collected), and subsidies are identified. A detailed User Fee Summary identified by individual fee may be viewed in Section II of this report.

Dockless Vehicle Permit Program
The proposed new Article X in Chapter 43 of the Dallas City Code establishes new processes and guidelines for a Dockless Vehicle Permit
fee structure. The City staff is working with various Dockless Vehicle companies and interested neighborhood and business groups to
develop Article X and follow the Texas Transportation Code, while providing reasonable requirements for dockless vehicle operation,
parking, data sharing, and enforcement of new requirements.
This new program required a current cost of service model. Fees collected from the dockless vehicle companies are intended to offset the
City’s costs of administering this program. The User Fee Summary on the following page shows 100% as the recommended recovery rate to
cover all direct and indirect costs for these services.
Since this program identifies a new fee structure, current revenues are shown as zero. The program will need to generate approximately
$283,562 in revenues to fully fund the program as City staff envisions. These costs are summarized in the table on the following page. Fee
recommendations include 100% cost recovery. Assuming the projected volumes hold true (seven dockless vehicle companies and 15,000
bicycles) and collection rates yield 100% in collections, fee adjustments will generate approximately $283,562 in revenues.
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User Fee Study Summary Sheet
City of Dallas, Texas
Transportation - Dockless Vehicle
2018
Current

Recommendations

Per Unit

Service Name
Bike Company Annual Permit
Bike Company Permit (Renewal)
Annual Bike permit (per bike)
Non-Fee Related Activities

Annual
Current Fee
Volume
7
7
15,000
1

$
$
$
$

-

Full Cost
$
$
$
$

776
388
18
69,799

Annual

Current
Annual Cost
Recovery %
0%
0%
0%
0%

$
$
$
$

5,429
2,714
275,419
69,799

Per Unit

Annual
Revenue
$
$
$
$

Annual
Subsidy
$
$
$
$

-

Recovery
Level
100%
100%
100%
0%

5,429
2,714
275,419
69,799

Annual

Fee @
Policy Level
$
$
$
$

775.54
387.77
18.36
-

Annual
Revenues
$
$
$
$

5,429
2,714
275,419
-

Increased
Revenue
$
$
$
$

5,429
2,714
275,419
-

Recommended
Subsidy
$
$
$
$

69,799

$283,562

$0
0%

$283,562
100%

$283,562
100%

$283,562
0%

$0
0%

Total Other Services
% of Full Cost

$69,799

$0
0%

$69,799
100%

$0

$0

$69,799

Department Totals
% of Full Cost

$353,361

$0
0%

$353,361
100%

$283,562
80%

$283,562
0%

$69,799
20%

Total User Fees
% of Full Cost

Full Cost Staffing Summary
Hourly Rate Components

Position
Engineer Assistant
$
Manager II
$
Parking Enforcement Officer $

Annual
Salary

Salary &
Benefits

Full
Internal
External Cost
Full Cost Dept
Support Hourly by Position
Admin
Rate

44,000 $ 28.67 $ 10.48 $
86,000 $ 56.04 $ 20.47 $
43,845 $ 28.57 $ 10.44 $

0.53 $ 39.68 $
1.04 $ 77.55 $
0.53 $ 39.54 $

TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS:

$

71,422
139,598
142,341
353,361
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