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FILE NO. 17121"0 

1 [Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Transportatfon Code to prohibit Non-Standard. Vehicles from 

4 operating without a permit as required by Article 1200 of that Code; and affirming the: 

5 Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and ·uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times}lewRomanfont. 
Board- amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in striket~rough Arial font. · 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsec~ions or parts of tables.

1 
· 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

13 Section 1 .. The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in 

14 this ordinance comply with the California Environmental Qualify Act (California Public 

15 Resources Code Sections·21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the 

16 Board of Supervisors in File No. 171210 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board 

17 affirms this determination .. 

18 

19 · Section 2. The Transportation Code is·h~reby amended by revising Sectio_n 7.3.50, to 

20 · read as follows: 

21 SEC. 7.3 .. 50. OPl;RATING WIT.HOUT A PERMIT. 

22 (a) For any person or entity to drive or operate any taxi on the public street without 
, . 

23 a permit issued by the SFMTA authorizing such ~riving or operation. The penalty for violation. 

24 of this S1:Jbsection 7 .3.50' shall be $2,500 for the first offense ~:md $5,000 for a subsequent · 

25 offense, except as otherwise provided by Public ·utilities Code Section.541.2.2(a). For 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 purposes of this Section 7.3.SO(a), taxi shall mean a motor vehicle for hire that picks up 

. 2 passengers without prearrangement. 

3 (b) For 'any person or entity to operate any· Dispatch Service or to provide taxi-

4 related services to Drivers or Medallion Holders, including but not limited to procurement of a 

5 Taxi vehicle, vehicle insurance._ or maintenance, or the recruitment; management._ or 

6 scheduling of Drivers, without a permit issued by the SFMTA authorizing such operation in 

7 · accordance with the provisions of this Code. 

8 (c) For any person to drive, or to allow another person to drive, a vehicle that is 

9 authorized for use as a Motor Vehicle for Hire without a Driver Permit issued by the SFMTA. 

10 (d) For any person or entity to operate a Non-Standard Vehicle on a public street without 

11 the applicable permit issued by the SFMTA in accordance with Article J 200 of this Code. 

12 

13 Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

14 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the. ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

15 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

16 of SuperVisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

17 

18 Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors . 

·19 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

20 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

21 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

. 22 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with tl:le "Note" that appears under 
I 

23 the official title of the ordinance. · 

24 

25 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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Permit Program 

• MTA Board a·pproved in 
October 2017 

• Key requirements: 
~ - Stops in safe, leg-al 

locations 
~Muni duplication 

-Data 
- Accessibility 

· • ·Chariot has applied 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

~ 
,{~~--:SC<?~ . . C'itv H31l 
{{ · Dr. Carlton B. Go~dlett Place, Room 244 
l>-1 San Francisco 94102-4689 
'{:. Tel. No. 554-5184 
·9Q Fax No. 554-5163 

)'~~ TDD!TTY No. 554-5227 . s • 

December 5, 2017 

. F.ile No~ 171210 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting ·Environmental Revi.ew Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

On November 28, 2017, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency introduced 
the following proposed legislation: · · 

File No. 171210 

Ordinance amending the Transportation Co_de to prohibit Non-Standar.d 
Vehicles from operating without a permit as required by Article 1200 of that 
Code; and affinning the Planning. Dept;1rtment's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act. · 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

· ~y~ A a omera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 
Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines 

Sections 15378 and 15060(c) (2) because it "does not 
resul_t in a physical change in the environment. 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmen~I Planning Joy 

Navarrete 
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. : Digltally signed by Joy Navarrete 

.: DN:cn=JoyNavauete,o=Planolng. 
ou ... Environmental Planning, 
.~r~-navarrete@sfgov.org, 

Date: 201aot.22 17:06:-45 -OS'OO' 



Date: 

SFMTA 
Municipal ·. 
Transportation 
Agency 

August 14, 2017 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department 

From: AlexJonlin, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

Through: Erik Jaszewski, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

Subject: Private Transit Vehicle Permit Program 

INTRODUCTION 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) proposes to establish a regulatory 
framework governing the operation and permitting of Private Transit Vehicles operating in San 
Francisco--historically termed "jitneys." For purposes of the Agency's permitting authority, Private 
Transit Vehicles are defined as privately-owned, passenger-carrying vehicles that are rised to provide 
transportation to the public for individual fares, excluding (1) Taxis, (2) vehicles regulated by the 
California Public Utilities Commission (such as Transportation Network Companies), (3) vehicles 
operated by an organization for the purposes of transporting discrete groups of persons such as 
employees, students, patients or clients, ( 4) ambulances, and (5) fixed guideway services such as 
passenger railways. · 

In order to ensure private transit vehicle services operate in a manner that supports SFMTA's goals as 
outlined in the Strategic Plan, the Transit First Policy, and the Emerging Mobility Services and 
Technologies Guiding Principles, SFMTA proposes to establish a permit program and regulatory 
framework for PTV s in San Francisco. Companies would be required to apply for and receive a permit 
prior to operating private transit service that is open to the public and charges individual fares in the 
city. Applicants would be required to provide detailed information about their proposed service and to 
demonstrate that the service complies with SFMTA policies in order to receive a permit. While permit 
issuance would not require subsequent 
approval by the SFMTA Board of 
Directors, such issuance is discretionary 
and is based on the terms and conditions 
established in the PTV Program. 

PTV activities may increase or decrease 
irrespective of the establishment of the 
PTV Permit Program. However, as 
SFMTA's issuance of PTV permits is 
discretionary, the Agency would ensure · 
such actions that are subject to the 
California Environmental Quality Act 

Not a "project" pursuant to CEQA as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15060(c) and 15378(b) 
because the action would not result in a direct physical 
change in the environment, oi: a reasonably 
foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment. 

·. 

2)
. Dlg .. ltallyslgned byChri>tophe<Espiritu 

ON: dc=org, do=sfgov, dc=dtyplanning, 
;, ou=CityPJanning. ou=Environmental 
·p.~!'."!n.g, cn=Chris:topher Espiritu, 
-art3ii~!'lstopher.Es:piritU@sfgov.org 

• . Date:20f7.08.1417:26:04--07'00' 8/14j2Q1 7 

Christopher Espiritu Date 
San Francisco Planning Department 

1 South Van Ness Avenue 7th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 415. 701.4500 www.sfmta.com 
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2 

would be reviewed by the San Francisco Planning Department. CW:rent operations of PTV's in San 
Francisco are considered a baseline condition and would be permitted as such. However, prior to 
issuing any subsequent permits, the SFMTA would document any change in operations as compared to 
that which was permitted in the prior year so as to appropriately characterize any p~tential. . 
environmental effects resulting from such pennitting action by ·sFMTA. 

BACKGROUND 

Private Transit Vehicle operators in San Francisco currently consist of one organization--Chariot. 
They service approximately twelve routes (as shown in Figure 1), at frequencies ranging from five to 
fifteen minutes during peak commute hours. In order to serve these routes, the SFMTA estimates that 
Chariot operates approximately 100 vehicles. on San Francisco streets. 

Figure 1 - Existing Chariot Routes 
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The SFMTA is not aware of any other existing or future private transit vehicle providers or additional 
routes or private transit vehicles from Chariot. Therefore, any additional routes or.increase in number 
of Private Transit Vehicles are not reasonably foreseeable. Permittees would be required to notify the 
SFMTA of any changes in service, including routes, stops, and vehicles used, and the SFMTA would 
monitor throughout the year to ensure permittees' operations are compliant with permit terms and 
conditions. However, these changes would not be subject to approval on an individual basis. Private 
Transit Vehicle operators would be required to apply for a new permit on an annual basis. 

PERMIT PROGRAM ELEMENTS 

Application 

Applicants would be required to provide the; following information in order to be considered for a 
permit: 

• Contact information 
• Up-to-date California Highway Patrol safety inspection records 
• A service plan describing the proposed service, including detailed information on any routes, 

frequency, service hours, and staging locations 

3 

• List of stops, including demonstration that all stops are at locations where1oading is permitted 
• Valid insurance certificates 
• List of vehicles, including license plate numbers, valid California registrations, and vehicle 

specification~ · 

. • Driver training policies 
• Policies and procedures for providing access to people with disabilities 
• Fare structure and methods of fare payment 
• Service disruption prevention plan, including steps taken to avoid labor-related service 

disruptions 
• Agreement to indemnify the City 

Permit Terms and Conditions 

Permittees would be required to abide by the following permit terms and conditions. Violations could 
result in administrative penalties or permit revocation. 

• Communication: 
o Establish a designated point of contact and responding to communications in a timely 

manner 
o Have a mechanism in place for receiving and addressing customer complaints 
o Post fare structure and accepted methods of fare payment on website 

• Licensing and Insurance: 
o Compliance with California Highway :Patrol safety inspection requirements 
o Liability insurance requirements similar to CPUC standard for similar services 
o Valid San Francisco business license · 

61 



• Vehicles: 
o Valid permit authorization sticker on each vehicle 
o Valid California registration and license plates 
o Vehicles must be no more than eight years old or meet emissions standards applicable 

to new vehicles eight years prior 
c !'Jo mere tJ.11.an 25 feet h'l.lcn5JL, c:Accptin.g bicy·clc .racks 
o Capability to transmit GPS data , 
o No outstanding past-due citations 
o Autonomous vehicles must comply with any local regulations 

• Drivers 
o Valid California clriver's license 
o View Large Vehicle Urban Driving Safety Video and complete other training as 

required by SFMTA · 
o Compliance with state and federal labor standards 
o Compliance with existing background check and drug and alcohol testing requirements 

• Routes 

4 

o New routes must not duplicate.Muni service (excepting those routes at are in operation 
prior to establishment of the permitting program) 

o No travel on restricted streets 
o No travel in Muni Only or Transit Only lanes 
o Notify SFMTA of any changes to service plan or routes 

• Stops 
o No stopping in travel lane, red zones, or other locations where stopping is prohibited 
o Loading only in legal locations such as white passenger loading zones 
o · Permittees may apply for general, non-designated passenger loading zones through the 

Color Curb Program (specific locations are not currently foreseeable) 
o Active loading while in designated loading zones - no staging 
o Notify SFMTA of any changes to stop locations 

• Data 
o Live GPS location data of all vehicles in PTV service in San Francisco 
o Ridership data as requested 

• . Accessibility and Equity 
o Provide equal access to people with disabilities 
o Contribute to SFMTA accessibility fund if equal service not provided 
o Non-discrimination clause 

Permit Fees 

First-time applicants would be required to pay a non-refundable application fee. Permittees would 
·thereafter be required to pay a fee on an annual basis. The fee amount scales up in increments based on 
the size of the permittee's vehicle fleet. Fees would go towards administration and enforcement of the 
program, consistent with state law requiring permit fees to be set on a cost recovery basis. 

Incentives would be offered to permittees to encourage use of clean air vehicles and service to 
historically uriderserved areas of the city. Permittees that operate zero-emissions vehicles would be 
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eligible for an annual fee reduction of up to 20%, dependent on the percentage of the permittee's fleet 
composed of such v~hicles. Permittees offering service to MTC-defined Communities of Concern 
south of Cesar Chavez and Taraval Streets would also be eligible for fee reductions of up to 20%, 
dependent on the amount of service provided to those communities. 

Enforcement 

Permittees would be subject to administrative penalties of $250 per violation per day for violation of 
permit terms and conditions. Investigators from the SFMTA Taxis and Accessible Services Division 
would be ass!gned to the PTV program and would be empowered to issue penalties as well as citations 
for parking infractions like double-parking or stopping in bus zones. These investigators would also 
coordinate with parking control officers, who would continue to be able to cite PTVs for parking 
infractions. 

Repeated violation of permit terms and conditions could result in permit probation and revocation. 
Applicants and permittees would be able to appeal permit application denials, administrative penalties, 
and permit revocation with the SFMTA Hearing Division. · 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo. 171017-133 

WHEREAS, Small privately-operated, publicly-accessible buses and vans, often known 
as jitneys; have a long history in San Fran<;:isco; and, 

WHEREAS, The SFMf A has regulatory authority over Motor Vehicles for Hire and 
Non-Standard Vehicles, including jitneys, operated wholly within the City and County of San 
Francisco; and, 

WHEREAS, The City's jitney regulations were repealed in 2011 after jitneys had all but 
disappeared from San Francisco streets; and, 

WHEREAS, Since 2011, new private transit vehicle services have begun operation in San 
Francisco; and, 

WHEREAS, Since that time, SFMfA has received complaints from San Francisco 
residents, Muni operators, and others regarding PTV service in San Francisco, including 
violations of traffic laws and traffic and community impacts; and 

WHEREAS, Private transit vehicles have the potential to support the City's goals if they 
operate safely, replace single-occupancy vehicle trips, reduce car ownership, complement transit 
and contribute to a reduction in parking demand, although SFMTA lacks data on the full effects 
of private transit vehicles at this time; and 

WHEREAS, Private transit vehicles can contribute to adverse impacts on San Francisco's 
transportation network, including delaying transit bus and rail service, increasing traffic 
congestion, and interfering with the safe movement of people walking, biking, driving, and . 
riding transit in San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, Regulation of private transit vehicle services is necessary to minimize such 
impacts and ensure such services operate in a manner that is consistent with the City's Transit 
First and Vision Zero policies; and 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA Board adopted the Guiding Principles for Emerging Mobility 
Services and Technologies in July 2017 in order to consistently evaluate new mobility services 
and technologies and ensure their alignment with City goals and policies and these Guiding 
Principles informed the development of this legislation; and · 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter Section, 16.112 and the Rules of Order of the Board of 
Directors, published notice was placed in the City's official newspaper to provide notice that the 
Board of Directors would hold a public hearing on September 19, 2017, to consider the proposed 
establishment of private transit vehicle permit fees and penalties, which notice ran starting on 
August 30, 2017.for five consecutive days; and 
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WHEREAS, The item was continued from September 19 to October 3, and then to 
October 17. In compliance with Charter Section 16.112 staff posted another advertisement in the 
City's official newspaper which ran for five consecutive days, starting on October 6, 2017; and 

Whereas, Since staff was unable to post the advertisement in a timely manner under the 
MTA Board's Rule of Order, Article 4, Section 10 for the October 17 meeting, the SFMTA 
Board of Directors is being asked to waive this Rule; and 

WHEREAS, On August 14, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Department determined 
that approval of the Private Transit Vehicle Permit Program and Regulatory Framework is not a 
"project" under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations Sections 15060(c) and 15378(b); and, 

WHEREAS, A copy of the CEQA determination is on :file with the Secretary to the 
SFMTA Board of Directors and is incorporated herein by reference; now, therefore be it· 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of 
Directors :finds that notice was adequately given for this item and waives the SFMTA Board's 
Rule of Order, Article 4, Section 10, and, be it 

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of 
Directors amends the Transportation Code, Division II, to create a private transit vehicle permit 
program, including application requirements, permit terms and conditions, fees, and 
administrative penalties, and, be it · 

FURTHER RESOLVED; That the SFMTA Board of Directors recommends that the 
Board of Supervisors approve an amendment to the Transportation Code, Division I to prohibit 
the operation of Non-Standard Vehicles, including private transit vehicles, without the applicable 
permit. 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of October 17, 2017. 

Secretary to the Board of Directors 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 

To: 
.Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
FW: Please pass legislation to create an infraction for private transportation vehicles that 
operate without a permit and that have created hazards to the public 

-··-·--·-············-·-·-·····---·--·--·--·····-·······-···-·---~---,.··-········-····--··-···· .. ·· ····-····· ···-·-···-··· ·---···-······-····-··-·-·-··-· .. ····· .. ···--··········"·-·--· ....... ,, .. _,.~····· .. ······'"··-·-....... _,_, .... __ ,,, ______________ ,,_., ... ,_,_,. ______ , 

From: Iris Biblowitz [mailto:irisbiblowitz@hotmail:comJ 
Sent: Saturday, March 17, 2018 7:30 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; SafaiStaff (BOS) 
<safaistaff@sfgov.org>; Board.of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; MTABoard@sfmta.org 
Subject: Please pass legislation to create an infraction for private transportation vehicles that operate without a permit 
and that have created hazards to the public 

Dear Supervisors of the Land Use Committee: 

I'm asking you to legislate an infraction to private transportation vehicles like Chariot that have violated city 
laws and put the public at risk, as well as our public transportation system. If you do this, the MTA would have 
the authority to then deny the permit to Chariot (Ford) in light of their violations. 

Among the hazardous practices that I've observed of Chariot are: 

- Double parking to board and discharge passengers in multiple locations. 
- Stopping at public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers, putting people waiting for MUNI at risk. 
I've known people with disabilities and seniors who've been afraid to board MUNI and have missed docto.rs' 
appointments because Chariot has been blocking the way. 
- Parking in handicapped zones. 
- Stopping in crosswalks. 

As a nurse, I'm very concerned about the safety of pedestrians that are put at risk with Chariot's violations. 
Also, Chariot (and other private companies like Google, Uber, and Lyft) have contributed to gentrification and 
displacement, ·and highlighted the extreme inequality of rich and poor in San Francisco. 

Thank you - Iris Biblowitz, RN 

1 
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.Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15 AM 

Subject: FW: Legislation to create a private transportation vehicle (Chariot) infraction is on Land 
Use and Transportation agenda 

From: tesw@aol.com [mailto:tesw@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 201810:13 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kini, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS} 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov,org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) <mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Legislation to create.a private transportation vehicle (Chariot) infraction is on Land Use and Transportation 
agenda 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim, and Safai: 

I understand that Item 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors 
create an infraction for private transportation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company 
now in operation in San Francisco, Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. · 

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMT A from issuing a permit to Chariot, I urge you to 
send a message to the SFMT A (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs 
the infraction legislation into law) that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit 
to Chariot based on the lawless nature of this company's operations. · 

. The lawless nature of Chariot's.operations are outlined below. I have observed many violations by 
Chariot, including parking in red zones, blocking MUNI buses, parking at parking meters without paying, 
and parking in bus stops. 
Chariot's lawless operations involve: 

· Boarding passengers ·in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle 
Code 22500 (e) (i), this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private 
transportation vehicle wishes to operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any · 
other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner, even though SFMTA staff may try to tell you that it 
is; 

· Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways. Again, this practice is illegal violating CVC 
22507.2; 

· Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of eve 
22500 (h). The places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly 
available app; 

· · Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers in violation of eve 22500 (b); 

· Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of eve 22500 (i); 

· Parking in handicapped zones in violation of eve 22507.8.a; and, 

. Parking in bicycle lanes in violation Of eve 21211 (a). 

Thank you, 

Tes Welborn 

1 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Mu11<lay, Ma1ch 19, 2018 ll::il Alvi 
FW: Please urge the SFMTA to deny an operating permit to Chariot 
Chariot #206 double parks on Geary at 25th avenue 02-12-2018 at 6 p.m .. jpg; Chariot 
227 stopped at driveway on California at Arguello 01-26-2018Jpg; Chariot double parks 
on California at Presidio 11-28-2017 7-21 a.m.Jpg; Chariot double parks on California at 
Presidio_ 07-19-2017 Jpg; Chariot double parks on Chestnut at Fillmore 12-12-2017 at 
about 4-45 p.m.Jpg; Chariot van in Howard Street bicycle laneJpg; SF City Attorney 
protest to the CPUC re. Chariot Application 08-24-2016.PDF; Current Chariot operations 
are largely based on violations of the law 03-18-2018 (l).pdf.pub 

From: Sue Vaughan [mailto:selizabethvaughan@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 6:12 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane,kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; 
MTABoard <MTABoard@sfmta.com>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
<mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org> · 
Subject: Please urge the SFMTA to deny an operating permit to Chariot 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim, and Safai: 

I understand that Item.4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors create 
an infraction for private transportation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company now in operation 
in San Francisco, Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. 

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMTA from issuing a permit to Chariot, I urge you to send a 
message to the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs the infraction 
legislation into law) that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit to Chariot 
based on the lawless nature of this company's operations. The lawless nature of Chariot's operations are 
detailed in the attached document and outlined below. Chariot's lawless operations involve:· 

· Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle Code 
22500 ( e) (i), this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private 
transportation vehicle wishes to operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any other PTV 
or PTV company) and the property owner, ~ven though SFMTA staff may try to tell you that it is; 

· Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways . .Again, this practice is illegal violating_ CVC . 
22507.2; . 

· Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of eve 22500 (h). 
The places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly available app; 

· Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers in violation of eve 22500 (b ); 

. -Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of eve 22500 (i); 

· Parki:Q.g in handicapped zones in violation of CVC 22507 .8.a; and, 
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· Parldng in bicycle lanes in viol' . 'll of eve 21211 (a). 

Please see the attached documents for more details of Chariot's ongoing violations and the attached photographs 
which provide some documentary evidence of the lawlessness of Chariot operations. 

Additionally, should Chariot eventuaJly be able to <?reate a system with legal places to board and discharge 
passengers, and to eliminate its other violations, I ask that you urge the SFMTA to charge a per vehicle, taxicab 
medallion-style fee for use of city streets as places of enterprise for private gain. 'In 2013 the City Attorney 
successfully defended a lawsuit against medallion fees, citing exemptions in state law. Ifwe can charge such 
fees for taxicabs, why can't we charge them for private transportation vehicles (or tech shuttle buses, for that 
matter)? 

Thank you, 

Susan Vaughan 
District 1 
CC: 
Erica.Maj or@sfgov.org, Board.of.Supervisors@sfaov.org, MT ABoard@sfinta.com, cityattornev@sfgov.org, 
mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org 
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FILED 
9-30-16 
04:59 PM 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Chariot Transit Inc., dba Chariot 
Transit for authority to operate as a scheduled, 
and on-caUpassenger stage corporation between 
points in San Francisco and surrounding counties 
including Alameda, San Francisco, Marin, 
Contra Costa, San Mateo, and Santa Clara 
counties and various locations in downtown San 
I;'.rancisco-and surrounding counties including 
Alameda, San Francisco, Marin, Contra Costa, 
San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties; and to 
establish a Zone of Rate Freedom. 

A.16-08,.015 
(Filed August 24, ~016) 

PROTEST OF THE SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY TO 
AP:PLICATION NO. A.16-08-015 

DENNis J. HERRERA, State Bar #139669 
City Attorney . 
Susan Cleveland-Knowles, State Bar #193000. 
David Greenburg, State Bar# 152490 
Deputy City Attorneys 
Fox Plaza 
1390 Market Street, 7th floor 
San Francisco, California 94102-5408 
Telephone: (415) 554-3958 
Facsimile: (415) 554-3985 
E-Mail: david.greenburg@sfgov.org 

Attorneys for Prote&tant 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
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I. SUMMARY 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ("SFMT A") submits this Prot~st to 

Chariot Transit, Inc.' s ("Chariot's") Application No. A:l 6-08-015 pursuant to Rule 2.6 of the rules 

. of Practice and Procedure ("Rules") of the California Public Utilities. Commission (the 

"Commission"). Chariot seeks a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity ("CPCN") fi:om 

the Commission to operate as a fixed route and on demand passenger stage corporation. 11ie 

SFMT A has an interest in this proceeding to ensure that public transit service operated by the 

SFMTA can continue to operate efficiently and that the flow of vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians 

in the City is maintained. SFMTA protests Chariot's application ("Application") for three reasons. 

First, the Application is deficient in several respects. Among other deficiencies, it is 

unclear as to the scope and nature of the proposed transportation service. Specifically, the 

AppHcation is not clear as to whether the proposed service even falls under the CPUC's 

jurisdi.9tion. And, Chariot failed to properly serve the Application on the SFMTA or the City and 

County of San Francufco. Thus, the Commission should either reject the Application or require 

Chariot to amend the Application to: (1) address.the substantive deficiencies; and (2) serve the 

Application or notice of the Application on potentially impacted entities as required by the Rules. · 

Second, should the Commission decide instead to consider the pending Application, the 

SFMT A asserts ·that without further clarification, Chariot does not meet the definition of "passenger 

stage corporation." Thus, the SFMTA, and. not the Commission, is the appropriate entity to regulate 

Chariot's San Francisco operations. 

Third, in the alternative, if the Commission nonetheless asserts jurisdiction over Chariot, the 

SFMT A requestS that any certification issued to Chariot include these conditions: (1) that Chanot 

vehicles operating in San Francisco be required to obey applicable California Vehicle Code 

("CVC") and San Francisco Transportation Code ("SF Trans. Code") parking and traffic 

requirements; (2) that any approved routes in San Francisco be limited to routes that do not involve 

travel on street segments on which the San Francisco Transportation Code restricts travel by certain 

vehicles based on either weight of passenger capacity; and (3) that Chariot be required to comply 

1 
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with San Francisco laws regulating the placement of signage on public sidewalks. These 

. conditions are needed because of Chariot's record of repeated violations of these requirements by 

its ongoing San Francisco operations. 

IL BACKGROUND 

The SFMT A is a multi-modal transportation organization responsible for operating buses, 

rail, cable cars and a historic fleet of streetcars, as well as developing and hnplementing. 

innovative transportation solutions to benefit aqto drivers, transit riders, bicyclists and . 

pedestrians. SFMT A programs and services promote safe, efficient and convenient Jhobility 

alternatives for San Francisco residents, commuters, businesses and visitors. In addition to : 

providing-public transportation service for the City and County of San Francisco ("the City''); the 

SFMT A is charged with regulating the flow of vehicle, bicycle arid pedestrian traffic, including 

regulati01;1s for parkiµg, stopp~g and s~ding in San Franc~_co. 

The SFMTA has an interest in this pr~ceeding to the extent that any authority gran,ted by the 

Commission for Chariot to ·operate in the City could hnpact or interfere with both the public transit 

service operated by the SF'Mf A and the flow of all modes of traffic_in: the City. There has been a 

substantial increase in the number of privately.operated transportation services operating in the City 

in recent years. These services include commuter shuttles, Transportation Ne.twork Companies 

("TNCs") and privately operated common carrier services, such as that proposed by Chariot. 

Chariot filed tl:ie Application on August 24, 2016, and the Appij.cation was ,noticed in the 

Commission's Daily Calendar on August 31, 2016. Althou~h neither the City and County of San 

Francisco nor the SFMT A were serVed with a notice or copy of the Application as required by 
. ' . 

Rule 3.3(b), the SFMTA was able to obtain a copy from Commission staff. The SFMTA is not 

aware that any other potentially affected transit agencies and municip"alities have been noticed or 

·served. 
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ID. CORRESPONDENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS 

All subsequent correspondence, communications and pleadings in connection with this 
, 

Response or the subject Applicatio? should be directed to: 

David A. Greenburg 
Office of the CityAttomey 
City and County of San Francisco 
1390 Market Street, 7tn Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-3958 
Fax: (415) 255:_3139. 
Email: david.greenburg@sfgov.org 

with a copy to · 

Toni Maguire, Director 
Sustainable Streets Division 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7tti Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Tel: (415) 701-4677. 
Fax: (415) 701-4735 
Email: Tom.Maguire@sfmta.com 

IV. . GROUNDS FOR PROTEST 

·A. Charfot's Application is inadequate and was not.served or noticed in 
accordance with Commission rules. 

Because the Application lacks a clear explanation of its proposed service and fails to comply 

with statutory requirements governing conte:p.t, SFMTA is unable to comment meaningfully and 

thoroughly on the Application. Accordingly, the Commission should deny the Application or require 

the applicant to submit a revised application that complies with the Commission's Rules and the 

Public Utilities. Code, and that is properly served or noticed to the affected transit agencies and other 

public entities. 

i. Chariot's Application Is Unclear.·. 

The Application is incomplete and uncle~ on a number of issues. Most importantly, it is 

un?lear on a fundamental point; whether, based on the service being proposed, chariot is properly 

3 
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categonzed as a passenger stage·corporation subject to Commission regulation; .Page one of the 

Application states that Chariot is requesting a·CPCN ''to establish and operate a fixed route and ori-

demand app-based service passenger stage corporation, for the transportation of passengers between 

points in San Francisco and surrounding counties ... " This statement describes what appears to be 

passenger stage serVice, as it is service that would presumably charge individual fares for service 

extending into more than one county. Later in the Application, however, Chariot's intentions become 

unclear. On page two, the Application states that Chariot "seeks to operate a fixed..;route service with 

on demand aspects; primarily in the city of San Francisco." And on page one of Exhibit C to the 

Application, describing proposed routes, Chariot states that, with the exception of a Mill Valley route 

that ari'iounts to .. less than 2% of all business," all routes outside of the City of San Francisco are 

privat~ly funded routes that do not ch~ge individual fares. Privately-funded service that does not 
. . 

charge individual fares describes service provided by a charter party carrier, and not by a PSC. (See, · 

Pub. Utils. Code §5353(c), excluding from the scope of the Passenger Charter-party Carrier Act 

"service.that is regulated under §1031 ef seq. of that Code, regulating passenger stage corporations). 

Thus, it appears that Applicant may be confusing charter service with passenger stage service. 

Under the Public Utilities Code, a passenger stage corporation ("PSC') is defined to exclude a 

comrilon carrier where 98% or more of the carrier's operations, 8$ measured by total route mileage, 

occur exclus~vely within the limits of a single city or city and county. (Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 226(a).) 

If ~tis true that 98% or ~ore of Applicant; s proposed "<passenger stage routes,'' as measured by 

mileage, are within San Francisco; then the proposed service fails to meet the definition of "passenger 

stage corporation" set forth in Section 226(a) _of the Public Utilities Code. 

In addition, the Application does not adequately desCri.be the location of the proposed stops. 
. ' 

As a large, congested city, San Francisco has limited curb space in many areas that is available to 

serve as loading areas without violatillg City parking regulations. The Application should commit to 
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the use of stops only in permissible loading or stopping areas (such as white zones or yellow zones 

designated for passenger loading), so as to avoid adding to traffic congestion. 

The application is also deficient in several other respects. It does not ad9ress several of the 

requirements for a passenger stage application set forth in Section 1032 of the Public Utilities Code,. 

including Sec. 1032(b)(l)(C) (preventive maintenance program); Sec. l032(b)(l)(E) (operator safety· 

education and training); Sec .. l032(b)(l)(G) (workers' compellSation insurance); and Sec. 

1032(b )(1 )(H) (location for inspection of records). Any new or revised application should address 

these points: 

ii. Chariot failed to properly serve the Application. 

RUle 3.3(b) requires that an applicant mail a copy of the application to public transit operators 

operating in any part of the territory sought to be served by the applicant. In addition, the applicant is 

required to mail notice ·of the application to city and oounty gove:i;nmental entities "within whose 
/ I . 

boundaries passengers will be loaded or_unload6d." Page six ofthe Application state~ that copies of 

the Application "have been were mailed to the entities and agencies below." There are no entities 

listed below that statement. Perhaps the statement is Intended to refer to the list of entities included in 

Exhibit,G to the Application. Exhlbit G lis~ both the "General Manager for the Mu!iicipal Railway'' 
. . 

and the "Clerk of the City and County of San Francisco," although neither the SFMTA nor the City 

and Cc:runty of San Francisco were served with the Application. (Declaration of Tom Maguire, 

Attached as Exhibit 1, at 'lffiS-6.) Instead, SFMT A obtained a copy of the Application by requesting it 

from CPUC staff. 

5 
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For the reasons stated above, Chariot's application should be foundinsuffi:cie~cand be rejected 

or amended to address SFMTA's concerns.· Further, any new or revised application should be 

properly noticed or served as required by Rule 3.3(b ).1 

B. The Commission should decline to consider the Application if Applicant's 
proposed semce does not require a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Applicant does not meet the definition of "PaSsenger Stage 
Corporation." 

As explained in subse('.tion A, the Application is deficient in a number of respects, including 

vague and potentially contradictory descrip!ions of the proposed ~ervice. Should the Commission 

decide nonetheless to act upon the Application as submitted, it is SFMT A's position that the 

Commission has jurisdiction to regulate Chariot as a passeng~r stage corporation only if Chariot's 

passenger stage operations consist of more than two percent (based on mileage) service that is · 

outside of the City. If at least 98 percent of the proposed service is located entirely within the City, 

it does. not require a CPCN, and Chariot does not meet the definition of a Passenger.St~e 

co:Cpora:tion .. 

The Legislature has granted the Commission autbority to regulate passenger stage 

corporations in tb.e state, (Cal. Pub. Util. Code§ 1031.) But, as noted above, the Legislature has 

also decreed that a common carrier is not a passenger stage corporation if98% or more ofthe 

carrier's operations, as measured' by total route :mileage, occur exclusively within the limits of a 

single city.or city and county. (Cal. Pub. Util. Code§ 226(a).) Based on the proposed service 

described in Chariot's application, it is not dear that Chariot is a PSC, and therefore subject to the 

Cmpmissiori' s jurisdiction. 

The Commission has repeatedly recognized that it lacks jurisdiction over common carriers 

that would qualify as PSCs e~cept for the fact that they are operating exclusively within a single 

city or city and county. (See, e.g., In Matter of Kiddie Karriage Shuttle Service (1996) 66 

Cal.P.U.C.2d 136 [i>SC application to provide service solely within the City of Modesto is not 

1 Wbile not included on the CPUC's service list, SFMT A is nonetheless mailing courtesy 
copies of this Protest to those entities listed in Exhibit G Of the Application. 
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subject to the Commission's jurisdiction].) As the Commission has explicitly stated, it can neither 

modify nor act outside the statutory bounds of its authority: 

"Our authority to regulat.e passenger stage corporations is limited to those whose total route 
mileage is more than two percent outside the boundaries of a single city or city and ,county. (§ 

. 226(a).) [We] cannot expand or contract the statutory limitations .... If a carrier falls within 
the definition of the current statutes it will be regulated by this Commission. If it does· not, we 
have no jurisdiction." 

(Re Specialized Transportation of Unaccompanied Infants and Children (1997) 73 

Cal.P.U.C.2d 640; see also Los Angeles Railway Corporation v. Asbury Rapid Transit System (1940) 

42 C.R.C. 837, 855.) The exclusion of intra-city service from the Commission's jurisdiction has .also 

been recognized by the California Supreme Court. (Asbury Rapid Transit System v. The Railroad 

Commission (1941) 18 Cal. 2d 105, 109.) Most recently, this Commission confirmed that, "[t]he plain 

mealing of Code § 226 is that any corporation or person that would otherwise be a PSC that meets the 

criteria of the 98% exemption is not actually a PSC.". (In the Matter of the Application of San 

Francisco Deluxe Sightseeing, UC (2012) Cal. P.U.C. Dec. No.12-11-002 [Coµclusic;m of Law No. 

10]. 2012 WL 5879622, rehearing denied and !DOdifi.ed by Decision No. 12-04-24, 2014 WL 

1478352)~ 2 

The Commission's lack ofjtirisdiction over Chariot does not mean that Chariot may operate 

within San Francisco free of regulation that will ensure the public safety. San Francisco has police 

power -authority t() regulate privately--Operated fixed route bus service in the City that is offered to the 

general public. (Cal. Const., art. XI, § 7; See People v. Willut (1939) 37 Cal.App.2d Supp. 729, 737.) 

Section 1103(f) of the San Francisco Transportation Code requ~s Chariot to obtain a Non-Standard · 

Vehicle Permit from the SFMT A in order to conduct its proposed operations. As referenced above, 

there are currently a large number of types of private transportation services being ope~ted in San 

Francisco, each with distinguishing characteristics that affect the nature and substance o~ regulation. 

2 Dec. No.12-11-002 involved differentfacts than the instant case beca~se while it involved · 
two applicants who had been providing service that met the statUtory exemption from Conimission 
jurisdiction under Section 226, both of those applicants were seeking authorization to expand their 
service so as to clearly bring it:within the Commission's jurisdiction. Dec. No.12-11-002 did not grant 
Passenger Stage Corporation status to applicants providing such service in only one county. · 
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. . 
The SFMT A is balancing the need to apply regulation uniformly with the highly individualized nature 

' 
of each type of transportation. service and proVider. To that end, the SFMf A is presently developing 

more detailed 'regulations that will supplement the existing provisions of Section 1103(£) to further . 

address the requirements for the operation of privately-owned intra-city transit buses on City streets. 

These regulations will be consi~red for adoption by the SFMT A Board of Directors as part of a 
. . 

public process in which Chariot and other entities that may be affected by the regulations may 

participate. 

c. · In the alte~tive, if the Commission intends to grimt Chariot's application, any 
certification should require that Chariot comply with San E)-ancisco's parking 
and traffic and signage laws, and ensure that any approved routes in San 
Francis~o do not include service on street segments fQr which travel by 
con,nnercial vehicles with: a capacity of nine or more persons, or by vehicles 
with a weight in excess of 6000 lbs. is restricted under the San Francisco 
Transportation Code. 

. S~ Francisco is a very densely populated tirban area with unique geography that 

experiences significant traffic congestion due to high volumes of motor vehicle, bicycle and 

pedestrian traffic. The City is a major employment center, provides distinct and unique residentiaI. 

experiences, is home to a diverse population, and maintains it is unique among California cities due 

to its uniqµe geography and its status as a premier tourist destination, all within a geographically 

J.inµted area In additio~. while San Francisco can be accessed by major freeways, ·freeway routes 

through or bypassing the city are limited, so vehicles going to or coming from freeways travels 

relatively long distances on City streets. 

In order to help improve traffic fl.ow and reduce congestion, San francisco has established 
I 

street restrictions in Sections 501 and 503 of the City's Transportation Code. With specified 

exceptions, these provisions restrict certain types of vehides from traveling on specified street 

segments. Section 501 establishes street restrictions based on vehicle weight, and Section 503 

prohibits commercial vehicles with a seating capacity of nine or more persons, including the driver, 

from traveling on specified street segments. The restrictions ( .. Street Restrictions") have been 
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developed following analysis by SFMT A and its predecessor agencies, taking into account a broad 

range of considerations, including geography, roadway capacity, vehicular, biCycle and pedestrian 

· traffic patterns and volume, as well as neighborhood characteristics. 
. \ . 

The proposed routes shown in the Appiication mclud~ a number of routes that travel on 

streets subject to Street Restrictions. These include, for example, Chestnut Street between Franklin 

and Lyon Streets and G~errero Street betwe~n 18th and Cesar Chavez Streets. A map of streets 

subject to Street Restrictions is attached as Exhibit 2. 

These streets are frequently congested, and parking can be very difficult, contributing to the 

congestion. Il is for these reasons that the City has mciuded these street segments in the 

Transportation Code Str~t Restrictions. Allowing Chariot's vehicles to operate to travel on, and 

stop. along; these streets will only aggravate this congestion. 

When the Street Restrictions were brought to the attention of Chariot, Chariot contended 

that its vehicles are "vanpools" ~d thus not be subject to Street Restrictions. (Declaration of 

Alexander Jonlin ("Jonlin Deel.") 'attached as Exhiblt 3, at 'IJ3 and Attachment D.)3 However, 
,· 

Chariot vehicles do not meet the definition of a ''vanpool" under the Vehicle Code since they are 

not maintained and used primarily for the non-profit work-related tran~portation of adults for the 

purposes of ridesharing .. (CVC §668.) 

ill addition, Chariot's current operations in San Francisco have s4own a consistent and 

ongoing disregard for other City parking and traffic laws, included but not limited to the following: 

a. Staging and stopping iii residential driveways: Residents along a number of 

corridors, including Divisadero, Chestnut, Oak, Dolores, Guerrero, and Brannan Streets, b,ave 

complained about Chariot v~hicles illegally staging or stopping to pick up passengers in their 

driveways. (Jonlin Deel. at 17 and Attachment A.) Staff observations have confirined that many 

Chariot stops across the city are in front of residential driveways. (Jonlin Deel. at '{6.) 

Additionally, route maps and stop locations listed on Chariot's website identify loading locations 

3 The emails included as attachments to Exhibit 3 are intended as examples of complaints 
concerning Chariot's operations received by SFMTA; the Agency can provide additional complaint 
correspondence upon request 
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(such as 1886 Filbert on the SOMA Sprinter PM route,. or 1995 Chestnut on the Chestnut AM 

Route) that are in front of driveways of residences. 

b. Double parking, blocking traffic: The SFMTA ha5 received complaints about 
. . 

Chariot vehicles illegally stopping in the travel lane to load passengers in a number of locations. At 

Chariot's stop on the east side of Divisadero Street south of Chestnut Street; staff observed 18 

Chariot vehicles stoppmg within one half-hour period; 11 of these double-parked. (Jonlin Deel. at 

'.1[8 and Attachment B.) Qther complaints about Chariot vehicles stopping in the travel lane have 

come from major Muni corridors such as Geary Boulevard and California Street. Chariot lists stops 

along these corridors on its website at locations with· no apparent legal curb space, where vehicles 

would have to double-park in order to unload passengers. (Jonlin Deel. at 1)(8.) 

c. Stopping in Muni ''red zones": SFMTA has received complaints about Chariot 

vehicles iU.egally stopping in Muni bus zones along Pine Street in the Financial District and ' 

Califorrii~ Street in the Richmond. (Jonlin Deel. at '][9 .) SFMT A has not authoii.zed any use of any 

·Muni zones by Chariot While SFMTA does allow participants UJ: the voluntary Commuter Shuttle 

Progr~to use designated Muni bus zones under a permit program, Chariot does not participate in 

the ComDiuter Shuttle Program. Chariot's website lists stops on four of its rout~ on Pine Street 

between Davis anQ. Battery Streets. The curb along this entire stretch of Pine Street is designated 

no stopping except Mum in, the afternoon peak period. 

d. Driver behavior: SFMT A Parking Control Officers have reported Chariot drivers 

being verbally and physically aggressive, including one ins~ce in which a Chariot driver bit the 

window of th~ officer's ~ehicle. (Jonlin Deel. at 1j[10 and Attachment C). A resident reported 

Chariot drivers illegally parked in front of a driveway refusing to move to allow vehicles to exit the 

driveway. (Jonlin Deel. at 'J[l 1 and Attachment A.) 

e. Re8ponsiveness: The SFMTA has repeatedly brought these and other issues to the 

attention of Chariot. While Chariot staff have often responded pledging to resolve individual issues, 

the SFMT A has not observed an overall impi:ovement in Chariot's behavior. (Jonlin Deel. at Tl7-9; 

12-14.) 
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Moreover, Chariot has also shown a consistent and ongoing disregard of San Francisco laws 

governing the placement of signs' on the sidewalks. Chariot has repeatedly placed ~·A-Frame" or 

"sandwich b()ard" signs on sidewalks in San Francisco in violation of San francisco Police Code 

Sec. 63(a), prohibiting obstruction of sidewalks. (JonlinDecl. at '112.). 

Accordingly, SFMTA requests that in the event the Commission grants a CPCN to Chariot, 

· that any certification require that Chariot comply with San Francisco parking and traffic and 

signage laws, and that any approved routes in San Francisco comply with San Francisco's Street 

Restrictions set forth in Sections 501 and 503 of the City's Transportation Code. 

The following specific conditions should be considered in order to protect the SFMTA's 

ability to provide for the smooth oper;ition of transit and streets in San Frand.sco: 

1. Chariot will only use legal loading zones fo~_the purposes of passe~ger loading or 

. 1,mloading and staging, and will not stop.across driveways, in travel lanes, or in other illegal 

locations. 

2. Chariot will not use any of the City's Muni bus stops ("Red Zoiies ") for passenger. 

loading 9r unloading except and illtless the city at some future time implements a regulatory 

program that authorizes Chariot to use designated Red Zones for this purpose. 

3. Chariot will not operate on the restricted streets designated in Sections 501 and 503 

of the San Fran~isco Transportation: C9de. 

4. Chariot will not use any of the City's Commuter Shuttle Program designated zones 

for passenger loading or unloading except ~d unless at some time in the future Chariot is 

authorized to participate in the program and is issued a Commuter Shuttle Program permit and 

agrees to operate in accordance with the terms·of that permit. 

5. Chariot shall comply San Francisco laws regulating obstruction of sidewalks. 

V. SCHEDULE 

The schedule set forth on page 10 of the Application is unduly compressed in light of the issues 

raised above. Any schedule set by the Commission should provide sufficient time for the Application 

11 
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to be properly served on all agencies and entities entitled to notice or service, as well as sufficient time 

for those parties to respond to the Application. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, the SFMTA requests that the Com.rriission either reject 

Application 16-08-015, or require the applicant to revise the Application and properly notice or serve 

the revised application on all affected entities in accordance With the Commission's Rules .. In the 

alternative, if. the Commission nonetheless asserts jurisdiction over Chariot, the SFMTA requests that 

any certification issued to Chariot iµ.clude these conditions: Cl) that CQ.ariot vehicles operating in San 

Francisco be required to obey applicable California Vehicle Code and San Francisco Transportation 

Code; (2) that any approved routes in San Francisco be lin:i.ited to routes that do not involve travel on 

street segments on which the San Francisco Tran8portation Code restricts travel by certain vehicles 

based on either weight of passenger capacity; and (3) that Chariot be. required to crn;nply with San 

Francisco Public Works Code requiremeJ!ts regulating the placement of sigillige oil public sidewalks, 

·Dated: September 30, 2016 Respectfully submitted,. 

DENNis J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 
SUSAN CLEVELAND-KNOWLES 
General Counsel 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
DAVID A. GREENBURG 
Deputy City Attorney-

By: Isl 
DAVID A. GREENBURG 
Deputy City Attorney 
Attorneys for 
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION 
AGENCY . 
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DECLARATION OF TOM MAGUIRE, 

I, Tom Maguire, declare as follows: 

1. I have.personal knowledge of the ma~ers stated below, except those stated on 

information and belief: which I believe to be true. If called upon to testify in this matter, I cou}.d 

and would testify to the following. 

2. I am an employee of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFM'TA), 

where I serve as Director of the Sustainable Streets Division. I have held this position since 

October, 20l4. 

3. As Director. of the Sustainable Streets Division, .r report directly to the Director of 

· Trllll.Sportation. I oversee the SUstainable Streets Division, which, among other :functions, carri~s 

out SFMT A1 s responsibilities for regulating the flow and direction of vehicle, bicycle and 

pedestrian traffic in the City, as well as there~ati.on of vehicles for hire. An application to the 

Califurnia Public Utilities Commission("CPUC'') from a servi~ provider seeking certification 

as a passenger stage corporation that was served on SFMf A would be brought to ni.y attention. 

4. Chariot Transit Inc.' s ("Chariot's") application to the CPUC for certification as a 

passenger stage corporation can be read to indicate that it was seI"Ved ~ the "General Manager . 

Muni~1pal Railway." This position has not existed for sev~ral years. The successor to that 

position is SFMT A's the Director of Transit, a position currently held by JOhn Haley. 

' 
5. I have confirmed with John Haley that 1:J.e is not aware of SFMTA being seived with a 

copy of Chariot's application. I likewise am unaware that SFMrA has been served with the 

application. I. 

-1-
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6. Chariot's application can also be read to indicate that it was served on the "Clerk of 

the City and County of San Francisco." My staff has confirmed with the County Clerk, that her 

office likewise never received Chariot's application. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 

true and correct. Executed this ?o day of September, 2016. 

~ 

._2-. 
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RESTRICTED TRAFFIC STREl;TS 
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DECLARATION OF ALEXANDERJONLIN 

I, Alexander J otilin, declare as follows: 

1. I have personal knowledge of the matters stated belOw, except those stated on 

information and belie~ which I believe to be true. If called upon to testify in this matter, I could 

and would testify to the following. 

2, I am an employee of the Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Development, 

currently detailed to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency {SFMfA), where I. 
. . 

serve as a Transportation Analyst I have worked for the SFMTA since June, 2015, and held this 

position _since January, 2016. 

3. Since October, 2015, my primary responsibility has been handling day to day issues 

concerning the re~ation private buses, including commuter shuttles under the Commuter 

Shuttle Program, as well as other types of privately owned buses qperating in the Chy, such as 

tour buses, jitneys and other shuttle services. 

4. My duties include communicating with service providers about operational issues, · 

including complaints about operations. 

5. I have received and logged twenty-two complaints :from members of the public and 

colleagues at the SFMT A regarding vehicles belonging to Chariot Transit Inc. (''Chariot") since 

November, 201_5. I have responded to complainants and contacted Chariot representatives and 

SFMrA parking enforcement when appropriate. 

6. I have _received complaints from residents on Divisadero Street in the Marina District, 

Oak Street in the Western Addition, Dolores and Guerrero Streets in the Mission, and Brannan 

Street in Soma complaining about Chariot vehicles stopping across therr .. driveways. I have 

personally observed Chariot vehicles stopping in driveways on Divisadero, Guerrero, and 

Chest:O.ut Streets. Other loading locations listed on Chariot's website (such as 18 86 Filbert on the 

-1 -
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SOMA Sprinter PM route or 1995 Chestnut on the Chestnut Bullet AM route, among many 

others) appear to be'indriveways. 

- . 
and informed them that staging or stopping to pick up J.lassengers across driveways is illegal, but 

I have observed that Chariot continued to systematically place stops in driveways. Included as 

Attachment A to this Declaration are examples of correspondence between myself.and Chariot 
. -

concerning complaints about C~ot vehicles blocking d!iVeways, including an in~ident where 

.the driver refused to move the vehicle despite being asked to do so. · 

8. I have received complaints from members of the public about Chariot vehicles double 

parking and blocking travel lanes while loading and unloading passengers on Broadway in 

Pacific Heights, Divisadero Street in the Marina District, and California Street and Geary 
.. 
Boclevard in the Richmond District In Mareh 2016 at Chariot's stop on the~ side of 

Divisadero Street south ofCheStnut Street, I-observed 18 Chariot vehicles stopping within one 

Jµilf-hourperiod; 11 of these double-parkecl Chariot's website lists stops 1ike 5498 Geary with 

no appareqt legal curb space, where vehicles would have to block the travel lane in order to load 

br wtload passengers. I have contacted Chariot about these-issues and Chariot representatives 

have responded pledging to change iheir stop locations, but.I have continued to receive . . 

complaints, often regarding the same locations. Included as Attachment B to this Declaration is 

email correspondence between myself and Chariot concerning complaints about double-parking 

by Chariot vehicles. 

9. i have received c;omplaints from members of the public about Chariot vehicles 

stopping in Muni zones on Pine Street in the Financial District and California Street in the 

Richmond. Muni operators have reported to me that they have been unable to access Muni stops 

-2- . 
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on Pine Street in the Financial District and in other locations due to Chariot vehicles blocking the 

stops. I have contacted Chariot about these issues and Chariot representatives have promised 

that they have a policy to not stop in Muni zones, but stops listed on their website like those 

alof!g Pine Street in the Financial District and at 3700 Arguello are located in Muni zones. 

10. I received a report from a colleague in the parking enforcement division in which a 

Parking Control Officer reported being verbally harassed while issuing a citation to a Chariot 

vehicle illegally parked in a tow-away no-stoppi:flg zone along 1st Street s_outh of Market Street, 

after which the Chariot dri".er hit the window of the Parking Enforcement Officer's vehicle. 

Attached as Attachment C to this Declaration is a June 20, 2016 email Iteceived from Camron 

Samii, Enforcement Manager for SFMTA's Sustainable Streets DiviSion, summarizing this 

incident. 

1 L I received a complaint from a member of the public who reported that a Chariot 

v~hicle was parked in front of their driveway on Brannan and that the Chariot vehicle refused to 

move fur an extended period of time even when the member of the pub~c explained that they. 

needed to exit their driveway. Attachment A indudes an email discussion between Chariot and 

myself concerning this incident 

12. I have received eomplaints :t;rom members of the public regarding Chariot sandwich 

signs illegallyplaced on the sidewalk on Broadway in Pacific Heights, OBk Street in the Western 

Addition, California Street in.the Richmond, Divisadero Street in the Marina District, and 

Guerrero Street in the Mission. Often these signs were chained to utility poles. I contacted 

Chariot and ipfonned them that placing "A-frame" or sandwi9h signs on the sidewalk is illegal. 

While their representatives pledged to resolve the issue, I did not see any improvement until San 

Francisco Public Works inspectors took enforcement action. 

-3-
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13. I have observed Chariot travefuig on restricted streets including Chestnut and 

Guerrero Streets. Commercial .;ehicles with capacity for 8 or more passengers are prolubited on 

Street Chariot vehicles have capacity for over 8 passengers and weigh ()Ver 3 tons, so they are 

prolubited on these' streets. I have brought this issue to the attention of Chariot representatives 

but they have p.ot taken any action to change their routes to comply with San Francisco street 

restrictions. Included as Attachment D to this Declaration, is email correspondence between 

myself and Chariot informing Chariot that its vehicles are travelling on streets subject to these 

restrictions and maybe cited. 

14. I have contacted Chariot regarding violations of San Francisco parking and traffic 

laws at least lZ time5 since November 2015, While Chariot representatives have often 

responded pledging to resolve issues, and in a limited llumber of cases have moved specific 

stops, their overall system continues to operate in violation of San Francisco parking _and traffic 

laws. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
. . ' ... ~ 
true and correct. Executed this W day of September, 2016. · 

~d~ exanderJonlin 

-4-
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To: Ali Vahabzadeh < :a>chariot.com> 
"Jonlln Alexander" 

cc: <Alexabder.Jonlin@sfmta.com> 

Subjec~ R~: Ch~.!.ot Co~pbl!!t 

Hi Alex, 

As a quick follow up to this situation -

We initially received thl.s notification about a week ago. While we never condone our drivers 
sitting and blocking drive ways as occurred in this situation, we also realize the potential 

Following the initial message, we immediately took steps to.rectify the situation - the stops for 
our vehicles have since been moved down the street to a more accessible location with less 
likelihood of problems arising. 

As Ali mentioned, please copy me on all issues related to problems with our operations and I will 
·work quickly to rectify them. ·· 

On Wed, May 25, 2016 at 6:48 PM, Ali Vahabzadeh <ali(i'1 dmri111.com> wrote: 
Thanks 'for the feedba.Ck, Alex. · 

Please copy my teammate Kyle in the future, cc'd here. 

On May 25, 2016 6:35 PM, "Jonlin, Alexander" <AkxandcrJonli11((i~fmta.co111> wrote: 
Ali-

We ~ceived a complaint (below) on May lOlh regardiqg a Chariot vehicle illegally stopping 

and blocking a driveway on ·Brannan near 4'b. Chariot vehicles are not permitted· to stop in 
. driveways - vehicles that do so are s!!bject to citation. This is especially egregious in the 
incident deta,iled below, in which a Chariot vehicle continued to block the driveway despite 
other Vehicles attempting to enter and exit. Please schedule stops only in legal, safe locations 
like passenger loading white zones cir commercial. yellow zones. 

Thanks, 

Alex 

They swarin. this area.every morning and afternoon at rush hour, parking pretty much 
wherever they decide to stop and park, usually double parked or blocking driveways. 
--- I work near 4th & Brannan. The city has made life difficult in this neighborhood, 
and done little to mitigate the impacts. Z.ero traffic officers to keep a very unsafe 
situation from becoming a fatal llicident. On a daily basis, I see fender-benders, 
drivers dangerously confused by the constant change of lane alignments and visual 
blockage of traffic signs by construction signs. My own car was hit last week as I was 
bac~g out of my parking sp~e when a frustrated commuter decided to use the 
parking lot to get out of a game-day rush~hour stand-still gridlock. It's seriously out of 

c~ntrol down here, but this is not wha~ I'm wr:HiEg.Y.Q.1.!._abol!~--··--·-·---- __ ..... -·· .. ~ ~,, 
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rm writi,ng you about a company called Chariot that operates these green commuter 
vap.s that serve neighborhoods poorly served by Muni, which technically at this point 
is every neighborhood since Muni has deteriorated so severely. So I support transit 
alternatives, but the driveway-blocking, double-parking, ohno~ous-attitude ways of 
these horrible Chariot "private transit" vans need to be seriously clipped. Name the 
obnoxious behavior, rve experienced it from this company and it's drivers: charging 
at pedestrians, blocking driveways, double-parking on congested streets, sudden lane 
changes without signals, obnoxious behavior by the drivers when you confront their 
behavior. This company is a bad operator, and these behaviors are their routine way 
of doing business. 

Today: Van 63. What a horrible, obnoxious person. What other business drives 
around blocking access to other businesses, refusing to leave? I finally got out of my 
car and got in a shouting match. She refused to leave. I laid on the horn Without rest. 
She refused to leave. She even directed ME to other ways I could get there, as if it's 
her .place to direct traffic at all. And ~he was illegally parked. Her refusal to move was 
unbelievable. I ultimately had to drive up over the sidewalk, during rush hour, filled 
wi!fi lots ~f pedestrians and ~hat not, ~o that this obp.oxious p~rsori could park her 
Vfil1: .illegally blocking the business I was trying to access. ' ·. · 

Finally the lot attendant came out with his phone and started taking pictures of her, 
and she drove away. His name is Reynaldo. He works at the lot at 4th & Brannan 
where there is a Wells Fargo and a Starbuc:ks. He's a great guy; and he works really 
J:iard. He doesn't deserve to liave his business impacted by this company's bad· 
behavior~ How is it that this type of behavior is tolerated by tjie city at 'all, much less 
in a neighborhood that is already suffering such major impaets. 

I don~t care if her company told her to park there or not, as she claimed. I know there 
is no permit to block access to another business as she was doing, and as these vans 
routinely do, and I hope the city shuts them_ down. . 

AlexJonlin 
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Transportation Analyst, Sustainable· Streets Planning Division 

SFMTA 
Municipal 
Transportation 
,A;f:~!'~'!f 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

,. 
1 South Van Ness Ave. 7 Floor 

_San Francisco, CA 94103-5417 

Email: Alexa.nder.Jonlin@sfmta.com 

Phone: 415-646-2349 
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Transportation Analyst, Sustainable Streets Planning Division 

SFMTA 
Munlclpal 
Ti:ansporta:ion · 

. A9!lnCY 

Sari Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

1 South ·van Ness Ave. i" Floor 

San Fran.cisco, CA 94103-5417 

Email: Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com 

Phone: 415-646-2349 

-- Message from Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@chariotcom> on Mon, 13 Jun 201617:56:38 +0000 -

To: 11Jonlin, Alexander'~ <Ale.x.ander.Jonlin@sfmtacom> 
Kyle Merson <kyle@chariotcom>, "Napolitan, Francesca" 

~c: <Francesca.Napolitan@&fmta.com> , 
· Subject . · 

· : Re: Chanot at Geary & 33rd 

This is an outrage: to o°pen your mailbox ~d see a dozen citations from an enforc~ment agency 
th;µ Cloesn't have the courtesy to get outof their vehicle and provide a paper citation on the spot 
Where is the burden of proof?" Our company is not an ATM machine .. 

Kyle - Ple~e do nq~ pay these until/if we have a better arrangement and understanding with the 
Enforcement divh;ion. This.is the last time this is going to happen. 
P,.Ji Vahabzadeh 
CEO, Chariot 
415-933-7899 . 

· In the Press I Inh:rview \\ilh ldfa~lln I We're Hirimr! I Explore Chariot's Route~ 

On Mon, Jun 13, 2016 at 10:43 AM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> wrote: 
Kyle-

We'll pass along your comments to our enforcement team. I know they prefer to issue citations in 
person for the reasons you outlined, but, ofte!'l choose to issue "driveway" citations when it would be 
unsafe.or disruptive to stop the driver and hand them the ticket. 
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Thanks, 

Alex 

From: Kyle Merson [mailto:kyle@chariot.com) 
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 3:02 PM 

To: Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> 
Cc: Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@ridechariot.com>; Napolitan, Francesca<· 
Francesca.Napolitan@sfmta.com> 
Subject: Re: Chariot at Geary & 33rd 

Hi Alex, 

To follow up-on this situation~ the loading area has been adjusted as of two days ago. While 
we are on this subject, I wanted to bring up an issue that just came to my attention. ' 

As I hope our past couple of interactions have shown, Chariot is very ~ast ~o respond to n9tlces 
of driver operations that are impacting and disrupting our city neighbors. Especially in a 
situation where we receive an official notification (our signboards, for example, or this 
situation), we work very quickly to rectify any issue that is brought to our attention . 

. We recently received a large amount of tickets for double parking violations - tickets that were. 
not provided at the time to our driver but appear to have been given by.capturing images of our 
vehicles and writing the ticket; While I am aware this is an acceptable and lawful way the 

. SFMT A caJi administer tickets, I would also like to cite the above. Had even one of these 
tickets been physically given to a driver (who are trained to immediately inform us so we can 
rectify issues), or had we been notified as you did form~ in this case, we :would have adjusted 
our operations and retrained drivers to ensure we are compliant with the SFMTA laws within a· 
day. 
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· Indeed, in this situation, when we received the first of these violations, we immediately 
retrained and fixed our driver operations to mruce sure they were following all laws 
appropriately. 

Let me know if this situation can be resolved in this conversation. Hope to hear back soon. 

On Tue, Jun. 7, 2016 at 1:38 PM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> wrote: 

Thanks Kyle, we appreciate your responsiveness on this matter. Let us know how it goes! 

Alex 

" 
From: Kyle Merson [mailto:kyle@chariot.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 1:26 PM 
Ta: Jonlin, Aleicander <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> 
Cc: Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@ridechariot.com>; Napolitan, Francesca <Francesca.Napolitan@sfmta.com> 
Subject: Re: Chariot at Geary & .33rd 

Hi Alex, 

Thanks for the message. I will talk to our driving team for our route in Outer Richmond and 
adjust the loading area. We should have a new location shortly. 

. . 
.On Tue, Jun 7, 2016 at 1:21 PM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alex.ander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> wrote: 
Ali and Kyle-

We've received some complaints about Chariot vehicles double-parking each morning at 
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Geary & 33n1 to load and unload passengers. Please load and unload only at locations like 
white zones· and yellow zones where vans are able to safely and legally pull all the way to the 
curb and out of ti:affic. 

Thank you, 

Alex 

AlexJonlin 

Transportation Analyst, Sustainable Streets Planning Division 

SFMiA 
Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

.1 South Van Ness Ave. 7'" Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103-5417 

Email: Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com 

Phone: 415-646-2349 

-- Message from Ali Vahabzadeh <ali@ridechariot.com> on Wed, 10 Feb ?016 02:25:54 +0000 -
To: "Jonlin, Alexander" <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> 

· "Paine Carli" <Carli.Paine@sfmta.com> "Martinsen Janet" cc: t ~. ' . ' 
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Transportation Analyst, Sustainable Streets Planning Division 

SFMTA 
Municipal 
Transportation 
AgGncy 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

. ~ .. 

1 South Van Ness Ave. 7 · Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103-5417 

Email: Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com 

Phone: 415-646-2349 

- Message from "Samii, Camron" <Camron.Samii@sfmta.com> on Mon, 20 Jun 201614:39:25 +0000 

"Jonlin, Alexander" · 
To: <Afexander.Jonlin@sfmtacom> 

cc: "Maguire, Tom" <fom.Maguire@sfmtacom> 

Subjec~RE: Chariot at Geary.& 33rd . .. 

Alex, 6/16/16 PCO interaction with Chariot. .. 

Note from PCO- On 6/16/16 at 0830 hours, I was deployed to Tow 13, traveling south 
across Market Street from Battery to 1sr. ·Ahead there was a Chariot van curbside in 
the Tow Away Zone (7AM:.9AM) I pulled behind the van honked horn, no response, 
looked out right side of vehicle to see passenger door on Cha(iot Van open (Van was 
staged). I proceeded to issue a citation, placing it on' windshield, under wiper. Started 
to issue a second citation to a van in front of the first van when driver for Chariot exited 
vanyef/ing at me, '!wfw did I not ask her to move and to give her a ticket"? I explained 
that our policy is to place the ticket on the vehicle, under the wiper. I then told the 
driver I did ·honk my horn, there was no movement and because the van was staging in 
a Now Stopping - Tow Away Zone, I issued the ticket. I continued on to cite the van in 
front, when the driver began to drive off, as I was walking back to my vehicle, a man in 
the passenger side of the Chariot van asked me why the van in front didn't get a 
ticket? I informed him that was not his concern , entered my vehicle ~hen a female 
from the Chariot van started to film/take pictures with her phone. -As I was pulling 

. ' ' 
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arouna the Chariot.van the onver Jumped m front of my vemcie askmg tor my name. t 
informed her all my informanon was on the citation. As I began to drive off, she hit my 
window. I would like to add that I have had previous, negative, encounters with 
Chariot drivers. Whether I asked them to move or cited them, all have been veiy 
disrespectful as well as verbally abusive. 

CamronSamii 
J:.ntorcement MUI!ager 
SFMT A - Sustainabfo Streets Di\·ision 
505 7th St. - San Francisco, CA 94103 

· Phone: 415.734.3080 

SFMTA 
Murl•cipal 
Transportation 
Ager.cy · 

. ~· .... 
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:..._ Message from Ali Vahabzadeh· <ali@ridechariotcom> o_n Wed, 10 Feb 2016 02:25:54 +0000 -

To: "Jonlin, Alexander" <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.com> 
"Paine Carli" <Carli.Paine@sfmta.com> "Martinsen Janet" cc: ' . ' ' 

. . .;r:· - ·: . . 1- ~ - , .... ';""' 
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<J anet.Martinsen@sfmtacom> 

Subiect R Chari t . th M . 
· J • e: o m e anna . 

Hi Alex, 

Please provide more specific information so that we can work with our drive team to ameliorate 
any issues. It makes it impossible for any service operator to correct matters without such level of 
detail. 

There are exceptions to the code which Chariot qualifies for, i.e we are classified as a "vanpool" 
bytheCHP. . 

Best, 
· . Ali V ahabzadeh 

CEO, Chariot 
415-933-7899 
In the Press I We're Hirin!!'! I Explore Chariot's Routes 

On Mon, Feb 8, 2016 at 4:56 PM, Jonlin, Alexander <Alexander.Jonlin@sfmta.coni> wrote: 
HiAli, 

We've received some more complaints from constituents who live on Divisadero between 
Lombard and Chestnut Streets regarding Chariot vehicles blocking traffic in the morning while 

. loading. It is important that vehicles p~ all the way to the curb to load and miload, and 
vehicl11s that double park are subject to citation. . 

In additi<;>n, Chestnut Street between Franklin and Lyon and nearly all the street:S north of it 
throughout the Marina District are restricted, with a prohibition on vehicles with capacity for 8 
or moie passengers. A restricted streets map is attached here for reference. Chariot vehicles 
travelling on these streets and others throughout the city are subject to citation. Please route 
Chariot.vehicles only on unrestricted streets. 

Let me know if you have any questions. I look forward to working with you to resolve these 
issues. 

Thanks, 

. Alex Joiilln 
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March 17, 2018: Curr ~Chariot Operations Are Largely R tl on CVC Violations 

Current Chariot operations are largely based on violations of the law -- as witnessed by residents of San Fran
cisco and as noted in the August 24, 2016 Protest of the San Francisco Municipdl Transportation Agency to 
App!ica':f~n 1 ... ['J_ A.16- 08 015, Chari0t' s ap1J!ic2,ti0n 'Ni+h +he Califorrih Pl!b!ic Utilities C0rn-rni"si0!!. fur sta~1s 
as a passenger stage corporation operating between San Francisco and surrounding counties. 

In that docui:nent, San Francisco City Attorneys Susan Cleveland-Knowles and David Greenburg note 
· "Chariot's record of repeated violations" of the California Vehicle Code and the San Francisco Transportation 
Code, among other codes. On page 9 of this document, they wnte: 

Chariot's current operations in San Francisco have shown a consistent and ongoing disregard jar other City 
parking and tref.fi.c laws, including but not limited to the following: a) Stafting and stopping in residential 
driveways. ... b) Double parking, blocking traffic ... in the travel lane to load passengers. . .. Chariot lists 
stops [along major Muni corridors such as Geary Boulevard and California Street] on its website with no ap
parent legal curb space, where vehicles would have to double park to unload passengers. c) Stopping in Muni 
"red zones" ... along Pine Street in the Financial District and California Street in the Richmond ... d) Driver 
behavior: SFMTA Parking Control Officers have reported Char1ot drivers being verbally and physically ag
gressive, including one instance in which a Chariot driver hit the window of the officer's vehicle . ... e) Re
sponsiveness: The SFMTA has repeatedly brought these and other issues to the attention of Chariot. While 
Chariot staff have often responded pledging to resolve individual issues, the SFMTA has not observed an over
all improvement in Chariot's behavior. 

Chariot now has around 100 vehicles in its San Francisco fleet, with carrying capacities of 14 passengers each. 
It is unknown if any are yet wheeichair accessible, and, in fact, Chariot restricts its ridership for insurance pur
poses. It appears to be a service that has been, at least initially, created to cater to a very narrow demographic, 
those who work in the Financial District of San Francisco or who take Caltrain to points south for their work. 

Observations by members of the general public more than a year since the protest was filed reveal that Chari
ot's violations continue on a regular and seemingly deliberate basis. Since its inception, Chariot vehicles con-
tinue to be observed: · · 

• · Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. Chariot has such stops on Gough Street at 
Sacramento in front of a driveway frontage, another one on Geary Boulevard, at Funston, and a third one on 
California at Arguello. It may have others. Such stops violate CVC 22500: A person shall not stop, park, 
or leave standing any vehicle whether attended or unattended, except when necessary to avoid conflict 
with other traffic or in compliance with the directions of a peace officer or official traffic control device, in 
any of the following places: (e) (1) In front of a public or private driveway, except that a bus engaged as a 
common carrier, schoolbus, or a taxicab may stop to load or unload passengers when authorized by local 
authorities pursuant to an ordinance; 

• Staging/parking in front of garage frontages, violating CVC 22507.2: Notwithstanding subdivision (e) 
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between Arguello and Seconr "venue, and on Second Avenue and/or'T'L,ird Avenue between 
Cornwall and California; 

Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers, in violation of CVC 22500 (b ): 
On a crosswalk, except tha~ a bus engaged as a common carrier or a taxicab may stop in an un
marked crosswalk to load or unload passengers when authorized by the legislative body of a city 
pursuant to an ordinance; and CVC 22500 (l) In front of or upon that portion of a curb that has 
been cut down, lowered, or constructed to provide wheelchair accessibility to tbe sidewalk; 

Stopping in public bus stops (California at Presidio, Geary at Arguello, Haight Street at 
Masonic, and elsewhere) to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (i): 
Except as provided under Section 22500.5, alongside curb space authorized for the loading and 
unloading of passengers of a bus engaged as a common carrier in local transportation when in;. 
dicated by a sign or red paint on the curb erected or painted by local authorities pursuant to an 
ordinance. eve 22500.5 permits school buses to operate in a public bus stop, pursuant to the 
passage of an ordinance, but that's it; 

Parking in a handicap zones, such as the one on Fillmore at O'Farrell, in violation of CVC 
22507.8.a: It is unlawful for any person to park or leave standing any vehicle in a· stall or space 
designated for disabled persons and disabled veterans pursuant to Section 22511. 7 or 22511.8 of 
this code or Section 14679 of the Government Code, unless the vehicle displays either a special 
identification license plate issued pursuant to Section 5007 or a distinguishing placard issued 
pursuant to Section 22511.55 or 22511.59; and, 

Parki.Ilg in bicycle lanes~ such as the one on Howard Street, in violation of CVC 21211(a): No 
person may stop, stand, sit, or loiter upon any class I bikeway, as defined in subdivision (a) of Sec
tion 890. 4 of the Streets and Highways Code, or any other public or private bicycle path or trail, if 
the stopping, standing, sitting, or loitering impedes or blocks the normal and reasonable movement 
of any bicyclist. This particular part of the vehicle code makes exceptions for utility vehicles, news
paper delivery vehicles, garbage trucks, or tow trucks, but NOT private transportation vehicles. 

We question whether or not this business, whose profit model is currently based largely on law 
breaking, can get fully into compliance with the law by the time the SF Board of Supervisors passes 
operating-without-a-permit infraction legislation, and by the time the Mayor signs that legislation. 
We are also concerned that the SFMT A and the SFPD do not have the capacity and/or perhaps the 
will to engage in the level of enforcement that is currently necessary and will be necessary in the fu
ture to get Chariot and other PTV companies into compliance. Adding to concerns about compliance 
with the vehicle code, there are no limits on the number of PTV companies that can operate in San 
Francisco, or the number of vehicles that can operate in a company fleet. 

We also question why the SFMT A is not charging fair market value for use of City streets as places 
of enterprise for private gain, as is the case with the sale of medallions for taxicabs. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From· 
Sent: 
To.: 

Ro::mi of Sr 1pervisors (ROS) 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Legislation to create a private transportation vehicle (Chariot) infraction is on Land Use 
and Transportation agenda 

Categories: 171210 

From: tesw@aol.com [mailto:tesw@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, March 18, 201S 10:13.AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; 
MayorMarkFarrell (fV!YR) <mayormarkfarrell@sfgov.org> . 
Subject: Legislation .to create a private transportation V<;!hide (Chariot) infraction is on Land Use and Transportation 
agenda 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim, and Safai: 

I understand that Item 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more th<ln that the Board of Supervisors 
create an infraction for private transportation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company· 
now in operation in San Francisco, Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. 

While you do not have the power. to prevent the SFMT A from issuing a permit to Chariot, I urge you to 
send a message to the SFMTA (once the Board. of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs 
the infraction legislation into law) that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit 
to Chariot based on the lawless nature of this company's operations. 

The lawless nature of Chark>fs operations are outlined below. I have observed many violations by 
Chariot, including parking in red zones, blocking MUNI buses, parking at parking meters without paying, 
and parking in bus.stops. 
Chariot's lawless operations involve: 

· Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle 
Code 22500 (e) (i), this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private 
transportation vehicle wishes to operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any 
other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner, even though SFMTA staff may.try to tell you that it 
is; 

· Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways. Again, this practice is illegal violating CVC . 
22507.2; 

· Double parking to board or' discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of eVC 
22500 (h). The places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly 
available app; 

· Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers in violation of eve 22500.(b); 

· Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of eve 22500 (i); 

· Parking in handicapped zones in violation of eve 22507.8.a; and, 
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· Parking in bicycle lanes in violation of eve 21211 (a). 

Thank you, 

Tes Welborn 

2 
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Carroll, John ·(BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Jon Ginoli <pahsydivision@sbcqlobal.net> 
Sunday, March 18, 2018 9:16 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Stop the corporate giveaway to Chariot! (Item #6 - Transportation Code) 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. I 

understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicle·s from 
operating without a permit. The· Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right 

now in San Francisco: Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on· violating the California 
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passenge_rs in public bus stops. In order to· make their pickup on time, they idle in front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. 

Thanks for listening, 

Jon Ginoli 
Mission District 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Bill Noertker <wnoertker@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, March 18, 2018 10:32 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MT ABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee ;:igenda. I understand 
that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from operating without a 
permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now in San Francisco. Chariot 
competes directly with MUNI ahd uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding those who are most in need of 
transit. Their business model is based on violating the California Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick· up passengers, 
pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped spaces, and unloading passengers in ·public bus stops. In order to 
make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and businesses .. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMT A from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the infraction has 
been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot based on these illegal 
business practices. · 

Thank you for you time, 
Bill Noertker 

1 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors; 

Aaron Goodman <amqodman@.vahoo.com> 
Sunday, March 18, 201811:24-PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
CAC; MTABoard 
SFBOS Hearing Item on SFMT A and Chariot I March 19, 2018 

I understand that Item 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors create an 
infraction for private transportation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company now in operation in San Francisco, 
Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. (*Note Ford Bike Go Bike program has concerns as well due to the lacking 
ADA accessible, bikes, or alternative 3-4 wheeled options and bench-seat, or disabled access bikes for similar accessible 
use and public needs. These should NOT be all identical, and efforts should be made to ensure equitable systems for use 
on pub.lie streets of these bike programs immediately) 

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMTA from issuing a permit to Chariot, I urge you to send a message to 
the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs the infraction legislation into law) 

· that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a pennit to Chariot based on the lawless nature 
of this company's operations. The lawless nature of Chariofs operations are detailed in the attached document and 
outlined below. Chariot's. lawless operations involve: · 

·Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle Code 22500 (e) (i}, 
this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private transportation vehicle wishes to 
operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between.Chariot (or any other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner, 
even though SFMT A staff may try to tell you that it is; 

·Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways. Again, this practice is illegal violating CVC 22507.2; 

• Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of eve 22500 (h). The 
places where Chariot currently double parks are easy to identify based on its publicly available app; 

·Stopping in crosswalks to i)oard and discharge passengers in violation of·CVC 22500 (b); 

• Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharg~· passengers in violation of eve 22500 (i); 

• Parking in handicapped zones in violation of eve 22507.8.a; and, 

• Parking in bicycle lanes in violation of eve 21211 (a). 

Please see the documents and memos sent prior by Ed Mason and Sue Vaughan showing clearly the issues. they have 
raised above and below, of which I am in support of as a transit rider, due to ongoing violations as documentary evidence 
of the legal concerns ·of Chariot operations. 

Additionally, should Chariot eventually be able to create a system with legal places to board and discharge passengers, 
and to eliminate its other violations, I ask that you urge the SFMTA to charge a per vehicle, similar to the taxicab 
medallion-style fee for use of city streets as places of enterprise for private gain. The funds from this should go directly to 
mass-transit expansion and repairs of existing systems that support the majority of transit riders in SF and in areas where 
transit Equity is needed due to development pressures. In 2013 the City Attorney successfully defended a lawsuit against 
medallion fees, citing exemptions in state law. If we can charge such fees for taxicabs, Why can't we charge them for 
private transportation vehicles (or tech shuttle ,buses, for that matter)? 

Thank you, 
Aaron Goodman D 11 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From:· 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Patrick John Maley <pmaley@mail.sfsu.edu> 
Monday, March 19, 2018 6:54 AM · 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Regarding Item #6 - Transportation ·code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without.a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage sp.aces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in.front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. 

Thank you for your time, 

Patrick Maley 

1 
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CarrollJ John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Holly Brickley <hbricklev@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:01 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Enca (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) . 
Regarding Item #6. - Transportation Code~ Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors .Kim, Tang, and Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation fight 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-Way for. profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do.not have the power to st~p the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices.-

Thank you f~r your time, 
Holly 

1 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Michael Eberhard <eberhardmichael@hotmail.com> 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:09 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MT ABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehicle_Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front · 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction.has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deriy the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices: 

We should be concentrating on creating better public transportation, not private. 

Thank you for your time, 

Michael Eberhard 

1 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Danielle Mazzella <dmazzella91@gmaiLcom> 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS}; Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS}; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MT ABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, T;rne, ;rnrl Srifai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right~of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of tr.ansit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front . 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after. the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. 

One if the reasons why I moved to San Francisco and continue to love living here is the public transportation 
infrastructure. Chariot does riot serve all the residents in the City, and it would be a mistake to allow them to 
compete with MUNI and continue their illegal business practices. 

Thank you for you time, 

· Danielle M. Mazzella 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Josh Miller <heathens.radio@grnail.com> 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:37 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. I 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without .a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now 
in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding 
those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California Vehicle Code 

~--oy aOiiliie-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, par.King in llanilicappeO. spaces, ano.---
Unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and 
businesses. · · 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMT A to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. · 

Thank you for your time, 
Josh Miller 
zip code 94131 

1 
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. Somera. Alisa (BOS} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Jon Ginoli <pansydivision@sbcglobal.net> 
Sundav. March 18, 2018 9:16 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safa], Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Stop the corporate giveaway to Chariot! (Item #6 - Transportation Code) 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while· 

. excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. 

Thanks for listening, 

Jon Ginoli 
Mission District 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Supervisors; 

Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com» 
Sunday, March 18, 2018 11:24 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
CAC; MTABoard 
SFBOS Hearing Item on SFMTA and Chariot I March 19, 2018 

I understand that Item 4 on the March 19, 2018 agenda asks no more than that the Board of Supervisors create an 
infraction for .private transportation vehicles that might try to operate without a permit issued by the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency. There is only one private transportation company now in operation in San Francisco, 
Chariot, owned by the Ford Motor Company. (*Note Ford Bike Go Bike program has concerns as well due to the lacking · 
ADA accessible, bikes, or alternative 3-4 wheeled options and bench-seat, or disabled access bikes for similar accessible 
use and public needs. These should NOT be all identical, and efforts should be made to ensure equitable systems for use 
on public streets of these bike programs immediately) 

While you do not have the power to prevent the SFMT A from issuing. a permit to Chariot, I urge you to send a message to 
the SFMTA (once the Board of Supervisors creates the infraction and the Mayor signs the infraction legislation into law) 
that the Board of Supervisors strongly opposes the issuance of a permit to Chariot based on the lawless nature 
of this company's operations. The lawless nature of Chariot's. operations are detailed in the attached document and 

. outlined below. Chariot's lawless operations involve: 

·Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. According to state law, California Vehicle Code 22500 (e) (i), 
. this practice can be legal if an ordinance is passed for each driveway where a private transportation vehicle wishes to 
operate. This is NOT a matter of agreement between Chariot (or any other PTV or PTV company) and the property owner, 
even though SFMTA staff may try to tell you that it is; 

· Staging/parking in front of garage frontages/driveways. Again, this practice is illegal violating CVC 22507.2; 

· Double parking to board or discharge passengers in numerous locations in violation of eve 22500 {h). The 
places where Chariot currently double ·parks are easy to identify based cin its publicly available app; 

· Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge.passengers in violation of eve 22500 (b); 

·Stopping in public bus stops to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of eve 22500 (i); 

· Parking in handicapped zones in violation of eve 22507.8.a; and, 

· Parking in bicycle lanes in violation of eve 21211 {a). 

Please see the documents and memos sent prior by Ed Mason and Sue Vaughan showing clearly the issues they have 
raised above and below, of which I am in support of as a transit rider, due to ongoing violations as documentary evidence 
of the legal concerns of Chariot operations. 

Additionally, should Chariot eventually be able to create a system with legal places to board and discharge passengers, 
and to eliminate its other violations, I ask that you urge the SFMTA to charge a per vehicle, similar to the taxicab 
medallion-style fee for use of city streets as places of enterprise for private gain. The funds from this should go directly to 

. mass-transit expansion and repairs of existing systems that support the majority of transit riders in SF and in areas where 
transit Equity is needed due to development pressures. In 2013 the City ,l\ttorney successfully defended a lawsuit against 
medallion fees, citing exemptions in state law. If we can charge such fees for taxicabs, why can't we charge them for 
private transportation vehicles (or tech shuttle buses, for that matter)? 

.Thank you, 
Aaron Goodman D 11 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Holly Brickley <hbrickley@gmail.com> 
Monday. March 19. 2018 9·01 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkf arrell (MYR) · 

Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code~ Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Stanc;lard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California . 
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please Lirge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. 

Thank you for your time, 
Holly 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent:· 
To:· 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Danielle Mazzella <dmazzella91@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:15 AM 

Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 

Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) · 

Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, arid Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company ih operation right · 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehi.cle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped · 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware yo.u do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. 

One if the reasons why I moved to San Francisco and continue to love living here is the public transportation 
·infrastructure. Chariot does not serve all the residents in the City, and it would be a mistake to allow them to 
compete with MUNl·and continue their illegal business practices. 

Thank you for you time, 

Danielle M. Mazzella 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent 

. To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Bill Noertker <wnoertker@yahoo.com> 
Sunday, March 18. 2018 10:12 PM 

Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) · 
Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

I'm writing regarding Item #-6.on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. I understand 
that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from operating without a 
permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now in San Francisco. Chariot 
competes directly with MUNI and·uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding those who are most in ne·ed of 
transit. Their business model is based on violating the California Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, 
pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to 
make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the· SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the infraction-has 
been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny ttie permit to Chariot based on these illegal 
business practices. · · 

Thank you for you time, 
Bill Noertker 
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Somera. Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Patrick John Maley < pmaley@mail.sfsu.edu > 
Monday, March 19, 2018 6:54 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) . 

Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 

MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 

Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right 

.now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehicle Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTAto deny the permit to Chariot. 
based on these illegal business practices. 

Thank you for your time, 

Patrick Maley 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
s~nt:· 

To: 
. Cc: 

Subject 

Michael Eberhard <eberhardmichael@hotmail.com> 
Monday_ March 19, 7018 9:nq Al\11 

Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 

Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Staf)dard Vehicle Permits 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private tra.nsit company in operation rig~t 
now in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while 
excluding those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California 
Vehide Code by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped 
spaces, and unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front 
of homes and businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMTA from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law,. I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 
based on these illegal business practices. 

We should be concentrating on creating better public transportation, not private. 

Thank you for your time, 

Michael Eberhard 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Josh Miller <heathens.radio@gmail.com> 
Monday, March 19, 2018 9:37 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); MTABoard@sfmta.com; Cityattorney; 
MayorMarkFarrell (MYR) 
Regarding Item #6 - Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and Safai: 

I'm writing regarding Item #6 on the March 19, 2018 Land Use and Transportation Committee agenda. I 
understand that this item would amend the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from 
operating without a permit. The Ford-owned Chariot is the only private transit company in operation right now 
in San Francisco. Chariot competes directly with MUNI and uses public right-of-way for profit while excluding 
those who are most in need of transit. Their business model is based on violating the California Vehicle Code 
by double-parking to pick up passengers, pulling into garage spaces, parking in handicapped spaces, and 
unloading passengers in public bus stops. In order to make their pickup on time, they idle in front of homes and 
businesses. 

I'm aware you do not have the power to stop the SFMT A from issuing the permit to Chariot, but after the 
infraction has been signed into law, I'm asking that you please urge the SFMTA to deny the permit to Chariot 

· based on these illegal business practices. 

Thank you for your time, 
Josh Miller · 
zip code 94131 
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City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

December 5, 2017 

Lisa Gibson 
Actirig Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department . 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA ·94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

File No. 1712.10 

On November 28, 2017, the San Francis.co Municipal T~ansportation Agency introduced 
the followi.ng proposed legislation: 

File No. 171210 

Ordinance amending the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard 
Vehicles from operating without a permit as required by Article 1200 of that 
Code; and affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act. · 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

~y: A a omera, Legislative Deputy Director 
· Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 
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SFMTA Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 

Cheryl Brinkman, Chairman Joel Ramos, Director 

Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency 

Malcolm Heinicke, Vice-C/;airman Cristina Rubke, Director 
Gwyneth Borden, Director An:Torres, Director · 
Lee Hsu, Director • 

Edward D. Reiskin. Director of Tr8.11sportation ~~ 

l 
c:·. 

'!•:.·. 

.:::-: c:. 
L,-.,,,.) 

I~ :~ November 9, 2017 

0~~Vi.'. .... ~.:: ~ ...... 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

I 
! 
i 

7'. ::·:·.:-;. 
--i... 

<-n 

Subject: Amendment to Transportation Code Division I toprohibit Non-Standard Vehicles 
from operating without a permit 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

Attached are an original and.two copies of a proposed Ordinance authorizing the amendment of 
Transportation Code, Division I to prohibit Non-Standard Vehlcles_frorn operating ~thout a permit as · 
required by Transportation Code, DivisionIL . · · 

The following is a list of adilitional accompanying documents: · 

Briefing letter (sending separ.ately) 

SFMTA Board of Directors Resolution 

CEQA determination 

SFMTA's Local Goveroment Affair; Liaison~Janet Martmsen is available at.janet.martinsen@sfrnta.com 
or 70L4693 to answer any questions you may have about the subinission._~-- · -

Sincerely, 

Edward D. Reiskin 
Director of Tr~~~~~p 

. . - -~ ~ :. 

1 South Van Ness Avenue 7th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 4j 5. 701.4500 
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Lew, Lisa (BOS) 

From: 
sent: -----
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hello, 

Lew, Lisa (BOS} 
1 uesday;-Oecember 05, L!O'l i 9:35 AM 
Gibson, Lisa (CPC) 
Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Lynch, Laura (CPC); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
BOS Referral: File No. 171210- Transportation Code - Non-Standard Vehicle Permits 
171210 CEQA.pdf 

The following proposed legislation is-being transmitted to you for environmental review: 

File No. 171210 

Ordinance amending the Transportation Code to prohibit Non-Standard Vehicles from operating without a 
permit as required by Articie 1200 of that Code; and affirming the Planning Department's determination 
under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Sent on behalf of Alisa Somera, Land Use and Transportation Committee. Please respond direct;ly to Alisa Somera. 

Regards, 

LlsaLew 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
p 415-554-7718 I F 415-554-5163 
lisa.lew@sfgov.org ] www.sfbos.org 

• /l.O Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made.available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Gerk's. Office does not 
redact an·y information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. · 
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