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equitable and inclusive hiring and recruitment 


Policy AND guidelines 


1. OVERVIEW 
General 


This document identifies the policy and guidelines for the San Francisco Planning Department to hire and 
recruit to meet certain goals, objectives, and actions in the department’s Racial and Social Equity Action 
Plan. The target audience is department staff participating as a non-applicant in a hiring and recruitment 
process. The document is not comprehensive and focuses on those actions the department has control 
over (e.g., not those actions that require change to city code, civil service rules, or memorandum of 
understanding between the city and unions). This document does not cover the department’s process for 
creating and/or approving the filling of a vacant position. Nothing in this policy and guidelines shall be 
interpreted or applied to create any guidance in conflict with any federal, state, or city law or memorandum 
of understanding between the city and unions. 


Background 


The department created the policies and guidelines based on reviewing city rules, reviewing resources from 
the San Francisco Department of Human Resources and San Francisco Office of Racial Equity, staff 
feedback from past planning department staff surveys, and direction from an intradepartmental working 
group and steering committee. 


The Planning Commission and Historic Preservation Commission adopted resolutions centering planning 
on racial and social equity. Both resolutions discuss the importance of incorporating racial and social 
equity in hiring decisions (June 11, 2020, and July 15, 2020, respectively). The department’s Racial and 
Social Equity Action Plan’s Hiring and Recruitment Goal states:  


“The Planning Department opens new opportunities for professionals of color to join the 
Department and fosters the racial and social diversity of the planning field.” 


The plan includes other related goals, and the plan includes actions and metrics for monitoring.  


Instructions 


Department staff shall complete the checklist included in section 1 at least once in a 12-month period that 
they participate as a non-applicant in a hiring and recruitment process, and prior to such participation.  


Department staff shall determine which sections in this document are applicable to their role in the hiring 
and recruitment process. As examples, staff may not require the guidance under “Exam Development” if 
the department is hiring a position as exempt or the additional guidance for “for supervisor positions” if the 
department is hiring a position that does not have supervisory responsibilities as essential duties.  


Hiring managers should consult the department’s human resources team if they seek further guidance on 
applying these policies and guidelines and they may sign up to attend a racial and social equity office hour.  



https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/documents/equity/RSEAP_Phase1_Draft-Dec2020.pdf

https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/documents/equity/RSEAP_Phase1_Draft-Dec2020.pdf

https://sfgov1.sharepoint.com/sites/CPC-Portal/SitePages/EquityCoreTeamOffice_Hours.aspx?csf=1&web=1&e=W0NklK
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1A. Checklist for Non-Applicant Participants 


Thank you for participating in the department’s hiring and recruitment process as a non-applicant. Please 
review and complete this checklist and submit it to the department’s human resources team. 


Vacant Position Information 


Division: Click or tap here to enter text. 


Classification: Click or tap here to enter text. 


Self-Certification 


☐ I certify that I have completed the San Francisco Department of Human Resources’ “Fairness in Hiring“ 
and “Implicit Bias” trainings and filled out background form and confidentiality and no conflict of 
interest agreement. [please let department’s human resources team know if you don’t have access 
to trainings] 


☐ I certify that I reviewed and I will adhere to the relevant sections of these guidelines; those relevant 
sections are: 


☐2. Definitions 
 
☐3. Policy 
 
4. Guidelines 
☐ 4A. Hiring Manager 
☐ 4B. Evaluation Criteria 
☐ 4C. Job Description and Exam (for civil service positions) Announcement 
☐ 4D. Proactive Recruitment (Position) and Position Announcement Posting 
☐ 4E. Exam Development (for civil service positions) 
☐ 4F. Application and Exam Closing and Review 
☐ 4G. Structured Interview 
☐ 4H. Reference Checks 
☐ 4I. Position Offer 
☐ 4J. Acting Positions 
☐ 4K. Internships, Rotations, and Leads 
☐ 4L. Post-Hiring and Recruitment Process Assessment 
☐ 4M. Proactive Recruitment (General) 
 
Attachments 
☐ Attachment A: Minimum Qualifications: Amendment Process 
☐ Attachment B: Racial and Social Equity Considerations: job description, exam criteria, and interview 


questions 
☐ Attachment C: Department of Human Resources’ Fairness in Hiring Interviews for Panel Members: 


Mitigation Strategies  
Signature 


 
  X
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1B. Hiring and Recruitment Simplified Timeline 


The following provides simplified timelines for creating new eligible lists for civil service positions, hiring 
from eligible lists for civil service positions, and hiring exempt positions (excludes acting positions, 
internships, rotations, and leads). The actual timelines and processes will vary, particularly for processes 
that require a city department of human resources action. Hiring managers that manage the process 
effectively (e.g., coordinate all non-applicant participants early and often) may be able to complete steps 
quicker than that shown here. All days shown are business days. Brackets [#] refers to guidelines sections. 


Civil Service Positions Simplified Timeline – Creating New Eligible Lists 


 
Start


• Division Director determines to create new eligible list and appoints hiring manager [4A]
• Hiring manager completes the hiring and recruitment guidelines consistency form throughout the process [4A]
• Hiring manager informs department's human resources (HR) team of intent to create new eligible list [4A]


Week 1
• Hiring manager develops and finalizes evaluation criteria, in consultation with HR team (1 week) [4B]


Week 2
• Hiring manager selects exam preparers, in consultation with HR team (1 week) [4E]


Weeks 3 
through 5


• Exam preparers develop exam and scoring system, in consultation with HR team (3 weeks) [4E]


Week 6
• Hiring manager develops job description and exam announcement and recruitment strategy, in consultation with HR team (1 week) [4C & 4D]


Weeks 7 
through 9


• HR team posts annoucement and implements recruitment strategy (post lasts 3 weeks minimum of open response supplemental questionnaire) [4D]
• HR team monitors applications (throughout) [4D]
• HR team selects an exam scoring panel (1-2 weeks) [4F]
• HR team possibly extends deadline to get more diverse applicant pool (at least 1 week before deadline) [4D]


Weeks 10 
through 13


• HR team asesses applicants to see if they provide complete applications, and meet minimum qualifications (1week) [4F]
• HR team provides details regarding exams to applications who meet minimum qualifications (1-3 days) [4F]
• Qualified applicants take exam (2-3 weeks or longer if city's department of human resources administers exam) [4F]


Weeks 14 
through 15


• Exam scorers score exam, in consultation with HR team  (1-2 weeks) [4F]


Weeks 16 
through 17


• HR team creates tentative eligible list based on scores (1 week)
• HR team provides applicants an inspection period of scores (1 week) [4F]
• City adopts eligible list (1 week) [4F]


Beyond


• HR team and hiring manager complete post-hring and recruitment process assessment [4L]
• Refer to Civil Service Position Simplified Timeline - Hiring from Eligible Lists
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Civil Service Positions Simplified Timeline – Hiring from Eligible Lists 


  


Start


• Division Director determines to fill vacant position from eligible list and appoints hiring manager (may be same hiring manager as the hiring 
manager for creating new eligible list) [4A]


• Hiring manager completes the hiring and recruitment guidelines consistency form throughout the process [4A]
• Hiring manager notifies department's human resources (HR) team of desire to fill vacant position from existing eligible list (1 week) [4F]
• HR team requests to use existing eligible list (referral) from city's department of human resources (1-3 weeks) [4F]


Week 1
• HR team sends job description to all persons reachable on applicable eligible list (allows for 1 week minimum response) [4D]


Weeks 2 
through 3


• Hiring manager selects interview panel, in consultation with HR team (1 week) [4F]
• Interview panel develops and finalizes applicant scoring system (or pre-determined # of interviewees from eligible list) and interview 


questions and scoring system, in consultation with HR team (1-2 weeks) [4G]
• HR team closes responses and informs hiring manager of responses (1 week) [not shown in guidelines]


Weeks 4 
thorugh 5


• Interview panel selects interviewees (1 week) [4F]
• Interview panel coordinates interview invitations (1 week before interviews) [4G]


Weeks 6 
through 7


• Interview panel conducts interviews (1 week) [4G]
• Interview panel shares draft scores with HR team and meets with HR team to finalize scores (1 week) [4G]
• Interview panel shares interview results and recommendation(s) with hiring manager (1-2 days) [4G]


Weeks 8 
through 9


• Hiring manager determines and conducts next steps based on interview panel recommendations (1-2 weeks) [4G]


Week 10


• Hiring manager requests and checks references (1-3 days) [4H]
• Hiring manager notifies HR team of selected applicant and provides verbal offer (1-3 days) [4I]
• HR team prepares written offer (1 day) [4I]


Finish


• Applicant responds (1-5 days) [4I]
• HR team informs hiring manager when applicant succesfuly completes pre-employment screening (1-2 days) [4I]
• HR team and hiring manager complete post-hring and recruitment process assessment [4L]
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Hiring Exempt Positions Simplified Timeline 


 
 
  Start


• Division Director determines to fill vacant position and appoints hiring manager [4A]
• Hiring manager completes the hiring and recruitment guidelines consistency form throughout the process [4A]
• Hiring manager develops draft job description and informs department's human resources (HR) team of desire to hire exempt position [4A]
• HR team seeks requisition approval from city (1 week) [4A]


Weeks 1 
through 2


• Hiring manager develops evaluation criteria, in consultation with HR team (1 week) [4B]
• Hiring manager further develops job description and recruitment strategy, in consultation with HR team (1 week) [4C & 4D]


Weeks 3 
through 5


• HR team posts job annoucement and implements recruitment strategy (post lasts 2 weeks minimum) [4D]
• HR team monitors applications (throughout) [4D]
• HR team possibly extends deadline to get more diverse applicant pool (at least 1 week before deadline) [4D]
• Hiring manager selects one diverse panel to review applications and conduct interviews, in consultation with HR team (1 week) [4F]
• Interview panel develops applicant scoring system and interview questions and scoring system, in consultation with HR team (1-2 weeks) [4G]


Week 6


• HR team closes job annoucement, reviews for minimum qualifications, and sends qualified applications to hiring manager (1 week) [4F]


Weeks 7 
through 8


• Panel scores applications and selects interviewees (2 weeks) [4F]
• Interview panel coordinates interview invitations (1 week before interviews) [4G]


Weeks 9 
through 10


• Interview panel conducts interviews (1 week) [4G]
• Interview panel shares draft scores with HR team and meets with HR team to finalize scores (1 week) [4G]
• Interview panel shares interview results and recommendation(s) with hiring manager (1-2 days) [4G]


Weeks 11 
through 12


• Hiring manager determines and conducts next steps based on interview panel recommendations (1-2 weeks) [4G]


Week 13


• Hiring manager requests and checks references (1-3 days) [4H]
• Hiring manager notifies HR team of selected applicant and provides verbal offer (1-3 days) [4I]
• HR team prepares written offer (1 day) [4I]


Finish


• Applicant responds (1-5 days) [4I]
• HR team informs hiring manager when applicant succesfuly completes pre-employment screening (1-2 days) [4I]
• HR team and hiring manager complete post-hring and recruitment process assessment [4L]







Equitable and Inclusive Hiring and Recruitment Policy and Guidelines 


San Francisco Planning Department 6 July 22_v1 


2. DEFINITIONS 
Applicants: a person applying for an available position (civil service or exempt). 
Application: generally, the materials submitted by an applicant to the department’s human resources team 
for an available position. 
Application review panel: a group of persons reviewing applications, generally for exempt positions. May 
consist of department staff or other persons. 
Belonging: values and practices where no person is left out of department’s circle of concern. Belonging 
means more than having just access, it means having a meaningful voice and the opportunity to participate 
in the design of political, social, and cultural structures. (Othering and Belonging Institute, Impact Report, 
Introduction, July 1, 2020) 
Civil service positions: an appointment made as a result of a certification from an eligible list to a permanent 
position or to a position declared permanent. 
De-identification: process of redacting applicants’ information, including names, addresses, schools 
attended, and other personal identifying information to reduce the potential of biases (implicit or explicit) 
in the examination or selection process. 
Department staff: any Planning Department (or department) staff person participating in the hiring and 
recruitment process, generally excluding applicants. 
Diversity:  the human qualities that are different from our own and those of groups to which we belong; but 
that are manifested in other individuals and groups. Dimensions of diversity include but are not limited to: 
age, educational background, ethnicity, gender, geographic location, job classification, income, marital 
status, military experience, parental status, physical abilities/qualities, race, religious beliefs, sexual 
orientation, and work experience. (San Francisco Department of Human Resources, Diversity Recruitment 
Toolkit, January 25, 2021) 
Division director: department division director or designee (also a senior manager with Planning Director). 
Equity: the guarantee of fair treatment, access, opportunity, and advancement for all, while at the same 
time striving to identify and eliminate barriers that have prevented the full participation of some groups. 
The principle of equity acknowledges that there are historically underserved and underrepresented 
populations and that fairness regarding these unbalanced conditions is needed to assist equality in the 
effective provision of opportunities for all groups at your organization. (San Francisco Department of 
Human Resources, Diversity Recruitment Toolkit, January 25, 2021) 
Eligible List: a confidential list of names of applicants who have passed a civil service examination used for 
certification purposes only.  
Evaluation Criteria: a list of critical skills, training, and/or experience needed for the position (civil service 
or exempt). The hiring manager shall weigh the evaluation criteria (e.g., one skill is more important than or 
as important as another skill).  
Examination (exam): generally, a process used by the department for an appointment to a civil service 
position. It may include multiple components. 
Exam preparers: a person preparing the exam for civil service positions. May consist of department staff or 
other persons. 
Exam scorers: a person scoring a completed exam from an applicant for civil service positions, if applicable. 
May consist of department staff or other persons. Some exams may not require exam scorers if the exam 
includes a predetermined score to each question (e.g., computer, close-ended questions). 
Exempt positions: an appointment to a permanent or temporary position exempt from being filled from an 
eligible list in accordance with city laws. 



https://belonging.berkeley.edu/introduction-3

https://belonging.berkeley.edu/introduction-3

https://sfgov1.sharepoint.com/sites/DHR-HRPortal/Master%20Document%20Library/Diversity-Recruitment-Toolkit.pdf

https://sfgov1.sharepoint.com/sites/DHR-HRPortal/Master%20Document%20Library/Diversity-Recruitment-Toolkit.pdf

https://sfgov1.sharepoint.com/sites/DHR-HRPortal/Master%20Document%20Library/Diversity-Recruitment-Toolkit.pdf
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Hiring Manager: the senior manager or other department staff recommending to applicable senior 
manager which applicant to select for an available position (civil service or exempt) and the main contact 
with the department’s human resources team for applicable hiring and recruitment processes. The hiring 
manager shall be the department staff who will be the direct supervisor of the selected applicant when 
hiring from a civil service eligible list or for an exempt position, unless city requirements or practicalities 
require otherwise (e.g., City Charter provisions, direct supervisor position is vacant). 
Inclusion: the act of creating environments in which any individual or group can be and feel welcomed, 
respected, supported, and valued. An inclusive and welcoming climate embraces differences and offers 
respect in words and actions so that all people can fully participate in the department’s opportunities.(San 
Francisco Department of Human Resources, Diversity Recruitment Toolkit, January 25, 2021) 
Interview panelist: a person evaluating an interviewee. May consist of department staff or other persons. 
Interviewee: an applicant selected to participate in the interview. 
Job classification or class: a position (civil service or exempt) or group of positions for which the city or 
department may use a common job descriptive title.  
Planning Department’s Human Resources Team: the department staff responsible for administering hiring 
and recruitment processes, including maintaining these guidelines. 
Planning Department Racial Equity Leader: the department staff or their designee designed to coordinate 
the department’s racial and social equity action plan, and related activities. 
Racial Equity: systematic fair treatment of people of all Races that results in equal outcomes, while 
recognizing the historical context and systemic harm done to specific racial groups. (Chapter 12A of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code) 
Reachable: describes the applicants on an eligible list that the hiring manager may use to fill a position. 
Related person: a family member, whether by blood, adoption, marriage, or domestic partnership; or a 
consensual romantic relationship occurring within the last two years (City Policy on Family and Romantic 
Relationships at Work). 
Rotational position: rotating staff into a job description and division different than their current one, but 
generally in the same job classification as their current job, for a portion or all their time for a defined period.  
Social Equity: systematic fair treatment of people of all social groups that results in equal outcomes, while 
recognizing the historical context and systemic harm done to specific social groups, such as those 
dimensions of diversity. 
Screening Criteria: the method by which an applicant review panel uses to review applications.   
Scoring, scoring system, or scoring weight: the method by which an exam scorer or interview panelist 
weighs evaluation criteria for each application or interview answer. For example, a score of 5 means 
Exceptional and a score of 1 means Unsatisfactory (see table below). 


5 4 3 2 1 
Exceptional Above Average Average Satisfactory Unsatisfactory 


Exceptional answer. All 
points addressed. All points 
relevant. Good examples. 


Good answer. Relevant 
information. All or most 
points covered. Good 
examples. 


Some points covered. 
Relevant information given.  
Some examples given. 


Some points covered, not all 
relevant. Some examples 
given. 


A few good points but main 
issues missing. No 
examples/irrelevant 
examples given. 


Shall: the person(s) must comply with the guidance in the statement(s). 
Should: the person(s) ought to consider the guidance in the statement(s).  
Supervisor: an individual having authority and exercising independent judgment to effectively recommend 
to hire, promote, discipline, assign, reward or adjust the grievances of other staff. Pursuant to Civil Service 
Rules, supervisors do not directly hire or discipline staff; rather, they recommend a course of action to a 
higher authority. 
Supplemental questionnaire: hiring managers or exam preparers may request applicants provide 
responses to questions (e.g., multiple choice, essays) to assist in their evaluation process of applicants.



https://sfgov1.sharepoint.com/sites/DHR-HRPortal/Master%20Document%20Library/Diversity-Recruitment-Toolkit.pdf

https://sfgov.org/civilservice/sites/default/files/CSC%20Memo%20and%20Policy%20on%20Family%20and%20Romantic%20Relationships%20at%20Work.pdf

https://sfgov.org/civilservice/sites/default/files/CSC%20Memo%20and%20Policy%20on%20Family%20and%20Romantic%20Relationships%20at%20Work.pdf
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3. POLICY 
The department’s equitable and inclusive hiring and recruitment process reflects the department’s 
mission, vision, and values and the department’s racial and social equity action plan. The department’s 
racial and social equity action plan vision states: 


“We envision inclusive neighborhoods that provide all with the opportunity to lead fulfilling, 
meaningful, and healthy lives. We envision a city where public life and public spaces reflect the 
past, present and future of San Franciscans. We envision a city where a person’s race does not 
determine their lives’ prospects and success.  


We envision an inclusive Planning Department and Commissions that represent and engage the 
communities we serve. We envision a Department that proactively infuses racial and social equity 
in both internal operations and external Planning work. Together, we are reimagining what the 
Planning field is and can be – inclusive, diverse and one that centers racial and social equity both 
as a practice and as an indicator of success.  


In order to achieve this broader city vision, we must do our part and address racial and social equity 
within the Planning Department’s policies and practices.” 


The department recognizes the past harm that has resulted from a workforce that has not reflected the 
racial, ethnic, and social diversity of the community. Internal inequities in staffing and department culture 
affects how the department conducts its work and its relationship with communities. San Francisco’s 
history contains numerous instances of creating, enforcing and/or sanctioning laws, policies, and 
institutions that perpetuate and exacerbate racial, social, and economic inequities in the city. The 
department shall actively work to address these past harms by eliminating the disparities in hiring and 
recruitment. The department shall center equity and inclusivity in its recruitment and hiring practices so 
that the department: 


• opens new opportunities for professionals of color to join the department at all levels; 


• fosters the racial and social diversity of San Francisco and Bay Area within the department to better 
represent and engage the communities we serve; 


• creates a culture of inclusion and belonging throughout the department; and 


• provides consistency and transparency in the hiring and recruitment process. 


The department shall conduct the hiring and recruitment process consistent with the city’s Equal 
Employment and Opportunity policy. The department prohibits discrimination and harassment, sexual 
harassment, and retaliation. Department staff shall respond to and report any discrimination, harassment, 
and retaliation to the department’s human resources team. Applicants have the right to report any violation 
of the city’s Equal Employment Opportunity policy following that policy’s complaint procedures.  



https://sfdhr.org/sites/default/files/documents/EEO/Equal-Employment-Opportunity-Policy-English.pdf

https://sfdhr.org/sites/default/files/documents/EEO/Equal-Employment-Opportunity-Policy-English.pdf
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4. GUIDELINES 
Department staff shall complete the checklist included in section 1 at least once in a 12-month period that 
they participate as a non-applicant in a hiring and recruitment process, and prior to such participation.  


Department staff shall determine which sections in this document are applicable to their role in the hiring 
and recruitment process. See the Hiring and Recruitment Simplified Timeline above for guidance on timing 
for some processes. 


4A. Hiring Manager 


The division director shall determine or agree to create and/or fill a vacant position (multiple steps beyond 
scope of this document). The division director shall appoint a hiring manager. The hiring manager shall 
notify the department’s human resources team their intent to hire and complete the hiring and recruitment 
guidelines consistency form throughout the process. Hiring managers that manage the process effectively 
(e.g., coordinate all non-applicant participants early and often) may be able to complete steps quicker than 
that shown in the Hiring and Recruitment Simplified Timeline above. The hiring manager may delegate 
some tasks to other staff to assist in hiring and recruitment process. 


4B. Evaluation Criteria  


The hiring manager shall develop evaluation criteria to create consistency throughout each step of the 
hiring process as the first step. The hiring manager shall have the evaluation criteria focus on skills, training, 
and/or experience needed for the position, and not solely or necessarily academic or professional degrees 
or previous affiliations. The department’s human resources team shall review draft evaluation criteria for 
clarity and potential biases. The hiring manager shall finalize the evaluation criteria based on feedback 
from the department’s human resources team. 


The hiring manager shall clearly outline the evaluation criteria in the job description (see Job Description 
and Exam (for civil service positions) Announcement below). Department staff shall use such criteria when 
scoring the applications, exams, interviews, etc.  


The hiring manager shall determine the weight of the evaluation criteria for each step of the hiring process.  


Example evaluation criteria could include skills, training, and/or experience in accounting; administrative 
support; budgeting; community outreach; customer service; comprehensive planning; cultural 
competency; diversity, equity, and inclusion; drawing set/plan review; environmental review; planning 
code review; project management; racial and social equity; software programs; translation services; urban 
design; verbal communication; written communication; etc. Additional example evaluation criteria 
particularly relevant for supervisor positions include: conflict management; decision-making; human 
resource management; interpersonal skills; leadership; and team building.  


4C. Job Description and Exam (for civil service positions) Announcement  


The hiring manager shall develop a job description, which is the major component of a job description 
announcement and/or exam (for civil service) announcement. The department’s human resources team 
shall review draft job description so that application requirements are consistent across similar job 
classifications and shall review for clarity and potential biases. The hiring manager shall finalize the job 
description based on feedback from the department’s human resources team.  


The hiring manager shall include the following in the announcements, in coordination with the 
department’s human resources team: 
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General, inclusivity and accessibility: the hiring manager shall write announcements to be inclusive. This 
includes removing language that could convey a discriminatory or exclusive language (e.g., gendered). the 
hiring manager shall include content that is clear and concise, including using plain language and 
organized headings. The hiring manager shall only include hyperlinks if they are meaningful and not out of 
context. For example, use the actual title of the destination site of the hyperlink, instead of “click here”.  


Introduction: the hiring manager shall include portions of the department’s racial and social equity vision 
and hiring and recruitment policy (e.g., see four bullets in Policy above) in the introduction. 


Distinguishing features, supervision exercised, examples of important and essential duties, and knowledge, 
skills, and abilities: the hiring manager should use the information found on the department of human 
resources’ Classification & Compensation Database webpage. The hiring manager should consider adding 
information that considers racial and social equity. Examples are included in attachment B. The hiring 
manager should consider modifying details to remove or modify words that are unnecessary, or full of 
jargon. Less words may attract more and diverse applicants. 


Evaluation criteria: the hiring manager shall include the evaluation criteria by which they shall evaluate 
applicants for the position. It includes the skills, training, and/or experience needed for the position, and 
not solely or necessarily academic or professional degrees or previous affiliations (see Evaluation Criteria 
above for more details). 


Experience and training: the hiring manager shall include the minimum qualifications for the job description 
on the department of human resources’ Classification & Compensation Database webpage1 The hiring 
manager should also consider the information like that in the distinguishing features section above. The 
hiring manager shall avoid minimum or desired qualifications not essential to the evaluation criteria.  


Exams (for civil service positions): the hiring manager shall explain the type of and process for exam (see 
Exam Development below for more details). 


Anticipated timeline for applicant participation and department review of applicable items: the hiring 
manager shall include anticipated timeline for applicant participation and department review of applicable 
items (see Hiring and Recruitment Simplified Timeline section above). The anticipated timeline for exempt 
positions and filling a civil service position from an existing list should be more specific than the anticipated 
timeline for civil service exams due to issues outside the department’s control.2 Examples include: 


• Deadline for submitting application and exam (allow minimum 21 days for open response 
supplemental questionnaire; an extended period may be warranted to obtain a more diverse 
applicant pool – refer to section 4F. Application and Exam Closing and Review). 


• Minimum qualifications review  


• Exam testing and review 


• Interviews 


• Decision 


 
1 A multistep process must occur to amend minimum qualifications for a job classification (e.g., a college degree 
requirement for Planner I). See Attachment A. 
2 The hiring manager may have to coordinate with subsequent non-applicant participants in the hiring and 
recruitment process to confirm their availability for the anticipated timeline. 



https://sfdhr.org/classification-compensation-database

https://sfdhr.org/classification-compensation-database
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Other city requirements: the department’s human resources team shall include other city requirements in 
the job description announcement (e.g., compensation, current telecommute policy, benefits, how to 
apply, etc.).  


4D. Proactive Recruitment (Position) and Announcement Posting 


Proactive Recruitment: the hiring manager shall consult with the department’s human resources team prior 
to an announcement to establish a strategy that includes proactive recruitment to populations significantly 
underrepresented in the existing job classification grouping. The department’s Racial and Social Equity 
Action Plan and associated annual reporting shall define the terms “significantly underrepresented” for “job 
classification groupings”.3  


The hiring manager and the department’s human resources team shall work together to develop the 
proactive recruitment strategy and shall identify a target for minimum number and/or percentage of 
applicants sought for the populations significantly underrepresented in the existing job classification 
grouping.  


Announcement Posting: the department’s human resources team shall for all positions (exempt) and exam 
announcements implement the proactive recruitment strategy, which may include but not limited to4: 


• post the announcement to the city’s job website; 


• email all department staff via email; 


• announce at all department staff meetings, as available; 


• email or post to applicable websites and organizations (maintained under separate cover by the 
department’s human resources team); and 


• post to department home webpage and city social media webpages.  


The hiring manager should also have a role in recruitment strategy, if necessary, to achieve target (e.g., 
sending personalized emails or discussions to organizations and individuals). 


Applicant reminders: if system capabilities allow, the department’s human resources team shall send 
reminders a week before deadline to applicants who initiated applications but haven’t yet completed the 
applications. As of July 2022, systems do not allow for such reminders.  


4E. Exam Development (for civil service positions)  


Exam preparers shall develop an exam and scoring system based on the evaluation criteria (see Evaluation 
Criteria above). Exam preparers shall submit the exam with the department’s human resources team before 
exam finalization. The department’s human resources team shall review draft exam and scoring system for 
clarity and potential biases. The exam preparers shall finalize the exam and scoring system based on 
feedback from the department’s human resources team. 


The exam preparers shall consider the following best practices, with additional examples shown in 
attachment B: 


 
3 The action plan may consider the underlying reasons or historic factors that have led to disenfranchised, displaced, 
or undercounted populations for defining “significantly underrepresented”. 
4 The department’s human resources team shall only be required to notify those persons reachable on applicable 
existing civil service list when hiring from such list.  
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• Use closed response supplemental questionnaires (e.g., multiple choice) that evaluate an 
applicant’s number of years of experience related to evaluation criteria and for positions that do 
not include written communication as a higher weighed evaluation criterion; 


• Use open response (e.g., essay) supplemental questionnaires for positions that include written 
communication as a higher weighed evaluation criterion; 


• Open response supplemental questionnaires or other written open response requirements shall 
include a 250-to-500-word limit response to each question; 


• Supplemental questionnaires shall be written clearly and directly relate to the job description. 
Avoid use of multiple sub-questions in one question;  


• Open response supplemental questionnaires shall allow an applicant to describe actual past skills, 
training, and/or experience related to the job description. Example phrasing of questions include 
“Please share an example of…” or “Please share an experience when …”; and 


• Open response supplemental questionnaires shall also allow an applicant to respond to real world, 
practical example(s) related to the job description (e.g., a document to review, problem to solve, 
etc.). 


Exam preparers should only use exams that provide the applicant (see note below for test batteries): 


• adequate time for the exam; 


• ergonomic accessible spaces for the exam; and 


• an opportunity to review exam results after the applicant takes the exam, including the calculation 
of scores to questions on exams. 


In addition, exam preparers should only use exams that allow for the inclusion of the evaluation criteria. 


As of July 2022, exam preparers shall only use the city’s supervisory test battery and management test 
battery if required by city rules for the job classification (e.g., job classifications starting with code “09”). 


For supervisor positions: exam preparers shall consider processes beyond traditional written 
requirements (e.g., supplemental questionnaires) for the exam. This may include oral interviews, 
real-world practical exams, letters of recommendation, or other methods.   


4F. Application and Exam Closing and Review  


Closing Application and Exam: the department’s human resources team shall consult with the hiring 
manager at least one week prior to closing an application and exam to assess diversity of applicant pool. 
The hiring manager shall inform the department’s human resources team to either a) close the application 
or exam if the department met the target for minimum number and/or percentage of applicants sought for 
the populations significantly underrepresented in the existing job classification grouping or b) extend the 
deadline, until such target is met.  


Minimum qualifications: the department’s human resources team shall assess applicants to see if they 
provided complete applications and meet minimum qualifications.  


The department’s human resources team shall provide more details regarding any exams (civil service 
positions) to applicants who meet minimum qualifications. Such details may include the evaluation 
criteria, scoring process, and time, duration, and location of exam.  
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The department’s human resources team shall forward to the exam scorers (for civil service positions) those 
applicants who meet minimum qualifications and provided complete applications, including exam 
responses.  


The department’s human resources team shall forward to the hiring manager (for exempt positions) those 
applicants who met minimum qualifications and provided complete applications.  


De-identification: the department’s human resources team shall de-identify applicants’ information for 
civil service applications such as erasing names and genders in accordance with city rules.  


The department’s human resources team should consider de-identification practices for applicants of 
exempt positions, in consultation with the hiring manager.   


Exam review (civil service positions): the department’s human resources team shall select a diverse exam 
scoring panel that: 


• Includes at least two members, including one member not from the hiring manager’s immediate 
unit/reporting structure; 


• Includes members that are of permanent civil service status and are an incumbent in the 
classification or supervise the classification; 


• Includes members of different races, ages, genders, and classifications, among other categories; 
and 


• Does not include individuals that may present a known or foreseeable appearance of a conflict of 
interest (e.g., related person of applicants). 


For supervisor positions: the department’s human resources team shall include at least one person 
from outside the department on the exam scoring panel (e.g., other departments, community 
organization staff).5  


The exam scorers shall individually score responses to the exam (e.g., supplemental questionnaire) in 
relation to exam scoring criteria and submit draft scores to the department’s human resources team. The 
exam scorers shall compare and discuss scores for each question across each applicant in relation to the 
exam scoring criteria, while rotating which panelist starts the discussion of each question. 6 The exam 
scorers shall meet with the department’s human resources team to discuss draft scores before finalizing 
scores. 


The department’s human resources team shall create tentative list based on scores. The department’s 
human resources team shall provide applicants an inspection period to review accuracy of their exam 
scores and/or rankings per city rules. The department’s human resources team shall not provide identity 
of exam scorers, consistent with city rules. The city shall adopt the eligible list upon completing inspection 
period per city rules.  


 
5 All persons must affirm they have no conflict of interest per applicable agreement. 
6 The purpose is to compare applicant responses horizontally for each question and to avoid the same panelist 
anchoring or first influencing the other panelists decision or scoring for each question. The scorers only need to 
discuss scores for questions in which the scorers have a greater than one point score difference from each other. 
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Eligible List Use (civil service positions): The hiring manager notifies the department’s human resources team 
of desire to fill vacant position from existing eligible list. The department’s human resources team requests 
to use existing eligible list (referral) from city. The department’s human resource team provides reachable 
applicants from the eligible list to the interview panel. 


Application review (exempt positions): the hiring manager shall select one diverse panel consistent with 
guidance for interview panel (see Structured Interview below) to review applications and conduct 
interviews.  


The interview panel shall consider the following best practices, while considering the mitigation strategies 
in attachment C: 


• Develop a scoring system, including screening criteria, prior to reviewing applications. The 
applicant review panel shall use the scoring system for determining which applicants to advance 
to the next stage (e.g., interview), and the panel should not advance applicants to the next stage if 
the applicant did not receive an average score in their applicant review; 


• Avoid disadvantaging applicants with gaps in their degree programs or employment. Applicants 
may have these gaps due to family or community obligations; and 


• Avoid disadvantaging applicants with experience in non-traditional settings related to job 
description announcement such as volunteer experience. 


4G. Structured Interview 


Step 1: Interview panel  


The hiring manager shall submit to the department’s human resources team a diverse interview panel that: 


• Includes at least three members, including one member not from the hiring manager’s immediate 
unit/reporting structure; 


• Includes members of different races, ages, genders, and classifications, among other categories; 


• Includes members that have not served on an interview panel more than twice within the past 12 
months (see exception in footnote)7 and that have not all worked together on the same interview 
panel within the past 12 months; and 


• Does not include individuals that may present a known or foreseeable appearance of a conflict of 
interest (e.g., related person of applicant). 


The department’s human resources team shall review to confirm the interview panel meets above 
requirements. 


 
7 The department’s human resources team may allow for exception to this no more than twice within the past 12 
months requirement if the hiring manager made reasonable efforts to seek alternate interview panel members but 
they were unable to and they fulfilled the other interview panel requirements. The same interview panel can be used 
for the selection of multiple hires at the same time from the same eligible list or for interns; at the completion of 
such a multiple hire situation, each panelist will have effectively served on an interview panel more than twice within 
the past 12 months.   
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For the interview panel of supervisor positions, the hiring manager shall include at least one person 
from outside the department (e.g., other departments, community organization staff). 8 The hiring 
manager should also consider including one department staff of a job classification grouping without 
supervisory responsibilities, but generally such staff should not be someone who would be directly 
supervised by the new hire.   


The interview panel shall manage their time effectively to align with the anticipated timeline for department 
review of applicable items (see Hiring and Recruitment Simplified Timeline section above).  


Step 2: Interview questions  


The interview panel shall develop interview questions and scoring system based on the evaluation criteria 
and submit them to the department’s human resources team for review before the first interview date. The 
department’s human resources team shall review draft interview questions and scoring system and provide 
the interview panel with a list of appropriate materials for the interviews. The department’s human 
resources team shall use relevant U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission standards for such 
review.  


The interview panel shall finalize the interview questions based on feedback from the department’s human 
resources team before the interview date. 


The interview panel shall use the following best practices, while considering the additional examples in 
attachment B and mitigation strategies in attachment C: 


• Begin with the interview templates provided by department’s human resources team.  


• Use the evaluation criteria to develop interview questions and scoring system (see Evaluation 
Criteria section above); 


• Use structured and consistent questions written clearly and directly related to the job description. 
Avoid use of multiple sub-questions in one question and avoid follow-up questions, unless the 
panel creates a list of predetermined follow-up questions and themes;  


• Develop a scoring system by listing the types of response each score (1-5) would receive to further 
specify the scoring:  


o Example: 1: unsatisfactory, did not answer question; 2: satisfactory, answered question, 
generally addressed X and Z evaluation criterion; 3: average, answered question, generally 
addressed X, Y, and Z evaluation criteria; 4: above average, answered question, clearly 
addressed X and Y evaluation criteria and generally addressed Z evaluation criterion; 5: 
exceptional, answered question, clearly addressed X, Y, and Z evaluation criteria. 


• Evaluate for situational and actual past skills, training, and/or experience related to the job 
description, not only knowledge of the position, rules, policies; 


• Include a question about diversity, inclusion, and equity; and 


• Avoid asking interviewees to prepare elaborate presentations that require unpaid work prior to the 
interview (e.g., a webpage or deliverable mock-up that will benefit the department); exercises 
within interview are ok. 


 
8 All persons must affirm they have no conflict of interest per applicable agreement. 
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Step 3: Interview invitation 


The interview panel shall provide the interviewee with the job description announcement and interview 
instructions and option(s) for available interview window(s) before the actual interview date and time. The 
interview panel should provide options for virtual interviews in lieu of in-person. The interview panel shall 
provide the job description and interview instructions in the actual meeting invitation.  


Step 4: The interview  


Preparation: for in-person interviews, the interview panel shall provide the interviewee with the 
interview instructions, and interview questions, as well as a blank sheet of paper(s), pen, and a clock 
that they may view. For virtual interviews, the interview panel shall decide how they would like to share 
the interview questions (e.g., emailing the questions right before the interview, sharing their screen with 
the applicants, posting in chat, etc.). The interview panel must be consistent: if the panel decides to 
email the questions in advance to one interviewee (e.g., virtual), they shall provide the questions in 
advance to all interviewees (e.g., 20 minutes before the interview). 


Consistency: before the interview, the interview panel shall determine consistent roles for the 
welcoming and sequencing of reading the questions to the interviewee. All interview panel members 
shall know who is initiating the interview with the welcoming (see Welcoming below) and shall know 
which question(s) they are asking.  


Virtual Considerations: Technology can be unpredictable, and an interviewee may be challenged by 
their surroundings. The interview panel shall be flexible with interviewees who may experience 
technical difficulties or other unforeseen circumstances. The interview panel and interviewee may need 
to transition to an audio-only interview to address some technical issues. The interview panel shall not 
judge interviewees based upon their personal surroundings and may suggest to the interviewee to blur 
their background. The interview panel shall be flexible and empathetic with the interviewee as it relates 
to such surroundings. Many individuals are at home with others, and an interviewee shall not be 
penalized if others interrupt the interview. The interview panel shall not initiate conversations based 
upon information seen in the interviewee’s virtual background of topics that may lead to inappropriate 
questions. 


Welcoming: one member of the interview panel shall welcome the interviewee, explain the materials 
that are provided to them, provide introductions, and read the short job description and instructions. 
Instructions shall allow interviewee to use their judgment of time to review instructions, questions, and 
let the interview panel know when they are ready for the interview panel to ask question 1. 


Notes: the interview panel shall take clear, comprehensible notes during the interview based on the 
interviewee’s responses to questions and the scoring criteria.  


Closing: the interview panel shall provide the interviewee with realistic expectations on hiring timeline 
and instruct the interviewee to leave behind materials. 
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Follow-up: upon the interviewee leaving the interview, the interview panel shall spend a few minutes 
evaluating the interview in relation to the scoring system. Interview panel members shall individually 
score immediately and score all applicants against scoring system and submit draft scores to the 
department’s human resources team. The interview panel shall compare and discuss scores for each 
question across each interviewee in relation to the scoring system, while rotating which panelist starts 
the discussion for each question. 9  The interview panel shall meet with the department’s human 
resources team to discuss draft scores before finalizing scores. 


Step 5: Recommendations 


The interview panel shall provide recommendations to the hiring manager if the hiring manager should 
conduct a second interview with interviewees or proceed with the reference checking process. The 
interview panel may recommend questions to ask interviewees in a second interview. The hiring manager 
shall use structured and consistent questions written clearly and directly related to the job description if 
they conduct a second interview with more than one interviewee.  


4H. Reference Checks 


The hiring manager shall conduct a reference check of applicant prior to offering an applicant an available 
position (i.e., finalist), regardless of whether they are existing employee for another city department.10   


A reference check involves the hiring manager contacting final applicant’s references (e.g., former 
employers, supervisors, co-workers, educators) to verify previous experience and to obtain information 
about the individual in relation to the evaluation criteria. The hiring manager should consider conducting 
a reference check on multiple applicants as a tool to distinguish finalists, if necessary.  


The hiring manager shall request or verify references with the finalist prior to conducting the reference 
check.  


The hiring manager shall complete the reference check of at least two references and should complete it 
within one to three business days after receiving references from the finalists. 


The hiring manager shall consider the following best practices: 


• Begin with the reference check form templates provided by department’s human resources team; 


• Use the evaluation criteria to develop reference check questions (see Evaluation Criteria section 
above); and 


• Use structured and consistent questions written clearly and directly related to the job description.  


4I. Position Offer 


The hiring manager shall make a conditional verbal offer (aka contingent offer) of an available position to 
an applicant after completing and considering the processes above (e.g., exam, interview, reference check). 
The hiring manager should cover the following details during the verbal conversation: 


• Appointment type (e.g., if exempt, potential future processes; if civil service, length of probation);  


 
9 The purpose is to compare interviewee responses horizontally for each question and to avoid the same panelist 
anchoring or first influencing the other panelists decision or scoring for each question. The panelists only need to 
discuss scores for questions in which the panelists have a greater than one point score difference from each other.  
10 The hiring manager is not required to conduct a reference check for an existing Planning Department staff as it is 
anticipated the hiring manager will review or be informed of the staff’s recent performance evaluation. 
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• Salary range, and, if applicable (e.g., for new staff to the city), details on how to request 
appointment above entrance salary step rate per applicable union memorandum of 
understanding; 


• Tentative start date; 


• Personnel supervisor name (which shall be hiring manager, unless conditions change in process); 


• That the offer is contingent upon the applicant’s successful completion of pre-employment 
screening: verification of meeting minimum qualifications; must pass fingerprinting before a final 
job offer can be made; and required to be vaccinated against COVID-19 as a condition of 
employment; and 


• Timeline to provide a response to contingent offer. 


The applicant shall provide a response to the contingent offer. 


The department’s human resources team shall inform the hiring manager when the applicant successfully 
completes pre-employment screening.  


The hiring manager shall work with the applicant to confirm start date. The hiring manager shall inform the 
human resources team of the start date.  


The human resources team shall provide the formal written offer of an available position to an applicant. 
The applicant shall provide a formal response to the offer. 


4J. Acting Positions  


The hiring manager shall appoint staff using a transparent process to serve in acting role for a vacant 
position anticipated to be filled by an exempt or civil service position.  


Hiring managers shall email the available acting role to all potentially eligible department staff (e.g., if for 
an acting planner IV, all existing planner IIIs). The email shall include the job description, including 
evaluation criteria and qualifications (see section 4C. Job Description Announcement), and deadline for 
applicants to submit their interest and their qualifications. For the evaluation criteria, the hiring manager 
shall consider if tenure (e.g., number of years of experience) is given greater weight than less tenure.  


Potential applicants shall express in writing their interest and qualifications for the acting position to the 
hiring manager. 


The hiring manager shall consider all persons who express interest in the acting position.  


The hiring manager shall share written findings as to the reasons an applicant is unqualified with the 
department’s human resources team and the applicant if an applicant(s) is unqualified. 


The hiring manager shall institute a competitive process for the remaining qualified applicants. Such 
process shall include an interview panel and questions pertaining to the applicants’ qualifications for the 
acting position (see Structured Interview above for guidance on such process). The hiring manager may not 
require a competitive process if the hiring manager rotates all qualified applicants, as described below. 
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The hiring manager shall select applicants to fill the acting position on a rotating basis based on the 
anticipated duration to fill the position on an exempt or civil service basis, divided equally among the 
number of selected applicants.11  


The hiring manager shall consider input from department staff on the performance of the acting staff (e.g., 
360 review survey12). 


Supervisors shall rotate interested and qualified staff for supervisorial positions vacated for a short duration 
(e.g., vacation, parental leave, etc.), but without the same announcement and interviews as described 
above.   


4K. Internships, Rotations, and Leads  


The hiring manager shall use the sections relevant to exempt positions from these guidelines for 
internships, rotations, and leads 13  hiring and recruitment processes. For such processes, the hiring 
manager shall take primary responsibility for and shall not require back and forth coordination with the 
department’s human resources team for the following sections14:  


• 4B. Evaluation Criteria;  


• 4C. Job Description Announcement;  


• 4D. Proactive Recruitment (Position) and Position Announcement Posting;  


• 4F. Application and Exam Closing and Review; and  


• 4G. Structured Interview.  


Additionally, most of section 4I. Position Offer is relevant only to internships. 


4L. Post-Hiring and Recruitment Process Assessment  


The human resources team shall establish metrics for evaluating the success of the hiring and recruitment 
process and a system to track data to inform those metrics (tracking system). The purpose is to support 
short-, medium-, and long-term tracking of the overall efficacy of the department’s hiring and recruitment 
process. The system shall track: 


• Hiring manager consistency with the policy and guidelines (hiring manager completes form, see 
below);  


• Demographics about hiring manager, hiring panels, applicant pools, and successful applicants, 
including for acting positions (department’s human resources team); and 


• Applicant success such as how far they advanced in the process such as minimum qualifications, 
exam score, interview, offer, starting salary step (department’s human resources team). 


 
11 If there is only one qualified applicant, the hiring manager may keep the qualified applicant in the acting position 
until such time that the department fills the position on an exempt or civil service basis. 
12 A 360 review is a tool allowing department staff at all job classifications to appraise the performance of any 
individual staff. In this case, hiring manager may solicit a short anonymous survey asking staff who work with the 
acting staff to appraise the acting staff’s performance. 
13 Refer to union memorandum of understandings between the city and unions for “lead” descriptions. 
14 The hiring manager should coordinate with any department internship program coordinator(s) on such sections 
for intern hires. 
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At the conclusion of the hiring and recruitment process, the hiring manager shall provide a completed 
hiring and recruitment guidelines consistency form to the department’s human resources team. The 
consistency form shall include, but not limited to, a checklist or description of each required step in the 
guidelines, actual duration or timeline for each required step, associated materials of each required step 
(interview notes, score sheets, reference checks, etc.), and an option for recommended changes to the 
guidelines.  


The department’s human resources team shall inform unsuccessful applicants no more than one week 
after applicant accepts contingent offer and shall close out the hiring and recruitment process. The human 
resources team shall input hiring manager consistency form data, demographic data, applicant success 
data, and other relevant data into the tracking system. The hiring manager shall contact any interviewees 
that are existing department staff or identify from populations significantly underrepresented in the existing 
job classification grouping that the department did not offer the position to discuss how the interviewee 
may be more successful in the future. 


Every 6 months, the human resources team shall use the tracking system data to evaluate if the hiring and 
recruitment policy and guidelines are achieving department targets for hiring and recruitment, in 
consultation with the department’s racial equity leaders. The human resources team shall consider if the 
department should consider changes to the guidelines if the department is not making progress towards 
targets and should identify a process for such changes. Generally, the human resources team shall be able 
to assess progress towards hiring manager consistency targets more regularly than targets related diversity 
of hired department staff. 


The human resources team shall discuss with the hiring manager and hiring manager’s personnel 
supervisor if the hiring manager did not appear to be consistent with the policy and guidelines based on a 
review of the consistency form. The hiring manager may explain their consistency and may recommend 
changes to the policy and guidelines to the department’s human resources team. The hiring manager’s 
personnel supervisor shall document outcomes in the hiring manager’s performance review.  


4M. Proactive Recruitment (General) 


Division directors shall consider the following proactive recruitment beyond any vacant position: 


• participate in different school job fairs, aimed particularly at local universities, colleges, and 
community colleges; 


• host or participate in events such as an open house for California American Planning Association 
Young and Emerging Planner’s Program, students (e.g., local high schools, universities, colleges, 
community colleges), and the public to learn about careers at the department; and 


• create a webpage for persons to view vacancies (e.g., link from sfplanning.org to city’s job webpage) 
and create materials (e.g., postcard) advertising the department for department staff to distribute 
at community events.  


Division directors shall identify an annual staff budget (e.g., # of staff hours) for such events. 
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ATTACHMENT A: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS: AMENDMENT PROCESS 
A multistep process must occur to amend minimum qualifications for a job classification (e.g., a college 
degree requirement for Planner I). Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 10.103, the city’s human 
resources director has the duty and authority to establish a system of job classification and to allocate each 
position to a job class. This includes the authority to make changes to the classification plan, including 
creating new classifications; abolishing, or consolidating classifications; or amending classification 
specifications as necessary. 


Steps to amend job classification: 


1. Department staff discusses with the department’s human resources team.  


2. Department staff submits proposed amendments to the department’s human resources team. 


3. The department’s human resources team discusses with the city’s human resources and invites 
other applicable city’s departments and union participation. 


4. The city’s human resources post public noticing regarding proposed amendment(s), in accordance 
with Civil Service Rules 109, 209 and 309. The city’s human resources team keeps the proposed 
amendment(s) posted for seven calendar days. The proposed amendment(s) become effective on 
the eighth calendar day following the posting date unless someone a protest to the city’s human 
resources director prior to the end of the posting period.  


5. If someone timely protests to the city’s human resources director, the city’s human resources team 
will reevaluate the proposed changes and repost. 
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ATTACHMENT B: RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY CONSIDERATIONS: JOB DESCRIPTION, EXAM CRITERIA, 
AND INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
The following are racial and social equity considerations that department staff should consider in the job 
description announcement, exam criteria, and/or interview questions, including example criteria and 
questions. The department’s human resources team may have additional examples gathered from the 
department’s racial equity leaders and Office of Racial Equity, if needed.  


• Define racial equity: see Definitions section 
• Job Description or evaluation criteria examples:  


o Demonstrates an understanding and acceptance of equity, inclusion and diversity 
concepts; their understanding of diversity is broader than just race, ethnicity, and gender.  


o Demonstrates self-awareness, in terms of understanding their own culture, identity, biases, 
prejudices, power, privilege and stereotypes. 


o Demonstrates awareness of differences in work styles. 
o Demonstrates willingness to challenge and change institutional practices that present 


barriers to different groups. 
o Infuses equity, inclusion, and diversity concepts in response to questions not directly 


prompting for them. 
o For some positions, consider assessing applicants by evaluating work/volunteerism with 


diverse communities. 
o For internships, consider if the internship could provide a significant professional 


development opportunity for the applicant. For example, the applicant has demonstrated 
work experience (in any field or setting) and demonstrated through their volunteer, 
education, or lived experience interest in the field of planning but they haven't had a 
professional opportunity to apply it in this field.  
 


• Supplemental Questionnaire and interview question examples: the City and County of San 
Francisco has a diverse population and workforce (in terms of ethnicity, class, culture, language, 
sexual orientation, ability, and gender identity and expression). 


o Please tell us about your experience working with and serving a diverse population.  
o What strategies have you used to communicate, collaborate, and work effectively with 


other team members who have different backgrounds and life experiences than you have? 
o What strategies have you used to help create a workplace where everyone feels welcomed, 


respected, and included? 
o Please share an example that demonstrates your respect for people and their differences. 
o What does it mean for you to have a commitment to diversity? How have you 


demonstrated that commitment, and how would you see yourself demonstrating it here? 
o What areas of diversity, equity, and/or inclusion do you think you have to learn more about 


and how would you go about doing so? 
 


• Other considerations: consider evaluating for life experience (e.g., activities in groups outside work 
or school), but generally avoid requests that have applicants relive past life challenges and 
obstacles as this evaluation may be unnecessary for the position and may contribute to reliving 
trauma for the applicant. 







Halo Eff ect


Appearance Bias


Percepti on Bias


Confi rmati on Bias


Affi  nity Bias


Group Think Bias


The Halo eff ect is the tendency 
to allow a favorable (halo) 
evaluati on of one characteristi c of a 
candidate to inappropriately infl uence 
the overall evaluati on of the candidate.


Appearance bias is when 
you fi rst meet someone or a 
potenti al job candidate, and consciously or 
unconsciously noti ce their appearance and 
make a judgment about the person before 
speaking with them.


Percepti on bias is the tendency 
to prejudge an individual as 
representati ve of a certain “type” of 
person and to rate the individual on the 
characteristi cs of “the type.”


Confi rmati on bias in hiring 
interviews occurs when an 
interviewer makes decisions about a 
candidate too early in the interview, then 
looks for informati on in the subsequent 
responses to confi rm their early opinions.


Affi  nity Bias is the tendency to 
rate candidates more highly if they 
are similar to you.  Many of us share a 
natural tendency to surround ourselves 
with people who we can relate to because 
they are similar to us.


Group think happens when 
the interviewer’s evaluati on of a 
candidate is inappropriately aff ected by 
the opinion of another interviewer.


HOW TO MITIGATE:
• Make sure you fully understand 


the job-related criteria that you are 
evaluati ng.


• Apply the job-related criteria 
consistently to each candidate’s 
responses.


• Make notes for each candidate 
regarding the content of the 
candidate’s responses.


HOW TO MITIGATE:
• Recognize your observati ons of the 


candidate’s appearance, and that 
those observati ons are usually not 
relevant.


• Listen carefully to the responses of the 
candidates and avoid the tendency for 
a candidate’s appearance to positi vely 
or negati vely impact your assessment.


HOW TO MITIGATE:
• Challenge yourself to base your 


evaluati ons of the candidate on the 
rati ng criteria.


• Recognize initi al opinions about a 
candidate, and put those aside.


• Listen carefully to what you hear from 
the candidate to acti vely refute any 
prejudgment that you have.


HOW TO MITIGATE:
• Recognize and avoid follow-up 


questi ons that are to confi rm a belief, 
rather than to clarify informati on from 
the candidate.


• Be aware of forming initi al opinions of 
candidates too early in the interview 
process.


HOW TO MITIGATE:
• Acknowledge your values, and identi fy 


how you will ensure that these factors 
do not inappropriately infl uence your 
evaluati on of the candidate.


• Acti vely listen to the candidate’s 
responses regardless of whether you 
have an affi  nity to that person. The 
candidate may in fact be very diff erent 
from you and may not necessarily 
share much in common with you – 
simply put, it should not matt er.


HOW TO MITIGATE:
• Make notes regarding what you hear 


from the candidate to support your 
evaluati on.


• Discuss each interviewer’s evaluati on of 
the candidate to ensure that all opinions 
and observati ons are considered.


• Take the ti me to independently assess 
each candidate’s responses to questi ons.


• Be mindful of how and why you reached a 
parti cular conclusion about the candidate.


MITIGATION STRATEGIES
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Meeting number (access code): 2497 874 0635
 
Meeting password: wbJjWxaE343

Tap to join from a mobile device (attendees only)

+1-415-655-0001,,24978740635## United States Toll 1

+1-408-418-9388,,24978740635## United States Toll
 

Join by phone

+1-415-655-0001 United States Toll 1

+1-408-418-9388 United States Toll

Global call-in numbers

 
 

Join from a video system or application

Dial 24978740635@ccsf.webex.com

You can also dial 173.243.2.68 and enter your meeting number.

Need help? Go to https://help.webex.com

Subject: Equitable and Inclusive Hiring and Recruitment Policy and Guidelines
When: Thursday, July 21, 2022 1:00 PM-2:00 PM.
Where: https://ccsf.webex.com/ccsf/j.php?MTID=m0e294d75eba8a19d2afe651927431370
 
Hello Everyone - Come learn about the Planning Department’s Equitable and Inclusive Hiring and
Recruitment Policy and Guidelines!
 
The department will use these guidelines for hiring and recruitment processes going forward.

 
All Planning Department staff are invited to the meeting, but it is especially relevant for those who
will soon participate as a non-applicant in the hiring and recruitment process (e.g., as the hiring
manager, interview panelist, exam scorer, etc.)

 
We will record the presentation and archive it for later viewing.
 

To join please see links with instructions below:

Join from the meeting link

https://ccsf.webex.com/ccsf/j.php?MTID=m0e294d75eba8a19d2afe651927431370

Join by meeting number
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tel:%2B1-408-418-9388,,*01*24978740635%23%23*01*
https://ccsf.webex.com/ccsf/globalcallin.php?MTID=mbd62ddad49177b5d54188ce63ee4f3c1
https://help.webex.com/
https://ccsf.webex.com/ccsf/j.php?MTID=m0e294d75eba8a19d2afe651927431370


 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Andrew Chapman
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Andrew Chapman
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:45:08 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:someraguy@yahoo.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Andrew Chapman

Zip: 94117

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:44:55 PM

 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Monica Moran
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Monica Moran
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:45:01 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:monicamarie@outlook.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Monica Moran

Zip: 95391

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:44:45 PM
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From: Jesse Medina
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Jesse Medina
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:42:44 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:funkycole5844@yahoo.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Jesse Medina

Zip: 95747

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:42:30 PM
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From: Katie St Clair
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Katie St Clair
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:42:35 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:k.stclair@gmail.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Katie St Clair

Zip: 95240

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:42:23 PM
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From: Cathleen Alexander
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Cathleen Alexander
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:42:11 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:cataloo@gmail.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Cathleen Alexander

Zip: 94960

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:41:56 PM

 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Robert James
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Robert James
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:41:20 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:r.james@mac.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Robert James

Zip: 94159

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:41:01 PM

 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: david marglin
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - david marglin
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:39:50 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:dave@taste.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: david marglin

Zip: 94133

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:39:40 PM

 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Bruce Wagman
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Bruce Wagman
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 12:39:34 PM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:bwagman@rshc-law.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Bruce Wagman

Zip: 94970

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 12:39:21 PM

 



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: Amanda Van West
To: Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: Support for the Castro Theatre Renovation Plans - Amanda Van West
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 11:38:06 AM

 

Jul 21, 2022

To whom it may concern,

I’m writing in support of the renovation plans and intended use of the Castro Theatre to
modernize this historic venue and ensure that it survives and thrives for another 100
years and more.

The proposed renovation plans are critical to preserving the Castro Theatre for
generations to come. Upgrades and repairs to the historic marquee and blade, interior
preservation of beloved murals and the historic proscenium, full restoration of the
magnificent ceiling, upgrades to seating, ADA accessibility to create a more inclusive
space for the community, backstage dressing rooms, heating and ventilation systems
that will provide improved air quality, state-of-the-art sound, lighting, production and
concession areas will help to modernize the functionality of the space.

It’s critical for a venue to be a flexible space in order to survive in our current
market. This includes being able to present and accommodate a variety of events from
community functions, film festivals and screenings, organ recitals, comedy, music,
LGBTQ+ events and more. 

Venues are anchor tenants and economic drivers to neighborhoods. A recent study by
Chicago Loop Alliance found that for every $1 spent at a venue $12 is generated in the
local economy at neighboring restaurants, bars, lodging, transportation and retail shops.
This economic activity will be so important for the Castro District.

Additionally, Another Planet Entertainment is a trusted local independent small business
with a long history of preserving and restoring historic venues such as the Fox Theatre
in Downtown Oakland. APE is the right team for this job and I’ve already seen the care
and effort they’ve put into this project.

As the letter from the Nasser Family, owners of the Theatre, mentions, “We fully
support the proposed changes by APE that allow the Theatre to have versatile
programming and upgraded seat configurations which will hopefully stave off the
fate of so many other theaters of this era that have closed, been developed into
other occupancies or converted to retail shops.”

For these reasons, I urge your support for the Castro Theatre renovation plans as
proposed by APE. 

mailto:vanwestside@gmail.com
mailto:Jonas.Ionin@sfgov.org


Sincerely,

Name: Amanda Van West

Zip: 94610

Date/Time: Jul 21, 2022 at 11:37:49 AM

 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Merlone, Audrey (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Support 2022-001032PCA [Board File No. 220130]
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 9:37:22 AM

 
 
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7343 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 
 

From: Carolyn Kenady <carolynkenady@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2022 9:36 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support 2022-001032PCA [Board File No. 220130]
 

 

To the Planning Commissioners:  I am unable to give public comment during today's meeting. 
I want to register my support for 2022-001032PCA [Board File No. 220130].  Tenants comprise
64% of our City's residents.  They should have a voice in the planning process including appeal
of Planning Commission decisions to the Board of Supervisors.  
 
Please vote in favor of this proposed legislative change to the appeal process.  Thank you!
Carolyn
 
Carolyn Kenady
carolynkenady@gmail.com
408-218-3115
http://www.linkedin.com/in/ckenady
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Office of Cannabis (ADM)
To: Bridget Maley
Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Donovan, Dominica (BOS); Office of Cannabis (ADM); CPC-Commissions Secretary;

Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC);
Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Ruiz, Gabriella (CPC); Agnihotri, Kalyani (CPC)

Subject: RE: 2030 Union Street Cannabis Retail Establishment
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 9:35:42 AM

Dear Bridget,
 
Thank you for your note. Your feedback has been recorded.
 
Warmly,
 
SF Office of Cannabis
 
 
 

From: Bridget Maley <bridget.maley@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2022 1:24 PM
To: Agnihotri, Kalyani (CPC) <kalyani.agnihotri@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Donovan, Dominica (BOS) <dominica.donovan@sfgov.org>; Office of
Cannabis (ADM) <officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa
(CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Ruiz, Gabriella (CPC) <gabriella.ruiz@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2030 Union Street Cannabis Retail Establishment
 

 

To Whom it May Concern:
Re: 2021-012952 CUA
 
I am opposed to the establishment of another Cannabis Retail Store in Cow Hollow at 2030
Union Street between Buchanan and Webster Streets. According to the City of San
Francisco’s Office of Cannabis there are NINE cannabis retail operations approved or in the
works for the area between Van Ness and the Presidio and Chestnut and Union Streets
and an additional ONE operating illegally (1782 Union) that has taken months for the city to
shut down. This is TOO MANY.
 
Concerns include:
 

1)    Crime – It is known that Cannabis businesses accept cash making them easy
targets for crime, including potentially violent crime.

mailto:officeofcannabis@sfgov.org
mailto:bridget.maley@gmail.com
mailto:catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
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mailto:officeofcannabis@sfgov.org
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mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:gabriella.ruiz@sfgov.org
mailto:kalyani.agnihotri@sfgov.org


2)    Good Neighbor Policy – Includes nothing about security plans for the business
and when pressed to share the security plan and include it in the Good Neighbor
Policy the applicant refused.

3)    Distance between businesses – The mandated 600 feet between businesses is
not enough and this business will only have one full block (Union Between
Buchanan and Laguna) between it and an already operating cannabis enterprise at
1861 Union.

4)    Cumulative impacts - These businesses should NOT be considered and
approved in isolation of each other. NINE of these enterprises in our neighborhood,
and one operating illegally, is too many and the impact on public safety should be
understood prior to approving this or any other of these businesses.

5)    Displacing existing businesses – The proposed project at 2030 Union Street
displaces an existing, viable business that provides services (barber shop) to the
neighborhood.

6)    Inadequate neighborhood outreach – This project sponsor held a neighborhood
meeting on December 23, 2021, then tried to claim this was adequate neighborhood
outreach. Working with Supervisor Stefani's office, the Planning Commission
hearing that was originally scheduled for May 26, 2022, was delayed until the
applicant held another neighborhood meeting on June 22, 2022.

 
As an almost thirty year resident of the Marina and Cow Hollow, I oppose this project and
others like it in our neighborhood.
 
Sincerely,
Bridget Maley
Resident 1700 Block Green Street and Office Tenant 2000 Block Union
 
--
Bridget Maley
bridget.maley@gmail.com

mailto:bridget.maley@gmail.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Office of Cannabis (ADM)
To: maureen@ddmhww.com
Cc: Agnihotri, Kalyani (CPC); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Donovan, Dominica (BOS); CPC-

Commissions Secretary; Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank
(CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Ruiz, Gabriella (CPC)

Subject: RE: Opposition to yet ANOTHER Cannabis business in the neighborhood
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 9:34:23 AM

Dear Maureen,
 
Thank you for your note. Your feedback has been recorded.
 
Warmly,
 
SF Office of Cannabis
 

From: maureen@ddmhww.com <maureen@ddmhww.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2022 2:07 PM
To: Agnihotri, Kalyani (CPC) <kalyani.agnihotri@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM) <officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>; Donovan,
Dominica (BOS) <dominica.donovan@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Diamond, Susan (CPC) <sue.diamond@sfgov.org>; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Imperial, Theresa (CPC) <theresa.imperial@sfgov.org>; Ruiz,
Gabriella (CPC) <gabriella.ruiz@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposition to yet ANOTHER Cannabis business in the neighborhood
 

 

 Project Planner at SF Planning Dept = Kalyani Agnihotri -  kalyani.agnihotri@sfgov.org
Supervisor Stefani = catherine.stefani@sfgov.org
Supervisor Stefani aide = Dominica Donovan - dominica.donovan@sfgov.org
Office of Cannabis - officeofcannabis@sfgov.org
Planning Commission Secretary – commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
Rachael Tanner, Commission President – rachael.tanner@sfgov.org
Kathrin Moore, Commission Vice President – kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
Sue Diamond, Commissioner – sue.diamond@sfgov.org
Frank S. Fung, Commissioner – frank.fung@sfgov.org
Joel Koppel, Commissioner – joel.koppel@sfgov.org
Theresa Imperial, Commissioner – theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
Gabriella Ruiz, Commissioner – gabriella.ruiz@sfgov.org
 
To ALL Who It Concerns:
I am opposed to the establishment of YET ANOTHER  Cannabis Retail Store in Cow
Hollow at 2030 Union Street between Buchanan and Webster Streets. According to the City
of San Francisco’s Office of Cannabis there are NINE cannabis retail operations approved
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or in the works for the area between Van Ness and the Presidio and Chestnut and Union
Streets and an additional ONE operating illegally (1782 Union) that has taken months for
the city to shut down. This is WAY TOO MANY. This is a mixed neighborhood of
professionals, retirees and families. There are multiple pre-schools, elementary schools,
middle schools, young kids, impressionable tweens and teens, seniors, places of worship.
We need neighborhood resources like stores, supermarkets, pharmacies, NOT storefronts
which provide cannabis and like products to people from outside the neighborhood who are
hanging out in front of these stores disrupting foot traffic and partaking of their purchased
products along the same sidewalks as residents of the neighborhood. 
 We have many concerns, not the least of which is the sheer number of these businesses
that have opened (legally or illegally) in the neighborhood or are slated to open.
Concerns about this specific business at 2030 Union Street between Buchanan and
Webster Streets include:

    Crime – It is known that Cannabis businesses accept cash making them easy targets for
crime, including potentially violent crime. There’s a reason guards are positioned at the
front door of these businesses.

    Good Neighbor Policy – Includes nothing about security plans for the business and when
pressed to share the security plan and include it in the Good Neighbor Policy the applicant
refused.

    Distance between businesses – The mandated 600 feet between businesses is not enough
and this business will only have one full block (Union Between Buchanan and Laguna)
between it and an already operating cannabis business at 1861 Union.

    Cumulative impacts - These businesses should NOT be considered and approved in
isolation of each other. NINE of these enterprises in our neighborhood, and one operating
illegally, is too many and the impact on public safety should be thoroughly understood prior
to approving this or any other of these businesses.

    Displacing existing businesses – The proposed project at 2030 Union Street displaces an
existing, viable business that provides services (barber shop) to the neighborhood.

    Inadequate neighborhood outreach – This project sponsor held a neighborhood meeting on
December 23, 2021, then tried to claim this was adequate neighborhood outreach. Very
few people attended this  meeting intentionally called 2 days before Christmas when there
would be poor attendance. Working with Supervisor Stefani's office, the Planning
Commission hearing that was originally scheduled for May 26, 2022, was delayed until the
applicant was required to hold another neighborhood meeting on June 22, 2022.

I oppose this project and others like it in this neighborhood.  How much is too much? Nine
is already ridiculous and there do not appear to be any constraints in place to prevent many
more from trying to establish a foothold in this neighborhood.  
 
Sincerely,
Maureen Holt
maureen@ddmhww,com



This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

From: SchuT
To: Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Kathrin Moore; Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); Wong, Kelly (CPC); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); Ruiz, Gabriella (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Merlone, Audrey (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: General Public Comment July 21, 2022
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2022 7:26:13 AM
Attachments: cid4AF176AA-48E1-46D4-B88C-135E61917550.pdf
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Dear Commissioners,

Good morning.

Below is some info on an “Alteration” project of a SFH that just sold at the end of June 2022 for $6.15 million.

This is one of the many projects in Noe Valley that probably should have been approved as a Demolition and has added to the spiraling price increases in housing since coming out of the Great Recession when speculation really started to take off in 2011.

And illustrative of why the Demo Calcs should have been and still should be adjusted as the Commission is empowered to do under Section 317 (b) (2) (D).

Here is the story:

The first sale prior to the site permit application was in 2014 for $1.7 million.

There were two more sales of the project entitlement prior to the CFC being issued on 2/15/19.

One sale for $2.150 million in December 2016 and a second sale for $4.715 million in January 2018.

After the CFC was issued in February 2019, the project sold again one month later on March 15, 2019 for $4.988 million.

And now the recent sale for $6.15 million.

The sales history from Redfin is below.

(This Redfin ad also shows the interiors both before and after. The house in 2014 was perfectly livable by any normal objective standard like most of these spec “alteration” projects).

Google Earth photos of the project that show the exterior of the site through the years are also below.

Also attached immediately below is a pdf of the Demo Calcs. This is an exact copy as they appeared on the plans with the DBI Records Department. (There were no plans on the SFPIM).

These Calcs are hard to fathom, plus they do not conform to the template of how to display the Calcs on the plans as shown in the §317 Code Implementation Document (CID) of which there were three versions in 2009, 2010 and 2014. (The most recent CID was in 2020).

The site permit was filed on March 19, 2015 and was issued in November 2016. There were two permits for just interior changes and reconfigurations in 2017.

There was actually a Request for DR that was heard on July 28, 2016 because adjacent neighbors were concerned about the roof deck and stair penthouse. The Commission did take DR and found that the roof deck and stair penthouse were E & E because of privacy issues and removed them under DRA 0473. The
roof deck was not necessary to meet the open space requirement of the Planning Code.

Thank you,
Georgia Schuttish 
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From: Thomas Schuttish
To: Tanner, Rachael (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Diamond, Susan (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Imperial, Theresa

(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Ruiz, Gabriella (CPC)
Cc: Bintliff, Jacob (BOS); CPC-Commissions Secretary; Ionin, Jonas (CPC); Merlone, Audrey (CPC); Starr, Aaron

(CPC); Hillis, Rich (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Sucre, Richard (CPC); Jimenez, Sylvia (CPC); YANG, AUSTIN
(CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN (CAT); PEARSON, AUDREY (CAT); Teague, Corey (CPC); Low, Jen (BOS); Jennifer
Fieber

Subject: July 21, 2022 Planning Commission Hearing Item No. 7 #2021-012246PCA
Date: Tuesday, July 19, 2022 8:37:28 PM
Attachments: #2021-012246PCA.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear President Tanner, Vice President Moore and Commissioners Diamond, Fung, Imperial, Koppel and Ruiz:

Attached are comments with seven pages of attachments for Supervisor Safai’s Four-Plex/Six-Plex legislation
scheduled to be heard on Thursday.

It was a surprise to see it on the advance agenda a few weeks ago since the other version from Supervisors
Mandelman and Melgar was already approved by the Board.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Community Tenants" Association Letter Supporting Discretionary Review for 45-49 Bernard (2020-

005176DRP)
Date: Monday, July 18, 2022 1:27:18 PM
Attachments: CTA 45-49 Bernard.pdf
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From: Maggie Dong <maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 12:42 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Tanner, Rachael (CPC) <rachael.tanner@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: Community Tenants' Association Letter Supporting Discretionary Review for 45-49 Bernard
(2020-005176DRP)
 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
On behalf of the Community Tenants' Association, I am submitting a letter to support the
discretionary review request for the 45 Bernard Street project. This project was originally
scheduled to be heard on Thursday, July 21, 2022. 
 
Sincerely,
 
Maggie Dong (she/her)
Planner
Chinatown Community Development Center
669 Clay Street, San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: 415-935-2472| Email: maggie.dong@chinatowncdc.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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July 21, 2022 


Rachael Tanner 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 


Dear Planning Commissioners, 


I am writing this letter on behalf of the Community Tenants Association (CTA) to support the 
Discretionary Review filed by the Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association for the project at 45-49 
Bernard St. The Community Tenants Association was formed in 1987 and has a membership of over 
2,500 members, most of whom are low-income tenants living in Chinatown. Our mission is to defend the 
rights of low-income tenants throughout San Francisco. CTA focuses on tenants’ rights, preservation of 
affordable housing, protection of existing tenants from displacement, and awareness on issues 
impacting the city’s most vulnerable immigrant populations. 


Throughout the pandemic, eleven Chinese immigrants were evicted at 45-49 Bernard St. Eight of the 
former residents are elderly and/or disabled. Nob Hill is home to a significant Chinese American 
population due to its proximity to Chinatown. However, with the influx of owner move in evictions and 
the condoization of formerly affordable multifamily homes, we are concerned that the last renter at 49 
Bernard will face indirect displacement.  


We strongly urge the Planning Commission move forward with the Discretionary Review Request for the 
project at 45-49 Bernard St.  


Sincerely, 


  
Wing Hoo Leung, President  
Community Tenants Association 
 


 







 
July 21, 2022 

Rachael Tanner 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
49 South Van Ness Ave, Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing this letter on behalf of the Community Tenants Association (CTA) to support the 
Discretionary Review filed by the Upper Chinatown Neighborhood Association for the project at 45-49 
Bernard St. The Community Tenants Association was formed in 1987 and has a membership of over 
2,500 members, most of whom are low-income tenants living in Chinatown. Our mission is to defend the 
rights of low-income tenants throughout San Francisco. CTA focuses on tenants’ rights, preservation of 
affordable housing, protection of existing tenants from displacement, and awareness on issues 
impacting the city’s most vulnerable immigrant populations. 

Throughout the pandemic, eleven Chinese immigrants were evicted at 45-49 Bernard St. Eight of the 
former residents are elderly and/or disabled. Nob Hill is home to a significant Chinese American 
population due to its proximity to Chinatown. However, with the influx of owner move in evictions and 
the condoization of formerly affordable multifamily homes, we are concerned that the last renter at 49 
Bernard will face indirect displacement.  

We strongly urge the Planning Commission move forward with the Discretionary Review Request for the 
project at 45-49 Bernard St.  

Sincerely, 

  
Wing Hoo Leung, President  
Community Tenants Association 
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: We need your help
Date: Monday, July 18, 2022 7:50:47 AM
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From: Dennis Hong <dennisjames888@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2022 5:17 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Hillis, Rich (CPC) <rich.hillis@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC)
<lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; George, Sherie (CPC) <sherie.george@sfgov.org>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC)
<nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>
Subject: We need your help
 

 

Dear Honorable members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and everyone.
Last night I was able to see what was on your agenda for July 19, 2022. I trust you
are all doing well and that my email here makes it in time for your 7/19/2022 meeting.
But as always they are just some of my rambling notes I had on my 2do list. But we
need your help. So lets get started.

 

Most of this is below is a copy and paste from your 7/19/2022 Agenda:

Please support the following, its good business:

46. 211232 [Administrative Code - Housing Innovation Program] Sponsors: Melgar;
Mar and Mandelman Ordinance amending the Administrative Code to create the
Housing Innovation Program to develop, finance, and support certain additional
housing opportunities for low-income and moderate-income residents, including loans
and technical assistance for certain low-income and moderate-income property
owners to construct accessory dwelling units or other new units on their property,
subject to certain conditions, loans for certain low-income and moderate-income
tenants who are at risk of displacement and licensed childcare providers, and grants
for organizations to create marketing and educational materials about wealth-building
and homeownership for residents who have been historically disadvantaged and to

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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develop creative construction design prototypes for low-income and moderate-income
residents. Question: Shall this Ordinance be PASSED ON FIRST READING?

 

57. 220631 [Charter Amendment, Initiative Ordinance, and Policy Declaration -
Affordable Housing Production Act] Sponsors: Chan; Walton, Peskin, Preston, Ronen
and Mar Charter Amendment (Fourth Draft) to amend the Charter of the City and
County of San Francisco to provide for accelerated review and approval of eligible
100% affordable housing projects, educator housing projects, and market-rate
projects that provide significant increased affordability, and providing for Planning
Department ministerial review in lieu of approvals by or certain appeals to City boards
and commissions; to make corresponding amendments to the Planning Code and the
Business and Tax Regulations Code; to amend the Administrative Code to provide for
an Annual Affordable Housing Allocation Report as part of the City’s budge

 

63. 220636 [Charter Amendment and Ordinance - Additional Density and Height;
Rent-Control] Sponsors: Peskin; Chan, Preston and Walton Charter Amendment
(Third Draft) to amend the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco to set
forth a requirement that when the City amends the Planning Code to allow for
additional residential numerical density or height, that developers agree to subject the
new residential units in the development, other than Affordable Housing Units, to rent
control; to amend the Administrative Code to establish as the residential numerical
density and height limits those controls in effect as of November 8, 2022, and to allow
the Board of Supervisors to amend the Planning Code to exceed those limits if the
ordinance requires a regulatory agreement to subject all dwelling units in
development projects, other than Affordable Housing Units, to rent control; to
 
from your 7/12/2022 mtg:

What is the scope of work covered in the fund and accountability/s?

220690 Sponsor: Mayor Resolution approving the Fiscal Years (FYs) 2022-2023 and
2023-2024 Expenditure Plan for the Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing Fund. Supervisor Walton, seconded by Supervisor Melgar, moved that this
Resolution be CONTINUED to the Board of Supervisors meeting of July 19, 2022.
The motion carried by the following vote: Ayes: 11 - Chan, Dorsey, Mandelman, Mar,
Melgar, Peskin, Preston, Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton
 
 
My Current issues:

One Oak Project: I mention to the SF Planning Commissioners on 7/14/200 in
support of the One Oak project:

a. I have been in support of this since mid 2017 and still do.
b. Because of both recent articles in the SF Business times, the SF Chronicle and the



YIMBY, including several other reports. It was confusing as to what's next. If and
When it comes up on your agenda again, please keep in mind its a wonderful housing
project that we all need and I hope you will all support it. I do not know much about all
the CA SB's and AB's, etc. referencing these all too many complicated Housing
rules/legislation, etc but I do know, we need all the housing we can get and because
as I understand it doing nothing here may cause some heavy fines. Please
understand these items when voting with the housing issues. They are great tools in
your box to use.
 
c. In my opinion, the current population explosion that needs all the housing is not
really our fault. But some how it needs our support.
d. But the One Oak seems to have part of this nailed, its apartments and not (really)
housing pe/se. Its a two way issue.

e. Please continue to support all the CA, fed etc. housing mandates, etc. or suffer the
recoil/s.

f. We need your support with the SF Plannings DEIR - Housing Element 2022 when it
comes 
to you for your approval, case no 2019-016230CWP, think there was another case
no. to this original one.
g. As requested, I have had a chance to chime in on the DEIR (both volumes I and II
(2022)  and to send in my comments, which I did, you were cc'd on my email of June
9, 2022. The  DEIR was another professional spot on Document.
 
Several other interesting issues – my opinion:
 
a. Fining, penalizing, taxing property owners on vacant houses, store fronts, housing
is not a way to go, but be fixable. Why blames the property owners? Business' are
having a hard time justifying doing business in SF, including living in the city.
b. Now I hear that there is even the possibility of expediting these business, permit
process may not be passed and it may be part of the Nov ballot (TBD). If that were
the case that is a real shame. That is a key part of this process that is needed for the
SBA folks. These folks really need help with this process. As it is now it is to hard to
navigate the current process. They are not really tech savvy. Hold their hand.
 
c. Thanks for the legislation on the Mental Health program. I have not read it fully yet,
but it was long over due and in my opinion is the part of the root cause of homeless.
 
d. What ever happened to that wonderful SF Homeless Connect program that our
former Mayor Gavin Newsom started? It was a good program. Well it looks like it has
lost some steam. Why keep reinventing the wheel?

Dennis is a native of San Francisco, (seventy five+ years). Property owner in District
7. Worked in the city for fifty+ years. Had many years in District 3.

In closing, thanks to all for reading my rambling emails. Sorry for my redundant
comments. My current system and access to the internet has been weak at best, with



even all the large pdf/down loads. Would really like it if anyone could respond here
with your thoughts good or bad.

Lets see who will be the first to respond to me. Too be continued.
 
All the best
BXXSafe
 

Dennis is at dennisjames888@yahoo.com.

 
 

mailto:dennisjames888@yahjoo.com


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Tran, Tam (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Rescind measure to create third-party (TNC) dispatch as part of the Taxi Upfront Fare Program.
Date: Monday, July 18, 2022 7:50:40 AM
Attachments: Sierra Club SF Group Letter Expressing Concerns About Uber-Flywheel legislation 2022-04-23.pdf

SFMTA CAC Motion 220707.01 (1) Urging MTA Board of Directors to Rescind Third-Party Dispatch.odt
TNC Memo to the Planning Commission 06-30-2022.pdf
Jane Doe v. Uber 07-13-2022.pdf
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From: Sue Vaughan <selizabethvaughan@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2022 9:31 PM
To: MTABoard <MTABoard@sfmta.com>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)
<mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Chan, Connie (BOS) <connie.chan@sfgov.org>
Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; CAC <cac@sfmta.com>
Subject: Rescind measure to create third-party (TNC) dispatch as part of the Taxi Upfront Fare
Program.
 

 

Dear Directors:

I oppose the "third-party (TNC) dispatch" Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program,
and I urge you to rescind the April 5, 2022 directive authorizing the pilot.
The pilot program will benefit Uber but be a detriment to the cab industry,
passengers, the creation of a livable city, and the planet. Uber is an
exploitative and polluting company that seeks a global monopoly –
democracy, equality, and the fate of the planet be damned. This program
allows this bad actor to become a parasite of our locally regulated cab
industry without any of its liabilities, such as vehicle insurance or vehicle
maintenance.This program also empowers Uber to eliminate publicly
regulated and transparent meter fares for any cabs booked through the
Uber app. Uber and its fellow transportation network company operator,
Lyft, already underpay their drivers and exacerbate our climate
emergency.

Of note: San Franciscans opposed their statewide Proposition 22 ballot
measure to convert their employees into contractors by 59.51 percent.
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San	 Francisco	 Group,	SF	Bay	Chapter	
Serving	San	Francisco	County	
	
April	23,	2022	
	
Board	of	Directors	
San	Francisco	Municipal	Transportation	Agency	
	
Subject:	Expressing	concerns	about	the	recent	enactment	of	legislation	(Transportation	
Code	Amendment	-	Taxi	Upfront	Fare	Pilot)	establishing	a	financial	relationship	between	
Uber	(a	"third-party	entity")	and	Flywheel	Technologies,	and	that	eliminates	SFMTA	
regulation	of	taxi	fares	booked	through	third-party	entities	
	
Dear	Directors:	


The	Sierra	Club	has	concerns	about	legislation	passed	on	April	5,	2022,	enacting	a	pilot	
program	that	creates	a	troubling	relationship	between	the	San	Francisco	Municipal	
Transportation	Agency	and	transportation	network	companies,	in	particular	Uber.	


The	Union	of	Concerned	Scientists	has	evaluated	transportation	network	company	
operations	and	determined	that	they	exacerbate	the	climate	emergency	by	increasing	
the	number	of	cars	congesting	city	streets	and	adding	to	vehicle	miles	traveled.	Uber	
and	Lyft	also	compete	with	public	transportation	for	passengers	to	the	detriment	of	the	
environment.	In	2018,	the	SFMTA	promoted	itself	as	the	greenest	transportation	agency	
in	the	nation.	And	at	one	point	prior	to	the	advent	of	Uber	and	Lyft,	San	Francisco	had	
the	greenest	taxi	fleet	in	the	nation.	These	environmental	gains	are	eroded	by	every	
penny	that	Uber	and	Lyft	earn	through	the	vehicle-miles-traveled	that	they	depend	on.	


The	legislation	passed	on	April	5	gives	Uber	–	which	is	a	financially	failing	corporation	
that	is	kept	alive	by	investments,	including	from	the	Saudi	Arabian	Public	Investment	
Fund	–	a	life	line	by	allowing	it	to	become	a	taxi	parasite.	Through	a	private	deal	
between	Flywheel	Technologies	and	Uber,	passengers	will	be	able	to	book	cab	rides	
using	the	Uber	app.	In	exchange,	Uber	will	get	a	cut	of	taxi	fares	without	the	trouble	of	
owning	and	maintaining	vehicles	or	purchasing	insurance.	Lyft,	which	is	also	financially	
failing,	could	offer	a	similar	app	and	also	become	a	parasite	of	the	cab	industry.	


The	SFMTA	needed	to	legislate	this	deal	because	through	the	deal,	the	SFMTA	gives	up	
the	right	to	regulate	taxi	fares	for	any	fares	booked	through	the	Uber	app.	Any	fare	
booked	through	the	Uber	app	could	be	lower	than	regulated	cab	fares	–	or	they	could	







surge.	Considering	the	fact	that	it	is	the	goal	of	Uber	to	have	every	taxi	in	the	world	
using	its	app	by	2025,	this	is	alarming.	Uber’s	goal	has	also	been	to	out	compete	with	
public	transportation	globally,	the	fate	of	the	planet	notwithstanding.	


In	addition,	this	legislation	was	not	properly	vetted	and	lacks	an	environmental	impact	
report.	Prior	to	passage,	the	proposed	legislation	was	not	brought	to	the	SFMTA	Citizens	
Advisory	Council,	the	Mayor’s	Disability	Council,	or	neighborhood	and	political	
organizations.	This	was	a	flagrant	lapse	of	responsibility	in	the	face	of	the	most	pressing	
crisis	that	humanity	has	ever	faced	–	the	climate	crisis.	


Sincerely,	
Becky	Evans 


Chair,	Executive	Committee	
The	San	Francisco	Group	


	
Susan	Vaughan	


Former	Chair,	Executive	Committee	
The	San	Francisco	Group	


  


CC: 


Mayor London Breed 
Executive Director Jeffrey Tumlin 
Supervisor Connie Chan 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Gordon Mar 
Supervisor Dean Preston 
Supervisor Matt Haney 
Supervisor Myrna Melgar 
Supervisor Hillary Ronen 
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman 
Supervisor Shamann Walton 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai	






WHEREAS the San Francisco Planning Department has recently issued a report highlighting the socio-economic and environmental problems associated with transportation network companies (TNCs, e.g., Uber and Lyft), including the exacerbation of the global climate emergency and widening divisions between those who can afford ride hail services and those who cannot

WHEREAS Uber is a financially failing company propped up by investments from various funds, including the Saudi Arabian Public Investment Fund, making Uber an extension of the fossil fuel industry

WHEREAS 59% of San Franciscans who voted in the November 2020 election voted NO on Proposition 22 to convert Uber and Lyft drivers, among others, from employees with benefits ranging from minimum hourly pay and Workmen’s Compensation to private contractors.

WHEREAS the San Francisco Charter requires the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to ensure “roads that are not gridlocked with congestion”

WHEREAS the San Francisco Charter requires the SFMTA to provide “A transportation sector that promotes environmental sustainability and does not contribute to global warming”

WHEREAS the San Francisco Charter gives the SFMTA “exclusive authority over taxi-related functions and taxi-related fares, fees, charges, budgets, and personnel that it has over the Municipal Railway”

WHEREAS the Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program requires the SFMTA to give up the power to regulate taxi meter fares for all cab rides booked through third-party dispatch systems and to transfer that power to the third-party dispatch companies

WHEREAS Uber has stated that it has a goal of having all taxis globally on its platform by 2025, thereby converting all taxi drivers globally into Uber contract gig workers

WHEREAS TNC participation is not an essential component of the Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Citizens’ Advisory Council urges the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors to remove third-party (TNC) dispatch from the Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program.




 


 


 


 
MEMO TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 


HEARING DATE: June 30, 2022 


 


Project Number:  2018-002072OTH  


Project Name:  Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Land Use Planning:  


Effects on The San Francisco General Plan, Planning Code, and Environmental Review  


Staff Contact:   Tam Tran, tam.tran@sfgov.org, 628-652-7473 


Reviewed by:   Wade Wietgrefe, wade.wietgrefe@sfgov.org, 628-652-7565 


Recommendation: None (Information Item) 


 


Planning Department staff will present an overview of its recently published Transportation Network Companies 


and Land Use Planning study (attached), including next steps for policy options. The study is one of several City-


led studies looking at the effects of transportation network companies on San Francisco.  


Background 


Ridehailing (or ridesourcing) services match riders with drivers on demand. Transportation network companies 


(TNCs, like Lyft and Uber) are an example of ridehailing. To use a TNC service, people use their smart phones to 


summon a car that provides taxi-like transportation services and to also pay for this service. These companies 


provide a direct and convenient mode of transportation that is similar to an individual driving their own private 


car but without the associated costs of private vehicle ownership or parking inconveniences.  


First appearing in 2010 in San Francisco, ridehailing has grown substantially here and in other cities around the 


world due to their convenience and sometimes lower cost compared to taxis. In San Francisco, TNC trips made 


up about 15% of all intracity vehicle trips in 2017.1 See Figure 1 on the next page. Because these services are 


relatively new and pervasive, these services have outpaced public regulatory authority and policy framework, 


including San Francisco.  


The results of TNCs operating outside of existing public policy and regulation have been significant. Studies 


show that TNCs shift people away from other means of travel, including walking, bicycling, and transit. TNCs 


induce more car trips than what would otherwise have occurred.2 Research has shown that TNCs circulate on 


streets frequently with few or no passengers,3 and compete with public transit, instead of supplementing it.4 All 


these effects result in more vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and congestion on roads, even when accounting for 


multi-passenger (i.e., shared) TNC options.5 In San Francisco, it is estimated that TNCs accounted for 


approximately 50% of the increase in congestion between 2010 and 2016.6 See Figure 2 on the next page. 
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Figure 1. Average Weekday Intracity Vehicle Trips  


by Mode in San Francisco (2017) 


Figure 2. Factors that Contributed to Traffic Delay  


in San Francisco (2010-2016) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


There are also racial and social implications related to TNCs. Some people simply may not be able to afford to 


pay for ridehail services. Research finds that some TNC drivers turn down ride requests from neighborhoods 


with communities of color and low-income households.7  Service discrepancies also exist for people with 


disabilities. In San Francisco, TNCs did not provide vehicles accessible to people using wheelchairs, charged 


higher fares for users requesting wheelchair-accessible vehicles, and relied on mobile applications and websites 


that were not accessible by screen readers or assistive devices.8  


The Planning Department conducted the attached study because there is less research on TNCs’ effects on land 


use planning. Staff often faced questions at Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors hearings about the 


amount of TNC activity and impacts associated with proposed land uses, such as housing and office buildings. 


Staff have observed an increased level of permit activity for TNC-related land uses. Given the relative newness of 


TNCs, classifying such land uses is imprecise and clumsy given the existing Planning Code definitions. Planning 


Commissioners and staff need additional information to guide development in response to anticipated TNC 


activity (e.g., loading, parking).  


The Planning Department anticipates TNC trips to return to their pre-pandemic levels as the economy recovers 


and possibly grow through other emerging ridehailing technologies (e.g., passenger travel provided by 


autonomous vehicles), even despite recent cost increases in TNC trips. An indication of increased TNC activity is 


the significant rise in the total collection of taxes collected for TNC rides in July and August 2021 compared to 


the prior 2020-2021 fiscal year.9 (This tax was approved by San Francisco voters in 2019 (Proposition D)). 
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These discussions and observations informed the study’s scope. The study explores the following four questions 


and identifies policy options to address potential impacts. 


1.  Are some land uses and densities associated with more TNC activity than others?  


2.  What other built environment features are associated with TNC activity? 


3.  Do TNCs create new or alter existing land uses? 


4.  How is the development community reacting to TNCs? 


This study may also inform land-use impacts of other emerging mobility services and technology (emerging 


mobility). These are modes, technology, or any type of transportation device or service that automate three or 


more of the following features: driving, routing, reservations/orders, vehicle tracking, billing, customer feedback, 


matching/sharing, crowdsourced routing, and locking and unlocking. 10 Emerging mobility includes ridehailing 


(TNCs), autonomous vehicles, bikeshare, carshare, e-scooters, and others.  


The connection between TNCs and autonomous vehicles is important. Autonomous vehicles (sometimes 


referred to as robot cars, driverless cars, or self-driving cars) are currently being used for passenger services, like 


TNCs. While they are not identical, TNCs and the presumed characteristics of AV passenger services have many 


similarities. See Figure 3.  


Given the lack of a model of how autonomous vehicle passenger services will operate, the study team assumes 


that the effects of AV passenger services could be like the effects of TNCs. Practitioners (e.g., public employees, 


such as planners, transit operators, and airport staff), academics, and others who study emerging mobility have 


also made this observation. 11 


Figure 3. Characteristics of TNCs (existing) and Passenger Services Provided by Autonomous Vehicles (anticipated) 
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Autonomous vehicles have the potential to radically change human behavior and cities on the same scale that 


technologies such as the internet and the conventional automobiles have. Once considered new, these 


technologies have so thoroughly embedded themselves in people’s lives that it is nearly inconceivable to 


imagine how daily living could happen without them. This similar potential with emerging mobility makes them 


worth studying, so that San Francisco can encourage and leverage their positive impacts as well as manage and 


attempt to avoid or minimize their downsides. 


Prior San Francisco Agency Studies about TNCs 


The effects of TNCs span other aspects of life in San Francisco, as safety and mobility are vital components of 


how people live their lives and conduct their business. City agencies have worked together to produce several 


studies to explore how TNCs affect people and travel patterns in San Francisco. These studies piece together a 


larger picture of how TNCs operate in San Francisco and identify certain problematic parts of their operations – 


increased congestion, decreased mobility for people with disabilities, and other effects.  


SFMTA’s study about people with disabilities’ access to TNCs contained policy options for decisionmakers to 


consider and implement. These included options for the public sector to more robustly implement SB 1376:  


TNC Access for All (2018)12 and to leverage the expertise of local agencies and consumers to implement and 


enforce regulations related to TNCs.13  


 


 


Methodology and Results 


Table 1 summarizes the methodologies used for each study question and the results. Given the wide-ranging 


nature of the questions, a variety of methodologies were used to explore each question.  
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Table 1: Land Use Planning Study Questions and Research Methodologies 


Study question Methodology Results 


1.  Are some land uses and 


densities associated with 


more TNC activity than other 


uses?  


Regression analysis • Significant positive associations for: 


o Visitor, retail, residential, and cultural, 


institutional, and educational land 


uses  


o Higher-density areas (e.g., northeast 


quadrant of San Francisco) 


2.  What other built environment 


features are associated with 


TNC activity? 


Regression analysis • Significant positive association for: 


o Higher daily parking costs and lack of 


access to a vehicle  


• Slight positive association for: 


o Proximity to a BART station 


3.  Do TNCs create new or alter 


existing land uses? 


Focus groups, online survey, 


review of Planning Department 


applications 


• Land uses by TNC and autonomous vehicle 


providers do not fit neatly under existing 


Planning Code  


4.  How is the development 


community reacting to TNCs? 


Interviews • Less parking 


• Expanded loading areas to accommodate 


TNCs and other loading activities 


• Increased demand for other transportation 


amenities (e.g., bike lockers, electric 


vehicle chargers) 


Key Findings and Policy Options 


In response to these results, the Planning Department presents key findings with associated potential policies in 


Table 2. The policy options are organized around the Planning Department’s responsibilities. The Department 


will be advancing these policy options in FY 2022-2023 in collaboration with stakeholders. 


Table 2: Policy Options 


Key Finding Policy Option 


1.  Convenience typically wins.  1.  Maintain General Plan policies that are consistent with the 


City’s Transit First policy and update the General Plan to 


identify the ways emerging mobility can advance City 


goals (e.g., climate action, safety, access) and/or take 


steps to manage and attempt to avoid or minimize 


conflicts with City goals. 


2.  Demand for curb space is high and will likely 


increase as emerging mobility usage grows. 


2.  Update the General Plan to establish (a) priorities for curb 


space by land use and (b) policies to address the ongoing 


loading effects from emerging mobility. 


3.  The Planning Code may not appropriately or fully 


consider land use impacts by emerging mobility 


services and companies.  


3.  Update the Planning Code to classify land uses involving 


emerging mobility (e.g., autonomous vehicles). 
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Key Finding Policy Option 


4.  Ridesourcing could counter some of the benefits 


of the Transportation Demand Management 


Program that is codified to encourage 


sustainable travel.  


4.  Continue to regularly monitor the effectiveness of the 


City’s Transportation Demand Management program. 


5.  Developers and building owners/managers are 


challenged to respond to TNCs and anticipated 


autonomous vehicle passenger services, 


particularly for existing developments. 


5.  Provide guidance for developers and building 


owners/managers to respond to emerging mobility, 


including TNCs and autonomous vehicle passenger 


services. 


6.  The Department appropriately considers TNC 


activity in its environmental review process  


(e.g., the analysis accounts for TNC impacts such 


as number of trips and loading activity).  


6.  Align environmental review with any future adopted 


policy or regulations concerning emerging mobility and 


monitor and integrate reputable emerging mobility 


evidence into reviews. 


A full description of the study’s approach, results, and findings are attached. Appendices can be found on the 


project’s website: www.sfplanning.org/TNCs 


Conclusion and Next Steps 


Research has shown that TNCs increase vehicle travel.14 Without changes to the current trend lines, San 


Francisco’s transportation system will be less safe and more congested with increased pollution. Technology-


based transportation services will be available for a select segment of able-bodied people who can afford them, 


compounding the socioeconomic and ability-based inequities that we see today. The Planning Department, in 


collaboration with agency partners, should set the public policy foundation so that TNCs and other emerging 


mobility providers respond to the principles and expectations of San Franciscans, especially those related to 


racial and social equity; climate action; Transit First; and safety, including Vision Zero.  


To be clear, San Francisco welcomes new technology and services. From the building of the Golden Gate Bridge 


to the invention of television, San Francisco has long been the home of innovation. The City welcomes 


innovation – as long as it serves the goals of the people in San Francisco and the Bay Area and not the reverse. 


The City’s streets are a vital, limited resource that must serve people ‒ residents, workers, and visitors – and not 


private companies and vehicles. 


The Planning Department will continue work with agency partners on the policy responses outlined in Table 2. 


The findings from this study will inform updates to the General Plan, including the Transportation Element, 


which is anticipated to be presented to the Planning Commission for consideration in 2024. 


The Planning Department will kick off a process this fall to develop new Planning Code controls for emerging 


mobility. The process will engage stakeholders in the development of the definitions for these land uses and 


controls such as preferred locations, and the types of associated controls such as site design and intensity. The 


Planning Code updates could inform guidance for developers. The Planning Department will continue to 


monitor TNC research and update the City’s transportation demand management program and environmental 


review practices, as needed. 
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Required Commission Action 


Recommendation: None (Information Item) 


 


Attachment: “Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Land Use Planning: Effects on The San Francisco 


General Plan, Planning Code, and Environmental Review” 


 


 


 


 


 
ENDNOTES 


1 San Francisco County Transportation Authority. (2017). “TNCs Today: A Profile of San Francisco Transportation Network 


Company Activity.” https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Planning/TNCs/TNCs_Today_112917.pdf 


2 Ward, J. W., Michalek, J. J., Samaras, C., Azevedo, I. L., Henao, A., Rames, C., & Wenzel, T. (2021). “The impact of Uber and 


Lyft on vehicle ownership, fuel economy, and transit across U.S. cities.” 


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2589004220311305 


3 Studies show that deadheading, or when TNCs operate without a paying passenger in the vehicle, accounted for 50% of 


TNC’s vehicle miles traveled in New York and 20% in San Francisco. These studies include: 


Schaller, B. (2017). “Unsustainable? The Growth of App-Based Ride Services and Traffic, Travel, and the Future of New York 


City.” http://www.schallerconsult.com/rideservices/unsustainable.pdf 


Fehr & Peers. (2019). “Estimated TNC Share of VMT in Six U.S. Metropolitan Regions (Revision 1).” Research funded by Uber. 


https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FIUskVkj9lsAnWJQ6kLhAhNoVLjfFdx3/view  


San Francisco County Transportation Authority. (2017). “TNCs Today: A Profile of San Francisco Transportation Network 


Company Activity.” https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Planning/TNCs/TNCs_Today_112917.pdf 


4 Studies show that TNCs compete with public transportation as riders (especially non-car owners) consider the service as a 


replacement for transit. These studies include:  


Erhardt, G. D., Mucci, R. A., Cooper, D., Sana, B., Chen, M., & Castiglione, J. (2021.) “Do transportation network companies 


increase or decrease transit ridership? Empirical evidence from San Francisco.” Transportation 49, 313–342. 


https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11116-021-10178-4 


Rayle, L., Dai, D., Chan, N., Cervero, R., & Shaheen, S. (2016). “Just a better taxi? A survey-based comparison of taxis, transit, 


and ridesourcing services in San Francisco.” Transportation Policy 45, 168–178. 


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2015.10.004 


Shaheen, S., Totte, H., & Stocker, A. (2018). “Future of Mobility.” UC Berkeley, Institute of Transportation Studies, 


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/68g2h1qv 


 



http://www.schallerconsult.com/rideservices/unsustainable.pdf

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FIUskVkj9lsAnWJQ6kLhAhNoVLjfFdx3/view

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11116-021-10178-4

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2015.10.004

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/68g2h1qv





Memo to the Planning Commission – Information Item  Project No. 2018-002072OTH 


Hearing Date: June 30, 2022  TNCs and Land Use Planning 


 


 


 


  8  


 
5 A study examining the effectiveness of shared (or pooled) Lyft and Uber services in reducing VMT found that pre-pandemic 


levels of pooling led to at least a doubling of VMT when comparing ride-hail trips with travelers’ previous modes, with 


increases of 97% in Chicago, 118% in San Francisco, and 157% in Boston. (Source: Schaller, B. (2021). “Can sharing a ride 


make for less traffic? Evidence from Uber and Lyft and implications for cities.” Transport Policy, 102, 1–10. 


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2020.12.015) 


6 San Francisco County Transportation Authority. (2018). “TNCs and Congestion.” https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/ 


content/Planning/TNCs/TNCs_Congestion_Report_181015_Final.pdf 


7 Brown, A. (2019). “Prevalence and Mechanisms of Discrimination: Evidence from the Ride-Hail and Taxi Industries.” Journal 


of Planning Education and Research. https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X19871687 


8 San Francisco County Transportation Authority. (2018). “Emerging Mobility Evaluation Report.” 


https://www.sfcta.org/projects/emerging-mobility-evaluation-report 


9 San Francisco County Transportation Authority. (2021). Executive Director’s Report. 


https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/EDR%2009.28.21FINAL.pdf  


10 ibid. 


11 Bergal, J. (2017). “Uber, Lyft Cut Into Parking Revenue That Keeps Airports Running.” Governing Magazine. 


https://www.governing.com/archive/sl-uber-lyft-airports.html 


Larco, N. (2018). “Driverless cars are here (just with drivers.” Urbanism Next. University of Oregon. 


https://www.urbanismnext.org/news/driverless-cars-are-here-just-with-drivers-tncs 


Metz, C. (2021). “The Costly Pursuit of Self-Driving Cars Continues On. And On. And On.” New York Times. 


https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/24/technology/self-driving-cars-wait.html 


Allen, W. (2019). “How AVs, TNCs and public transit will shape the future of transportation.” Metro Magazine. 


https://www.metro-magazine.com/10002899/how-avs-tncs-and-public-transit-will-shape-the-future-of-transportation 


12 SB 1376: TNC Access for All (2018) requires the state Public Utilities Commission to establish an accessibility program for 


persons with disabilities as part of its regulation of TNCs.  


13 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. (2019). “TNCs and Disabled Access.” 


https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2019/05/tnc_and_disable_access_whit_paper-


rev11_2.pdf  


14 Clewlow, R. R. & Mishra. G.S. (2017). “Disruptive Transportation: The Adoption, Utilization, and Impacts of Ridehailing in 


the United States.” Institute of Transportation Studies, UC Davis, Research Report UCD-ITS-RR-17- 07 


Schaller, B. (2021). “Can sharing a ride make for less traffic? Evidence from Uber and Lyft and implications for cities.” 


Transport Policy, 102, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2020.12.015 



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2020.12.015

https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/EDR%2009.28.21FINAL.pdf

https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2019/05/tnc_and_disable_access_whit_paper-rev11_2.pdf

https://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/reports-and-documents/2019/05/tnc_and_disable_access_whit_paper-rev11_2.pdf

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2020.12.015





JUNE 2022


TNCs and Land Use Planning
EFFECTS ON THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN,  
PLANNING CODE, AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW







© 2022 San Francisco Planning Department


49 South Van Ness Avenue 
Suite 1400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
www.sfplanning.org Cover photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA


Acknowledgements


San Francisco  
Planning Department
Tam Tran
Celina Chan (former)
Wade Wietgrefe
Gary Chen
Kay Cheng (former)
Jenny Delumo
Janet Jin
Ryan Shum
Candace Soohoo
Corey Teague
Daniel Wu (former)


San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority
Joe Castiglione
Drew Cooper
Warren Logan (former)


San Francisco Municipal  
Transportation Agency
Kathryn Angotti
Julia Friedlander
Darton Ito
Erin McAuliff
Carli Paine
Hank Willson


WSP
Sahar Shirazi (former)
Naomi Batzer
Kit Chiu (former)
David Ory
Arash Asadabadi
Rachel Zack (former)


Ronny Kraft Consulting
Ronny Kraft


UC Berkeley, Innovative Mobility 
Research Group
Adam Cohen


Others
Harry Campbell, The Rideshare Guy
Bryan Goebbels, San Francisco Local Agency 
Formation Commission (former)
San Francisco Public Library, Potrero Branch







Table of Contents
Executive Summary           01


Key Terms / Glossary           05


1. Introduction            07


Background	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 07


Prior	San	Francisco	Agency	Studies	About	TNCs	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 09


2. Study Overview           12


Why	Land	Use	Planning?	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 12


Study	Questions	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 14


3. Methodology and Results          16


Overview	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 16


Methodology	and	Results	for	Each	Study	Question	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 17


4. Discussion            28


Key	Findings	and	Policy	Options	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 28


Conclusion	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 38


Study	Limitations	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 39







Photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA







E x E cu t i v E  S u m m a ry 1


Executive Summary


Emerging mobility services and 
technology have the potential to 
radically change human behavior 
and cities on a scale that other 
transformative technologies have 
similarly done. San Francisco is 
not prepared for this.


Emerging, app-enabled transportation services, such 
as ridesourcing services provided by transportation 
network companies (TNCs)(e.g., Lyft, Uber), caught 
cities off-guard, including San Francisco. The results 
of being caught off-guard for TNCs have been 
significant.


Studies show that TNCs shift people away from other 
means of travel, including walking, bicycling, and 
transit and that TNCs generate more car trips.1 TNCs 
circulate on streets frequently with few or no passen-
gers, induce travel, and compete with public transit, 
instead of supplementing it.2 All these effects result 
in more vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and congestion 
on roads, even when accounting for multi-passenger 
(i.e., shared) TNC options.3


In San Francisco, it is estimated that TNC trips made 
up about 15% of all intracity vehicle trips in 2017.4 
TNCs accounted for approximately 50% of the 
increase in congestion between 2010 and 2016 in 
San Francisco.5 


Less has been studied about TNCs’ effects on land 
use planning and the built environment. This includes 
how location and densities of land uses could 
interact with the demand, supply, and operations of 
ridesourcing (also known as ridehailing) services. 


This San Francisco Planning Department (Planning 
Department) study examined the potential effects 
of TNCs on land use planning in San Francisco and 
recommends policy options for the City to take based 
on the results.


Using a combination of regression analyses, inter-
views, focus groups, online surveys, and research 
on development applications submitted to the City 
and County of San Francisco (the City), the Planning 
Department made the following findings in relation to 
the study’s research questions. 
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Are some land uses and densities associated 
with more TNC activity than others?


 y Visitor, retail, residential, and cultural, insti-
tutional, and educational land uses showed 
significant positive association with TNC 
activity. Regression analyses showed that, of the 
five land use categories examined, visitor-related 
uses, such as hotels and other lodging, had the 
most significant positive association with TNC 
activity followed by residential land uses. This 
was true when variables such as time of day and 
density were controlled. (These findings resulted 
from regression analyses, which can show a 
relationship – or an association – between two vari-
able and assess the strength of the relationship. 
Regression analyses cannot determine causality or 
directionality.)


 y Higher-density areas showed significant 
positive association with more TNC activity. 
Regression analyses showed that areas in 
San Francisco with the highest density had the 
greatest correlation with TNC activity. These areas 
include neighborhoods in the northeast quadrant 
of the city, including downtown, Financial District, 
South of Market, and North Beach.


What other built environment features are 
associated with TNC activity?


 y High daily parking costs and lack of access 
to a vehicle were associated with more TNC 
activity. Of the nine built environmental features 
examined, research findings indicated that high 
daily parking costs had the most significant positive 
association with increased TNC activity. The share 
of households without a vehicle were also signifi-
cantly associated with more TNC activity.


 y Proximity to a BART station was slightly asso-
ciated with increased TNC activity. Findings 
showed that areas closer to a BART station had 
a positive association with TNC activity, although 
the strength of that association was minor. This 
is consistent with previous research conducted 
through the "TNCs and Congestion" study (2018), 
which found that TNCs were associated with 
vehicle delay in the downtown core.


Do TNCs create new or alter existing land 
uses? 


 y The impact of TNCs on new or existing land 
uses is evolving. Two separate efforts were 
employed to answer this study question. The 
Planning Department administered online surveys 
and focus groups with drivers to understand their 
routine and needs while they are driving for a TNC 
and how their behavior may impact land uses. The 
Department found no apparent patterns whether 
ridesourcing operations are changing land uses.  
 
The Planning Department also reviewed applica-
tions involving TNCs and/or autonomous vehicles 
(AVs). (While the subject of this study is TNCs, AVs 
were included in this review as TNCs and mobility 
companies have cited using such vehicles for 
ridehailing purposes.) The review found several 
applications that proposed changes in use of 
some properties, such as using parking or main-
tenance sites for fleet-operated, AV passenger 
services. Given that these uses would be new 
ones for San Francisco (if not other jurisdictions) 
and that the Planning Department believes that 
TNCs will be followed by AV passenger services, 
this strongly suggests existing land uses are being 
re-shaped.


How is the development community reacting 
to TNCs?


 y Many developers perceive a reduced demand 
for off-street parking and/or private vehicle 
ownership because of ridesourcing services. 
They see this reduced demand, most notably in 
office and multifamily residential developments, 
as they observed many young professionals have 
shifted how they get to and from work, especially 
if those places are in high-priced parking areas. 
In response, many developers plan to build less 
parking in the future due to this perceived decline 
in parking demand and are instead increasing 
loading spaces to accommodate TNCs. In existing 
buildings, some developers have adaptive reuse 
plans for what may become extraneous parking.
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In response to these results, the Planning Department determined key findings and their potential policies for 
consideration by City decisionmakers. These include: 


KEY FINDING


Convenience typically  
wins.


POLICY OPTION


Maintain General Plan policies 
that are consistent with the 
City’s Transit First policy and 
update the General Plan to 
identify the ways emerging 
mobility can advance City goals 
(e.g., climate action, safety, 
access) and/or take steps to 
manage and attempt to avoid 
or minimize conflicts with City 
goals.


KEY FINDING


Ridesourcing could  
counter some of the 
benefits of Planning Code 
provisions that encourage 
sustainable travel. 


POLICY OPTION


Continue to regularly monitor 
the effectiveness of the 
Transportation Demand 
Management Program.


KEY FINDING


Demand for curb space 
is high and will likely 
increase as emerging 
mobility usage grows.


POLICY OPTION


Update the General Plan to 
establish (a) priorities for 
curb space by land use and (b) 
policies to address the ongoing 
loading effects from emerging 
mobility.


KEY FINDING


Developers are challenged 
to respond to TNCs and 
anticipated AV passenger 
services, particularly for 
existing developments.


POLICY OPTION


Provide guidance for developers 
in responding to emerging 
mobility, including TNCs and 
AV passenger services.


KEY FINDING


The Planning Code may 
not appropriately or fully 
consider land use impacts 
by emerging mobility 
services and companies. 


POLICY OPTION


Update the Planning Code to 
classify land uses involving 
emerging mobility.


KEY FINDING


Environmental review 
appropriately considers 
TNC activity.


POLICY OPTION


Align environmental review 
with any future adopted policy 
or regulations concerning 
emerging mobility and monitor 
and integrate reputable 
emerging mobility evidence 
into reviews.


1


4


2


5


3


6
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The Planning Department does not expect TNC 
impacts and issues to go away, especially as ride-
sourcing becomes available using AVs, as recently 
permitted by California law. In many ways, TNCs 
preview what may come from AV passenger services. 
If and when AVs will be widely available, accepted, 
and used by the public is unknown. Yet, the stakes 
are high if TNCs are a preview of impacts to come. 


Without further government intervention, it is unlikely 
San Francisco will meet its safety, equity, and climate 
goals. Given TNCs’ tendency to increase vehicle 
travel, we will instead see more cars on the road, 
which will have dire consequences on air quality, 
health, economic prosperity, and safety. 


Additionally, technology-based transportation 
services will be available for a select segment of 
able-bodied people who can afford them, which will 
compound the socioeconomic divisions and inequi-
ties that we see today. 


The City should set the policy foundation for TNCs 
and other emerging mobility providers to respond 
to its principles and rules instead of the other way 
around. It must be the City, through its residents, 
community representatives, and elected representa-
tives who should manage the City’s public streets. 


To be clear, San Francisco welcomes new 
technology and services. From the building of the 
Golden Gate Bridge to the invention of television, San 
Francisco has long been the home of innovation. The 
City welcomes innovation – as long as it serves the 
goals of the people in San Francisco and the Bay 
Area and not the reverse. The City’s streets are a vital, 
limited resource that must serve people – residents, 
workers, and visitors – and not private entities and 
vehicles.


The Planning Department, specifically, needs to 
work with stakeholders to affect land use planning 
policy locally, including through the General Plan and 
Planning Code, and to influence various regulations 
at other levels.


Through this study, the Planning Department adds 
to previous research conducted by City agencies by 
analyzing the impact of TNCs on land use planning 
and identifying policy options on how those impacts 
can be addressed. The Planning Department, 
Transportation Authority, and San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) collabo-
rated to look at the impacts of TNCs and published 
several studies, including “TNCs Today” (2017), 
“The TNC Regulatory Landscape” (2017), “TNCs 
and Congestion” (2018), and “TNCs and Disabled 
Access” (2019). 


Other cities may have limited to no emerging mobility 
services now. But these technologies will likely 
come to their cities, and they may find the need to 
follow San Francisco’s lead in planning for the future 
instead of reacting to it. 


Notes:


COVID-19 pandemic: The Planning Department anticipates 
TNC trips to return to their pre-COVID-19 levels as the 
economy recovers and possibly grow through other emerging 
ridesourcing technologies (e.g., AV passenger services) 
without new regulations or court decisions, even despite recent 
increases in TNC trip prices.6 Thus, the Planning Department 
anticipates the key findings and policy options herein to remain 
valid, although the study team largely conducted the research 
for this study prior to the onset of the pandemic.


Assumptions related to TNCs and AV passenger service: 
Much has been written and anticipated about how AVs will affect 
transportation. While the technology is moving rapidly and much 
remains unknown and assumed, the Planning Department 
anticipates that the public arrival and use of AVs will be in the 
form of passenger services. Some observers have referred to 
these services as “robo-taxis.” While they are not identical, TNCs 
and the presumed characteristics of AV passenger services have 
many similarities (e.g., app-based; curb usage; potential effects 
on equity, congestion, air quality, greenhouse gases). Given 
the lack of a model of how AVs in general and AV passenger 
services will operate, the study team assumes that the effects 
of AV passenger services could be like the effects of TNCs. 
Practitioners and others who study emerging mobility services 
and technology have also made this connection.7 
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Key Terms / Glossary
Autonomous vehicle: A vehicle 
equipped with technology that has 
the capability of performing the entire 
driving task on a sustained basis without 
the active control and supervision of a 
human driver. This includes capabilities 
called conditional driving automation, 
high driving automation and full driving 
automation, as outlined by the Society of 
Automotive Engineers. (See https://www.
sae.org/news/2019/01/sae-updates-
j3016-automated-driving-graphic.) Cars 
with driving assistance features that 
depend on the presence of an active and 
attentive human driver are not AVs.


Autonomous vehicle passenger 
services or autonomous vehicle 
ridehailing: Pre-arranged, on-demand 
transportation services in an 
autonomous vehicle offered under 
permits. In California, the California 
Public Utilities Commission issues these 
permits. 


Built environment: Physical, human-
made structures or systems (as opposed 
to the “natural environment”). This 
includes any physical facilities and 
infrastructure that supports people’s 
everyday activities. Examples include 
houses, schools, shopping centers, 
streets, freeways, and utilities. (Source: 
US EPA, https://www.epa.gov/
smm/basic-information-about-built-
environment)


Density: In planning, density is 
considered the amount or intensity of a 
unit within an area or site. These units 
can be people, households, workers/
jobs, residential units, buildings, or 
another type of activity or physical 
development.


Emerging mobility services and 
technology: Transportation service or 
technology that uses public roads and 
sidewalks and automates at least three 
of the following characteristics: driving, 
vehicle tracking, matching/sharing, 
routing, billing, crowd-source routing, 
reservations/orders, customer feedback, 
and vehicle locking/unlocking. 


Examples include bike sharing, 
ridesourcing/ridehailing, microtransit, AV 
passenger services, and others. (Source: 
Transportation Authority, https://www.
sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2019-02/
Emerging%20Mobility%20Studies_11.
pdf)


Land use: Land use generally refers 
to how land or a structure, or both, is 
used. Land use regulations could specify 
that only certain categories of uses or 
operations may occur on a piece of land 
(e.g., residential, office, retail). Land use 
also often refers to size, shape, density, 
and features of the use or structure on 
the land. 


Land use regulations often vary by 
geography. Land use activities can be 
affected by transportation systems and 
can affect the natural environment and 
human health. Similarly, there are human 
activities and natural phenomena (e.g., 
earthquakes) that could affect land 
use. Land use planning can respond 
to these various items. (Source for 
portions: US EPA, https://www.epa.gov/
report-environment/land-use) 


Planning: For the purposes of this study, 
planning refers to the San Francisco 
Planning Department's responsibilities of 
guiding growth and development. 


This is accomplished through processes 
and policies such as preparing and 
reviewing amendments to the General 
Plan, the guiding document for the 
future physical development of the city; 
guiding land use projects through the 
building permit and entitlement process 
to ensure compliance with the General 
Plan, Planning Code, zoning regulations, 
and design guidelines; administering 
and enforcing the Planning Code; and 
reviewing projects, including land use 
and transportation projects and policies, 
for potential environmental impacts 
pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality act (CEQA). It may also refer to 
the Planning Department’s coordination 
with other agencies on these or other 
agencies’ planning efforts.


Ridesourcing or ridehailing: 
Ridesourcing or ridehailing services 
use smartphone apps to connect TNC 
drivers with passengers. See also 
definition of transportation network 
companies. 


Traffic analysis zone (TAZ): A unit 
(usually geographic area) used in 
models for transportation analyses and 
other planning purposes. Traffic analysis 
zones vary in size, ranging from single 
city blocks in the downtown core to 
multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods 
to even larger zones in historically 
industrial areas.


Transportation network companies 
(TNC): These companies provide 
prearranged transportation services for 
compensation using an online-enabled 
application or platform (such as smart 
phone apps) to connect drivers using 
their personal vehicles with passengers. 
These services are referred to as 
ridesourcing or ridehailing and are 
regulated at the state level by the 
California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC), unlike taxis which are regulated 
locally. 


TNCs are further distinguished from 
taxis in the following ways: they may not 
accept street hails, only prearranged 
rides; there is no regulatory limit on the 
number of vehicles allowed to operate 
simultaneously; and fares are not 
regulated. (Source: CPUC, https://www.
cpuc.ca.gov/tncinfo, and UC Berkeley 
Transportation Sustainability Research 
Center, http://innovativemobility.
org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/
SharedMobility_WhitePaper_FINAL.pdf) 


Vehicle miles traveled (VMT): This 
measurement of all the miles that are 
driven in a personal, private vehicle. 
In transportation planning, this usually 
measures the amount of travel for all 
vehicles in a geographic region (e.g., 
San Francisco) over a given period of 
time (e.g., one weekday or one-year 
period).
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1. Introduction


Background


The use of ridesourcing services offered by trans-
portation network companies (TNCs) has grown 
substantially in recent years in San Francisco and 
many cities around the world.8 These companies, 
(like Lyft and Uber) provide a direct and convenient 
mode of transportation that is similar to an individual 
driving their own private car but without the associ-
ated costs of private vehicle ownership or parking 
inconveniences. In San Francisco, the San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority (Transportation 
Authority) estimated TNC trips to be about 15% 
of vehicle trips within San Francisco in 2016.9 See 
Figure 1.


Researchers have attributed ridesourcing growth 
largely to its convenience for the individual user, such 
as TNC point-to-point services.10 These services are 
like taxis but often with lower and/or more variable 
costs, shorter wait times, and more convenient or 
easy-to-use/summon for passengers. Similarly, 
these services can provide mobility equivalent to an 
individual driving their own vehicle but without all the 
associated private vehicle ownership costs or parking 
inconveniences. These services may also result in 
shorter wait and travel times and/or a more direct 
route than public transit, bicycling, walking, or taxis.11 
For some people, the TNCs’ mobile applications are 
also easy to use to reserve and pay for rides. 


Figure 1. Average Wednesday Intracity Vehicle 
Trips* by Mode in San Francisco (2017)


* A “vehicle trip” refers to an individual vehicle making a trip regardless 
of the number of people within the vehicle. It is not a measure of how 
many people are making trips by vehicle. For example, a trip taken in a 
taxi with one fare-paying individual in it counts as one vehicle trip. A trip 
taken in a car with three people in it also counts as one vehicle trip.


Source: Transportation Authority, “TNCs Today,” 2017
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In addition, the Transportation Authority noted the 
increased use of TNCs in San Francisco is “in part an 
outcome and reflection of relatively light regulatory 
requirements under which TNCs operate relative to 
taxis and other for-hire vehicles.”12 This differs from 
the heavy regulatory requirements under which taxis 
operate. The California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) is responsible for regulating most aspects 
of TNCs. The CPUC does not restrict the number of 
TNCs that may operate in San Francisco, nor has 
it publicly shared data that TNCs provided them 
despite decisions requiring its release.


Researchers have studied TNCs’ effects on indi-
viduals’ travel behavior and congestion, among other 
factors (e.g., safety, labor). Their findings show that 
TNCs shift people away from other means of travel, 
including walking, bicycling, and transit. TNCs also 
generate more car trips, thereby increasing conges-
tion.13 TNCs circulate on streets frequently with few 
or no passengers, induce travel, and compete with 
public transit, instead of supplementing it.14 This, in 
turn, results in increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
and congestion, even when accounting for multi-
passenger (i.e., shared) TNC options.15


In San Francisco, TNCs accounted for approximately 
50% of the increase in congestion between 2010 and 
2016. See Figure 2. This led to decreasing average 
travel speeds, delays for transit, and increasing 
greenhouse gas emissions. TNC trips that occurred 
during peak periods in dense areas of San Francisco 
likely had greater effects on congestion than trips 
that occurred during off-peak periods in less dense 
areas.16


Many of these TNC effects undermine the City’s 
goals, including those related to climate action. 
San Francisco has set a target to have 80% of trips 
be on sustainable modes by 2030, specifically 
those taken on foot, bike, and transit. Achieving this 
target will reduce emissions and is imperative given 
our climate crisis. The target is also instrumental to 
reducing congestion on City streets.


However, it will be challenging to reach this milestone 
given TNCs’ tendencies to induce vehicle travel. It 
will be critical for TNC vehicles to become electric, as 
deadheading (when TNC vehicles are driving around 
without a paying passenger onboard) produces more 


Figure 2. Factors that Contributed to Traffic Delay 
in San Francisco (2010-2016)


Source: Transportation Authority, “TNCs and Congestion,” 2018
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emissions per passenger mile than a private car 
owners’ vehicle.17 In fact, one study found that 35% 
of miles traveled in a TNC in San Francisco did not 
include passengers in the TNC vehicle, as the TNCs 
were driving around waiting or searching for their next 
fare-paying passenger.18 


More vehicles and associated VMT on the streets 
may also result in more collisions,19 which would 
undercut the City’s ability to meet its Vision Zero goal 
of eliminating traffic fatalities by 2024.


There is also evidence that competition with public 
transit is part of TNCs’ business model. Uber has 
acknowledged it must compete with public trans-
portation to grow. The company wrote in its registra-
tion filing with the U.S. Securities and Exchange 
Commission in 2019 that its “growth depends on a 
number of factors, including our ability to ...reduce 
the costs of our Personal Mobility offering to better 
compete with ... other low-cost alternatives like public 
transportation, which in many cases can be faster or 
cheaper than any other form of transportation.”20


While competition is not unwelcome, TNCs providing 
services that public agencies currently provide raises 
serious questions of accountability and equity, 
including lack of local regulatory authority over TNCs 
and lack of access to ongoing service data. TNCs 
like Lyft and Uber, as publicly held companies, are 
beholden to private interests, such as shareholders 
and the stock market, and may not provide services 
to all segments of society as mandated by local, 
state, and federal mandates (e.g., Title VI). 


An example of accountability and equity concerns 
includes TNC services not being provided to certain 
groups of people or locations. Research findings 
suggest TNC drivers turn down ride requests from 
neighborhoods with communities of color and low-
income households.21 Service discrepancies also 
exist for people with disabilities. In San Francisco, 
the Transportation Authority’s Emerging Mobility 
Evaluation Report (2018) found that TNCs did not 
provide vehicles accessible to people using wheel-
chairs, charged higher fares for users requesting 
wheelchair-accessible vehicles, and relied on mobile 
applications and websites that were not accessible 
by screen readers or assistive devices.22


Prior San Francisco Agency 
Studies About TNCs


City agencies have conducted several studies to 
explore how TNCs affect people and travel patterns 
in San Francisco. The Transportation Authority and 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA) prepared prior TNC studies, some in collab-
oration with the San Francisco Planning Department.


Transportation Authority, 
“TNCs Today” describes the 
characteristics of ridesourcing 
companies in San Francisco, 
including the number, location, 
and timing of trips. 


Released: June 2017


Transportation Authority, 
“TNCs and Congestion” 
provides the first comprehensive 
analysis of how TNCs collectively 
affect roadway congestion in 
San Francisco. 


Released: October 2018


Transportation Authority, “The 
TNC Regulatory Landscape” 
provides an overview of existing 
state and local TNC regulatory 
frameworks across the country 
and within California. 


Released: December 2017


SFMTA, “TNCs and Disabled 
Access” identifies opportunities 
and barriers that TNCs present 
for people with disabilities.


Released: April 2019


TNCs Today
A Profile of San Francisco Transportation Network Company Activity


FINAL REPORT  |  JUNE, 2017


TNCs & Congestion
FINAL REPORT  I  OCTOBER 2018


The TNC Regulatory Landscape
An Overview of Current TNC Regulation


in California and Across the Country


DECEMBER, 2017


San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency


Taxis and Accessible Services Division      


April 26, 2019


TNCs and Disabled Access
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Are TNCs a Preview of Robo-Taxis?


Much has been written and anticipated about how fully 
autonomous vehicles (AVs) will affect transportation. While the 
technology is moving rapidly and much remains unknown and 
assumed, the Planning Department anticipates that the public 
arrival and use of AVs will be in the form of passenger services. 
Some observers have referred to these services as “robo-taxis” 
– on-demand services that can be summoned using a smart 
phone app and provided by a fully AV. 


In 2021, the California Public Utilities Commission gave 
permits to two companies (Cruise and Waymo) to provide AV 
passenger services with some caveats. In March 2022, these 
same companies obtained another permit from the commission 
to charge passengers for rides.


While they are not identical, TNCs and the presumed 
characteristics of AV passenger services have many similarities. 
See Figure 3. Given the lack of a model of how AVs in general 
and AV passenger services will operate, the study team 
assumes that the effects of AV passenger services could be like 
the effects of TNCs. Practitioners (e.g., public employees, such 
as planners, transit operators, and airport staff), academics, and 
others who have studied study emerging mobility services and 
technology have also made this observation.


Throughout the 2010s, San Francisco and other cities were 
caught off guard with the appearance of various emerging 
mobility services and technologies, including electric kick 
scooters and even TNCs. Public discussions (sometimes 
heated) ensued along with temporary bans, permit programs, 
and regulatory requirements. Government entities were 
responding reactively, as they did not forecast the entry of these 
new transportation services and technologies. 


The difference with AVs is that cities should be aware about 
their potential deployment, given the press they have received 
and, in San Francisco, frequent sightings of driverless cars 
being road-tested on City streets. Municipalities should think 
about the role they want AVs to play to meet their goals and 
to proactively develop local policies or influence various 
regulations at other levels to meet them. 


San Francisco must leverage its experience and knowledge 
of TNCs on City streets (including curbs) and land use to 
formulate policies and parameters for how AV passenger 
services operate, including those described in the policy 
options in this study. The City should start these actions soon 
before the technology gets ahead of and potentially out of 
alignment with the City’s goals.


Transportation
Network


Companies
TNCs (e.g. Lyft, Uber)


App-based


Fully automated;
no driver


Human driver


Company
owns, maintains


vehicles


Driver 
owns or leases
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Curb usage
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Figure 3.  
Characteristics of TNCs (existing) and AVs (anticipated)
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2. Study Overview


Why Land Use Planning?


TNCs may directly and indirectly affect land use 
planning. Land use generally refers to how land or 
a structure, or both, is used. Land use regulations 
could specify that only certain categories of uses 
or operations can occur on a piece of land (e.g., 
residential, office, retail). Land use also often refers 
to size, shape, density, and features of the use or 
structure on the land. Land use regulations often vary 
by geography or location.


Land use and transportation are interdependent. 
People travel to and from land uses, including (but 
not limited to) where they live, work, and visit. This 
travel occurs on a transportation system, such as 
sidewalks, streets, and transit. The number of trips 
from a land use and the ways people travel between 
land uses is dependent on several factors, including 
the activities found at the location (e.g., hospitals, 
offices, schools), number of people (size and density) 
and the convenience, cost, and safety of different 
travel options.


Transportation agencies consider land use in their 
decision-making. For example, they can increase 
transit service to serve people at major activity 


centers or allocate curb space differently near a 
new high-density land use. Another example is the 
requirement of impact fees on the new land use to 
offset a portion of increased transportation needs and 
impacts by the new land use.


Land use agencies consider transportation in their 
decision-making. For example, they can increase 
density in locations that have high-capacity or high-
frequency transit service (e.g., near Muni Rapid lines 
or regional rail service, like BART and Caltrain). Or 
they can set land use regulations that incentivize 
residents, employees, and visitors in these locations 
to choose transit over driving (e.g., transportation 
demand management tools such as free transit 
passes or carpooling).


As TNCs may directly and/or indirectly affect land 
uses, TNC activity can influence the decisions that 
transportation and land use agencies make on these 
issues. This can happen if some land use categories 
are associated with more TNC activity, if certain land 
use features influence TNC activity, or if TNC activity 
is altering existing land uses or creating land uses 
that the agencies had not considered.
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San Francisco Planning 
Department’s Role


The Planning Department is responsible for land use 
in San Francisco. It guides growth and development 
through processes and policies, such as:


 y Preparing and reviewing amendments to the 
General Plan, the guiding document for the 
physical development of the city, including land 
use and transportation;


 y Guiding land use projects through the building 
permit and entitlement process to ensure compli-
ance with the General Plan, Planning Code, zoning 
regulations, and design guidelines; 


 y Administering and enforcing the Planning Code; 
and


 y Reviewing projects, including land use and 
transportation projects and policies, for potential 
environmental impacts pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).


The Planning Department is often involved in discus-
sions with the community and appointed and elected 
officials about the impacts of San Francisco’s growth, 
including transportation. In recent years, discussions 
have included the amount of TNC activity associated 
with a proposed land use, such as housing, office 
building, or a grocery store, and how developers 
should respond to anticipated TNC activity (e.g., if/
how to provide loading or parking).


Additionally, the Planning Department is charged with 
establishing policies that outline how transportation 
in San Francisco can move people safely, efficiently, 
and equitably. These include a range of activities, 
from making determinations about how to classify 
land uses associated with the amount of trips they 
are anticipated to generate to developing long-range 
transportation policies. 


By extension, the City can set the policy foundation 
for TNCs and other emerging mobility providers to 
respond to its principles and rules instead of the 
other way around. It must be the City, through its 
residents, community representatives, and elected 
representatives, who should manage the City’s public 
streets. The City needs to develop and leverage 
policy and other tools to shape how technology can 
serve San Francisco and not the reverse.


The Planning Department does not expect TNC 
impacts and issues to go away, especially if AV 
passenger services become a viable travel option. In 
many ways, TNCs preview what may come from AV 
passenger services, as companies seek to use these 
vehicles for ridesourcing, and recent California law 
updates allow for their operations. If and when AVs 
will be widely available, accepted, and used by the 
public is unknown. Yet, the stakes are high if TNCs 
are a preview of impacts to come.


Note about COVID-19 pandemic: The Planning Department 
anticipates TNC trips to return to their pre-COVID-19 pandemic 
levels as the economy recovers and possibly grow through other 
emerging ridesourcing technologies, even with recent increases 
in TNC trip prices.23 Thus, the Planning Department anticipates 
the findings and policy options in this study to remain valid, even 
though the study team largely conducted the research prior to 
the onset of the pandemic.
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Study Questions
This study addresses the following four questions 
about TNCs and land use planning. 


1. Are some land uses and densities associated with 
more TNC activity than others? 


2. What other built environment features are associ-
ated with TNC activity?


3. Do TNCs create new or alter existing land uses? 


4. How is the development community reacting to 
TNCs?


The results from these questions will assist the 
Planning Department respond to inquiries from the 
public and officials about the impacts of TNCs (and 
as possibly an extension, AV passenger services). 
The last section of this report outlines policy options 
that the Planning Department and the City can 
consider and adopt to address those impacts.


What is the San Francisco General 
Plan and the Planning Code?


The General Plan is the embodiment of San Francisco’s 
vision for the future, serving to guide the City’s evolution 
and growth over time. It provides a comprehensive set of 
objectives and policies that influence how we live, work, 
and move about, as well as the quality and character of 
the City. 


The General Plan has several elements, including 
transportation, air quality, environmental protection, 
housing, recreation and open space, and others. 
Each of these elements strive to respond to the many 
complex and pressing challenges facing San Francisco, 
including: 


• How will we move about the City safely and reliably?


• Where and how much housing will get built? Who will 
it serve?


• How can we prepare for and mitigate the impacts of 
coming climate-related and other disasters?


• How can we promote health in communities of 
color and low-income communities that face higher 
pollution levels and other health risks?


• How do we cultivate inclusive communities where all 
members have the resources they need to thrive?


The San Francisco Planning Department is responsible 
for the development of the General Plan. For more 
information about San Francisco’s General Plan, visit 
https://generalplan.sfplanning.org/


The Planning Code is adopted to “promote and protect 
the public health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, 
convenience and general welfare and for the following 
more particularly specified purposes: (a) To guide, 
control and regulate future growth and development in 
accordance with the General Plan...”24


The Zoning Administrator administers and enforces 
the City’s Planning Code. Amongst other duties, this 
individual hears and makes determinations on variance 
applications and provides written interpretations and 
clarifications of the Planning Code, such as Letters of 
Determination.
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3. Methodology and Results


Overview


This section summarizes the methodology and 
results for each study question. More information is 
available in the appendices, which consists of the 
technical memorandum prepared for each study 
question. Analyses and discussion of the findings are 
provided in Section 4. 


The Planning Department worked with multiple 
partners and used several methods to provide 
breadth and depth in its research and understanding 
of the study questions. It contracted with a consultant 
for research and analysis and consulted with the 
Transportation Authority and SFMTA on the research 
questions and conclusions. 


The study team (consisting of Department staff and 
consultant) explored several data sources for its 
quantitative analysis. As shown in Table 1, the team 
used data from the “TNCs Today” study for the 
regression analysis used for Study Questions 1 and 
2.25 The team also collected qualitative data through 
focus groups with TNC drivers, an online survey for 
TNC drivers, review of related land use applications 
submitted to the Planning Department, and individual 
phone interviews with developers. The team exam-
ined and summarized the qualitative data by theme 
for Study Questions 3 and 4. 


Table 1: Research Methodologies


Study Question 1. Are some land uses and 
densities associated with more TNC activity than 
others?


Methodology: Regression analysis


Study Question 2. What other built environment 
features are associated with TNC activity?


Methodology: Regression analysis


Study Question 3. Do TNCs create new or alter 
existing land uses?


Methodology: Focus groups, online survey, 
Planning Department research


Study Question 4. How is the development 
community reacting to TNCs?


Methodology: Interviews
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Methodology and Results for 
Each Study Question


Study Question 1: Are some land uses 
and densities associated with more 
TNC activity than others?


The team analyzed if some land uses are associ-
ated with more TNC activity than others. The team 
used data from the “TNCs Today” study (2017) 
and conducted regression analyses to understand 
the correlation between TNC activity (a combined 
measure of pick-ups and drop-offs) and various 
land use categories. The team used household and 
employment density as a proxy for different land use 
categories. For example, the team used concentra-
tions of jobs in retail sectors to represent retail land 
uses. In total, the team analyzed seven different land 
use categories, as shown in Table 2.


Table 2: Land Use Categories Used in Regression Analysis


Land Use Category Metric


Residential uses Households per acre


Production distribution and 
repair (e.g., wholesale trade, 
manufacturing and materials 
processing, repair)


Production, 
distribution, or repair 
jobs per acre


Cultural, institutional, and 
educational (CIE) uses (e.g., 
museum, zoo, college, theater)


Cultural, institutional, 
or education jobs 
per acre


Office uses (e.g., management, 
information, and professional 
activities such as business, legal, 
public administration)


Management, 
information, or 
professional jobs per 
acre


Retail uses (e.g., shopping, direct 
consumer services, restaurants, 
bars)


Retail jobs per acre


Visitor uses (e.g., hotels and other 
lodging)


Visitor jobs per acre


Medical uses (e.g., medical center, 
hospital)


Medical jobs per 
acre


The team also analyzed three contiguous geographic 
areas that share similar mode shares for vehicle 
use, also known as place types in the Planning 
Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines for Environmental Review (2019). 


 Urban High-Density, Place Type 1: Financial 
District, South of Market;


 Urban Medium-Density, Place Type 2: Mission, 
Marina, Western Addition, Richmond; and


 Urban Low-Density, Place Type 3: Sunset, 
Outer Mission/Hills, Bayshore.


Figure 4 geographically displays these place types.


The team controlled for land use density on various 
land uses and vice versa to account for the tendency 
of certain land uses to be clustered in Urban High-
Density areas. Key results are described below.


Figure 4. Place Types


Source: SF Planning, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, 2019
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Visitor, retail, residential, and cultural, 
institutional, and educational land uses 
showed significant positive association with 
TNC activity


Visitor-related land uses, such as hotels and other 
lodging, were associated with the most significant 
positive correlation with TNC activity. See Table 3. 
These land uses are concentrated in the densest 
areas of the City, namely the northeast quadrant. 


The team conducted several iterations of the regres-
sion analysis for each land use type to consider 
time-of-day variations during the weekday (Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday) timeframe. The category 
remained the most significantly correlated with high 
TNC activity after controlling for land use density. 


Table 3: Results from Regression Analysis of Land Uses 
and TNC Activity (for a 24-hour period)


Variable Coefficient T-statistic P-value is 
5% or less 


Visitor uses 224.0 9.19 Yes


Residential uses 131.0 6.62 Yes


Cultural, institutional, 
and educational uses


123.0 4.18 Yes


Retail uses 97.1 5.79 Yes


Medical uses 13.0 0.37 No


Office uses 1.76 1.41 No


Production, distribution, 
and repair uses


-24.3 0.61 No


 = positive coefficient, significant


 = positive coefficient, not significant


 = negative coefficient, not significant


Coefficient: The value by which the variable is multiplied to generate an 
estimate of TNC activity


T-statistic: A statistical measure of the level of confidence in the coefficient 
estimate


P-value: A value that tells the level of confidence that each variable has some 
correlation with the independent variable. A p-value of 0.05 or less signifies that 
the null hypothesis can be rejected (i.e., that there is no association).


Statistical significance indicates if a research result or research finding is due 
to the cause or relationship being studied or if it is due to chance. A low level of 
statistical significance (or insignificance) suggests that a relationship is not likely.


Residential land uses were associated with the 
second most significant positive correlation with 
weekday TNC activity across all time periods. When 
conducting another analysis solely for the evening 
commute period (3 pm to 6 pm), residential land uses 
were the third most strongly associated with TNC 
activity during the weekday evening commute period.


Retail land uses were associated with the third most 
significant positive correlation with weekday TNC 
activity across all time periods. Retail land uses 
were the second most strongly associated with TNC 
activity during the weekday evening commute period 
(3 pm to 6 pm), just ahead of residential land uses. 
Cultural, institutional, and education related uses 
were the only land use category with significant posi-
tive correlation across all weekday time periods but 
not significant when only considering the weekday 
evening commute period (3 pm to 6 pm). 


The remaining land uses considered in the regression 
analysis were associated with insignificant differences 
with TNC activity: office, medical, and production, 
distribution, and repair.26


Higher-density areas showed significant 
positive association with more TNC activity


The analysis also found that the Urban High-Density 
place type (which is used in the Department’s trans-
portation impact analysis guidelines) had significant 
positive correlation with TNC activity. The results 
indicate that the Urban High-Density place type is a 
suitable indicator for predicting increased TNC activity.


Photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA
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Study Question 2: What other built 
environment features are associated  
with TNC activity?
The team analyzed if some built environment features 
are associated with more TNC activity, in addition 
to employment and household density which were 
examined in Study Question 1. The built environment 
refers to physical elements built by people (e.g., 
housing, offices, stores, etc.).


Using data from “TNCs Today,” the team conducted 
a regression analysis to understand the correlation 
between TNC activity (a combined measure of pick-
ups and drop-offs) and the built environment features 
shown in Table 4.


Key results are described below.


Higher daily parking costs and lack of access 
to a vehicle showed significant positive 
association with more TNC activity


Daily parking costs were associated with the most 
significant positive correlation with TNC activity. The 
share of households without a vehicle were also 
associated with significant positive correlation with 
TNC activity. 


Proximity to a BART station showed slight 
positive association with TNC activity


Proximity to BART stations was associated with slight 
positive correlation with TNC activity. Transportation 


Table 4: Built Environment Characteristics used in Regression Analysis


Built Environment Feature Metric Source


Residential parking ratios Estimated ratio of the number of residential units divided by 
the estimated number of residential parking spaces


SFCTA


Non-residential parking 
ratios


Ratio of non-residential square feet divided by the number of 
non-residential parking spaces


SFCTA


Share of zero automobile 
households within 400 
feet of the transportation 
analysis zone centroid


Number of households that do not have access to a vehicle 
divided by the total number of households


U.S. Census Bureau, American 
Community Survey 2013-2017 
5-year estimates


Daily parking cost in dollars 
per hour


Estimate of the cost to store a vehicle for a day SFCTA, Parking Supply and 
Utilization Study, 2016


Distance in feet to the 
nearest Bay Area Rapid 
Transit (BART) station


Estimate of the distance to access the nearest BART station, 
which provides regional rail service


BART stations shapefile from 
Caltrans; distance for each TAZ 
centroid was generated in R


Number of jobs accessible 
within 45 minutes on transit


Estimate of the number of jobs which can be reached within 
45 minutes on public transportation


ConnectSF - estimate generated 
by SF-CHAMP model, 2018


Share of land zoned for 
neighborhood commercial 
transit (NCT) use


Percentage of each transportation analysis zone that has 
mixed-use districts that support neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses on lower floors and housing above 
(San Francisco Planning Code)


SF Planning


Share of land zoned for 
neighborhood commercial 
(NC) use


Percentage of each transportation analysis zone that is low- 
to high-density mixed-use neighborhoods of varying scale 
established around historical neighborhood commercial 
centers (San Francisco Planning Code)


SF Planning


Large hotel indicator Indicator variable that takes a value of one if the 
transportation analysis zone includes a hotel with over $5 
million in annual revenue. The variable’s value is zero where 
annual revenue is less than $5 million.


Dun and Bradstreet, 2019
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analysis zones closer to BART stations were associ-
ated with a slight increase in TNC activity and zones 
located further from BART stations were associated 
with slightly less TNC activity. The study team did 
not examine proximity to other major transit stations 
although every BART station in San Francisco, except 
Glen Park, also serves as a major Muni station. The 
analysis did not find significant associations with 
other built environment features and TNC activity.


Study Question 3: Do TNCs create new 
or alter existing land uses?
The team analyzed if and how land uses are evolving 
with TNC operations. For the purposes of this study, 
land uses here are a general reference to the land use 
definitions found in the San Francisco Planning Code.


The methodologies and results for this study question 
covered two efforts:


A) TNC driver behaviors and needs because they 
may indicate a land use demand or need.


B) Review of applications submitted to the Planning 
Department involving TNCs or AV passenger 
services.27


Survey of TNC driver behavior and needs


To learn more about drivers’ behaviors and needs 
while they are driving for a TNC, the study team used 
qualitative methods (focus groups and an online 
survey) to query TNC drivers who drive primarily in 
San Francisco.28 The team held two focus groups to 
get an initial sense of driver behaviors and needs and 
to inform the development of the online survey ques-
tions. Fourteen TNC drivers participated in two focus 
groups. The online survey included multiple-choice 
and open-ended questions about driving behaviors 
(e.g., number of hours worked for a TNC, time of 
day worked), and 547 people submitted responses. 
Results are described below.


Most survey respondents lived in the Bay Area


Approximately 96% of respondents lived in the Bay 
Area, including 29% in San Francisco. (n=388) 


These results correspond to the “TNCs Today” study. 
That study also showed that 29% of drivers are 
San Francisco residents but showed a slightly higher 
proportion of TNC drivers living entirely outside the 
Bay Area (10% compared to 4%).


Most survey respondents also drove in other 
parts of the Bay Area


In addition to San Francisco, more than half of 
respondents also drove for TNCs in the East Bay and 
in the Peninsula (56% and 51%, respectively). (n=547)


Most survey respondents drove more than 
five days per week and more than seven hours 
per shift for a TNC


Approximately 77% of respondents drove five or more 
days a week, with 53% driving six or more days per 
week. Only 5% of respondents drove one or two days 
a week. (n=538) 


Most survey respondents drove during 
morning and evening peak hours


Most survey respondents drove during the morning 
peak hours (6 am-10 am) and evening peak hours (4 
pm-8 pm) – 59% and 63%, respectively. 


These results align with the “TNCs Today” study, 
which found that most TNCs trip occurred during 
morning and afternoon peak periods (pre-pandemic). 
The number of respondents that drove among other 
time periods (40 to 45%) were evenly distributed, 
except fewer drivers indicated they drove between 12 
am and 6 am (23%). (n=547)


Some survey respondents spent the night in 
San Francisco instead of driving home, and 
some sleep in their cars where parking is 
available


Twenty-two percent of respondents spent the night 
in San Francisco, instead of driving home. (n=498, 
which includes respondents who live in San Francisco) 
Of those, 44% drove overnight or slept in their car, 
35% spent the night at a friend’s or relative’s home, 
and 11% spent the night at a hotel, motel, or hostel.
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Of the respondents who drove overnight or slept in 
their car, 85% indicated that they parked on the street 
or in a parking lot during this period. Survey respon-
dents often indicated specific locations for sleeping in 
parking lots, which included 24-Hour Fitness (gym), 
gas stations, airport, Ocean Beach, Safeway (grocery 
store), or a park.


Survey respondents stop to eat at places 
where convenience appears to be the main 
factor


Seventy-seven percent of respondents 77% noted 
that they stopped for food during the day while they 
are driving for a TNC. Their choice or reasons where 
to stop for food varied, with the survey question 
asking respondents to select all options that applied 
to them. Forty-seven percent stated location was a 
factor, and 31% to 36% of respondents indicated that 
parking availability, cost, and if the restaurant had a 
drive-thru window were other factors. (n=448)


Most survey respondents do not drive electric 
vehicles


Only one survey respondent marked that they drive 
an electric vehicle, while a small number (eight) noted 
they drove hybrid vehicles. (n = 250) 


Where survey respondents fuel or charge 
their vehicles is unclear


Responses to where survey participants typically 
purchased gas was unclear, although 30% said they 
did not do so in San Francisco. (n = 409)


Most survey respondents use TNC driver hubs


TNC driver hubs provided by Lyft and Uber are 
intended to be resource centers for TNC drivers. 
Approximately 65% of survey respondents stated 
they used the TNC driver hubs, and 35% of survey 
respondents stated they did not. (n=416)


Of those who used hubs, survey respondents went 
to ask questions and talk to company staff, use the 
bathroom, get oil changes, take a break or nap, or 
meet other drivers. Respondents who did not use the 
driver hubs were asked why. Responses included not 
knowing of their availability, not knowing where they 


are located, not having time to use them, or that they 
were not useful/are generally not needed.


Open-ended responses from survey 
respondents dealt with publicly available 
restrooms and loading


Survey respondents frequently noted the need for 
clean, publicly available restrooms that they could 
use during their shifts. Other respondents noted the 
need for places to park and rest. Survey respondents 
also brought up the need for curb areas to safely idle 
and to drop off or pick up passengers.


Where TNCs park in San Francisco


The Transportation Authority prepared a visualization 
tool of “TNCs Today” data in relation to where TNCs 
park on- or off-street: https://tncparking.sfcta.org/. This 
tool became available after completion of this study. The 
following briefly summarizes observations of the data in 
relation to this paper’s study questions and other related 
work. These observations are not intended to be detailed 
statistical analyses.


• On-street parking by TNCs appears to correspond 
with some land uses and densities associated with 
significant positive association shown in results 
for Study Question 1: Visitor, retail, and cultural, 
institutional, and education land uses and higher-
density locations. But the data in the visualization tool 
also shows a lot of TNC on-street parking on specific 
neighborhood commercial corridors (e.g., Valencia, 
Polk) that did not show significant positive association 
for Study Question 2. 


• Off-street parking by TNCs appears to correspond 
with what respondents in the driver survey (Study 
Question 3) reported about where they stop to eat or 
sleep, namely areas with parking lots and parking. 
availability.
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Review of Planning Department Applications 


The study team researched applications submitted 
to the Planning Department involving TNCs or AVs, 
including AV passenger services. (AVs were included 
in this review as TNCs and mobility companies have 
cited using such vehicles to provide ridehailing 
services.29) This research included determinations by 
the City’s Zoning Administrator about how to clas-
sify land uses associated with TNCs and AVs. The 
study team intended to identify if and how land uses 
are evolving with such vehicles and/or the services 
they provide. The research was not intended to be 
comprehensive.


Driver hubs operated by TNCs


An existing TNC-related land use includes driver 
hubs. At the time of this writing, Lyft operates one 
driver hub or center in San Francisco.30 It had previ-
ously operated a second one in San Francisco, which 
is currently shut. More information about both are as 
follows:


 y 615 Bayshore Boulevard (currently operational): 
Lyft refers to this as a driver center, which includes 
vehicle service and disinfection.31 In 2017, the 
Planning Commission approved a conditional use 
authorization at this site for change of use from 
wholesale/retail to auto repair facility within the 
Production, Distribution, and Repair-2 district32 
and the Bayshore Boulevard Home Improvement 
Special Use District.33


 y 2300 26th Street (now closed): Lyft referred 
to this location as a driver hub, which included 
dedicated vehicle service time between 9 and 10 
am, snacks, and support center.34 In 2016, the 
Planning Department approved a building permit 
from production, distribution, and repair to general 
office use at this location.35


Uber does not operate any hubs in San Francisco. Its 
driver hub closest to San Francisco is located in Daly 
City.


Land uses by TNCs and AV providers create 
challenges to classify their operations under 
existing Planning Code definitions


The Planning Department’s Zoning Administrator 
issued a Letter of Determination for each of the 
following TNCs and/or AV land uses. A Letter of 
Determination results from requests by property 
owners, developers, architects, and land use 
attorneys about the zoning regulations for specific 
development proposals. These letters offer guidance 
to requesting parties as to whether a proposed 
project, such as a new building, an addition to an 
existing building, or a use change, conform to the 
Planning Code. 


 y 1201 Bryant Street/530 10th Street: GM Cruise 
LLC, an automobile engineering company that 
develops AVs, proposed to develop, prototype, 
and test its AV platform and automobile compo-
nentry, including vehicle maintenance and control 
installation; machine shop and 3-D printing; test 
production space; showroom; and engineering 
and development lab at this location. In 2016, the 
Zoning Administrator determined that Cruise’s 
proposal is classified as Laboratory use under 
the Planning Code, and more specifically, an 
engineering laboratory use. As of the letter date, a 
Laboratory use was principally permitted (or a use 
permitted as of right) at the site under the Planning 
Code.36


 y 333-345 Brannan Street: GM Cruise LLC 
proposed to use a portion of its corporate 
headquarters parking area (25%) at the property 
to securely park, charge, maintain, and store 
its fleet of AVs for employee trips. In 2020, the 
Zoning Administrator determined that Cruise’s 
proposal may be classified as accessory 
parking under the Planning Code. The Zoning 
Administrator also determined that if more than 
25% of the spaces at this overall site are not used 
for Cruise's AV parking for employee trips or if 
Cruise converts the AV program to a commercial 
passenger service program (e.g., to provide public 
passenger trips like a TNC), then the use of the 
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site will be considered a Private Parking Garage 
under the Planning Code. As of the letter date, 
a Private Parking Garage required a Conditional 
Use Authorization at this site under the Planning 
Code.37


 y 350 Pacific Avenue: EVgo proposed to add 25 
electric vehicle charging stalls to an existing public 
parking lot. EVgo estimated five charging stalls 
would be available to the public, and 20 charging 
stalls would be reserved for a “private fleet partner” 
that would operate under a TNC license and 
provide rides to the public. In 2021, the Zoning 
Administrator determined that the proposed 
facility is considered as a Utility Installation under 
the Planning Code, as the proposed facility will 
primarily serve private fleet vehicles and will 
not primarily operate as a retail use serving the 
ultimate consumer or end user. If the facility were 
to serve as a retail use through the publicly acces-
sible charging stalls, the Zoning Administrator 
determined that the proposed facility may be 
classified as a Gas Station per the Planning Code, 
as the proposed number of spaces and desire to 
change over time represent a context beyond what 
would be considered an accessory use. As of the 
letter date, both uses were principally permitted 
under the Planning Code at this site.38


In addition, the Department reviewed or is currently 
reviewing the following applications:


 y 201 11th Street: In 2018, GM Cruise LLC received 
approval for legalizing a change of use of an 
existing 29,000 square foot building from Retail to 
Light Manufacturing for an AV repair facility.39


 y 1300 Bryant Street: In 2019, Zoox, a subsidiary 
of Amazon, received building permit approval 
for renovation to an existing 42,000 square 
foot building and change in use from garment 
warehouse to Light Manufacturing for an AV repair 
facility.40


 y 201 Toland Street: In 2020, Waymo LLC, a 
subsidiary of Alphabet Inc., received building 
permit approval for renovation of an existing 


30,000 square foot building to change its use from 
Truck Terminal to Light Manufacturing for autono-
mous electric vehicle repair and maintenance 
space and to establish a Private Parking Lot (159 
total spaces) for vehicle charging.41


 y 640-800 Cesar Chavez Street: GM Cruise 
LLC is proposing to change the use of a 60,000 
square foot building from Warehouse to Light 
Manufacturing for a new AV fleet maintenance and 
repair facility and to continue the Private Parking 
Lot use for vehicle charging.42


 y 855 Geary Street: GM Cruise LLC may propose 
to convert a public parking garage to park and 
charge autonomous, ridehailing vehicles (75 
spaces).43


 y 2860 16th Street: EVgo is proposing to add 
26 electric vehicle charging stalls to an existing 
parking lot. EVgo estimated eight charging stalls 
would be available to the public, and 18 charging 
stalls would be reserved for a “fleet organization”.44


 y 3865 Irving Street: EVgo is proposing to add 14 
electric vehicle charging stalls to a site with an 
existing automotive repair shop. EVgo estimated 
10 charging stalls would be available to the public, 
and four charging stalls would be reserved for a 
“fleet organization”.45


Lastly, the Planning Department is currently reviewing 
applications for logistics and parcel delivery facili-
ties.46 For the purposes of this report, logistics facili-
ties refer to locations that consolidate and store pack-
ages from outside of San Francisco or the Bay Area 
prior to delivery to their destination in San Francisco, 
such as residences or office buildings. While these 
packages are currently distributed to end users by 
standard delivery vehicles, it is possible that TNC 
drivers or AVs may deliver the packages in the future. 


These results show a growing number of permit appli-
cations in approximately the last five years seeking to 
use and/or convert space in San Francisco to func-
tions that involve AV operations, repair, maintenance, 
and/or storage. 







T NCS  A N D  LA N D  U S E  P LA N N I NG  ST U DY24


Study Question 4: How is the 
development community reacting to 
TNCs?
The study team analyzed if and how TNCs are 
affecting developers’ thinking and plans for develop-
ment by conducting one-on-one interviews with 
developers who have built or are building multiple 
developments in San Francisco. These interviews 
included representatives from real estate investment 
and development companies that represent a broad 
range of characteristics, including local and national 
firms, for-profit and non-profit organizations; and enti-
ties with portfolios of varying sizes across residential, 
commercial, and mixed-use development sectors 
(collectively referred to as “developers” for the 
purposes of this study). 


The study team completed 15 interviews with 19 
people. (In some cases, multiple people from one 
development entity participated in an individual inter-
view). The interview format consisted of free-flowing 
discussion based on pre-established interview 
questions and other items that may have arisen from 
the discussion. The interviews focused on if and 
how developers were responding to issues related 
to TNCs, their perceptions of TNCs, and what they 
saw as emerging needs and priorities for the City, 
including parking areas, pick-up and drop-off space, 
charging infrastructure, loading and unloading zones, 
and potential partnerships.47


Findings related to this study question are described 
below.


Developers see positive and negative aspects 
of TNCs


Developers’ perceived positive aspects of TNCs 
include increased mobility, ease of getting around, 
lower demand for off-street parking, and increased 
accessibility to projects that are not close to transit. 
Developers’ perceived negative aspects of TNCs 
include increased demand for passenger loading 
areas, unsafe loading activity, congestion outside of 
their building sites, and increased traffic in the 
region.


Initial Steps to Classify Charging 
Sites for Electric Vehicles in 
San Francisco


In January 2022, San Francisco Mayor London Breed 
introduced legislation that incorporates electric 
vehicle charging sites in the Planning Code for the 
first time ever. The draft legislation would add three 
new definitions to the Planning Code: “Electric Vehicle 
Charging Location”, “Electric Vehicle Charging Station”, 
and “Fleet Charging.” It would also revise zoning control 
tables to reflect these new definitions.


The Mayor created the proposal to facilitate the adoption 
of electric vehicles, which is one of the City’s Climate 
Action Plan’s goals related to transportation: Increase 
vehicle electrification to at least 25% of all registered 
private vehicles by 2030 and to 100% of all such vehicles 
by 2040. TNCs or AV passenger services proposed 
as fleets on private property could meet the definition 
of “Fleet Charging” in the draft legislation, such as 
proposals described on the previous page for EVgo.


While the draft legislation considers some impacts from 
TNC and AV passenger services fleets in its zoning 
control table (e.g., geographies for permissibility of 
“Fleet Charging”), its scope is not intended to broadly 
address emerging mobility services and technology. It 
is also not intended to address some specific impacts 
from TNC or AV passenger services fleets that operate 
with or without electric vehicles, such as those impacts 
described elsewhere in this study.


Photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA
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Developers see location as a more important 
factor than land use in considering impacts 
from TNCs


Developers noted location as a more important factor 
when asked which land use/development categories 
(e.g., office, retail, residential, etc.) are seeing more 
impacts from TNCs. 


Many developers see a reduced demand for 
off-street parking and/or private vehicle 
ownership


Many developers perceived a reduced demand for 
off-street parking and/or private vehicle ownership 
and perceived the prevalence of TNCs as a key 
contributor to this decline in demand. They noted this 
reduced demand, especially in office and multifamily 
residential developments.


Developers whose firms focus on office develop-
ments noted a major shift in the way tenants get 
to and from work, as they perceived young profes-
sionals increasingly making use of new mobility 
modes, such as TNCs, and driving vehicles much 
less. Many interviewees noted that AVs will likely 
further the trend away from privately owned vehicles 
in the future. 


Despite the availability of TNCs, developers noted 
that a site’s location remains an important deter-
minant to parking demand and/or private vehicle 
ownership, as they perceived that factors such as 
proximity to transit, increased parking costs, and 
congestion also coincided with decreased demand 
and/or ownership. 


Most developers plan to build less parking in 
the future 


Most developers stated they plan to build less parking 
in the next ten years due to their perceived decline 
in parking demand due to tenants’ changing travel 
behaviors (brought on by factors such as the avail-
ability of TNCs) and the City’s elimination of minimum 
parking requirements for new developments. 
Commercial developers noted that tenants are less 


likely to require dedicated parking. Some developers 
said that they would continue to consider parking as a 
commodity for residential condominium development.


Developers find converting existing parking 
to other uses to be challenging, but adaptive 
reuse may be possible for future parking 
areas 


If parking demand decreases, as developers 
perceived per finding above, most developers noted 
that converting existing parking to other land uses 
is challenging due to cost and design constraints 
and are seeking alternate solutions. These solutions 
include sharing underused parking with neighboring 
buildings or renting underused parking to the public 
through third party companies. Other solutions 
include converting the parking into retail space, 
gyms, tenant storage, community spaces, or other 
types of uses. One developer noted that they plan to 
build new parking in their buildings and is considering 
creative adaptive reuse designs that would allow 
parking to be converted to non-parking uses in the 
future. 


Most developers cited expanded loading 
areas as the most prevalent and basic solution 
to accommodate TNCs and other loading 
activities


Most developers plan to expand loading for new 
developments as they noted safety and congestion 
concerns from increased loading operations and 
limited curb space. Developers generally agreed 
that off- street loading would be ideal, but they will 
not always be able to provide it due to lack of space, 
stringent design requirements, cost, and prioritization 
of other amenities. Thus, most developers cited 
expanded on-street loading zones as a desired 
solution when designing new developments. They 
mentioned various suggestions for the City to help 
them convert or design loading zones. One devel-
oper suggested they could work with TNCs to identify 
specific locations where TNCs can load and unload 
for a given development would increase safety and 
familiarity for TNC drivers and passengers.
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Most developers did not have partnerships or 
programs with TNCs
Most developers did not have existing partnerships 
or programs with TNCs. One developer’s company 
provided a subsidy for TNC trips for their tenants 
to certain locations as part of the amenities for one 
of their projects. Another developer operated a 
discounted TNC program as a marketing tool in areas 
outside of San Francisco. 


Some interviewees expressed concerns about 
partnerships with TNCs, including the ongoing cost 
to operate a program and vehicle trip generation. 
Instead, some developers indicated that they intend 
or preferred to prioritize transportation demand 
management programs. 


Developers noted increased demand for other 
transportation amenities


Most developers noted that there has been an 
increased demand for other transportation amenities 
(e.g., bicycle facilities, electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure), as they perceive tenants’ preferred 
travel choices changing in recent years. However, 
developers cited cost and space as barriers, particu-
larly for charging infrastructure for electric vehicles.
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4. Discussion


This section describes key findings and policy 
options organized around the San Francisco Planning 
Department’s responsibilities in the City. They are 
identified as policy options, as the Department and 
other City agencies will need direction from officials 
and resources to advance these options with other 
stakeholders. The policy options are guided by 
goals set by the City and policy bodies, including the 
Planning Commission, Environment Commission, 
and others. In turn, staff from various City agencies 
prepare plans and policies intended to reach these 
goals.


These goals include ConnectSF’s vision and goals 
of equity, economic vitality, environmental sustain-
ability, safety and livability, and accountability and 
engagement.48 The ConnectSF vision and goals are 
consistent with the Planning Commission’s adopted 
resolution to center planning on racial and social 
equity;49 City-adopted policies like Better Streets,50 
Vision Zero,51 Transit First,52 and greenhouse gas 
emissions targets;53 and the City’s 10 guiding prin-
ciples for emerging mobility.54


The Planning Department unifies various City 
agencies strategies and policies, such as those 
above, into the General Plan and, as relevant, into 
the Planning Code and other reviews. Land use 
planning can be leveraged to achieve these goals. 
For example, in 2020, San Francisco’s Planning 
Commission unanimously approved a resolution 
calling for the Planning Department to center racial 
and social equity in its work products and processes. 


These goals and policies provide direction on 
what the City wants from TNCs and AV providers. 
San Francisco must use policy and other tools to 
shape how technology can serve the City and not 
the reverse. It must be the City, through its residents, 
elected representatives, and publicly vetted policies 
and plans, that manages what happens on its streets, 
including how TNCs and successor services – as well 
as the business models they are predicated on – use 
them. Streets are public resources that should be 
used to benefit residents, workers, and visitors. To 
not do so would run counter to City goals, principles, 
and the public trust.


General Plan 


Key Finding 1: Convenience typically 
wins.


As noted in the Introduction, researchers have largely 
attributed TNCs' growth to its convenience for the 
individual user, such as point-to-point services. Here, 
convenience refers to reliability, total travel time, and 
cost. Results from Study Question 2 are consistent 
with this prior research as they indicate the conve-
nience or inconvenience of TNCs compared to other 
travel options. 


 y High daily parking costs showed significant posi-
tive association with more TNC activity. This result 
indicates TNCs are more convenient than driving a 
car where parking costs are high.  
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For example, the cost of parking downtown 
for a few hours may be equivalent to the cost 
of a taking a TNC for round-trip travel to/from 
other parts of the City, without the added time 
to find parking, pay for parking, walking to the 
destination, and additional maintenance and fuel 
cost from personal vehicle ownership. In such a 
situation, people may opt to take a TNC to travel to 
downtown.


 y There was significant positive association between 
the share of households without a vehicle and 
more TNC activity. This association indicates that 


TNCs may be an additional travel option for these 
people in addition to biking, taking transit, etc. and/
or may replace these travel options – if individuals 
can afford the price, they have a time-sensitive trip, 
or if the City does not make the necessary invest-
ments to make walking, biking, or taking transit 
convenient and otherwise competitive with TNCs.


 y Proximity to a BART station showed slight positive 
association with TNC activity. This association 
suggests that people who live and/or work near a 
BART station may prefer taking TNCs over other 
modes of transportation and is consistent with 


Key Findings and Policy Options


KEY FINDING


Convenience typically  
wins.


POLICY OPTION


Maintain General Plan policies 
that are consistent with the City’s 
Transit First policy and update the 
General Plan to identify the ways 
emerging mobility can advance 
City goals (e.g., climate action, 
safety, access) and/or take steps 
to manage and attempt to avoid or 
minimize conflicts with City goals.


KEY FINDING


Ridesourcing could  
counter some of the benefits of 
Planning Code provisions that 
encourage sustainable travel. 


POLICY OPTION


Continue to regularly monitor the 
effectiveness of the Transportation 
Demand Management Program.


KEY FINDING


Demand for curb space is 
high and will likely increase 
as emerging mobility usage 
grows.


POLICY OPTION


Update the General Plan to 
establish (a) priorities for curb 
space by land use and (b) policies 
to address the ongoing loading 
effects from emerging mobility.


KEY FINDING


Developers are challenged 
to respond to TNCs and 
anticipated AV passenger 
services, particularly for 
existing developments.


POLICY OPTION


Provide guidance for developers in 
responding to emerging mobility, 
including TNCs and AV passenger 
services.


KEY FINDING


The Planning Code may 
not appropriately or fully 
consider land use impacts by 
emerging mobility services 
and companies. 


POLICY OPTION


Update the Planning Code to 
classify land uses involving 
emerging mobility.


KEY FINDING


Environmental review 
appropriately considers TNC 
activity.


POLICY OPTION


Align environmental review 
with any future adopted policy 
or regulations concerning 
emerging mobility and monitor 
and integrate reputable emerging 
mobility evidence into reviews.
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findings from other studies that indicate TNCs 
compete with transit and other modes and that 
TNCs contribute to vehicle delay in the downtown 
core, where many BART stations are located.  
 
The study team did not examine TNC association 
in proximity to major Muni, Caltrain, or ferry stations 
and hypothesizes that a similar association with 
TNC activity could occur in those locations.


These results have serious implications for the City in 
meeting its ConnectSF vision and goals, especially 
if TNCs preview the impacts from AV passenger 
services. The following are examples of these 
potential implications. They are not intended to be 
comprehensive or conclusive:


 y Equity: TNCs and AV passenger services could 
create a two-tier transportation system, where 
younger, able-bodied, and/or more affluent people 
use them. Meanwhile, others would contend with 
congested, polluted, and less safe streets and 
slower surface transit, all of which result from 
additional vehicles in the City.  
 
The individuals who would most likely suffer a 
disproportionate amount of these negative effects 
are people from communities of color, people 
with low incomes, people with disabilities, and/or 
essential workers. As an example, the SFMTA’s 
“TNCs and Disabled Access” study (2019) showed 
that the benefits that have drawn people to TNCs 
(e.g., ease of payment, cheaper fares, and shorter 
wait times) are not readily available to individuals 
with disabilities. Additionally, the study noted that 
the rapid expansion of TNCs has also degraded 
the quality and availability of on-demand transpor-
tation access for riders who require a wheelchair-
accessible vehicle by upending the existing taxi 
industry. 
 
To unduly burden persons with disabilities and 
people who rely on transit is unjust on its own and 
also runs counters to the City’s efforts towards 
racial and social equity. These negative effects can 
compound, as reliable, safe, affordable transporta-
tion can serve as a pathway to opportunities, 
services, amenities, as well as connections to 
family and friends..


 y Economic vitality: High-capacity vehicles such as 
public buses and trains are the most efficient way 
to move large amounts of people. It’s a geometric 
fact. At the same time, it is also a necessity for the 
City’s economic vitality and supports sustainable 
high-density and mixed-use land use patterns.  
 
Reliable, easy access to jobs, commerce, and 
goods movement are critical for San Francisco’s 
economic competitiveness and desirability. Muni 
has a high economic benefit-cost ratio55, and the 
City may lose its economic vitality if access to jobs 
substantially decreases as a result of more private 
vehicles on the road as this will delay public transit.  
 
The City could see substantial car activity in 
neighborhoods with new emerging mobility facili-
ties. However, these facilities may not generate 
many new jobs if vehicle automation accelerates. 
San Francisco could also become a global center 
for the development of AV technology and lead 
to further increases in technology and corporate-
related office jobs (e.g., engineering).  
 
Additional economic considerations from their 
uses are the loss of driving jobs generally due to 
automation and, although not the focus of this 
study, land value loss in the City if privately owned 
AVs make longer commutes more acceptable for 
people (i.e., sprawl). 


 y Environmental sustainability: Increased VMT 
from TNCs and AV passenger services increase 
air and noise pollution and greenhouse gas emis-
sions.56 Most TNC drivers who responded to the 
online survey for this study drive gasoline-fueled 
vehicles. Additionally, with most drivers living 
outside of San Francisco, their commute to and 
from the City to drive for TNCs also ramps up VMT, 
air pollution, emissions, and adds to congestion. 


 y Safety and livability: More car travel creates 
higher crash exposure.57 Many people are seri-
ously injured or die on San Francisco’s streets 
every year from crashes. San Francisco saw 30 
traffic-related deaths in 2020 and 27 traffic-related 
deaths in 2021, which are about a 3% increase 
since 2019 and 11% above the annual average 
since 2014.58  
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The AV industry has a stated vision of improving 
road safety. There is reason for optimism that AVs 
will be able to avoid collisions now caused by 
speeding and reckless driving. However, to date, 
there is little agreement on how to measure the 
comparative safety performance of automated vs. 
human driving. Moreover, there is little experience 
from which to identify different driving errors that 
may be caused by automated driving. And there 
is little agreement about how safe vehicles are 
expected to be when the human tasks of driving 
are integrated into the vehicle itself. As a result, it 
is completely unknown whether there will be any 
significant change in the relationship between the 
volume of travel and human injuries and fatalities. 


 y Accountability and engagement: Private industry 
is generally held accountable by their private 
boards and shareholders and disclose limited 
data to local governments, if any. They may not 
consider the various policy issues an appointed 
and elected board considers. Additionally, they do 
not have mandates to provide service to all people, 
as public agencies do. In fact, research has found 
that some TNCs discriminate against people of 
color, people who live in low-income neighbor-
hoods, and women.59 Additionally, because they 
are regulated by state agencies, these companies 
may not recognize or comply with local policies.


Policy Option 1: Maintain General Plan policies 
that are consistent with the City’s Transit First 
policy and update the General Plan to identify 
the ways emerging mobility can advance City 
goals.


The Planning Department could work with stake-
holders to consider General Plan policy options that 
advance the convenience – and desirability – of 
walking, bicycling, and public transit and specifically 
advance the convenience of ridesourcing in certain 
contexts and discourage it in others, such as :


 y Policies that identify and encourage investments in 
high-quality walking, bicycling, and public transit 
networks. This may include policies that encourage 
separated, dedicated facilities for people bicycling 
and riding transit; encourage new funding streams 


to construct and operate such facilities; and 
encourage affordability for public transit.


 y Policies that identify ways ridesourcing and taxis 
can advance San Francisco’s goals. This may 
include policies that encourage ridesourcing 
in situations that improve accessibility and 
mobility for those who cannot use or access 
high-frequency or high-capacity transit (e.g., Muni 
Rapid network, regional rail) due to time-of-day, 
geographic, or mobility limitations; encourage 
carpooling to reduce emissions; and encourage 
safety from TNCs and AV passenger services (e.g., 
prioritize vulnerable users, low speeds).


 y Policies that identify incentives or disincentives 
to allow for the above bullets, such as improved 
transportation demand management for existing 
and new buildings; restrictions on geography, time 
period, and/or amount of ridesourcing vehicles that 
can operate on City streets; reduced trip fees for 
high-occupancy vehicles (e.g., carpools) but not to 
a point that the cost reduction would compete with 
public transit fares; increased trip fees for empty 
passenger vehicles; zero emission vehicles; and 
technologies that prioritize the most vulnerable 
road users (e.g., people walking and bicycling).


For this and subsequent policy options, the Planning 
Department should seek to encourage the tremen-
dous potential the emerging mobility industry has 
in advancing City goals, including job growth and 
supporting sustainable living, while regulating the 
potential for negative impacts. This may require the 
Planning Department to continue to track applications 
related to emerging mobility industry, including actual 
or projected job growth at sites used by emerging 
mobility providers.
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Key Finding 2: Demand for curb space 
is high and will likely increase as the 
City grows and new mobility usage 
increases.


For this study, TNCs drivers and developers consis-
tently noted a desire for more designated on-street 
curb space for loading and unloading. In addition, 
results for Study Question 1 showed that TNC activity 
tended to be higher near certain land uses and in 
areas of greater land use density. This may indicate 
a higher demand for on-street loading curb spaces 
near these land uses and in denser areas. These 


areas are likely to see more people and travel activity 
(e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers). 


This demand for on-street loading can create 
conflicts between people and vehicles in these 
areas. AVs, when available, will also likely increase 
demands for on-street areas for drop-offs and pick-
ups and that can create tensions with City efforts to 
redesign streets to allow more room for bicycles and 
pedestrians.60


Demand for curb space, particularly in denser areas 
of the City. It is also not new for developers to seek 
public space from the City to facilitate better access 


Figure 5. Curb Functions Priorities by Land Use


Source: SFMTA Curb Management Strategy, February 2020
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Table 5: Trip Generation from Select Land Uses


Land Use Daily Motorized  
Trip Generationa


Transportation Sustainability 
Fee (per gross square feet)b


a. Motorized vehicle trip refers to transit and auto trips to 
and from a land use site. It does not include trip length. 


b. San Francisco Planning Code Section 411A, 
development impact fee register, January 
11, 2021, https://sfplanning.org/resource/
development-impact-fee-register. 


c. Robert D. Spencer, Urban Economics, San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, 
May 2015, Table A-4, https://default.sfplanning.
org/plans-and-programs/emerging_issues/tsp/
TSF_NexusStudy_May2015.pdf. 


d. A low and high end are provided based on preliminary 
data for a proposed facility with a wide range to indicate 
the potential maximum use of the site.


e. A low and high end are provided based on preliminary 
data for a proposed facility. This range is based on trip 
counts at existing sites with similar uses as that in the 
proposed facility and it does not assume AVs. 


Production, distribution, and repair 
(PDR)c 7 $9.78


Autonomous vehicle facilityd 17 to 64 $9.78


Logistics facility –  
parcel delivery portione 13 to 14 $9.78


Non-residential (excluding PDR 
and hospitals and health services)c 25 $23.18 to $26.25  


(Varies based on size)
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to their developments. What is new is the City’s 
population is at its highest levels (2019),61 and the 
City and businesses have expanded treatments to 
curbside lanes (e.g., shared spaces).62 The amount 
of pick-up and drop-off activity is also at its highest 
levels, including from TNCs and goods deliveries. 
This has created greater competition for the finite, 
shared space that is the curb. 


The Planning Department expects this competition for 
curb space to increase as the City recovers from the 
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, as the City and 
businesses continue to expand treatments to curb-
side lanes, and as emerging mobility grows. Studies 
involving TNCs and AVs often advocate for a greater 
proportion of the curb be designated for passenger 
loading.


Policy Option 2: Update the General Plan to 
identify curb function priorities by land use and 
operational policies for different land uses and 
emerging mobility.


The Planning Department could work with partner 
agencies and other stakeholders to update the 
General Plan to:


 y Incorporate curb function priorities by land use 
(see Figure 5, which is excerpted from SFMTA’s 
Curb Management Strategy) into policies and 
code;


 y Develop operational policies for land uses, such 
as a driveway and loading operations plan for new 
development;63


 y Identify operational policies for emerging mobility 
such as geofencing (which directs emerging 
mobility riders and drivers to specific pick-up and 
drop-off points), data sharing, and fees for access 
to the curb, especially if replacing existing parking 
meter revenue that funds public transit.64


The updates should be consistent with the City’s 
Transit First Policy and the various policy options 
described in Policy Option 1. The General Plan is a 
comprehensive planning document that guides City 
decision-making. Thus, the Planning Department 
could update implementing codes and procedures 
to align with updated General Plan policy (e.g., 


environmental review, Planning Code, street design 
review of new developments). The Department 
should also consider such policies in the design of 
neighborhood or area planning processes.65


Planning Code 


Key Finding 3: The Planning Code may 
not appropriately or fully consider 
land use impacts by emerging 
mobility services and companies. 
Emerging mobility development proposals may be 
inappropriate or inconsistent with existing Planning 
Code definitions. These proposals may include uses 
that are common or familiar today (e.g., fueling a 
vehicle) but do not fit well with numerous Planning 
Code definitions like Automotive Repair, Gas Station, 
Laboratory, Private or Public Parking Garages or 
Lots, Retail Use, Utility Installation, or Vehicle Storage 
Garage or Lot. 


As a result, emerging mobility development 
proposals may have substantially different impacts 
than that assumed for existing Planning Code defini-
tions. These impacts could include but are not limited 
to the following: more vehicle trips in certain neigh-
borhoods; overall or more pollution (e.g., air quality, 
fuels used for maintenance or repair) than anticipated 
under existing code; and others. This could lead to 
these proposals paying less transportation impact 
fees than warranted. See Table 5. Further, officials 
may determine, under a new Planning Code defini-
tion, that these proposals may require conditional 
authorizations that have new provisions to address 
their impacts or officials may determine that they are 
not permitted at all in the use district (i.e., zoning). 


Policy Option 3: Update the Planning Code to 
classify land uses involving emerging mobility.


The Planning Department could work with stake-
holders on the following areas:


 y Land use classification: Create new (or alter 
existing) Planning Code definitions for land uses 
involving emerging mobility, such as TNCs, AV 
passenger services, and logistics facilities;







T NCS  A N D  LA N D  U S E  P LA N N I NG  ST U DY34


 y Performance measures: Identify appropriate 
performance-based provisions66 for the new 
Planning Code definitions overall and by use 
district, which should consider geographic, time-
of-day, TNC driver needs (e.g., bathrooms), and 
loading considerations consistent with General 
Plan policy; 


 y Impact fees: Identify if development impact fees 
should provide for the new Planning Code defini-
tions in their fee schedules (e.g., transportation 
sustainability fee) and if such fees should consider 
factors such as vehicular trip length; and


 y Transportation demand management: Identify if 
the Transportation Demand Management Program 
(see Policy Option 4) should have different require-
ments for new Planning Code definitions. 


The Planning Department should consider the trade-
offs of geographic restrictions of such new land uses. 
These trade-offs include racial and social equity, 
trip length, and/or delaying or preventing a site from 
being used for another purpose. As examples:


 y Racial and social equity: Consolidated parking, 
charging, maintenance, and logistics facilities 
could concentrate in locations experiencing higher 
levels of air and noise pollution and vehicular 
traffic today. These locations are oftentimes where 
people of color, low-income households, and 
other burdened communities live (e.g., Mission 
and Bayview), raising questions of environmental 
justice and equitable development. The emerging 
mobility land use could reduce impacts through 
performance measures or measures mentioned 
above (e.g., electric vehicles, time-of-day 
provisions).


 y Trip length: Restricting a new emerging mobility 
land use in San Francisco could increase the trip 
length when the vehicle is driving around without a 
passenger if:


 » Emerging mobility activity will happen regardless 
of the location of the land use (e.g., TNC drivers 
or AV passenger service providers will inevitably 
need to park and receive maintenance or re-fuel, 
no matter where the facility is located); 


 » Emerging mobility companies establish the 
uses in an adjacent jurisdiction (e.g., Uber has a 
driver hub in Daly City); and 


 » Emerging mobility vehicle operations are 
concentrated in San Francisco. 


In these examples, San Francisco would not be 
able to collect development impact fees from the 
use, even although the vehicular impacts would be 
concentrated in San Francisco. However, allowing 
a new emerging mobility land use centered on 
vehicular travel in San Francisco could induce 
vehicular travel and its associated impacts.


 y Deferral or preclusion of land conversion to 
future other uses: Allowing a new emerging 
mobility land use at an underdeveloped site may 
preclude the conversion of the site to other uses. 
For example, allowing a substantial amount of 
off-street electric vehicle charging spaces at an 
existing parking lot or garage for use by a TNC or 
AV passenger services company near a transit hub 
could defer or preclude conversion of that space 
to housing.


Key Finding 4: Ridesourcing  
could counter some of the benefits 
of Planning Code provisions that 
encourage sustainable travel. 


Many Planning Code provisions encourage 
sustainable travel by incentivizing such travel (e.g., 
bicycle parking) or disincentivizing car travel (e.g., 
auto parking maximums, parking pricing). For 
example, San Francisco’s Transportation Demand 
Management Program (Planning Code Section 169) 
is a comprehensive program applicable to most 
new developments that includes both incentives and 
disincentives. The program includes 26 measures. 
Each measure is assigned a number of points that 
reflect its relative effectiveness to reduce VMT from 
the new development and is grounded in literature 
review, local data collection, best practices research, 
and/or professional transportation opinion. 
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The program’s literature review indicates that more 
off-street vehicular parking is linked to more driving 
and that people without dedicated vehicular parking 
spaces are less likely to drive. The standards assign 
a reduced parking supply as the second most 
effective measure to reduce VMT and assigns points 
to parking pricing. The standards do not include 
TNC-related measures, as evidence shows TNCs 
increase VMT.


TNCs, and future AV passenger services, could 
counter some of the benefits from these Planning 
Code provisions. Study Question 2 results found 
that daily parking costs were associated with the 
most significant positive correlation with TNC activity. 
The results also found that the share of households 
without a vehicle were also associated with significant 
positive correlation with TNC activity. Thus, some 
residents, employees, and visitors associated with 
development that have little to no vehicular parking 
spaces and/or high-priced parking could result in 
more VMT than assumed by the literature today. 
For example, some residents may replace their own 
private vehicle trip with a TNC trip, which on a per-trip 
basis has more VMT than a private vehicle trip due to 
TNCs circulating with few or no passengers in them.67 


Further, developers may seek more partnerships 
or programs with TNCs or AV passenger services 
companies. Although most developers interviewed 
did not have existing partnerships or programs with 
TNCs, some do, and TNCs may market such ideas to 
developers.68


Lastly, many developers interviewed perceived a 
reduced demand for off-street parking and/or private 
vehicle ownership and perceive the prevalence of 
TNCs as a key contributor to this decline in demand. 
If this perception is true, it is possible that when 
people replace their own private vehicle trip with 
a TNC trip, this could result in less vehicular travel 
overall. On balance, this scenario could support 
more sustainable travel pattern, especially if those 
individuals’ TNC trips are not concentrated during 
peak periods and do not take place along routes 
well-served by public transit. Currently, this and other 
studies’ findings do not support such a scenario. 


Policy Option 4: Continue to regularly monitor 
the effectiveness of the Transportation Demand 
Management Program.


The Planning Department should continue to work 
with the SFMTA and the Transportation Authority to 
monitor the effectiveness of the City’s Transportation 
Demand Management Program and update it to 
reflect new research, if necessary. This includes 
the City further studying the relationship between 
vehicular parking policies and VMT and potentially 
private vehicle ownership. 


Many policy papers predict a decrease in parking 
“demand”69 when AVs become available,70 like many 
predicted with TNCs. It is unclear to the Planning 
Department if parking “demand” will decrease 
universally because of AVs in San Francisco, as it 
is unclear that it has occurred because of TNCs.71 If 
parking demand does decrease, it is not clear what 
the consequences may be.


The Planning Department presumes that car manu-
facturers’ motives will be to sell cars and potentially 
monetize data collected from new technologies. Cars 
require temporary storage if they are not circulating 
24 hours a day, seven days a week. It may be 
possible that parking demand drops for those who 
can access such technologies for some trip purposes 
(e.g., visitor and retail, as indicated in results from 
Study Question 1 that found certain land uses having 
significant positive association with TNC activity). 


The Planning Department should continue to study 
these effects and encourage policies that align with 
City goals (e.g., Policy Option 1), including potentially 
redirecting developers’ cost savings (from not having 
to build parking spaces) to the City’s priority invest-
ments if parking demand decreases (Policy Option 3).
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Key Finding 5: Developers are 
challenged to respond to TNCs and AV 
passenger services, particularly for 
existing developments.


Developers interviewed noted the potential for 
reducing parking supply in new developments and 
providing more loading space, particularly on-street, 
to respond to TNC usage. .


For existing developments, most developers said 
that converting existing parking to other land uses 
is challenging due to cost and design constraints 
and are seeking alternate solutions. Other ideas 
included sharing underused parking with neighboring 
buildings or renting underused parking to the public 
through third party companies. 


Policy Option 5: Provide guidance for devel-
opers in responding to emerging mobility, 
including TNCs and AV passenger services.


The Planning Department could create a guidance 
document for developers to respond to emerging 
mobility that considers the following topics:


 y Transit First: Centers development and building 
guidance on the City’s Transit-First Policy and 
identifies how TNCs and AV passenger services 
can advance this policy and other City goals.


 y Loading: Located to avoid conflicts with pedes-
trians, transit, bicyclists, in compliance with the 
City’s Transit First policy; maximizes reliance of 
on-site loading spaces to accommodate new 
loading demand, including passenger and freight 
vehicles; and ensure that off-site loading activity 
is considered in the design of new buildings (e.g., 
Planning Code Section 155(u)), especially to 
prevent conflicts with pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
transit vehicles.


 y Transportation demand management: How 
emerging mobility can reduce VMT.


 y Parking adaptation: Ways to design existing or new 
buildings to accommodate other uses besides 
parking72, and code requirements concerning 
conversion of accessory parking to public parking 
use.


This guidance could take the format of guidelines or 
other informational document that would be available 
online or as a hand-out. It could also be used to 
inform other Planning Code updates (e g., Policy 
Option 3).


Environmental Review


Key Finding 6: Environmental review 
appropriately considers TNC activity. 


The Planning Department reviews projects for poten-
tial impacts on the physical environment, a process 
known as environmental review. The Department 
conducts environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 
As part of environmental review, staff reviews 
background technical studies, such as transportation 
impact studies, to assess a project’s effects on the 
physical environment.


To assist in the preparation of transportation impact 
studies, the Planning Department provides to consul-
tants and City staff a guidance document called the 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, which was 
last updated in 2019.73 Prior to 2019, the Planning 
Department previously comprehensively updated the 
guidelines in 2002. At that time, TNCs did not exist, 
and the 2002 guidelines did not include quantitative 
estimates of TNC activity at or near development 
sites. A lot of other changes occurred between 2002 
and 2019, which led the Department to comprehen-
sively update the guidelines in 2019. The update was 
completed after the commencement of this TNCs 
and Land Use Study but prior to the team’s analysis 
of the study’s results.


In mid-2016, the Planning Department contracted 
with a consulting firm to develop a methodology for 
collecting data and updating the travel demand74 
methodology used in the guidelines. The contractor 
collected and analyzed counts, intercept surveys 
(i.e., ask passersby in public areas to compete a 
survey), and commercial and passenger loading at 
San Francisco development sites in 2016 and 2017 
and analyzed 2012 California Household Travel 
Survey data. The contractor completed its scope in 
mid-2018.
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A major conclusion from the 2019 guidelines update 
was that the data the Department used to previously 
estimate trips generally overestimated the number of 
vehicle trips to and from a site, even accounting for 
the increase of TNCs. For the ways people travel (also 
known as mode split), taxi and TNC activity comprised 
a relatively small portion of the overall trip activity at 
three of four different land use categories during the 
PM peak period (3 PM to 7 PM), including: residential, 
office, and retail. Hotel land uses showed a higher 
portion of the overall trip activity. (See Table 6.) 


Table 6: Taxi/TNC Mode Split Data in San Francisco (2019)


Taxi/TNC Mode Split (%) by Place Type  
during PM peak period (3 to 7 pm)


Land Use 
Category


Urban  
High-Density


Urban  
Medium-Density


Urban  
Low-Density


Residential 6% 4% 4%


Office 6% 11% 2%


Retail 5% 1% 1%


Hotel 20% 16% 7%


Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines (2019)


The 2019 guidelines results cannot be directly 
compared to the results for Study Questions 1 and 
2, given differences in methodology75. However, the 
2019 guidelines are still useful for estimating TNC 
activity at development sites because the travel 
demand and mode split patterns used in the 2019 
guidelines are consistent with the findings from this 
study. For example, this study found that visitor-
related land uses, such as hotels, had the highest 
positive correlation with TNC activity and that TNC 
activity tended to be higher in higher-density areas. 
Similarly, as shown in Table 6, hotels exhibited the 
greatest amount of TNC activity amongst the four 
land use categories. Additionally, the Urban High-
Density place type exhibited the highest percentage 
of taxi and TNC activity compared to medium- and 
low-density areas.


One potential difference between the 2019 guidelines 
data and this study relates to office uses. While the 
2019 guidelines suggests that there is a relationship 
between office uses and TNC activity, particularly 


in medium- and high-density neighborhoods, some 
results from this study suggests that office uses 
do not have a strong association with TNC activity. 
However, developers interviewed for this study and 
whose firms focus on office developments noted a 
major shift in the way tenants get to and from work, 
as they perceived young professionals increasingly 
making use of new mobility modes, such as TNCs, 
and driving vehicles much less. 


Policy Option 6: Align environmental review 
with any future adopted policy or regulations 
concerning emerging mobility and monitor and 
integrate reputable emerging mobility evidence 
into environmental reviews.


The Planning Department could align environmental 
review with future adopted policy or regulations 
concerning emerging mobility, such as developing 
travel demand estimates for new land uses defined 
in the Planning Code (Policy Option 3). The Planning 
Department’s Environmental Planning division could 
inform policy or regulations for these new land uses 
based on their knowledge in reviewing past projects 
environmental impacts so that future projects can 
avoid or reduce impacts as part of their project 
formation (e.g., as the developers are drawing up 
plans for them), instead of after the fact (e.g., as an 
imposed CEQA mitigation or alternatives developed 
later in the project review process).


Additionally, the Planning Department could continue 
monitoring and integrating reputable emerging 
mobility evidence into its environmental review, 
including travel demand estimates and modeling fore-
casts by land use category; transportation impacts 
on VMT, transit, and loading; and non-transportation 
impacts such as energy. New evidence can also 
inform the City in its approach to other policies herein.


Additional Areas of Interest
This report focuses on key findings and policy 
options organized around the Planning Department’s 
responsibilities in the City. However, there are 
other results that may be of interest to the public, 
other government agencies, and elected officials. 
This includes additional issues around equity, 
enforcement, and labor. It was beyond this study’s 
scope to analyze these other issues.
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Conclusion
TNCs are a part of the transportation landscape in 
San Francisco. They provide a direct and convenient 
mode of transportation for some, while increasing 
vehicle trips and congestion in the City. This report 
examines if and how TNCs impact land use planning 
and the built environment. It showed that certain 
land uses and densities are associated with more 
TNC activity than others, particularly in areas that 
are high-density (e.g., visitor, retail, and residential 
uses). It also demonstrated that some built environ-
ment features are positively or negatively associated 
with TNC activity – those that make TNCs more 
convenient for passengers are associated with more 
TNC activity and those that provide a comparative 
transportation substitute are associated with less 
TNC activity. 


Land uses may be shaped by TNCs, which may be a 
prelude to AV passenger services as these services 
are likely to use a similar app-based, ridesourcing 
platform that TNCs do. Permitting activity has shown 
growing demand for converting or using land for 
ridesourcing operations. Developers stated they are 
also reacting to TNCs by providing less parking on 
private property and more loading space in the public 
right-of-way. 


The future of TNCs and emerging mobility is 
unknown. The longevity and financial sustainability of 
the current business model for TNCs is questionable, 
as their convenience comes at a cost, which is higher 
than the price passengers pay for it; venture capital 
is not likely a stable long-term funding source; and 
fair labor practices and conditions have not been 
established. 


Additionally, the externalities of TNCs are costly. 
Studies find that TNCs generate additional vehicle 
trips, which increases congestion; and shift people 
away from other means of travel, including walking, 
bicycling, and transit, which are less environmentally 
harmful than how TNCs currently operate. 


Despite their unknowns and shortcomings, it is likely 
that TNCs will remain on the menu of transportation 
choices in San Francisco. Also likely is that other new 
transportation technologies will appear and will have 
similar – as well as different – impacts on the City. 


San Francisco welcomes new technology and ser-
vices. From the building of the Golden Gate Bridge 
to the invention of television, San Francisco has long 
been the home of innovation. The City welcomes 
innovation – as long as it serves the goals of the 
people in San Francisco and the Bay Area and not 
the reverse. 


However, at the time of this writing, San Francisco is 
not fully prepared for existing and emerging transpor-
tation services and technology, like TNCs and AVs. 
As such, it is critical for policymakers to assess and 
prepare for their potential and actual impacts and 
establish policies to manage their operations. This 
is imperative to achieve the type of transportation 
system that would benefit people who live, work, or 
otherwise spend time in San Francisco.


The City has the opportunity to help shape how 
people interact with TNCs (and emerging, related 
technologies) by considering and adopting land 
use planning policies in conjunction with findings in 
this report. This includes updating the General Plan 
and Planning Code to prioritize transit and equity as 
new mobility options emerge, continuing to monitor 
congestion through the Transportation Demand 
Management program, providing guidance to devel-
opers on how to prepare for TNCs and AV passenger 
services, and aligning the environmental review 
process with new mobility services as they arise. 


The Planning Department intends for San Francisco 
to continue to be a leader in addressing land use, 
transportation, and related issues. Without further 
government intervention, it is unlikely San Francisco 
will meet its various housing, equity, and climate 
goals. Instead, we will have more cars on the 
road, which will have dire consequences on air 
quality, health, economic prosperity, and safety. 
If technology-based transportation services are 
primarily available for a select segment of people 
who can afford to use them, it would compound the 
socioeconomic divisions and inequities that we see 
today. 


Other cities may have limited to no emerging mobility 
now. But these technologies will likely come to 
their cities, and they may find the need to follow 
San Francisco’s lead in planning for the future it 
wants to see instead of reacting to it.
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Study Limitations


The study team based its findings and policy options 
on results from research into the study questions. 
Those results are based on qualitative and quantita-
tive methodologies that have limitations, like any 
methodological approach. Those limitations include: 


 y The data used for Study Questions 1 and 2 was 
gleaned from the “TNCs Today” analysis. City 
requests to the CPUC, Lyft, and Uber for data to 
validate the findings were declined to supplement 
the analysis in “TNCs Today.” 


 y Findings for the first two study questions were 
conducted using regression analysis, which can 
show a relationship – or an association – between 
two variable and assess the strength of the 
relationship. Further research with a different meth-
odology would be needed to establish causality or 
directionality.


 y It is not possible to incorporate all the potential 
factors contributing to changes in congestion. For 


example, visitor traffic in San Francisco may have 
increased significantly during the period studied 
and may have been a factor in increased conges-
tion but was not accounted for in the regression 
analysis. 


 y The regression analysis used proxies to estimate 
the correlation between TNCs and the built envi-
ronment. For example, areas with high visitor uses 
(e.g., hotels and other lodging) were represented 
by visitor jobs per acre. These proxies may not 
always capture every effect of the land puse 
category or built environment feature. 


 y The online survey of TNC drivers was administered 
at the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic and 
retrofitted after the stay-at-home orders were 
issued. Ridesourcing activity declined substantially 
for several months at this time. As a result, the 
study may not have captured a representative 
sample of TNC drivers or typical pre-pandemic 
responses.
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Jane Doe SSS 14, Jane Doe SSS 15, Jane Doe SSS 16, Jane Doe SSS 17, and Jane Doe SSS 


18 (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), by and through their attorneys of record, for causes of action against 


Uber Technologies, Inc. (“Uber”), a corporation with its principal place of business in San 


Francisco, California, Rasier, LLC (“Rasier”), a corporation with its principal place of business in 


San Francisco, California, and Does 1 through 50, inclusive, and each of them, complain and allege 


the following: 


 


INTRODUCTION 


1. Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely 


imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver with whom they had 


been paired with through the Uber Application (“App”). This action stems from these attacks as 


well as the toxic-male culture at Uber that caused these sexual attacks. A culture which started at 


the very top of Uber by placing profits and growth over safety above all else and, in the process, 


exploited, endangered, and injured women and girls, including Plaintiffs.  This culture was put in 


place by Uber’s officers and directors, including Travis Kalanick, and it was put in place with 


conscious disregard to the rights and safety of Uber passengers, particularly female Uber passengers 


such as Plaintiffs. 


2. Uber is a transportation company headquartered in San Francisco, California which, 


beginning in 2009, pioneered an App-based transportation system that has been implemented around 


the world, including across the entire United States.  


3. As early as 2014, Uber became aware that Uber drivers were sexually assaulting and 


raping female passengers. In the eight years since, sexual predators driving for Uber have continued 


to sexually assault, harass, kidnap, physically assault, and/or rape Uber’s passengers, including 


Plaintiffs. Complaints to Uber by female passengers who had been attacked by Uber drivers, 


combined with subsequent criminal investigations by law enforcement, clearly establish that Uber 


has been fully aware of these continuing attacks by sexual predators driving for Uber. Uber’s 


response to these ongoing sexual assaults by Uber drivers has been slow and inadequate.  


4. While Uber has, in recent years, publicly acknowledged this sexual assault crisis, 


including the publication of Uber’s U.S. Safety Report, in December 2019, Uber has failed to 
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implement basic safety measures necessary to prevent these serious sexual assaults, which continue 


to occur to this day.  


5. As more fully set forth herein, Plaintiffs were each kidnapped, sexually assaulted,  


sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber 


driver each Plaintiff was led to believe would give her a safe ride to her destination. Each Uber ride 


at issue was ordered by or for Plaintiff through the ride-sharing software application owned and 


controlled by Uber (the “Uber App”). At all relevant times, Defendants Uber and Rasier 


(collectively referred to as “Uber”) operated and controlled the Uber App. Each Uber driver, while 


in the course and scope of his employment for Uber and while otherwise working on behalf of Uber, 


kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or 


otherwise attacked the respective Plaintiff, as set forth below. 


6. Each Plaintiff named herein, individually, brings this civil action against Uber to 


recover damages for the injuries she suffered as a result of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, 


sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber 


driver during an Uber ride. 


7. Uber is a common carrier under California law. Because of Defendants’ acts and 


omissions, Plaintiffs have each suffered damages that far exceed the jurisdictional floor of this 


Court. 


8. This is an unlimited action. The amount in controversy with respect to each Plaintiff 


exceeds $25,000.00. See Cal. Code Civ. P. § 85. 


 


PARTIES 


9. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 14 is over the age of 18 and is a Virginia resident. The incident 


took place in the State of California.  


10. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 15 is over the age of 18 and is a California resident. The 


incident took place in the State of California. 


11. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 16 is over the age of 18 and is an Illinois resident. The incident 


took place in the State of Illinois. 


12. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 17 is over the age of 18 and is a Pennsylvania resident. The 
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incident took place in the State of Pennsylvania. 


13. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 18 is over the age of 18 and is a Massachusetts resident. The 


incident took place in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


14. Plaintiffs file this action under a pseudonym because, as a victim of sexual assault, 


they need anonymity to protect their privacy in this sensitive and highly personal matter. Plaintiffs 


proceed in this manner to protect their legitimate privacy rights. Disclosure of their full name would 


expose them to stigmatization, invade their privacy, and make them vulnerable to retaliation. For 


these reasons, Plaintiffs’ needs for anonymity outweigh both the prejudice to Defendants and the 


public’s interest in knowing their identities. Counsel for Plaintiffs will inform Defendants of 


Plaintiffs’ true name and the circumstances surrounding these causes of action. Plaintiffs further 


anticipate seeking concurrence from Defendants for entry into a protective order to prevent the 


unnecessary disclosure of Plaintiffs’ real names in the public record.  


15. Defendant Uber Technologies, Inc. is a Delaware corporation with its corporate 


headquarters, principal office, and principal place of business at 1515 3rd Street, San Francisco, San 


Francisco County, California, 94158. Defendant Uber Technologies, Inc. has been served with 


process through its registered agent, CT Corporation System. 


16. Defendant Rasier, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company. Upon information 


and belief, Rasier is a wholly owned subsidiary of Uber Technologies, Inc. Rasier maintains its 


corporate headquarters, principal office, and principal place of business at 1515 3rd St., San 


Francisco, California, 94158. Defendant Rasier has been served with process through its registered 


agent, CT Corporation System.  


17. Unless otherwise specified, this Complaint refers to Defendants Uber Technologies, 


Inc. and Rasier, LLC collectively as “Uber.” 


18. The true names and capacities, whether individual, plural, corporate, partnership, 


associate, or otherwise, of Does 1 through 50, inclusive, are unknown to Plaintiffs who therefore 


sue said Defendants by such fictitious names.  The full extent of the facts linking such fictitiously 


sued Defendants is unknown to Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, 


that each of the Defendants designated herein as a Doe was, and is, negligent, or in some other 


actionable manner, responsible for the events and happenings hereinafter referred to, and thereby 
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negligently, or in some other actionable manner, legally caused the hereinafter described injuries 


and damages to Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs will hereafter seek leave of the Court to amend this Complaint 


to show the Defendants' true names and capacities after the same have been ascertained. 


19. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that at all times herein 


mentioned, each of the Defendants herein was the agent, servant, licensee, employee, assistant, 


consultant, or alter ego, of each of the remaining defendants, and was at all times herein mentioned 


acting within the course and scope of said relationship when Plaintiffs were injured as set forth 


herein. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that each and every Defendant, when acting as a principal, 


was negligent in the selection, hiring, supervision or retention of each and every other Defendant as 


an agent, servant, employee, assistant, or consultant.  Plaintiffs are further informed and believe, 


and thereon allege, that at all times herein mentioned, each business, public entity  or corporate 


employer, through its officers, directors, supervisors and managing agents, and each individual 


defendant, had advance knowledge of the wrongful conduct, psychological profile, and behavior 


propensity of said agents, servants, licensees, employees, assistants, consultants, and alter egos, and 


allowed said wrongful conduct to occur and continue to occur, thereby ratifying said wrongful 


conduct, and, after becoming aware of their wrongful conduct, each public entity, and corporate 


defendant by and through its officers, directors, supervisors and managing agents, and each 


individual defendant, authorized and ratified the wrongful conduct herein alleged. 


20. Defendants are liable for the acts of each other through principles of respondeat 


superior, agency, ostensible agency, partnership, alter-ego and other forms of vicarious liability. 


21.  In the instance of each sexual assault described below, the Uber driver who 


perpetrated each assault described herein (“Uber Driver(s)”) was an agent, servant, and employee 


of Uber. 


22. This Complaint refers to Defendant Uber Technologies, Inc., Defendant Rasier, 


LLC, and Does 1 through 50, inclusive, as “Defendants.” 
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JURISDICTION & VENUE 


23. California Superior Court has subject-matter jurisdiction over this action, pursuant 


to California Constitution Article VI, Section 10, which grants the Superior Court “original 


jurisdiction in all causes except those given by statute to other trial courts.”  


24. Each Plaintiff named herein, individually seeks relief that is within the jurisdictional 


limits of this Court. 


25. California Superior Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants Uber and Rasier 


because both have their principal places of business in California and intentionally avail themselves 


of the benefits and protection of California law such that the exercise of jurisdiction by the California 


courts is consistent with traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.  


26. Venue is proper in the Superior Court of the County of San Francisco, California, 


pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure §§ 395(a) and 395.5. Defendant Uber has its 


principal place of business at 1515 3rd Street, San Francisco, CA 94158 and at all times relevant 


has been doing business within the County of San Francisco. 


27. Uber’s corporate decision-making with respect to policies and procedures for 


training and supervising drivers regarding sexual assault, rape, or harassment are centered at its 


corporate headquarters in San Francisco. Uber’s corporate decision-making with respect to how it 


responds to complaints of sexual assault, rape, or harassment is centered at its corporate 


headquarters in San Francisco. Uber’s corporate decision-making with respect to how it chooses to 


stonewall and fail to cooperate with law enforcement investigating assaults, rapes, and harassment 


of their drivers is centered at Uber’s corporate headquarters in San Francisco. Further, decisions 


with respect to the vetting of Uber drivers and the supervision of Uber drivers (or lack thereof) are 


made and implemented in its San Francisco headquarters. Corporate decision-making with respect 


to Uber’s decision not to report assaults that they are aware of to law enforcement and other ride 


sharing companies that employ the assailants is centered at Uber’s corporate headquarters in San 


Francisco. Decisions with respect to the design of the Uber App and implementation of changes 


with the Uber App that effect passenger safety are made and implemented in its San Francisco 


headquarters. Corporate decision-making with respect to Uber’s policies and procedures to allow 


reported sexual predators to continue to drive for Uber is centered at Uber’s corporate headquarters 
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in San Francisco. Decisions regarding Uber’s contract with Uber customers specifies that the 


agreement should be governed by California law. Finally, executive decision making on the part of 


Uber regarding its marketing campaigns and representations to passengers regarding its safety occur 


in San Francisco, California. 


28. All other jurisdictional prerequisites and conditions precedent to suit have been 


satisfied. 


29. This case is not removable. Some of the Plaintiffs named herein are domiciled in, 


and are citizens of, California. Both named Defendants, Uber and Rasier are citizens of California, 


as both have a principal place of business in San Francisco, California. As such, there is not complete 


diversity between the parties, so there is no federal jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. section 1332. 


Defendants, therefore, cannot avail themselves of snap removal – alleging they removed the case to 


federal court before a defendant was properly joined or served.  Plaintiff is not relying on 28 U.S.C. 


section 1441(b)(2) to oust federal court jurisdiction. Federal-court jurisdiction never existed, and, 


by its terms, section 1441(b)(2) does not apply because there is no diversity jurisdiction under 


section 1332. 


 


FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 


A.  Uber’s Sexual Assault Problem Started at the Top 


30. Uber is a transportation company. One of its founders, Travis Kalanick, became its 


second chief executive officer and, at one time, its largest shareholder. Uber drivers and Uber split 


the fare Uber charges riders for the riders’ trips. 


31. In 2014, Uber’s executives in San Francisco started charging Uber passengers an 


extra $1 fee for each trip. Uber called this a Safe Rides Fee. When Uber announced the Safe Rides 


Fee, it told the public that the “[f]ee supports our continued efforts to ensure the safest possible 


platform for Uber riders and drivers, including an industry-leading background check process, 


regular motor vehicle checks, driver safety education, development of safety features in the app, and 
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insurance.”1  The Safe Rides Fee was not split with drivers.2  So it was pure revenue for Uber. Uber 


gave hundreds of millions of rides with the Safe Ride Fee attached to them and made hundreds of 


millions in revenue from the fee.3  But it never earmarked the money for improving safety or spent 


it on safety.4  Instead, it pocketed the money it told the world it was going to directly towards 


enhancing safety. As a former Uber employee said “[w]e boosted our margins saying our rides were 


safer.”5  It “was obscene.”6 


32. Rider safety was never Uber’s concern. Growth was. To increase growth, which 


required not only new riders, but new drivers, Travis Kalanick and the executives at Uber made it 


as easy as possible for Uber drivers to sign up. They used a background-check system designed to 


get drivers approved as quickly and conveniently as possible.7  Uber hired Hirease, Inc. to do its 


background checks.8  Hirease brags that it can vet drivers within 36 hours.9  To have such a short 


turnaround, Uber eschewed industry standards used by other taxi companies and livery services. For 


example, it abandoned fingerprinting — which takes weeks — and running applicant drivers against 


private databases, such as FBI records.10  These shortcuts might have led to growth for Uber, but 


they also put people, including Plaintiffs, in danger. Indeed, Uber was so fixated on growth that it 


began mailing cell phones to applicant drivers, so they could begin driving, before Uber’s cursory 


background check was even complete.11 


33. Travis Kalanick made the decision that Uber was not going to fingerprint its drivers 


and that it was not going to scrub applicant drivers against FBI records. Rather, the decision was 


made to use a fast and shallow background check process.   


34. Travis Kalanick also made the decision not to interview drivers or train drivers to 


 
1 Uber, What is the Safe Rides Fee, https://web.archive.org/web/20148420053019/http://support.uber.com/hc/en-
us/articles/201950566. (last visited March 10, 2021).   
2 Mike Isaac, SUPER PUMPED: THE BATTLE FOR UBER 136 (2019) (“The drivers, of course, got no share of the extra 
buck.”). 
3 See id. 
4 Isaac, supra note 4, at 136. 
5 Id. 
6 Id. 
7 Isaac, supra note 4, at 115 (“Uber made it as easy as possible for drivers to sign up.”). 
8 Mike Isaac, Uber’s System for Screening Drivers Draws Scrutiny, N.Y. TIMES, Dec. 9, 2014, at A1 (available at 
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/10/technology/ubers-system-for-screening-drivers-comes-under-
scrutiny.html?searchResultPosition=1.) 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
11 Isaac, supra note 4, at 218. 
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ensure Uber’s drivers understood their responsibilities and what was appropriate and inappropriate 


when interacting with passengers.  Mr. Kalanick decided not to implement policies to protect 


passengers from sexual assault—policies such a zero-tolerance policy with respect to fraternizing 


or making sexual advances towards passengers, and most certainly with respect to sleeping with or 


touching the passengers they pick up in a sexual manner. 


35. Mr. Kalanick had actual knowledge that these decisions would put passengers in 


greater danger. As such, he acted with conscious disregard for the rights and safety of female 


passengers, including Plaintiffs named herein. 


36. Travis Kalanick intentionally performed the act of hiring drivers without 


fingerprinting them, without running them through the FBI databases, and using fast and or shallow 


background checks. When he took these actions, he knew or should have known that it was highly 


probable that harm would result.  When Uber’s current Chief Executive Officer, Dara 


Khosrowshahi, took over as Uber’s top executive in August 2017, he continued the policy of hiring 


drivers without biometric fingerprinting to be run through the FBI database.  This was a very 


intentional and thought-out decision, evidenced by Uber’s active lobbying and resistance against 


municipalities or regulatory bodies implementing any kind of biometric fingerprinting requirement 


for drivers.  


37. Uber’s greed and complete disregard for rider safety or the rule of law is 


breathtaking. Uber’s policy is that it will not report any criminal activity it learns of to law-


enforcement authorities.12  That includes allegations of sexual assault.13  Thus, Uber’s policy is that 


if it learns from an Uber rider, such as Plaintiff, that she was sexually assaulted, Uber will not report 


this sexual assault to law enforcement.14  Uber is proud of this policy and feels “very strongly” that 


it is not Uber’s job to go to the to the police on behalf of customers when an Uber driver rapes an 


Uber passenger.15 


38. This policy has been supported by Uber’s current Chief Executive Officer, Dara 


 
12 Greg Bensinger, Uber Says Safety is its First Priority. Employees Aren’t so Sure, WASH. POST (Oct. 1, 2019) 
(available at  https://www.washingtonpost.com/podcasts/post-reports/uber-says-safety-is-its-first-priority-employees-
arent-so-sure/.) 
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
15 Bensinger, supra, note 14. 
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Khosrowshahi.  When he took the action of intentionally embracing this policy, he knew or should 


have known that it was highly probable that harm would result.  After all, drivers will feel less 


constrained to commit sexual assault if they know it is less likely that law enforcement will be 


informed. 


39. Uber’s greed, parochial focus on growth, and misogyny has had tragic consequences. 


In December 2014, a 26-year-old finance worker hailed an Uber to take her home from a work 


dinner near New Delhi, India.16  When she fell asleep in the car, her Uber driver moved to the 


backseat and raped her.17  The driver had previously been detained for rape.18  The rape caused an 


international imbroglio and New Delhi temporarily banned Uber.19  Uber dealt with the situation by 


attacking the victim. 


40. Eric Alexander was president of Uber in the Asia–Pacific region; he was Uber’s 


“number three” and Kalanick’s fixer.20  He secured, possibly illegally, the New Delhi rape victim’s 


medical records through a law firm.21  The records contained the medical examination that doctors 


performed within hours of her rape.22  Alexander shared these records with Mr. Kalanick and Uber’s 


number two at the time, Emil Michael.23  Many other Uber executives here in San Francisco either 


saw the records or learned of them.24  Mr. Kalanick latched on to the fact that the victim’s hymen 


was still intact.25  (This despite two people pointing out to him that the victim could have been anally 


raped.26) He began cultivating and sharing a bizarre conspiracy that the woman was not raped; the 


whole incident was a plot against Uber by Olga, Uber’s major ride-sharing competitor in India.27  


No matter that the Uber driver had a history of sexual assault and had confessed the assault to 


 
16 Ellen Barry and Suhasini Raj, Uber Banned in India’s Capital After Rape Accusation, N.Y. TIMES, Dec. 8, 2014, at 
A4 (available at  https://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/09/world/asia/new-delhi-bans-uber-after-driver-is-accused-of-
rape.html?_r=0&module=inline.); Isaac, supra note 2, at 149. 
17 Isaac, supra note 4, at 149. 
18 Barry and Raj, supra note 2, at 149. 
19See id.  
20 Isaac, supra note 4, at 260. 
21 Kara Swisher and Johana Bhuiyan, A Top Uber Executive, Who Obtained the Medical Records of a Customer Who 
was a Rape Victim, Has Been Fired, VOX (June 7, 2017), https://www.vox.com/2017/6/7/15754316/uber-executive-
india-assault-rape-medical-records. 
22 Isaac, supra note 4, at 261. 
23 Swisher and Bhulyan, supra note 23. 
24 Id. 
25 Isaac, supra note 4, at 261. 
26 Id. at 262. 
27 Id. At 261; Swisher and Bhulyan, supra note 23. 
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police.28 


41. Mr. Kalanick and Uber’s leadership and board were the fountainhead of Uber’s 


culture of reckless growth, misogyny, and lawlessness.29  When Uber customers accused Uber 


drivers of sexual assault, something that happened with increasing frequency as Uber grew — given 


its lax supervision and shoddy background checks — Mr. Kalanick would pace around Uber 


headquarters, not wondering about how to improve rider safety but repeating the bromide, legally 


correct but a bromide nonetheless, “innocent until proven guilty.”30  When law enforcement decided 


not to bring criminal charges against an Uber driver accused of sexual assault because it felt it did 


not have enough evidence for a criminal conviction, “a round of cheers would ring out across the 


fifth floor of Uber HQ.”31 


42. At a cocktail and dinner party with journalists in New York City, Mr. Michael 


attacked journalists who criticized Uber.32  He was particularly angry with Sarah Lacy who had, in 


a recent story, accused Uber of “sexism and misogyny” and had said she was going to delete her 


Uber app because she feared for her safety because of Uber’s drivers.33  Mr. Michael said that if any 


woman deleted her Uber app because of Ms. Lacy’s story and was sexually assaulted, Ms. Lacy 


“should be held personally responsible.”34   


43. The actions of Uber’s executives and board members demonstrate Uber’s contempt 


for women and myopic focus on profits. Uber only cares about growth. This culture permeates the 


entire company and endangers Uber’s female riders. Sarah Fowler wrote an explosive blog post, 


describing how pervasive this culture was at Uber.35  Ms. Fowler was hired by Uber as a site-


reliability engineer in 2016.36  On her first day on the job, post-training, her manager sent her a 


message over the Uber chat system.37  He said that he “was in an open relationship . . . and his 


 
28 Barry and Raj, supra note 18. 
29 Isaac, supra note 4, at 194 (“The tone of Uber’s culture was being set from the top . . . The result was a workforce 
that largely reflected Kalanick. 
30 Isaac, supra note 4, at 167. 
31 Id. 
32 Ben Smith, Uber Executive Suggest Digging Up Dirt On Journalists, BUZZ FEED (Nov. 17, 2014) 
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/bensmith/uber-executive-suggests-digging-up-dirt-on-journalists. 
33 Id. 
34 Id; Isaac, supra note 4, at 129. 
35 Susan Fowler, Reflecting on One Very, Very Strange Year at Uber, SUSAN J. FOWLER, (Feb. 19, 2017), 
https://www.susanjfowler.com/blog/2017/2/19/reflecting-on-one-very-strange-year-at-uber. 
36 Id. 
37 Id. 
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girlfriend was having an easy time finding new partners but he wasn’t. He was trying to stay out of 


trouble at work, he said, but he couldn’t help getting in trouble, because he was looking for women 


to have sex with.”38  Ms. Fowler felt it “was clear that he was trying to get [her] to have sex with 


him, and it was so clearly out of line that [she] immediately took screenshots of [the] chat messages 


and reported him to” Human Resources.39  Uber Human Resources and “upper management” told 


her that “even though this was clearly sexual harassment and he was propositioning [her], it was this 


man’s first offense, and that they wouldn’t feel comfortable giving him anything other than a 


warning and a stern talking-to.”40  Upper management told her that her manager “was a high 


performer,” so “they wouldn’t feel comfortable punishing him for what was probably just an 


innocent mistake on his part.”41  Upper management told Ms. Fowler that she had two choices, join 


a new Uber team, or stay on her team, under the manager who propositioned her, but she “would 


have to understand that [the manager] would most likely give [her] a poor performance review when 


review time came around, and there was nothing [Human Resources] could do about that.”42  She 


was told that by Human Resources that if she chose to stick with the team she was on, that a poor 


review by her then manger wouldn’t be retaliation because she had “been given an option.”43  


Because working under a harassing manager was untenable to Ms. Fowler, she chose to switch 


teams.44  She eventually learned, by talking to other women employees at Uber, that many of them 


had similar sexual-harassment stories and that the manager who sexually harassed her had sexually 


harassed others before he sexually harassed her.45  That is, she learned that Human Resources and 


upper management had been mendacious with her. “Within a few months, [the harasser] was 


reported once again for inappropriate behavior, and those who reported him were told it was still his 


‘first offense.’ The situation was escalated as far up the chain as it could be escalated, and still 


nothing was done” by Uber.46   


44. With the bad press Uber was getting because of the sexual assaults, Mr. Michael’s 


 
38 Id. 
39 Id. 
40 Id. 
41 Id. 
42 Id. 
43 Id. 
44 Fowler, supra note 52. 
45 Id. 
46 Id. 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


 


 
 


 
 13  


COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 
 


 
SL


A
T


E
R


 S
LA


T
E


R
 S


C
H


U
L


M
A


N
 L


L
P 


83
83


 W
ils


hi
re


 B
lv


d.
, S


ui
te


 2
55


 
Be


ve
rly


 H
ill


s, 
C


A
 9


02
11


 
Te


l.:
 (3


10
) 3


41
-2


08
6 


| 
Fa


x:
 (3


10
) 7


73
-5


57
3 


 
comments, and the Sarah Fowler affair, Uber realized it needed to appear that it was making changes 


and trying to eradicate its toxic-male culture, so it held a company-wide meeting to announce 


changes. At the meeting, when Uber announced that it was going to increase its diversity and 


sensitivity by adding a female board member, David Bonderman, another Uber board member, 


chimed in, announcing to the company that the addition of a woman to the board meant “it’s much 


likelier [there will] be more talking on the board.”47  Uber’s “culture was poisoned from the very 


top.”48  Indeed, John William Gurley was a longtime board member of Uber and a close confidant 


of Mr. Kalanick. He sat on his hands and watched silently as Uber put in place a culture and policies 


that have hurt many innocent women, including Plaintiffs. 


45. In an attempt to buff its tarnished reputation, Uber also hired former Attorney 


General Eric Holder and his law firm, Covington & Burling LLP, to investigate Uber’s culture and 


work-place environment.49 


46. During his investigation, as detailed in the publicly released “Holder Report,” 


Attorney General Holder uncovered “a winding, repetitive list of infractions that had occurred across 


hundreds of global offices, including sexual assault and physical violence.”50 


47. Uber’s sexual-assault and harassment problems have become so big and so public 


that it has made pale and perfunctory attempts to act as though it is trying to confront them. In May 


2018, Uber acknowledged its “deeply rooted problem” of sexual assault. It proclaimed it was 


committed to solving the problem, stating that “we’re making some important changes today.”51  


Included in these “important changes” was Uber’s promise to publish a “safety transparency report 


that will include data on sexual assaults . . . that occur on the Uber platform.”52 


48. Despite these promises, no data on sexual assaults for another year and a half.   


49. When Uber finally released the report in December 2019, it was forced to 


 
47 Mike Isaac and Susan Chira, David Bonderman Resigns From Uber Board After Sexist Remark, N.Y. TIMES, June 
13, 2017, at A16 (available at https://www.nytimes.com/2017/06/13/technology/uber-sexual-harassment-huffington-
bonderman.html?hp=&action=click&pgtype=Homepage&clickSource=story-heading&module=inline&region=top-
news&WT.nav=top-news); Isaac, supra note 4, 
48 Isaac, supra note 4, at 280. 
49 Covington & Burling, LLP, Covington Recommendations (available at 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B1s08BdVqCgrUVM4UHBpTGROLXM/view.) 
50 Isaac, supra note 4, at 271. 
51 Uber, Turning the Lights On, https://www.uber.com/newsroom/turning-the-lights-on/. 
52 Id. 
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acknowledge that in 2018 alone there were 3,045 sexual assaults in the United States during Uber 


trips — 235 sexual assaults of the “most serious kind.” 


50. Uber has not publicly disclosed any sexual assault data since that December 2019 


report.  Tony West, Uber’s chief legal officer since October 2017 made, and continues to make, the 


decision of whether and when to release sexual assault data following Uber’s acknowledgement of 


its deeply rooted sexual assault problem.  Mr. West continues to withhold the data that would alert 


Uber passengers and the public to the fact that sexual assaults by Uber drivers continue to occur at 


an unacceptable and alarming rate.  


51. Uber became aware of its sexual assault problem long before it released the Holder 


report. Uber’s operations team “dealt with thousands of misconduct cases every year, including 


instances of sexual assault.”53 


52. Uber “had so lowered the bar to become a driver that people who might have been 


prevented from driving in the official taxi industry could easily join Uber.”54 


53. As described earlier, these decisions to lower the bar were made by Travis Kalanick 


and other officers, directors, and managing agents. 


54. But it was not that Uber simply lowered the bar. It failed to take adequate steps to 


make its rides safe; it failed to provide everything necessary for safe transportation of its passengers. 


For example, Uber failed to install video cameras in the cars. Such a step would have chilled the 


wantonness of potential predators. It failed to provide an option in the Uber App that allowed female 


riders to select to be driven by female drivers. And it failed to adopt adequate training of its drivers 


on issues of sexual assault and sexual harassment. That is, it failed to provide adequately trained 


drivers.  These policies to fail to make its rides safe were put in place by Travis Kalanick and other 


officers, directors, and managing agents of Uber.  


55. Mr. Kalanick’s successor, Dara Khosrowshahi, continued the policy of not requiring 


third-party operated cameras in Uber vehicles. 


56. Mr. Kalanick, Mr. Khosrowshahi, and other officers, directors, and managing agents 


of Uber knew that if they put cameras in cars less sexual assaults during Uber rides would occur.  


 
53 Issac, supra note 4, at 166. 
54 Id. at 177. 
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They knew that if they provided an option that would allow female passengers to choose to be driven 


by female drivers, fewer sexual assaults during rides would occur. They knew that if they better 


trained their drivers in sexual-assault prevention, less sexual assaults would occur during Uber rides. 


They intentionally refused to put these safety policies in place with actual and constructive 


knowledge that not putting these policies in place made it highly probable that harm to female Uber 


passengers would result. 


57. Uber’s response to the driver sexual assaults that were reported to the company also 


evidenced the conscious disregard of Uber executives, including Mr. Kalanick and Mr. 


Khosrowshahi.  A 2019 Washington Post investigative piece revealed Uber maintained a three 


strikes policy for its drivers.55 Investigators hired by Uber to investigate the more serious passenger 


complaints about drivers, such as drug use, physical violence, and sexual assault reported, “A driver 


would only be deactivated under three circumstances: 1) if it was the second or third reported 


offense; 2) if there is corroborative evidence like video or a police report; 3) if the driver admits to 


the assault.”56  Even with a three-strikes policy, Uber executives would make exceptions to keep 


dangerous drivers on the road. “For instance, a New York-area driver allegedly made three separate 


sexual advances on riders, said an investigator assigned to the case. After an executive overruled 


the investigator, the driver was allowed to continue working until a fourth incident, when a rider 


claimed he raped her.”57   


58. As Uber became more popular, more people realized Uber had so lowered the bar 


that people with checkered backgrounds could drive for Uber. People also realized that Uber had 


not provided everything necessary for safe rides, that is, everything that might make it more difficult 


to get away with sexual assaults, like video cameras in cars. In addition, they recognized Uber was 


at the same time marketing itself to women as a safe mode of transportation, including after drinking. 


Because of these factors, Uber became a magnet for sexual predators — men who knew that driving 


for Uber meant they would get to drive around intoxicated women late at night. These men started 


sexually assaulting women at alarming rates, as the Holder Report shows. And, as stated earlier, 


 
55 https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2019/09/25/ubers-investigations-unit-finds-what-went-wrong-rides-
its-never-companys-fault/ 
 
56 Id. 
57 Id. 
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Uber and its officers, directors, and managing agents — including Travis Kalanick — had actual 


knowledge that these sexual assaults were going on, on the platform and women were being hurt. 


But they did nothing. They failed to start screening drivers better and failed to place video cameras 


in cars. They intentionally refused to implement these safety measures despite actual knowledge of 


the problem, and these officers, directors, and managing agents — including Travis Kalanick — had 


actual or constructive knowledge that refusing to do so meant there was a high probability that more 


female passengers would be harmed, which is what ended up happening to Plaintiffs. 


 


B. The Attack on Plaintiffs 


59. This suit arises from the serious harm Plaintiffs suffered (set forth in more detail 


below) as a result of the wrongful acts and omissions of Defendants. 


1. Jane Doe SSS 14 


60. On or about February 11, 2022, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 14 (“SSS 14”) requested an 


Uber through the Uber App in Chino Hills, California to take her safely to her destination. Rather 


than drive SSS 14 safely to her destination, the Uber driver drove around in circles, parked his 


vehicle and began sexually assaulting SSS 14 by placing his hands up Plaintiff’s dress to fondle and 


digitally penetrated her vagina while attempting to rape SSS 14. This disgusting and depraved attack 


by the Uber Driver humiliated, violated, and robbed SSS 14 of her dignity and personal safety. 


61. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 


sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 


safety of its passengers, including SSS 14, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 


the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers.  


62. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 


attack on SSS 14 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 


Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 


63. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 


within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 


Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 


the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 
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of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 


her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  


64. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 14 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 


a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 


including SSS 14. 


65. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 


its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed, sexually battered, and 


sexually assaulted. 


2. Jane Doe SSS 15 


66. On or about November 13, 2021, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 15 (“SSS 15”) requested an 


Uber through the Uber App in Perris, California to take her to her destination in Corona, California. 


Rather than drive SSS 15 safely to her destination, the Uber driver drove SSS 15 to a location, 


stopped the vehicle, entered the back seat of the vehicle, and fondled SSS 15’s breasts before 


overpowering her SSS 15 and raping her. This disgusting and depraved attack humiliated, degraded, 


violated, and robbed SSS 15 of her dignity and personal safety. 


67. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 


sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 


safety of its passengers, including SSS 15, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 


the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 


68. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described incident, assault, sexual 


assault, and/or attack on SSS 15 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he 


was still under Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that 


persists to this day. 


69. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 


within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 


Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 


the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 


of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 


her destination, and much more, as discussed below. 
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70. The Uber driver whose actions resulted in SSS 15 being sexually harassed, sexually 


and/or sexually assaulted was an agent or employee of Uber, which is a common carrier. His duties 


were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, including SSS 15. 


71. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 


its app, including SSS 15, the Plaintiff’s ride where she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 


assaulted. 


3. Jane Doe SSS 16 


72. On or about June 6, 2022, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 16 (“SSS 16”) requested an Uber 


through the Uber app to take her to her destination safely. Rather than drive SSS 16 safely to her 


destination, the Uber driver picked up SSS 16, convinced her to sit in the front seat, and drove her 


to her destination where Uber driver parked the vehicle and proceeded to forcefully fondle and kiss 


her and pulled down her pants to digitally penetrate and batter SSS 16. This disgusting and depraved 


attack frightened, humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed SSS 16 of her dignity and personal 


safety. 


73. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 


sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 


safety of its passengers, including SSS 16 has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 


the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 


74. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 


attack on SSS 16 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 


Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 


75. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 


within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 


Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 


the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 


of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 


her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  
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76. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 16 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 


a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 


including SSS 16. 


77. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 


its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 


assaulted. 


4. Jane Doe SSS 17 


78. On or about October 1, 2021, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 17 (“SSS 17”) ordered an Uber 


through the Uber app to take SSS 17 to her destination safely. Rather than take Plaintiff safely to 


her destination, the Uber driver began masturbating in the driver’s seat while SSS 17 sat in the 


passenger seat and proceeded to force SSS 17’s to perform oral sex on Uber driver while Uber driver 


held down SSS 17’s head. Uber driver then digitally penetrated SSS 17. This depraved and 


disgusting attack frightened, humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed SSS 17 of her dignity and 


personal safety. 


79. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 


sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 


safety of its passengers, including SSS 17, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 


the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 


80. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 


attack on SSS 17 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 


Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 


81. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 


within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 


Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 


the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 


of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 


her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  
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82. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 17 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 


a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 


including SSS 1. 


83. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 


its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 


assaulted. 


5. Jane Doe SSS 18 


84. In or around September 18, 2021, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 18 (“SSS 18”) ordered an 


Uber through the Uber app to take SSS 18 to her destination safely. Rather than drive SSS 18 safely 


to her destination, the Uber driver began driving SSS 18 to her destination, stopped the vehicle, and 


began fondling SSS 18’s thighs while placing his hands on her neck to kiss her while attempting to 


digitally penetrate and rape her. This disgusting and depraved attack frightened, humiliated, 


degraded, violated, and robbed SSS 18 of her dignity and personal safety. 


85. Rather than take Plaintiff safely to her destination, the Uber driver attempted to rape 


SSS 18. This depraved and disgusting attack frightened, humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed 


SSS 18 of her dignity and personal safety. 


86. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 


sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 


safety of its passengers, including SSS 18, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 


the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 


87. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 


attack on SSS 18 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 


Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 


88. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 


within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 


Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 


the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 


of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 


her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  
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89. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 18 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 


a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 


including SSS 18. 


90. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 


its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 


assaulted. 


 


C. Uber 


91. Uber is a transportation company. Its core business is providing transportation to the 


public at large through its network of drivers. It connects its drivers to the public through the Uber 


App. Anyone from the public may download the Uber App for free. Using the app, a customer may 


request a ride from one of Uber’s drivers for a standardized charge unilaterally set by Uber. Uber 


directs its drivers to pick up the passengers and transport them to their destinations. 


92. Uber provides transportation through a digital application made available to the 


general public for the purpose of transporting its users, the passengers, from place to place for profit. 


Uber has widely offered its services to the general public and charges standard fees for its services 


through its application.  Uber does not allow discrimination against passengers on the basis of race, 


color, national origin, religion, gender, gender identity, physical or mental disability, medical 


condition, marital status, age, or sexual orientation.  Any member of the public can use Uber’s 


services for transportation. 


93. Uber is a common carrier under California Civil Code § 2168 and the common law.58  


Uber holds itself out to the public generally and indifferently to transport persons from place to 


place for profit. As a common carrier, Uber owes its passengers, including the Plaintiffs named 


herein, a heightened duty of care, under both the common law and California Civil Code § 2100. 


Uber has an affirmative duty to protect its passengers from assault by one of its employees or 


contractors and is liable for its employees' or agents’ assaults, regardless of whether such acts were 


committed within the course and scope of employment for Uber. 


 
58 See, e.g., Doe v. Uber Techs., Inc., 184 F. Supp.3d 774, 787 (N.D. Cal. 2016) (“Plaintiff’s allegations support the claim that Uber ‘offers to the 
public to carry persons,’ thereby bringing it within California’s definition of common carrier for tort purposes.”). 
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94. Given the heightened duty Uber has as a common carrier, to the extent it failed or 


refused to implement procedures, policies, and app functions that it knew or should have known 


would prevent assaults such as those suffered by Plaintiffs, as Plaintiffs have alleged herein, Uber 


is liable for the above-described tortious acts of its drivers, which caused harm to Plaintiffs. 


95. Further, the heightened duty Uber has as a common carrier is a non-delegable duty. 


Under the common law, Uber has a non-delegable duty to safely transport its passengers from the 


place it picks them up to their destination. This duty cannot be delegated to Uber drivers. When an 


Uber driver assaults a passenger, Uber is liable for the driver’s actions due to its non-delegable duty. 


96. Uber drivers are largely nonprofessional, untrained, and use their own vehicles. Uber 


employs and engages its drivers, including Uber Driver, in traditional at-will relationships, in which: 


a. Uber has the discretion to fire its drivers for any reason and at any time; that is, Uber 


maintains the right to discharge its drivers at will, and without cause; 


b. Drivers are not charged a fee by Uber to apply to become employees; 


c. At all times relevant, there was no agreement between Uber and driver designating the 


driver as an independent contractor;  


d. Drivers are not charged a fee to download the app or to receive notifications from Uber 


that customers want rides; 


e. Fare prices for rides are set exclusively by Uber; 


f. Drivers have no input on fares charged to consumers; 


g. Drivers are not permitted to negotiate with consumers on fares charged; 


h. Uber can and does modify charges to consumers; for example, if Uber determines that a 


driver has taken a circuitous route to a destination; 


i. Uber takes a fee of every ride charged to a consumer; 


j. Uber retains control over customer-contact information; 


k. Uber controls its drivers’ contacts with its consumer base and considers its consumer list 


to be proprietary information; 


l. In some instances, Uber controls the hours a driver works; 


m. Drivers are not permitted to answer passenger inquiries about booking future rides 


outside of the Uber App; 
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n. Driving for Uber is not a specialized skill; 


o. Uber’s business model depends on having a large pool of non-professional drivers; 


p. Drivers must abide by a list of regulations to drive for Uber; 


q. Uber requires its drivers to pick up Uber customers on the correct side of the street; 


r. Uber forbids its drivers from talking on their cell phones while the drivers are driving 


customers; 


s. Uber tracks drivers’ speed and braking and sends drivers reports based on how many 


times  


the driver had to brake hard; 


t. Uber drivers are not allowed to ask Uber customers for their contact information; 


u. Drivers who reject too many ride requests risk facing discipline, including suspension or 


termination; 


v. Consumers give feedback on rides they have taken, and rate drivers on a scale from one 


to five stars. These ratings are used by Uber to discipline and terminate drivers; and 


w. Such other acts of control that discovery will show. 


97. Uber actively markets itself as a safe company that provides safe rides. Both before 


2014 and after, Uber actively and aggressively marketed the supposed safety of its transportation 


services.  These efforts continue to this day, and include email messages sent to every Uber 


customer, including Plaintiffs. 


98. Over the years, Uber has launched a number of marketing campaigns specifically 


marketing its transportation services to, among others, young women too intoxicated to drive. 


99. Uber represented to its customers, including Plaintiffs, on its website all of the 


following: 


a. “How we help keep you safe – We’re committed to helping you get where you want to 


go with confidence, whether it’s building emergency features in the app or making it 


easy for you to check your ride.” 


b. “Ride with confidence – The Uber experience was built with safety in mind. Through 


incident prevention tools, insurance coverage, and technology that keeps you connected, 


we’re dedicated to helping you move safely and focus on what matters most.” 
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c. “Ride with confidence – Designing a safer ride – driver screenings – All potential 


drivers in 


the US must complete a screening before becoming an Uber driver-partner, and current 


drivers continue to be vetted for criminal offenses.” 


d. “Ride with confidence – Designing a safer ride – On every trip, you can tap a button for 


safety tools and get help whenever you need it.” 


e. “Ride with confidence – Designing a safer ride – An inclusive community – Through 


our joint efforts with cities and safety experts and by working together, we’re helping 


to create safe journeys for everyone.” 


f. “Our commitment to safety – You deserve to be able to move safely. To look forward 


to the opportunities ahead. To be connected to people and places that matter most. 


Which is why we’re focused on your safety, from setting new standards to developing 


technology with the goal of reducing incidents.” 


g. “How safety is built into your experience – Safety features in the app – Tap a button for 


emergency assistance. Share your trip details with loved ones. Our technology helps put 


peace of mind at your fingertips.” 


h. “How safety is built into your experience – An inclusive community – Millions of riders 


and drivers share a set of Community Guidelines, holding each other accountable to do 


the right thing.” 


i. “How safety is built into your experience – Coverage on every trip – We’ve put 


insurance from leading companies in place for every ride.” 


j. “Building safer journeys for everyone – Rider safety – Uber driver-partners in the US 


go through a multi-point screening check for their driving and criminal history before 


they are authorized to take trips through the app. Every rider has access to safety features 


built into  


the app and a support team if you need them.” 


k. “The future of safety – More than 200 Uber employees, from researchers and scientists 


to designers and engineers, are focused on building technology that puts safety at the 


heart of your experience.” 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


 


 
 


 
 25  


COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 
 


 
SL


A
T


E
R


 S
LA


T
E


R
 S


C
H


U
L


M
A


N
 L


L
P 


83
83


 W
ils


hi
re


 B
lv


d.
, S


ui
te


 2
55


 
Be


ve
rly


 H
ill


s, 
C


A
 9


02
11


 
Te


l.:
 (3


10
) 3


41
-2


08
6 


| 
Fa


x:
 (3


10
) 7


73
-5


57
3 


 
l. “Safe rides around the clock – Affordable, reliable transportation can help make roads 


safer. Need a late-night ride and can’t drive yourself? Request a ride with Uber.”  


100. Uber actively and publicly markets its transportation services to be safe and reliable 


services. 


101. Uber has cultivated an image among its customers of safety and superiority to public 


transportation and traditional taxis. Because of aggressive marketing, most Uber customers are 


generally unaware of the real risks associated with Uber rides and continue to believe a ride with 


Uber is a safer and better alternative. 


102. In 2016, Uber agreed to pay $28.5 million to settle a class action lawsuit over its 


fraudulent marketing of its security screening as “industry-leading.” 


103. Riders, including Plaintiffs, reasonably rely on Uber’s representations and promises 


regarding safety and security measures. Riders, including Plaintiffs, choose to ride with Uber as a 


result of this reliance. 


104. Uber markets its ride hailing service to female riders as a safer alternative to 


traditional taxis. 


105. Uber advertised, “driving change for women’s safety” on its website to specifically 


represent and promote women’s safety while using Uber, which states “[s]exual assault and gender-


based violence don’t belong anywhere in our communities, which is why Uber is committed to help 


stop incidents before they happen”. 


106. In 2015, Uber released a report with Mothers Against Drunk Driving “MADD” that 


states “The Uber App was created to ensure reliable access to safe rides.” The report states that with 


Uber, intoxicated persons can find “a safe, reliable ride home” that is “always within reach.”59 


107. The safe image that Uber aggressively cultivates suggests to customers, including 


Plaintiff, which riding while intoxicated with Uber is safe. Uber does not inform riders, like 


Plaintiffs, that hailing a ride after drinking puts riders in peril from the drivers themselves. By 


marketing heavily to young women who have been drinking, and promising safe rides, Uber puts 


riders in peril. 


 
59 Uber and MADD Report, “More Options. Shifting Mindsets. Driving Better Choices,” January 2015.  
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108. Uber knew its representations and promises about rider safety were false and 


misleading yet continued to allow riders to believe in the truth of these representations and promises 


and continued to profit from riders’ reliance on those representations and promises. 


109. Unfortunately, an Uber driver sexually assaulting a passenger is not an isolated or 


rare occurrence. A safety report Uber released in December 2019, showed there were thousands of 


sexual assaults during Uber rides in 2018 alone.60 Tony West, Uber’s Chief Legal Officer, said in 


response to that report, the “numbers are jarring and hard to digest.”61 


110. Uber employs a vast network of drivers. But, at all relevant times, Uber provided its 


drivers with inadequate training regarding sexual assault, sexual relations, sexually inappropriate 


behavior, sensitivity, and customer relations. 


111. Uber has also provided inadequate background checks and screening of its drivers. 


Among other things, it does not fingerprint its drivers, it does not run the applicant drivers against 


all available public databases, and it does not do international background checks. 


112. Uber lobbies state and local governments to limit what is required of Uber with 


respect to driver background checks.  Uber also lobbies local government entities to continue 


allowing Uber to perform its own background checks of its driver applicants, rather than 


municipalities performing the more stringent screening they do for traditional taxi drivers. 


113. Uber has successfully persuaded lawmakers in several states, including California, 


to keep background check requirements for its drivers limited. 


114. As a direct result of Uber’s lobbying efforts, those entities largely self-enforce hiring 


standards for their drivers. Whereas, in cities where municipalities perform the screening, such as 


in Houston, Texas and Seattle Washington, hundreds of driver applicants Uber approved are 


ultimately rejected by the municipality. 


115. Even where authorized to do so, Uber generally does not perform driver background 


checks and instead outsource the checks to a third-party vendor that often limits the extent of its 


background check and that does not verify the information provided by the applicant is accurate or 


complete. The turnaround time for an Uber background check is often under 36 hours. 


 
60 New York Times, “Uber says 3,045 sexual assaults were reported in U.S. rides last year,” December 5, 2019.  
61 Id.  
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116. The application process to become an Uber driver is simple, fast, and designed to 


allow the company to hire as many drivers as possible while incurring minimal associated costs. 


Uber fought for and implemented a less robust hiring process knowing it would be at the expense 


of passenger safety. 


117.     Although Uber claims its drivers are not employees, Uber engages its drivers as  


part of its business and the Uber drivers are charged with the responsibility of safely transporting 


Uber passengers to their destination. 


118. Unfortunately, an Uber driver sexually assaulting a passenger is not an isolated or 


rare occurrence. A safety report Uber released in December 2019, showed there were thousands of 


sexual assaults during Uber rides in 2018 alone.62 Tony West, Uber’s Chief Legal Officer, said in 


response to that report, the “numbers are jarring and hard to digest.”63 


119. Uber employs a vast network of drivers. But, at all relevant times, Uber provided its 


drivers with inadequate training regarding sexual assault, sexual relations, sexually inappropriate 


behavior, sensitivity, and customer relations. 


120. Uber has also provided inadequate background checks and screening of its drivers. 


Among other things, it does not fingerprint its drivers, it does not run the applicant drivers against 


all available public databases, and it does not do international background checks. 


121. Uber lobbies state and local governments to limit what is required of Uber with 


respect to driver background checks.  Uber also lobbies local government entities to continue 


allowing Uber to perform its own background checks of its driver applicants, rather than 


municipalities performing the more stringent screening they do for traditional taxi drivers. 


122. Uber has successfully persuaded lawmakers in several states, including California, 


to keep background check requirements for its drivers limited. 


123. As a direct result of Uber’s lobbying efforts, those entities largely self-enforce hiring 


standards for their drivers. Whereas, in cities where municipalities perform the screening, such as 


in Houston, Texas and Seattle Washington, hundreds of driver applicants Uber approved are 


ultimately rejected by the municipality. 


 
62 New York Times, “Uber says 3,045 sexual assaults were reported in U.S. rides last year,” December 5, 2019.  
63 Id.  
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124. Even where authorized to do so, Uber generally does not perform driver background 


checks and instead outsource the checks to a third-party vendor that often limits the extent of its 


background check and that does not verify the information provided by the applicant is accurate or 


complete. The turnaround time for an Uber background check is often under 36 hours. 


125. The application process to become an Uber driver is simple, fast, and designed to 


allow the company to hire as many drivers as possible while incurring minimal associated costs. 


Uber fought for and implemented a less robust hiring process knowing it would be at the expense 


of passenger safety. 


126. Although Uber claims its drivers are not employees, Uber engages its drivers as part 


of its business and the Uber drivers are charged with the responsibility of safely transporting Uber 


passengers to their destination. 


 


DELAYED DISCOVERY AND FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT 


127. The discovery rule applies to toll the running of the statute of limitations until 


Plaintiffs knew, or through the exercise of reasonable care and diligence, should have known of the 


existence of their claim against Uber. 


128.   Plaintiffs were not aware of the foreseeability of the sexual assault they endured 


because Uber intentionally concealed the fact that Uber drivers had been regularly sexually 


assaulting women since at least 2014 and instead represented that Uber was a safe mode of 


transportation. 


129. A reasonable investigation by Plaintiffs at the time of their sexual assault would not 


have revealed the factual basis of their causes of action against Uber.  This is because Uber, through 


marketing and more, took actions to conceal that its drivers regularly and frequently assaulted 


women. This is also because Uber has publicly claimed that it does not control its drivers and that 


its drivers are not Uber employees.  As such, despite reasonable diligence, Plaintiffs were unable to 


discover Uber’s negligent or wrongful conduct, which brought about or contributed to bringing 


about the sexual assault suffered. 


130. Furthermore, the running of any statute of limitations has been equitably tolled by 


reason of Uber’s intentional representations and fraudulent concealment and conduct. 
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131. Through its affirmative misrepresentations and omissions, Uber actively concealed 


from Plaintiffs the true risks associated with using the Uber App and riding in an Uber, specifically, 


the risk of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 


harassed, and/or otherwise attacked. 


132. As a result of Uber’s actions, Plaintiffs were unaware, and could not reasonably know 


or have learned through reasonable diligence that Uber could be held liable for the risks its drivers 


posed as alleged herein and that those risks were the direct and proximate result of Uber’s acts and 


omissions. 


133. Plaintiffs did not learn of Uber’s negligent or wrongful cause in bringing about the 


sexual assault until after they saw advertisements for legal help, so their claims are not time barred. 


134.  Furthermore, Uber is estopped from relying on any statute of limitations because of 


its concealment of the truth about its failure to adequately employ measures to ensure the safety of 


its passengers. Uber had a duty to disclose the true character, quality and nature of its background 


checks and the incidence of Uber drivers sexually assaulting or otherwise attacking passengers, 


because this was non-public information over which Defendants had, and continue to have, 


exclusive control, and because Defendants knew this information was not available to Plaintiffs, 


Uber passengers/customers, and/or the general public. 


 


CAUSES OF ACTION 


COUNT ONE– GENERAL NEGLIGENCE 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


135. The preceding paragraphs of this Complaint are incorporated by reference. 


136. By providing transportation to the general public using its application and network 


of drivers, Uber owed a duty to act with due and reasonable care towards the public and in particular 


its own passengers, including Plaintiffs. 


137. Uber has been on notice that its drivers have been sexually harassing, sexually 


assaulting, and raping its passengers since at least 2014.  Uber was aware or should have been aware 


that some Uber drivers would continue to sexually assault, stalk, harass, kidnap, physically assault, 


rape, and/or otherwise attack their vulnerable Uber patrons and passengers. 
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138. Since learning of the sexual assaults perpetrated by its drivers, Uber never adapted 


or improved its safety procedures in any meaningful way. 


139. Uber does not require video monitoring of its drivers that cannot be turned off, nor 


does it provide emergency notification to Uber and the authorities when a driver drastically veers 


off course from the passenger’s destination, abruptly cancels the ride, or ends the ride at the intended 


destination but GPS data indicates the passenger remains in the car for a significant period of time. 


140. At all times relevant, Uber was well aware of the dangers its drivers posed, yet it still 


induced, and continues to induce, the public, including Plaintiffs, to rely on Uber as a safe means of 


transportation.  In doing so, Uber failed to warn passengers, including Plaintiffs, of the possibility 


of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 


harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver.  


141. At the time Plaintiffs were assaulted, Uber did not require sexual harassment/assault 


training for its drivers, nor did it have any policies in place for immediate termination if a driver 


engages in sexual misconduct. 


142. Uber does not cooperate with the police when a driver commits an illegal sexual 


attack on its passengers.  Despite having the express right to disclose driver information at Uber’s 


sole discretion, Uber requires that extensive standards be met before the company will even consider 


law enforcement requests for information.  Even after a report of sexual assault has been made, Uber 


generally requires a subpoena before it will release information.  Uber’s policy of noncooperation 


discourages police agencies from making recommendations to District Attorneys’ offices to file 


complaints against Uber drivers and provides Uber’s predatory drivers with tacit assurance that their 


illegal attacks will not be detected by law enforcement. 


143. When hiring new drivers, Uber does not verify driver identities with biometric 


background checks. Uber does not correct for false negatives created by its name-based screening 


procedures. Uber does not provide industry-standard background checks which would provide the 


most comprehensive means of screening applicant drivers.  Uber does not invest in continuous 


monitoring of its drivers and is not immediately alerted when one of its drivers is implicated in 


criminal acts. 
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144. Uber does not have a consistent, reliable system for addressing passenger reports of 


sexual assault by its drivers and continues to let dangerous predators drive for and earn money for 


Uber. 


145. For the above reasons and others, Uber breached its duty of reasonable care to 


Plaintiffs. 


146. As a legal and direct result of Uber’s aforementioned conduct and omissions, 


Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 


harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber Driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and 


robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety. The assaults on Plaintiffs caused them to suffer 


psychological and physical harm from which some or all may never fully recover. 


147. As a direct and legal result of Uber’s general negligence, Plaintiffs suffered damages, 


both economic and general, non-economic damages, according to proof. 


 


COUNT TWO – NEGLIGENT HIRING, SUPERVISION, AND RETENTION 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


148. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


149. Uber engaged and retained or otherwise employed Uber drivers who sexually 


assaulted, stalked, harassed, kidnapped, physically assaulted, raped, and/or otherwise attacked 


Plaintiffs as described above. 


150. Uber did not interview, check the references of, provide training to, or advise the 


Uber drivers of any anti-sexual assault policies when hiring them.  Uber had no reasonable basis for 


believing Uber drivers in general were fit to drive vulnerable women around, particularly at night, 


and failed to use reasonable care in determining whether each driver was fit for the task.  Uber 


should have known of the unfitness of the Uber drivers involved in the assaults described herein but 


failed to use reasonable care to discover their unfitness and incompetence. 


151. Despite failing to reasonably endeavor to investigate the incompetence of Uber 


drivers, including the ones who harmed Plaintiffs, for transporting vulnerable and or intoxicated 


women late at night in a moving vehicle, Uber hired said drivers to do exactly that. 
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152. Uber knew or should have known that assigning the task of transporting vulnerable 


passengers late at night to an inadequately screened driver created an unreasonable risk of harm to 


Uber’s passengers, including Plaintiffs, particularly when Uber had been on notice of the string of 


sexual assaults committed by Uber’s drivers. 


153. Uber failed to employ measures to adequately supervise its drivers. 


154. Uber failed to adequately record, investigate, and respond to passenger reports of 


unsafe conduct such as sexual harassment and sexual assault by Uber drivers. 


155. Uber was negligent in failing to terminate drivers it knew or reasonably should have 


known were a threat to passengers, including but not limited to Plaintiffs and other vulnerable 


female passengers traveling alone. 


156. The Uber drivers who assaulted Plaintiffs were, and/or became, unfit to perform the 


work for which they were hired as they improperly and illegally took advantage of Plaintiffs when 


they attempted to use the service for a safe ride to their destinations, thereby causing psychological 


and or physical harm. 


157. Because of the Uber drivers’ unfitness to perform the task of transporting Plaintiffs, 


Plaintiffs were sexually assaulted, harassed, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, and/or 


otherwise attacked which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and 


personal safety. 


158. Uber’s negligence in hiring, retaining, and or supervising Uber drivers, including the 


drivers who harmed Plaintiffs, caused Plaintiffs to be kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually 


battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by their Uber 


drivers, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal 


safety. The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or 


psychological harm from which some may never fully recover.   


159. As a direct and legal result of Defendants’ negligent supervision, hiring, and 


retention of Uber drivers, including the drivers who harmed Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs have suffered 


damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 
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COUNT THREE – COMMON CARRIER NEGLIGENCE 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


160. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


161. At the time Plaintiffs were falsely imprisoned and sexually assaulted, Uber was a 


common carrier as it provided transportation to the general public. 


162. Uber provides transportation through a digital application made available to the 


general public for the purpose of transporting its users, the passengers, from place to place for profit.  


Uber has widely offered its services to the general public and charges standard fees for its services 


through its application.  Uber does not allow discrimination against passengers on the basis of race, 


color, national origin, religion, gender, gender identity, physical or mental disability, medical 


condition, marital status, age, or sexual orientation.  Any member of the public can use Uber’s 


services for transportation. 


163. As a common carrier, Uber must carry its passengers, including Plaintiffs, safely. 


164. Uber has a duty to employ the utmost degree of care and diligence that would be 


expected of a very cautious company.  Uber has a duty to do all that human care, vigilance, and 


foresight reasonably can do under the circumstances to avoid harm to passengers, including 


Plaintiffs. 


165. Uber must use reasonable skill to provide everything necessary for safe 


transportation, in view of the transportation used and the practical operation of the business. 


166. Despite complaints to Uber of sexual assaults committed by Uber drivers and 


lawsuits against Uber for sexual assault, Uber has failed to implement safety precautions that would 


adequately address its sexual assault problem. 


167. Uber does not provide a consistent and reliable way for passengers to report sexual 


abuse and rape. 


168. Uber does not warn passengers of the dangers of riding with Uber and fails to warn 


passengers of past complaints regarding Uber drivers. 


169. Uber does not have an effective program in place to deal with the sexual predator 


crisis posed by some of its drivers. 
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170. Uber knows its female passengers are in a uniquely vulnerable situation enclosed in 


a moving vehicle and that a subset of its drivers are sexual predators. 


171. Uber has not exercised reasonable care to protect its passengers from harassment, 


assault, and rape by Uber’s drivers. 


172. Uber has not exercised the utmost degree of care in order to protect its passengers 


from the danger posed by sexual predators who drive for Uber.  If Uber had used the highest degree 


of care, Uber could have prevented or dramatically reduced the likelihood of the sexual assault of 


its passengers, including Plaintiffs. 


173. Uber failed to safely transport Plaintiffs. 


174. Uber failed to use the utmost care and vigilance to protect Plaintiffs from its own 


drivers who sexually assaulted, stalked, harassed, kidnapped, physically assaulted, raped, and/or 


otherwise attacked Plaintiffs while they were being transported by Uber. 


175. Uber failed to take reasonable precautions to protect its vulnerable female 


passengers, including Plaintiffs, from the foreseeable and known risk of sexual assault, harassment 


and/or rape by its drivers.  If Uber had used the highest degree of care, Uber could have prevented 


or reduced the likelihood of the sexual assault of its passengers, including Plaintiffs. 


176. As a legal and direct result of the aforementioned conduct and omissions of Uber, 


Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 


harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and 


robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety. The depraved attack on Plaintiffs caused 


Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or psychological harm from which some or all may never fully 


recover. 


177. As a direct and legal result of Uber’s negligence as a common carrier, Plaintiffs have 


suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 


 


COUNT FOUR – NEGLIGENT FAILURE TO WARN 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


178. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 
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179. Uber’s conduct created a risk of physical or emotional harm to its passengers, 


including Plaintiffs. 


180. In operating its business, Uber knew and had reason to know that its passengers were 


at risk of sexual assault and abuse by Uber’s drivers since at least 2014.  Since then, Uber has 


received frequent passenger complaints about driver misbehavior, has been notified of police 


investigations of drivers’ criminal conduct while acting within their capacity as Uber drivers, and 


has been the subject of numerous civil suits alleging the sexual harassment and sexual assault of 


Uber’s passengers by Uber’s drivers. 


181. Despite the knowledge of the danger its enterprise created, Uber prioritized profits 


over passenger safety and did not alert its passengers, including Plaintiffs, to the risk of sexual 


assault by Uber drivers.  In fact, Uber continued to market itself as a service that provides “safe” 


rides, even to unaccompanied and/or intoxicated passengers, knowing sufficient measures had not 


been employed to keep passengers safe from being sexually assaulted. 


182. Uber itself represented to its passengers that riding with Uber is safe, implying it is 


free of risk from sexual assault. 


183. Uber did not warn that its criminal background checks of Uber drivers were limited, 


nor did it warn that it sometimes allows drivers to continue driving for Uber even after a passenger 


report to Uber she was sexually assaulted. 


184. Uber had reason to know that passengers would be unaware of the risk of sexual 


assault by Uber drivers. 


185. A warning to its passengers that they were at risk of sexual assault by Uber drivers 


would have reduced the risk of harm to passengers, including Plaintiffs, who could have arranged 


for alternative transportation or taken additional safety precautions and avoided the assaults they 


suffered at the hands of Uber drivers. 


186. Plaintiffs would not have ridden alone in an Uber had Uber provided an adequate 


warning regarding the risk of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely 


imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver. 


187. As a legal and direct result of Uber’s aforementioned conduct and omissions, 


Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 
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harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and 


robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused 


Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or psychological harm from which some or all may never fully 


recover. 


188. As a direct and legal result of Defendants’ negligent failure to warn, Plaintiffs have 


suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages, according to proof. 


 


COUNT FIVE – VICARIOUS LIABILITY/ 


LIABILITY FOR THE TORTS OF UBER’S DRIVERS 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


189. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


190. Uber is vicariously liable for the torts of its drivers through the theories of respondeat 


superior, nondelegable duties, agency, and ostensible agency.  Uber’s liability for the acts of its 


drivers is not contingent upon the classification of its drivers as employees. 


191. Under the doctrine of respondeat superior, Uber is responsible for the torts of its 


employees committed within the scope of employment.  The modern rationale for the theory is that 


an employer who profits from an enterprise which, through the torts of his employees, causes harm 


to others should bear the costs of the injury instead of the innocent injured Plaintiffs. 


192. Uber profits from transporting vulnerable passengers late at night.  Uber encourages 


intoxicated passengers to use its services.  At the same time, Uber does not take reasonable steps to 


protect its passengers or warn them of the dangers of riding with Uber.  Uber should bear the costs 


of injuries that result from torts such as sexual assault, kidnapping, and rape, not the victims of 


Uber’s negligence, willful wrongdoing and intentional omissions made at the expense of passenger 


safety. 


193. Uber drivers are employees and agents of Uber.  Uber reserves the right to control 


the activities of Uber drivers.  Uber controls the prices charged to customers, controls contact with 


the customer base, controls the ability of a driver to see where he will be driving before he accepts 


a ride, and reserves the right to terminate drivers with or without cause. 
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194. The kidnapping, sexually assault, sexually battery, rape, falsely imprisonment, 


stalking, harassment, and/or other attack Plaintiffs suffered was perpetrated by Uber Drivers within 


the scope of their employment and authority.  The kidnapping, sexual assault and/or rape of 


intoxicated and unaccompanied women who have been placed in an improperly screened Uber 


driver’s car with little to no supervision is incidental to and a foreseeable result of the act of 


transporting passengers. 


195. Uber may maintain that its drivers are contractors and not employees. Nevertheless, 


whether Uber drivers are characterized as contractors, employees or agents, Uber has a non-


delegable duty to transport its passengers safely. 


196. The doctrine of nondelegable duty recognizes that for public policy reasons, certain 


duties cannot be delegated to a third party.   It operates to ensure that when a harm occurs the injured 


party will be compensated by the party whose activity caused the harm and who may therefore 


properly be held liable for the acts of his agent, whether the agent was an employee or an 


independent contractor. The doctrine recognizes that an entity may not delegate its duties to a 


contractor in order to evade its own responsibilities.  This is especially so when allowing delegation 


would incentivize the employers to hire incompetent contractors in order to further the employer’s 


pecuniary interests.64 


197. In advertising to passengers, including Plaintiffs, that Uber provides them a safe ride 


to their destinations, and by profiting off women who use Uber for that very purpose but then are 


attacked, Uber has a duty to its passengers that cannot be delegated.  To allow Uber to delegate the 


liability for the assaults committed by its drivers to anyone else would encourage Uber to continue 


to utilize the cheapest, fastest, and most haphazard safety procedures.  Uber would be 


disincentivized from hiring only competent drivers, since the more drivers Uber has, the more 


money Uber makes. 


198. Further, Uber drivers act as agents of and operate as extensions of Uber.  Uber drivers 


represent Uber’s business and further Uber’s pecuniary interests. 


 
64 See, for example, Barry v. Raskov (Ct. App. 1991) 232 Cal. App. 3d 447, 454, where the court recognized that allowing a broker to delegate the 
liability for the fraudulent torts of its contractor property appraiser would incentivize the broker to hire potentially insolvent contractors, to the 
detriment of the public.  







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


 


 
 


 
 38  


COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 
 


 
SL


A
T


E
R


 S
LA


T
E


R
 S


C
H


U
L


M
A


N
 L


L
P 


83
83


 W
ils


hi
re


 B
lv


d.
, S


ui
te


 2
55


 
Be


ve
rly


 H
ill


s, 
C


A
 9


02
11


 
Te


l.:
 (3


10
) 3


41
-2


08
6 


| 
Fa


x:
 (3


10
) 7


73
-5


57
3 


 
199. Uber drivers display the Uber logo when interacting with passengers, and in many 


cases Uber drivers are the only people with whom Uber’s passengers have direct contact.  Uber 


drivers provide the service that Uber claims to provide-- transportation. 


200. By allowing Uber drivers to represent Uber’s business, Uber creates the impression 


that its drivers, including Uber Driver, were Uber’s employees and/or agents. 


201. Plaintiffs reasonably believed that their Uber driver was an employee or agent of 


Uber, and, relying on this belief, got in a vehicle with him in exchange for a fee and suffered harm 


as a result of their contact with the driver. 


202. For these reasons and others, Uber is vicariously liable for the tortious acts of its 


drivers, regardless of whether Uber’s drivers are employees, agents, apparent agents, or contractors 


of Uber. 


203. As a direct and legal result of the Uber driver’s tortious conduct, Plaintiffs were 


kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or 


otherwise attacked which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and 


personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or 


psychological harm from which some or all may never fully recover. 


204. As a direct and legal result of Uber Drivers’ tortious conduct for which Uber is 


legally liable, Plaintiffs have suffered economic and general, non-economic damages according to 


proof. 


 


COUNT SIX – VICARIOUS LIABILITY FOR SEXUAL ASSAULT 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


205. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


206. At the times each Plaintiff was sexually assaulted, the Uber Driver involved intended 


to cause harmful and offensive contact with Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs were in reasonable apprehension 


of imminent, harmful, and offensive contact. The Uber drivers involved in each assault intentionally 


and recklessly did acts which placed Plaintiffs in apprehension of imminent harm, including being 


sexual assaulted, battered and/ or raped. 
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207. These Uber drivers committed these tortious and wrongful acts while acting in the 


course and scope of their employment with Uber as an employee/agent of Uber.  Therefore, Uber is 


liable for the Uber drivers’ sexual assaults of Plaintiffs and is responsible for damages caused by 


said conduct under the principles of vicarious liability, including the doctrine of respondeat 


superior.  Even if the Uber drivers had not been employees, Uber’s duty to provide transportation 


free of assault is nondelegable, and Uber is liable for its drivers’ actions, because to allow Uber to 


delegate its duty of providing the safe transportation it promises would incentivize Uber to create a 


greater risk of harm to the public. 


208. For these reasons and others, Uber is vicariously liable for the sexual assaults 


Plaintiffs suffered at the hands of their respective Uber driver. 


209. As a direct and legal result of the Uber drivers’ sexual assaults, Plaintiffs were 


humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved 


attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and psychological harm from which 


some or all may never fully recover. 


210. As a direct and legal result of the Uber drivers’ sexual assault for which Uber is 


vicariously liable, Plaintiffs have suffered economic and general, non-economic damages according 


to proof. 


 


COUNT SEVEN – SEXUAL BATTERY 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


211. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


212. In the instance of each above-referenced Plaintiff, the Uber driver involved made 


harmful and offensive contact with the Plaintiff. None of the Plaintiffs consented to the contact. 


Plaintiffs were each harmed and offended by the respective Uber drivers’ contact. The Uber drivers 


intentionally and recklessly committed acts that resulted in harmful contact with the respective 


Plaintiff’s person, including but not limited to sexual molestation and or penetration, touching of a 


sexual body part without consent, touching of Plaintiff in a sexual manner, forced kissing without 


consent, and or forcing Plaintiff to touch the drivers in a sexual manner. 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


 


 
 


 
 40  


COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 
 


 
SL


A
T


E
R


 S
LA


T
E


R
 S


C
H


U
L


M
A


N
 L


L
P 


83
83


 W
ils


hi
re


 B
lv


d.
, S


ui
te


 2
55


 
Be


ve
rly


 H
ill


s, 
C


A
 9


02
11


 
Te


l.:
 (3


10
) 3


41
-2


08
6 


| 
Fa


x:
 (3


10
) 7


73
-5


57
3 


 
213. As a result of the respective Uber Driver’s sexual battery of the above-listed 


Plaintiffs, which occurred while in the course and scope of Uber drivers’ employment, Plaintiffs 


were humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved 


attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and psychological harm from which 


some or all may never fully recover. 


214. As a legal result of the sexual battery committed by the Uber driver involved in each 


instance, and Uber’s liability and vicarious liability for the same, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, 


both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 


 


COUNT EIGHT– FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 
 


215. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


216. At the time of the Uber rides and accompanying sexual assaults, the above-listed 


Plaintiffs were held against their will by force and were physically prevented from escaping. 


217. As such, said Plaintiffs were falsely imprisoned in violation of their rights. 


218. As a legal result of each respected Uber driver’s false imprisonment, which occurred 


while in the course and scope of his employment, Plaintiffs were robbed of their dignity and personal 


safety.  The false imprisonment of Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer psychological harm from 


which some may never fully recover. 


219. As a legal result of the Uber drivers’ false imprisonment of Plaintiffs and Uber’s 


liability and vicarious liability for the same, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, both economic and 


general, non-economic damages according to proof. 


 


COUNT NINE– INTENTIONAL MISREPRESENTATION 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


220. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


25 


26 


27 


28 


 


 
 


 
 41  


COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 
 


 
SL


A
T


E
R


 S
LA


T
E


R
 S


C
H


U
L


M
A


N
 L


L
P 


83
83


 W
ils


hi
re


 B
lv


d.
, S


ui
te


 2
55


 
Be


ve
rly


 H
ill


s, 
C


A
 9


02
11


 
Te


l.:
 (3


10
) 3


41
-2


08
6 


| 
Fa


x:
 (3


10
) 7


73
-5


57
3 


 
221. At the time Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, falsely 


imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked, they had downloaded the Uber application 


and had an account with Uber. 


222. Uber represented to Plaintiffs and the general public that safety was Uber's top 


priority, and it was Uber's goal to make every ride safe, comfortable, and reliable.  At the same time, 


Uber already knew that a number of its drivers had preyed on vulnerable female passengers by 


sexually molesting, assaulting and/or raping them. 


223. Uber made intentional misrepresentations of fact to all users of the Uber app, 


including Plaintiffs, which were known by Uber to be false including the false statements Uber 


made, stating it would provide Plaintiffs with a safe ride to their destinations. 


224. These representations regarding safety were made to Uber customers, including 


Plaintiffs, through periodic emails Uber sent to its customers, social media advertisements, and 


Uber’s own website and app.  Plaintiffs relied upon several advertisements and statements wherein 


Uber proclaimed it would provide a safe ride.  Plaintiffs read Uber’s self-promoting statements 


regarding safety both before and after Plaintiffs were sexually assaulted, harassed, sexually battered, 


falsely imprisoned, and/or otherwise attacked by their Uber drivers. 


225. Prioritizing profits over passenger safety, Uber made these intentional 


misrepresentations of material fact to induce women, including Plaintiffs, into using Uber’s 


services. 


226. Uber made these representations to Plaintiffs and the general public despite knowing 


it had chosen not to take the measures necessary to provide a safe ride to her intended destination 


and as a result, continued sexual assault of its passengers by its drivers was a foreseeable occurrence. 


227. Uber made these representations to induce women, like Plaintiffs, into using Uber’s 


services and to derive profit from women like Plaintiffs. 


228. In ordering and getting into an Uber vehicle, Plaintiffs reasonably relied on Uber's 


representations that it would get them safely to their destination. 


229. In trusting and relying on Uber's representations, Plaintiffs were placed in a uniquely 


vulnerable position that was taken advantage of by Uber drivers who kidnapped, sexually assaulted, 


sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked Plaintiffs. 
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230. As a legal result of Uber’s intentional misrepresentations, Plaintiffs were kidnapped, 


sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise 


attacked by an Uber driver which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their 


dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both 


physical and psychological harm from which some or all may never fully recover. 


231. As a legal result of Uber’s intentional misrepresentations, Plaintiffs have suffered 


damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 


 


COUNT TEN – NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


232. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


233. Uber represented to Plaintiffs and the general public that safety is Uber's top priority, 


and that it is Uber's goal to make every ride safe, comfortable, and reliable.  At the time of the 


assaults alleged herein, Uber knew that a number of its drivers had previously preyed on vulnerable 


female passengers by sexually molesting, assaulting, and/or raping them. 


234. Uber continued to represent that its services were safe to further Uber’s own 


pecuniary interests. 


235. In representing to its customers/users that its services were safe, Uber had a duty to 


provide correct and accurate information about the actual safety of its services. 


236. Uber knew or should have known that it could not provide the safe ride that it 


represented it could. 


237.  Knowing of the incidence of sexual assault of its passengers by its drivers and 


knowing that Uber had not implemented adequate precautions, Uber had no reasonable grounds for 


believing that it could provide Plaintiffs and other passengers a safe ride home as represented. 


238. In getting into the Uber, Plaintiffs reasonably relied on Uber's representations that it 


would get them safely to their intended destination. 


239. In trusting and relying on Uber's representations, Plaintiffs were placed in a uniquely 


vulnerable position that was taken advantage of by an Ubers employee, an Uber driver, who 
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kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or 


otherwise attacked Plaintiffs. 


240. As a legal result of Uber’s aforementioned conduct, Plaintiffs were sexually 


assaulted, harassed, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, kidnapped, and/or 


otherwise attacked by their Uber driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed them of 


their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused them to suffer both 


physical and psychological harm from which some may never fully recover. 


241. As a legal result of Uber’s negligent misrepresentations, Plaintiffs have suffered 


damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 


 


COUNT ELEVEN – NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


242. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


243. For several years prior to each Plaintiff being sexually assaulted by an Uber driver, 


Uber was fully aware that other female passengers had been sexually assaulted and raped by Uber 


drivers. Since at least 2014, Uber has received frequent passenger complaints about driver 


misbehavior, has been notified of police investigations of the criminal conduct of drivers acting 


within their capacity as Uber drivers, and has been the subject of numerous civil suits alleging the 


sexual harassment and sexual assault of Uber’s passengers by Uber’s drivers. 


244. Uber made a conscious decision not to implement procedures that would effectively 


screen its drivers and monitor its drivers to identify and terminate drivers who were sexual predators. 


245. Safety precautions such as enhanced background checks, biometric fingerprinting, 


job interviews, electronic monitoring systems, warnings to passengers of the dangers of being 


attacked by Uber drivers, and cooperation with law enforcement when a driver attacks a passenger 


would have cost Uber money and reputational damage. Because of this, Uber decided not to 


implement such precautions and instead continues to place its passengers at greater risk of sexual 


assault and rape by Uber’s own drivers. 
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246. Additional safety precautions that Uber chose not to make include but are not limited 


to: ongoing monitoring of Uber drivers through available technology including cameras and GPS; 


a zero tolerance policy for drivers who deviate from expected behavior by leaving the vehicle with 


passengers, or by deviating substantially from the assigned route; a zero-tolerance program for 


sexual assault and guidelines mandating immediate termination; creating and instituting a system 


encouraging customer reporting; and adequate monitoring of customer complaints by well-trained 


and effective customer service representatives.  Uber chose not to implement such precautions, nor 


did it warn passengers of the risk of being sexually assaulted in light of the fact that these safety 


precautions had not been implemented. 


247. In failing to take these and other safety precautions designed to protect passengers 


from sexual predators driving for Uber, Uber breached its duty of reasonable care, negligently 


inflicting emotional harm upon Plaintiffs, and acted recklessly and in conscious disregard of their 


safety. 


248. As a direct and legal result of Uber’s negligent infliction of emotional distress, 


Plaintiffs have suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to 


proof. 


 


COUNT TWELVE – BREACH OF CONTRACT 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 
 


249. Plaintiffs listed above hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action 


and factual allegations. 


250. The above-listed Plaintiffs entered into a contract with Uber.  The essence of this 


commercial transaction was the payment of a fee to Uber in exchange for safe and reasonable 


transportation to their destination. 


251. As a result of the conduct, acts and omissions set forth above, Uber breached its 


contract with Plaintiffs, including breaching implied covenants which would be inherent in such a 


contract. 


252. As a legal result of Uber’s Breach of Contract, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, both 


economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 
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COUNT THIRTEEN – STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY BASED ON DESIGN DEFECT 


OF THE UBER APP AND FAILURE OF THE UBER APP TO MEET MINIMUM 


REASONABLE CONSUMER SAFETY EXPECTATIONS 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


253. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


254. Uber manufactured and distributed the Uber App. 


255. The Uber App did not perform as an ordinary consumer would have expected it to 


perform when used or misused in an intended or reasonably foreseeable way, because the Uber App 


falsely led Plaintiffs to form a reasonable minimum safety expectation that was not met. 


256. The Uber App did not include safety features such as a GPS tracking system that 


would alert Uber, to the early termination of a ride, substantial deviation from the intended route, or 


a passenger continuing to travel in the Uber vehicle after the driver ended the ride in the app.  It also 


did not include the automatic activation of the camera in drivers’ smart phones when a ride is in 


progress. 


257. The Uber App also failed to communicate with Plaintiffs a true expectation of the 


lack of safety in using Uber. 


258. These flaws in the design of the Uber App, were a substantial factor in causing harm 


to the Plaintiffs, which included being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, 


falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by Uber Driver, which humiliated, 


degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks 


on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer physical and or psychological harm from which they may 


never fully recover. 


259. As a legal result of Uber’s aforementioned acts and omissions, Plaintiffs have 


suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages, according to proof. 
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COUNT FOURTEEN – STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY BASED ON FAILURE TO 


WARN OF THE RISKS POSED BY THE UBER RIDESHARING APP 


(As to all Plaintiffs) 


260. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


261. Uber manufactured and distributed the Uber App. 


262. The Uber App presented potential risks of introducing each driver to a passenger 


who, because of the nature of the ridesharing arrangement created and facilitated by the Uber App, 


could neither escape from the Uber driver’s vehicle nor control the place where the driver would 


take the passenger, which could result in the sexual assault of that passenger; these are risks that 


were known or knowable at the time of manufacture and distribution of the Uber App. 


263. The potential risks presented a substantial danger when the Uber App was used or 


misused in an intended or reasonably foreseeable way. 


264. Ordinary consumers such as Plaintiffs would not have recognized the potential risks. 


265. Defendant Uber failed to adequately warn consumers, including Plaintiffs, of these 


potential risks. 


266. Uber’s failure to provide passengers, including Plaintiffs, with sufficient warnings 


regarding the risk of harm to which they were being exposed with each Uber ride was a substantial  


factor in causing the harm suffered by Plaintiffs, including being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, 


sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber 


driver which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal 


safety.  The depraved attack on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer physical and or psychological 


harm from which some may never fully recover. 


267. As a legal result of Uber’s aforementioned acts and omissions, Plaintiffs have 


suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 
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PUNITIVE DAMAGES 


268. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 


allegations. 


269. As stated above, Uber knew that it faced an ongoing problem of sexual predators 


driving for Uber and assaulting its passengers.  As early as 2014 Uber knew that its drivers were 


sexually assaulting female passengers. Since 2014, Uber has received frequent passenger complaints 


about driver sexual misconduct, including sexual assault and rape, it has been notified of police 


investigations of the criminal sexual conduct of drivers acting within their capacity as Uber drivers, 


and it has been the subject of numerous civil suits alleging the sexual harassment and sexual assault 


of Uber’s passengers by Uber’s drivers. 


270. Nevertheless, even though Uber was fully aware of its sexual predator problem it 


failed to take safety precautions to protect its passengers. 


271. Even after Uber was aware some Uber drivers were using driving for Uber as an 


opportunity to get unsuspecting women into their vehicle and to sexually assault them, Uber and its 


executing officers made the conscious decision not to implement more thoroughly vet its drivers 


before and after hiring them. 


272. The decision not to implement more thorough and persistent background checks was 


driven by Uber Executives desire for rapid expansion and increased profits, because the more drivers 


driving for Uber, the more money there was to be made. 


273. Prioritizing profits over safety, Uber and its executive officers also made the 


conscious decision not to warn its customers/users of the risk of being sexually assaulted even after 


they were fully aware of this risk. 


274. Safety precautions such as enhanced background checks, biometric fingerprinting, 


job interviews, electronic monitoring systems, ongoing monitoring of Uber drivers and rides through 


available technology including cameras and GPS; a zero tolerance policy for drivers who deviate 


from expected behavior by leaving the vehicle with passengers, or by deviating substantially from 


the assigned route, a warning system for when a driver significantly deviates from the intended route 


or prematurely terminates a ride, a system for checking in with and verifying a passenger’s safety 


when a driver prematurely terminates a ride or significantly deviates from the intended route ; a 
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zero-tolerance program for sexual assault and guidelines mandating immediate termination; a zero 


tolerance policy for fraternizing with passengers, creating and instituting a system encouraging 


customer reporting; and adequate monitoring of customer complaints by well-trained and effective 


customer service representatives, warnings to passengers of the dangers of being attacked by Uber 


drivers, and cooperation with law enforcement when a driver attacks a passenger would have cost 


Uber money and reputational damage.  Because of this, Uber, at the direction of its corporate 


officers, decided not to implement such precautions and instead has continued to place its passengers 


at greater risk of kidnapping, sexual assault, rape, and exploitation by Uber’s own drivers. 


275. Prioritizing profits over passenger safety, Uber and its executive officers acted, and 


continues to act, recklessly and in knowing, conscious disregard of the safety of its passengers, 


including that of Plaintiffs, and the public. 


276. As a legal result of the aforementioned negligent, reckless and grossly negligent 


conduct of Uber, Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely 


imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver, which humiliated, 


degraded, violated, and robbed them of their dignity and personal safety. 


277. The depraved attack on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer serious emotional 


distress as well as physical and or psychological harm from which she may never fully recover. 


278. As a result of Uber’s misconduct as stated above, Plaintiffs pray for exemplary 


damages to punish Uber for its misconduct and to deter future misconduct. 


 


PRAYER FOR RELIEF 


279. For these reasons, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against Defendants Uber 


Technologies, Inc., Rasier, LLC, and Does 1-50 inclusive.  They ask that this judgment be inclusive 


of all Defendants, and that they be held jointly and severally liable, as follows: 


a. For special damages, according to proof; 


b. For past and future general damages, including physical pain, mental anguish, 


disfigurement and physical impairment, according to proof; 


c. For past and future lost earnings and/or earning capacity, according to proof; 


d. For medical expenses, past and future, according to proof; 
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e. For punitive and exemplary damages, according to proof; 


f. For prejudgment interest from the date of each Plaintiffs’ respective incidents to the 


date of judgment, as provided by law, according to proof at the time of trial; 


g. For costs of litigation incurred herein; 


h. For attorney’s fees; 


i. For such other and further relief as this court may deem just and proper. 


 


 
Dated:  July 13, 2022 SLATER SLATER SCHULMAN LLP 


 
 
 
 By: 


 
 


 Michael W. Carney 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 


 
 
 
 


 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 


 
 Plaintiffs demand a jury trial on all issues so triable.  
 
Dated:  July 13, 2022 SLATER SLATER SCHULMAN LLP 
 
 
 
 By: 


 


 
 Michael W. Carney 


Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 
 







The San Francisco Planning Department has even come out with a recent
report detailing the negative impact of Uber and Lyft on the City. Uber and
Lyft are also financially failing. Uber stays alive through investments,
including from the murderous and undemocratic Saudi Arabian regime
(one member of Uber’s Board of Directors is Yasir Al-Rumayyan, of the
Saudi Public Investment Fund).

Now Uber is seeking another lifeline through becoming a parasite of San
Francisco taxi cabs. Lyft could be looking for a similar lifeline. This should
be stopped immediately. Please rescind the creation of the third-party
(TNC) dispatch Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program and cancel the pilot. Please
also see the attached resolution, passed by the MTC CAC on Thursday,
July 7, 2022, the Sierra Club Letter of Concern, and the SF Planning
Department memo regarding TNCs.

Please also note that on July 13, 2022, a suit was filed against Uber by
hundreds of anonymous plaintiffs claiming sexual assualt by Uber drivers.
The brief is attached. Please note that, according to the brief, the
assaults have continued in the eight years since Uber, as a business,
became aware of the sexual assaults in 2014.

Please note additionally that Uber's unscrupulous business practices are
well-documented in the recent series of articles in The Guardian and other
publications party to the International Consortium of Investigative
Journalists.
 
Thank you,
Sue Vaughan
District 1
https://burning-planet.org/

https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/www.icij.org/investigations/uber-files/uber-global-rise-lobbying-violence-technology/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpmZjRkZDY2MDJiM2JlN2E5ZmQxODEzODFhYWJkNWQxNjo2OmEwZmU6ZTNjZTA1OWFlMjY0ZmI3NWFkZTYzZjg4NTViMzgwY2M3MjhiM2NlODljZDg4MGRiMzY2YmZmNmY3NDkyYTc1NDpoOkY
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/www.icij.org/investigations/uber-files/uber-global-rise-lobbying-violence-technology/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpmZjRkZDY2MDJiM2JlN2E5ZmQxODEzODFhYWJkNWQxNjo2OmEwZmU6ZTNjZTA1OWFlMjY0ZmI3NWFkZTYzZjg4NTViMzgwY2M3MjhiM2NlODljZDg4MGRiMzY2YmZmNmY3NDkyYTc1NDpoOkY
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https:/burning-planet.org/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzpmZjRkZDY2MDJiM2JlN2E5ZmQxODEzODFhYWJkNWQxNjo2OjI0NzI6OTRmMTFiNWY5MzA1Yzk4ZWE3ZWViYmJjYzA1MTc1ZDUwYzViMTRiNWQxMTVmMDFmNjI4MTMxMzFlZWJjNzVjNTpoOkY


	
	
San	 Francisco	 Group,	SF	Bay	Chapter	
Serving	San	Francisco	County	
	
April	23,	2022	
	
Board	of	Directors	
San	Francisco	Municipal	Transportation	Agency	
	
Subject:	Expressing	concerns	about	the	recent	enactment	of	legislation	(Transportation	
Code	Amendment	-	Taxi	Upfront	Fare	Pilot)	establishing	a	financial	relationship	between	
Uber	(a	"third-party	entity")	and	Flywheel	Technologies,	and	that	eliminates	SFMTA	
regulation	of	taxi	fares	booked	through	third-party	entities	
	
Dear	Directors:	

The	Sierra	Club	has	concerns	about	legislation	passed	on	April	5,	2022,	enacting	a	pilot	
program	that	creates	a	troubling	relationship	between	the	San	Francisco	Municipal	
Transportation	Agency	and	transportation	network	companies,	in	particular	Uber.	

The	Union	of	Concerned	Scientists	has	evaluated	transportation	network	company	
operations	and	determined	that	they	exacerbate	the	climate	emergency	by	increasing	
the	number	of	cars	congesting	city	streets	and	adding	to	vehicle	miles	traveled.	Uber	
and	Lyft	also	compete	with	public	transportation	for	passengers	to	the	detriment	of	the	
environment.	In	2018,	the	SFMTA	promoted	itself	as	the	greenest	transportation	agency	
in	the	nation.	And	at	one	point	prior	to	the	advent	of	Uber	and	Lyft,	San	Francisco	had	
the	greenest	taxi	fleet	in	the	nation.	These	environmental	gains	are	eroded	by	every	
penny	that	Uber	and	Lyft	earn	through	the	vehicle-miles-traveled	that	they	depend	on.	

The	legislation	passed	on	April	5	gives	Uber	–	which	is	a	financially	failing	corporation	
that	is	kept	alive	by	investments,	including	from	the	Saudi	Arabian	Public	Investment	
Fund	–	a	life	line	by	allowing	it	to	become	a	taxi	parasite.	Through	a	private	deal	
between	Flywheel	Technologies	and	Uber,	passengers	will	be	able	to	book	cab	rides	
using	the	Uber	app.	In	exchange,	Uber	will	get	a	cut	of	taxi	fares	without	the	trouble	of	
owning	and	maintaining	vehicles	or	purchasing	insurance.	Lyft,	which	is	also	financially	
failing,	could	offer	a	similar	app	and	also	become	a	parasite	of	the	cab	industry.	

The	SFMTA	needed	to	legislate	this	deal	because	through	the	deal,	the	SFMTA	gives	up	
the	right	to	regulate	taxi	fares	for	any	fares	booked	through	the	Uber	app.	Any	fare	
booked	through	the	Uber	app	could	be	lower	than	regulated	cab	fares	–	or	they	could	



surge.	Considering	the	fact	that	it	is	the	goal	of	Uber	to	have	every	taxi	in	the	world	
using	its	app	by	2025,	this	is	alarming.	Uber’s	goal	has	also	been	to	out	compete	with	
public	transportation	globally,	the	fate	of	the	planet	notwithstanding.	

In	addition,	this	legislation	was	not	properly	vetted	and	lacks	an	environmental	impact	
report.	Prior	to	passage,	the	proposed	legislation	was	not	brought	to	the	SFMTA	Citizens	
Advisory	Council,	the	Mayor’s	Disability	Council,	or	neighborhood	and	political	
organizations.	This	was	a	flagrant	lapse	of	responsibility	in	the	face	of	the	most	pressing	
crisis	that	humanity	has	ever	faced	–	the	climate	crisis.	

Sincerely,	
Becky	Evans 

Chair,	Executive	Committee	
The	San	Francisco	Group	

	
Susan	Vaughan	

Former	Chair,	Executive	Committee	
The	San	Francisco	Group	

  

CC: 

Mayor London Breed 
Executive Director Jeffrey Tumlin 
Supervisor Connie Chan 
Supervisor Catherine Stefani 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Gordon Mar 
Supervisor Dean Preston 
Supervisor Matt Haney 
Supervisor Myrna Melgar 
Supervisor Hillary Ronen 
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman 
Supervisor Shamann Walton 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai	



WHEREAS the San Francisco Planning Department has recently issued a report highlighting the 
socio-economic and environmental problems associated with transportation network companies 
(TNCs, e.g., Uber and Lyft), including the exacerbation of the global climate emergency and 
widening divisions between those who can afford ride hail services and those who cannot 
WHEREAS Uber is a financially failing company propped up by investments from various funds, 
including the Saudi Arabian Public Investment Fund, making Uber an extension of the fossil fuel 
industry 

WHEREAS 59% of San Franciscans who voted in the November 2020 election voted NO on 
Proposition 22 to convert Uber and Lyft drivers, among others, from employees with benefits 
ranging from minimum hourly pay and Workmen’s Compensation to private contractors. 

WHEREAS the San Francisco Charter requires the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA) to ensure “roads that are not gridlocked with congestion” 
WHEREAS the San Francisco Charter requires the SFMTA to provide “A transportation sector that 
promotes environmental sustainability and does not contribute to global warming” 

WHEREAS the San Francisco Charter gives the SFMTA “exclusive authority over taxi-related 
functions and taxi-related fares, fees, charges, budgets, and personnel that it has over the 
Municipal Railway” 

WHEREAS the Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program requires the SFMTA to give up the power to 
regulate taxi meter fares for all cab rides booked through third-party dispatch systems and to 
transfer that power to the third-party dispatch companies 
WHEREAS Uber has stated that it has a goal of having all taxis globally on its platform by 2025, 
thereby converting all taxi drivers globally into Uber contract gig workers 

WHEREAS TNC participation is not an essential component of the Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Citizens’ 
Advisory Council urges the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors to 
remove third-party (TNC) dispatch from the Taxi Upfront Fare Pilot Program. 
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Recommendation: None (Information Item) 

 

Planning Department staff will present an overview of its recently published Transportation Network Companies 

and Land Use Planning study (attached), including next steps for policy options. The study is one of several City-

led studies looking at the effects of transportation network companies on San Francisco.  

Background 

Ridehailing (or ridesourcing) services match riders with drivers on demand. Transportation network companies 

(TNCs, like Lyft and Uber) are an example of ridehailing. To use a TNC service, people use their smart phones to 

summon a car that provides taxi-like transportation services and to also pay for this service. These companies 

provide a direct and convenient mode of transportation that is similar to an individual driving their own private 

car but without the associated costs of private vehicle ownership or parking inconveniences.  

First appearing in 2010 in San Francisco, ridehailing has grown substantially here and in other cities around the 

world due to their convenience and sometimes lower cost compared to taxis. In San Francisco, TNC trips made 

up about 15% of all intracity vehicle trips in 2017.1 See Figure 1 on the next page. Because these services are 

relatively new and pervasive, these services have outpaced public regulatory authority and policy framework, 

including San Francisco.  

The results of TNCs operating outside of existing public policy and regulation have been significant. Studies 

show that TNCs shift people away from other means of travel, including walking, bicycling, and transit. TNCs 

induce more car trips than what would otherwise have occurred.2 Research has shown that TNCs circulate on 

streets frequently with few or no passengers,3 and compete with public transit, instead of supplementing it.4 All 

these effects result in more vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and congestion on roads, even when accounting for 

multi-passenger (i.e., shared) TNC options.5 In San Francisco, it is estimated that TNCs accounted for 

approximately 50% of the increase in congestion between 2010 and 2016.6 See Figure 2 on the next page. 
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Figure 1. Average Weekday Intracity Vehicle Trips  

by Mode in San Francisco (2017) 

Figure 2. Factors that Contributed to Traffic Delay  

in San Francisco (2010-2016) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There are also racial and social implications related to TNCs. Some people simply may not be able to afford to 

pay for ridehail services. Research finds that some TNC drivers turn down ride requests from neighborhoods 

with communities of color and low-income households.7  Service discrepancies also exist for people with 

disabilities. In San Francisco, TNCs did not provide vehicles accessible to people using wheelchairs, charged 

higher fares for users requesting wheelchair-accessible vehicles, and relied on mobile applications and websites 

that were not accessible by screen readers or assistive devices.8  

The Planning Department conducted the attached study because there is less research on TNCs’ effects on land 

use planning. Staff often faced questions at Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors hearings about the 

amount of TNC activity and impacts associated with proposed land uses, such as housing and office buildings. 

Staff have observed an increased level of permit activity for TNC-related land uses. Given the relative newness of 

TNCs, classifying such land uses is imprecise and clumsy given the existing Planning Code definitions. Planning 

Commissioners and staff need additional information to guide development in response to anticipated TNC 

activity (e.g., loading, parking).  

The Planning Department anticipates TNC trips to return to their pre-pandemic levels as the economy recovers 

and possibly grow through other emerging ridehailing technologies (e.g., passenger travel provided by 

autonomous vehicles), even despite recent cost increases in TNC trips. An indication of increased TNC activity is 

the significant rise in the total collection of taxes collected for TNC rides in July and August 2021 compared to 

the prior 2020-2021 fiscal year.9 (This tax was approved by San Francisco voters in 2019 (Proposition D)). 
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These discussions and observations informed the study’s scope. The study explores the following four questions 

and identifies policy options to address potential impacts. 

1.  Are some land uses and densities associated with more TNC activity than others?  

2.  What other built environment features are associated with TNC activity? 

3.  Do TNCs create new or alter existing land uses? 

4.  How is the development community reacting to TNCs? 

This study may also inform land-use impacts of other emerging mobility services and technology (emerging 

mobility). These are modes, technology, or any type of transportation device or service that automate three or 

more of the following features: driving, routing, reservations/orders, vehicle tracking, billing, customer feedback, 

matching/sharing, crowdsourced routing, and locking and unlocking. 10 Emerging mobility includes ridehailing 

(TNCs), autonomous vehicles, bikeshare, carshare, e-scooters, and others.  

The connection between TNCs and autonomous vehicles is important. Autonomous vehicles (sometimes 

referred to as robot cars, driverless cars, or self-driving cars) are currently being used for passenger services, like 

TNCs. While they are not identical, TNCs and the presumed characteristics of AV passenger services have many 

similarities. See Figure 3.  

Given the lack of a model of how autonomous vehicle passenger services will operate, the study team assumes 

that the effects of AV passenger services could be like the effects of TNCs. Practitioners (e.g., public employees, 

such as planners, transit operators, and airport staff), academics, and others who study emerging mobility have 

also made this observation. 11 

Figure 3. Characteristics of TNCs (existing) and Passenger Services Provided by Autonomous Vehicles (anticipated) 
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Autonomous vehicles have the potential to radically change human behavior and cities on the same scale that 

technologies such as the internet and the conventional automobiles have. Once considered new, these 

technologies have so thoroughly embedded themselves in people’s lives that it is nearly inconceivable to 

imagine how daily living could happen without them. This similar potential with emerging mobility makes them 

worth studying, so that San Francisco can encourage and leverage their positive impacts as well as manage and 

attempt to avoid or minimize their downsides. 

Prior San Francisco Agency Studies about TNCs 

The effects of TNCs span other aspects of life in San Francisco, as safety and mobility are vital components of 

how people live their lives and conduct their business. City agencies have worked together to produce several 

studies to explore how TNCs affect people and travel patterns in San Francisco. These studies piece together a 

larger picture of how TNCs operate in San Francisco and identify certain problematic parts of their operations – 

increased congestion, decreased mobility for people with disabilities, and other effects.  

SFMTA’s study about people with disabilities’ access to TNCs contained policy options for decisionmakers to 

consider and implement. These included options for the public sector to more robustly implement SB 1376:  

TNC Access for All (2018)12 and to leverage the expertise of local agencies and consumers to implement and 

enforce regulations related to TNCs.13  

 

 

Methodology and Results 

Table 1 summarizes the methodologies used for each study question and the results. Given the wide-ranging 

nature of the questions, a variety of methodologies were used to explore each question.  
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Table 1: Land Use Planning Study Questions and Research Methodologies 

Study question Methodology Results 

1.  Are some land uses and 

densities associated with 

more TNC activity than other 

uses?  

Regression analysis • Significant positive associations for: 

o Visitor, retail, residential, and cultural, 

institutional, and educational land 

uses  

o Higher-density areas (e.g., northeast 

quadrant of San Francisco) 

2.  What other built environment 

features are associated with 

TNC activity? 

Regression analysis • Significant positive association for: 

o Higher daily parking costs and lack of 

access to a vehicle  

• Slight positive association for: 

o Proximity to a BART station 

3.  Do TNCs create new or alter 

existing land uses? 

Focus groups, online survey, 

review of Planning Department 

applications 

• Land uses by TNC and autonomous vehicle 

providers do not fit neatly under existing 

Planning Code  

4.  How is the development 

community reacting to TNCs? 

Interviews • Less parking 

• Expanded loading areas to accommodate 

TNCs and other loading activities 

• Increased demand for other transportation 

amenities (e.g., bike lockers, electric 

vehicle chargers) 

Key Findings and Policy Options 

In response to these results, the Planning Department presents key findings with associated potential policies in 

Table 2. The policy options are organized around the Planning Department’s responsibilities. The Department 

will be advancing these policy options in FY 2022-2023 in collaboration with stakeholders. 

Table 2: Policy Options 

Key Finding Policy Option 

1.  Convenience typically wins.  1.  Maintain General Plan policies that are consistent with the 

City’s Transit First policy and update the General Plan to 

identify the ways emerging mobility can advance City 

goals (e.g., climate action, safety, access) and/or take 

steps to manage and attempt to avoid or minimize 

conflicts with City goals. 

2.  Demand for curb space is high and will likely 

increase as emerging mobility usage grows. 

2.  Update the General Plan to establish (a) priorities for curb 

space by land use and (b) policies to address the ongoing 

loading effects from emerging mobility. 

3.  The Planning Code may not appropriately or fully 

consider land use impacts by emerging mobility 

services and companies.  

3.  Update the Planning Code to classify land uses involving 

emerging mobility (e.g., autonomous vehicles). 
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Key Finding Policy Option 

4.  Ridesourcing could counter some of the benefits 

of the Transportation Demand Management 

Program that is codified to encourage 

sustainable travel.  

4.  Continue to regularly monitor the effectiveness of the 

City’s Transportation Demand Management program. 

5.  Developers and building owners/managers are 

challenged to respond to TNCs and anticipated 

autonomous vehicle passenger services, 

particularly for existing developments. 

5.  Provide guidance for developers and building 

owners/managers to respond to emerging mobility, 

including TNCs and autonomous vehicle passenger 

services. 

6.  The Department appropriately considers TNC 

activity in its environmental review process  

(e.g., the analysis accounts for TNC impacts such 

as number of trips and loading activity).  

6.  Align environmental review with any future adopted 

policy or regulations concerning emerging mobility and 

monitor and integrate reputable emerging mobility 

evidence into reviews. 

A full description of the study’s approach, results, and findings are attached. Appendices can be found on the 

project’s website: www.sfplanning.org/TNCs 

Conclusion and Next Steps 

Research has shown that TNCs increase vehicle travel.14 Without changes to the current trend lines, San 

Francisco’s transportation system will be less safe and more congested with increased pollution. Technology-

based transportation services will be available for a select segment of able-bodied people who can afford them, 

compounding the socioeconomic and ability-based inequities that we see today. The Planning Department, in 

collaboration with agency partners, should set the public policy foundation so that TNCs and other emerging 

mobility providers respond to the principles and expectations of San Franciscans, especially those related to 

racial and social equity; climate action; Transit First; and safety, including Vision Zero.  

To be clear, San Francisco welcomes new technology and services. From the building of the Golden Gate Bridge 

to the invention of television, San Francisco has long been the home of innovation. The City welcomes 

innovation – as long as it serves the goals of the people in San Francisco and the Bay Area and not the reverse. 

The City’s streets are a vital, limited resource that must serve people ‒ residents, workers, and visitors – and not 

private companies and vehicles. 

The Planning Department will continue work with agency partners on the policy responses outlined in Table 2. 

The findings from this study will inform updates to the General Plan, including the Transportation Element, 

which is anticipated to be presented to the Planning Commission for consideration in 2024. 

The Planning Department will kick off a process this fall to develop new Planning Code controls for emerging 

mobility. The process will engage stakeholders in the development of the definitions for these land uses and 

controls such as preferred locations, and the types of associated controls such as site design and intensity. The 

Planning Code updates could inform guidance for developers. The Planning Department will continue to 

monitor TNC research and update the City’s transportation demand management program and environmental 

review practices, as needed. 
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Required Commission Action 

Recommendation: None (Information Item) 

 

Attachment: “Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Land Use Planning: Effects on The San Francisco 

General Plan, Planning Code, and Environmental Review” 
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E x E cu t i v E  S u m m a ry 1

Executive Summary

Emerging mobility services and 
technology have the potential to 
radically change human behavior 
and cities on a scale that other 
transformative technologies have 
similarly done. San Francisco is 
not prepared for this.

Emerging, app-enabled transportation services, such 
as ridesourcing services provided by transportation 
network companies (TNCs)(e.g., Lyft, Uber), caught 
cities off-guard, including San Francisco. The results 
of being caught off-guard for TNCs have been 
significant.

Studies show that TNCs shift people away from other 
means of travel, including walking, bicycling, and 
transit and that TNCs generate more car trips.1 TNCs 
circulate on streets frequently with few or no passen-
gers, induce travel, and compete with public transit, 
instead of supplementing it.2 All these effects result 
in more vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and congestion 
on roads, even when accounting for multi-passenger 
(i.e., shared) TNC options.3

In San Francisco, it is estimated that TNC trips made 
up about 15% of all intracity vehicle trips in 2017.4 
TNCs accounted for approximately 50% of the 
increase in congestion between 2010 and 2016 in 
San Francisco.5 

Less has been studied about TNCs’ effects on land 
use planning and the built environment. This includes 
how location and densities of land uses could 
interact with the demand, supply, and operations of 
ridesourcing (also known as ridehailing) services. 

This San Francisco Planning Department (Planning 
Department) study examined the potential effects 
of TNCs on land use planning in San Francisco and 
recommends policy options for the City to take based 
on the results.

Using a combination of regression analyses, inter-
views, focus groups, online surveys, and research 
on development applications submitted to the City 
and County of San Francisco (the City), the Planning 
Department made the following findings in relation to 
the study’s research questions. 
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Are some land uses and densities associated 
with more TNC activity than others?

 y Visitor, retail, residential, and cultural, insti-
tutional, and educational land uses showed 
significant positive association with TNC 
activity. Regression analyses showed that, of the 
five land use categories examined, visitor-related 
uses, such as hotels and other lodging, had the 
most significant positive association with TNC 
activity followed by residential land uses. This 
was true when variables such as time of day and 
density were controlled. (These findings resulted 
from regression analyses, which can show a 
relationship – or an association – between two vari-
able and assess the strength of the relationship. 
Regression analyses cannot determine causality or 
directionality.)

 y Higher-density areas showed significant 
positive association with more TNC activity. 
Regression analyses showed that areas in 
San Francisco with the highest density had the 
greatest correlation with TNC activity. These areas 
include neighborhoods in the northeast quadrant 
of the city, including downtown, Financial District, 
South of Market, and North Beach.

What other built environment features are 
associated with TNC activity?

 y High daily parking costs and lack of access 
to a vehicle were associated with more TNC 
activity. Of the nine built environmental features 
examined, research findings indicated that high 
daily parking costs had the most significant positive 
association with increased TNC activity. The share 
of households without a vehicle were also signifi-
cantly associated with more TNC activity.

 y Proximity to a BART station was slightly asso-
ciated with increased TNC activity. Findings 
showed that areas closer to a BART station had 
a positive association with TNC activity, although 
the strength of that association was minor. This 
is consistent with previous research conducted 
through the "TNCs and Congestion" study (2018), 
which found that TNCs were associated with 
vehicle delay in the downtown core.

Do TNCs create new or alter existing land 
uses? 

 y The impact of TNCs on new or existing land 
uses is evolving. Two separate efforts were 
employed to answer this study question. The 
Planning Department administered online surveys 
and focus groups with drivers to understand their 
routine and needs while they are driving for a TNC 
and how their behavior may impact land uses. The 
Department found no apparent patterns whether 
ridesourcing operations are changing land uses.  
 
The Planning Department also reviewed applica-
tions involving TNCs and/or autonomous vehicles 
(AVs). (While the subject of this study is TNCs, AVs 
were included in this review as TNCs and mobility 
companies have cited using such vehicles for 
ridehailing purposes.) The review found several 
applications that proposed changes in use of 
some properties, such as using parking or main-
tenance sites for fleet-operated, AV passenger 
services. Given that these uses would be new 
ones for San Francisco (if not other jurisdictions) 
and that the Planning Department believes that 
TNCs will be followed by AV passenger services, 
this strongly suggests existing land uses are being 
re-shaped.

How is the development community reacting 
to TNCs?

 y Many developers perceive a reduced demand 
for off-street parking and/or private vehicle 
ownership because of ridesourcing services. 
They see this reduced demand, most notably in 
office and multifamily residential developments, 
as they observed many young professionals have 
shifted how they get to and from work, especially 
if those places are in high-priced parking areas. 
In response, many developers plan to build less 
parking in the future due to this perceived decline 
in parking demand and are instead increasing 
loading spaces to accommodate TNCs. In existing 
buildings, some developers have adaptive reuse 
plans for what may become extraneous parking.
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In response to these results, the Planning Department determined key findings and their potential policies for 
consideration by City decisionmakers. These include: 

KEY FINDING

Convenience typically  
wins.

POLICY OPTION

Maintain General Plan policies 
that are consistent with the 
City’s Transit First policy and 
update the General Plan to 
identify the ways emerging 
mobility can advance City goals 
(e.g., climate action, safety, 
access) and/or take steps to 
manage and attempt to avoid 
or minimize conflicts with City 
goals.

KEY FINDING

Ridesourcing could  
counter some of the 
benefits of Planning Code 
provisions that encourage 
sustainable travel. 

POLICY OPTION

Continue to regularly monitor 
the effectiveness of the 
Transportation Demand 
Management Program.

KEY FINDING

Demand for curb space 
is high and will likely 
increase as emerging 
mobility usage grows.

POLICY OPTION

Update the General Plan to 
establish (a) priorities for 
curb space by land use and (b) 
policies to address the ongoing 
loading effects from emerging 
mobility.

KEY FINDING

Developers are challenged 
to respond to TNCs and 
anticipated AV passenger 
services, particularly for 
existing developments.

POLICY OPTION

Provide guidance for developers 
in responding to emerging 
mobility, including TNCs and 
AV passenger services.

KEY FINDING

The Planning Code may 
not appropriately or fully 
consider land use impacts 
by emerging mobility 
services and companies. 

POLICY OPTION

Update the Planning Code to 
classify land uses involving 
emerging mobility.

KEY FINDING

Environmental review 
appropriately considers 
TNC activity.

POLICY OPTION

Align environmental review 
with any future adopted policy 
or regulations concerning 
emerging mobility and monitor 
and integrate reputable 
emerging mobility evidence 
into reviews.

1

4

2

5

3

6
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The Planning Department does not expect TNC 
impacts and issues to go away, especially as ride-
sourcing becomes available using AVs, as recently 
permitted by California law. In many ways, TNCs 
preview what may come from AV passenger services. 
If and when AVs will be widely available, accepted, 
and used by the public is unknown. Yet, the stakes 
are high if TNCs are a preview of impacts to come. 

Without further government intervention, it is unlikely 
San Francisco will meet its safety, equity, and climate 
goals. Given TNCs’ tendency to increase vehicle 
travel, we will instead see more cars on the road, 
which will have dire consequences on air quality, 
health, economic prosperity, and safety. 

Additionally, technology-based transportation 
services will be available for a select segment of 
able-bodied people who can afford them, which will 
compound the socioeconomic divisions and inequi-
ties that we see today. 

The City should set the policy foundation for TNCs 
and other emerging mobility providers to respond 
to its principles and rules instead of the other way 
around. It must be the City, through its residents, 
community representatives, and elected representa-
tives who should manage the City’s public streets. 

To be clear, San Francisco welcomes new 
technology and services. From the building of the 
Golden Gate Bridge to the invention of television, San 
Francisco has long been the home of innovation. The 
City welcomes innovation – as long as it serves the 
goals of the people in San Francisco and the Bay 
Area and not the reverse. The City’s streets are a vital, 
limited resource that must serve people – residents, 
workers, and visitors – and not private entities and 
vehicles.

The Planning Department, specifically, needs to 
work with stakeholders to affect land use planning 
policy locally, including through the General Plan and 
Planning Code, and to influence various regulations 
at other levels.

Through this study, the Planning Department adds 
to previous research conducted by City agencies by 
analyzing the impact of TNCs on land use planning 
and identifying policy options on how those impacts 
can be addressed. The Planning Department, 
Transportation Authority, and San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) collabo-
rated to look at the impacts of TNCs and published 
several studies, including “TNCs Today” (2017), 
“The TNC Regulatory Landscape” (2017), “TNCs 
and Congestion” (2018), and “TNCs and Disabled 
Access” (2019). 

Other cities may have limited to no emerging mobility 
services now. But these technologies will likely 
come to their cities, and they may find the need to 
follow San Francisco’s lead in planning for the future 
instead of reacting to it. 

Notes:

COVID-19 pandemic: The Planning Department anticipates 
TNC trips to return to their pre-COVID-19 levels as the 
economy recovers and possibly grow through other emerging 
ridesourcing technologies (e.g., AV passenger services) 
without new regulations or court decisions, even despite recent 
increases in TNC trip prices.6 Thus, the Planning Department 
anticipates the key findings and policy options herein to remain 
valid, although the study team largely conducted the research 
for this study prior to the onset of the pandemic.

Assumptions related to TNCs and AV passenger service: 
Much has been written and anticipated about how AVs will affect 
transportation. While the technology is moving rapidly and much 
remains unknown and assumed, the Planning Department 
anticipates that the public arrival and use of AVs will be in the 
form of passenger services. Some observers have referred to 
these services as “robo-taxis.” While they are not identical, TNCs 
and the presumed characteristics of AV passenger services have 
many similarities (e.g., app-based; curb usage; potential effects 
on equity, congestion, air quality, greenhouse gases). Given 
the lack of a model of how AVs in general and AV passenger 
services will operate, the study team assumes that the effects 
of AV passenger services could be like the effects of TNCs. 
Practitioners and others who study emerging mobility services 
and technology have also made this connection.7 
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Key Terms / Glossary
Autonomous vehicle: A vehicle 
equipped with technology that has 
the capability of performing the entire 
driving task on a sustained basis without 
the active control and supervision of a 
human driver. This includes capabilities 
called conditional driving automation, 
high driving automation and full driving 
automation, as outlined by the Society of 
Automotive Engineers. (See https://www.
sae.org/news/2019/01/sae-updates-
j3016-automated-driving-graphic.) Cars 
with driving assistance features that 
depend on the presence of an active and 
attentive human driver are not AVs.

Autonomous vehicle passenger 
services or autonomous vehicle 
ridehailing: Pre-arranged, on-demand 
transportation services in an 
autonomous vehicle offered under 
permits. In California, the California 
Public Utilities Commission issues these 
permits. 

Built environment: Physical, human-
made structures or systems (as opposed 
to the “natural environment”). This 
includes any physical facilities and 
infrastructure that supports people’s 
everyday activities. Examples include 
houses, schools, shopping centers, 
streets, freeways, and utilities. (Source: 
US EPA, https://www.epa.gov/
smm/basic-information-about-built-
environment)

Density: In planning, density is 
considered the amount or intensity of a 
unit within an area or site. These units 
can be people, households, workers/
jobs, residential units, buildings, or 
another type of activity or physical 
development.

Emerging mobility services and 
technology: Transportation service or 
technology that uses public roads and 
sidewalks and automates at least three 
of the following characteristics: driving, 
vehicle tracking, matching/sharing, 
routing, billing, crowd-source routing, 
reservations/orders, customer feedback, 
and vehicle locking/unlocking. 

Examples include bike sharing, 
ridesourcing/ridehailing, microtransit, AV 
passenger services, and others. (Source: 
Transportation Authority, https://www.
sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2019-02/
Emerging%20Mobility%20Studies_11.
pdf)

Land use: Land use generally refers 
to how land or a structure, or both, is 
used. Land use regulations could specify 
that only certain categories of uses or 
operations may occur on a piece of land 
(e.g., residential, office, retail). Land use 
also often refers to size, shape, density, 
and features of the use or structure on 
the land. 

Land use regulations often vary by 
geography. Land use activities can be 
affected by transportation systems and 
can affect the natural environment and 
human health. Similarly, there are human 
activities and natural phenomena (e.g., 
earthquakes) that could affect land 
use. Land use planning can respond 
to these various items. (Source for 
portions: US EPA, https://www.epa.gov/
report-environment/land-use) 

Planning: For the purposes of this study, 
planning refers to the San Francisco 
Planning Department's responsibilities of 
guiding growth and development. 

This is accomplished through processes 
and policies such as preparing and 
reviewing amendments to the General 
Plan, the guiding document for the 
future physical development of the city; 
guiding land use projects through the 
building permit and entitlement process 
to ensure compliance with the General 
Plan, Planning Code, zoning regulations, 
and design guidelines; administering 
and enforcing the Planning Code; and 
reviewing projects, including land use 
and transportation projects and policies, 
for potential environmental impacts 
pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality act (CEQA). It may also refer to 
the Planning Department’s coordination 
with other agencies on these or other 
agencies’ planning efforts.

Ridesourcing or ridehailing: 
Ridesourcing or ridehailing services 
use smartphone apps to connect TNC 
drivers with passengers. See also 
definition of transportation network 
companies. 

Traffic analysis zone (TAZ): A unit 
(usually geographic area) used in 
models for transportation analyses and 
other planning purposes. Traffic analysis 
zones vary in size, ranging from single 
city blocks in the downtown core to 
multiple blocks in outer neighborhoods 
to even larger zones in historically 
industrial areas.

Transportation network companies 
(TNC): These companies provide 
prearranged transportation services for 
compensation using an online-enabled 
application or platform (such as smart 
phone apps) to connect drivers using 
their personal vehicles with passengers. 
These services are referred to as 
ridesourcing or ridehailing and are 
regulated at the state level by the 
California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC), unlike taxis which are regulated 
locally. 

TNCs are further distinguished from 
taxis in the following ways: they may not 
accept street hails, only prearranged 
rides; there is no regulatory limit on the 
number of vehicles allowed to operate 
simultaneously; and fares are not 
regulated. (Source: CPUC, https://www.
cpuc.ca.gov/tncinfo, and UC Berkeley 
Transportation Sustainability Research 
Center, http://innovativemobility.
org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/
SharedMobility_WhitePaper_FINAL.pdf) 

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT): This 
measurement of all the miles that are 
driven in a personal, private vehicle. 
In transportation planning, this usually 
measures the amount of travel for all 
vehicles in a geographic region (e.g., 
San Francisco) over a given period of 
time (e.g., one weekday or one-year 
period).
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1. Introduction

Background

The use of ridesourcing services offered by trans-
portation network companies (TNCs) has grown 
substantially in recent years in San Francisco and 
many cities around the world.8 These companies, 
(like Lyft and Uber) provide a direct and convenient 
mode of transportation that is similar to an individual 
driving their own private car but without the associ-
ated costs of private vehicle ownership or parking 
inconveniences. In San Francisco, the San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority (Transportation 
Authority) estimated TNC trips to be about 15% 
of vehicle trips within San Francisco in 2016.9 See 
Figure 1.

Researchers have attributed ridesourcing growth 
largely to its convenience for the individual user, such 
as TNC point-to-point services.10 These services are 
like taxis but often with lower and/or more variable 
costs, shorter wait times, and more convenient or 
easy-to-use/summon for passengers. Similarly, 
these services can provide mobility equivalent to an 
individual driving their own vehicle but without all the 
associated private vehicle ownership costs or parking 
inconveniences. These services may also result in 
shorter wait and travel times and/or a more direct 
route than public transit, bicycling, walking, or taxis.11 
For some people, the TNCs’ mobile applications are 
also easy to use to reserve and pay for rides. 

Figure 1. Average Wednesday Intracity Vehicle 
Trips* by Mode in San Francisco (2017)

* A “vehicle trip” refers to an individual vehicle making a trip regardless 
of the number of people within the vehicle. It is not a measure of how 
many people are making trips by vehicle. For example, a trip taken in a 
taxi with one fare-paying individual in it counts as one vehicle trip. A trip 
taken in a car with three people in it also counts as one vehicle trip.

Source: Transportation Authority, “TNCs Today,” 2017
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In addition, the Transportation Authority noted the 
increased use of TNCs in San Francisco is “in part an 
outcome and reflection of relatively light regulatory 
requirements under which TNCs operate relative to 
taxis and other for-hire vehicles.”12 This differs from 
the heavy regulatory requirements under which taxis 
operate. The California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) is responsible for regulating most aspects 
of TNCs. The CPUC does not restrict the number of 
TNCs that may operate in San Francisco, nor has 
it publicly shared data that TNCs provided them 
despite decisions requiring its release.

Researchers have studied TNCs’ effects on indi-
viduals’ travel behavior and congestion, among other 
factors (e.g., safety, labor). Their findings show that 
TNCs shift people away from other means of travel, 
including walking, bicycling, and transit. TNCs also 
generate more car trips, thereby increasing conges-
tion.13 TNCs circulate on streets frequently with few 
or no passengers, induce travel, and compete with 
public transit, instead of supplementing it.14 This, in 
turn, results in increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
and congestion, even when accounting for multi-
passenger (i.e., shared) TNC options.15

In San Francisco, TNCs accounted for approximately 
50% of the increase in congestion between 2010 and 
2016. See Figure 2. This led to decreasing average 
travel speeds, delays for transit, and increasing 
greenhouse gas emissions. TNC trips that occurred 
during peak periods in dense areas of San Francisco 
likely had greater effects on congestion than trips 
that occurred during off-peak periods in less dense 
areas.16

Many of these TNC effects undermine the City’s 
goals, including those related to climate action. 
San Francisco has set a target to have 80% of trips 
be on sustainable modes by 2030, specifically 
those taken on foot, bike, and transit. Achieving this 
target will reduce emissions and is imperative given 
our climate crisis. The target is also instrumental to 
reducing congestion on City streets.

However, it will be challenging to reach this milestone 
given TNCs’ tendencies to induce vehicle travel. It 
will be critical for TNC vehicles to become electric, as 
deadheading (when TNC vehicles are driving around 
without a paying passenger onboard) produces more 

Figure 2. Factors that Contributed to Traffic Delay 
in San Francisco (2010-2016)

Source: Transportation Authority, “TNCs and Congestion,” 2018

TNC

Taxi 1% Public Transit Vehicles1%

83%

15%

Private Auto

Network/Roadway
Capacity

51%

24%

23%

2%

TNCs

Population
Growth

Employment
Growth

Photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA



i n t ro d u ct i o n 9

emissions per passenger mile than a private car 
owners’ vehicle.17 In fact, one study found that 35% 
of miles traveled in a TNC in San Francisco did not 
include passengers in the TNC vehicle, as the TNCs 
were driving around waiting or searching for their next 
fare-paying passenger.18 

More vehicles and associated VMT on the streets 
may also result in more collisions,19 which would 
undercut the City’s ability to meet its Vision Zero goal 
of eliminating traffic fatalities by 2024.

There is also evidence that competition with public 
transit is part of TNCs’ business model. Uber has 
acknowledged it must compete with public trans-
portation to grow. The company wrote in its registra-
tion filing with the U.S. Securities and Exchange 
Commission in 2019 that its “growth depends on a 
number of factors, including our ability to ...reduce 
the costs of our Personal Mobility offering to better 
compete with ... other low-cost alternatives like public 
transportation, which in many cases can be faster or 
cheaper than any other form of transportation.”20

While competition is not unwelcome, TNCs providing 
services that public agencies currently provide raises 
serious questions of accountability and equity, 
including lack of local regulatory authority over TNCs 
and lack of access to ongoing service data. TNCs 
like Lyft and Uber, as publicly held companies, are 
beholden to private interests, such as shareholders 
and the stock market, and may not provide services 
to all segments of society as mandated by local, 
state, and federal mandates (e.g., Title VI). 

An example of accountability and equity concerns 
includes TNC services not being provided to certain 
groups of people or locations. Research findings 
suggest TNC drivers turn down ride requests from 
neighborhoods with communities of color and low-
income households.21 Service discrepancies also 
exist for people with disabilities. In San Francisco, 
the Transportation Authority’s Emerging Mobility 
Evaluation Report (2018) found that TNCs did not 
provide vehicles accessible to people using wheel-
chairs, charged higher fares for users requesting 
wheelchair-accessible vehicles, and relied on mobile 
applications and websites that were not accessible 
by screen readers or assistive devices.22

Prior San Francisco Agency 
Studies About TNCs

City agencies have conducted several studies to 
explore how TNCs affect people and travel patterns 
in San Francisco. The Transportation Authority and 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
(SFMTA) prepared prior TNC studies, some in collab-
oration with the San Francisco Planning Department.

Transportation Authority, 
“TNCs Today” describes the 
characteristics of ridesourcing 
companies in San Francisco, 
including the number, location, 
and timing of trips. 

Released: June 2017

Transportation Authority, 
“TNCs and Congestion” 
provides the first comprehensive 
analysis of how TNCs collectively 
affect roadway congestion in 
San Francisco. 

Released: October 2018

Transportation Authority, “The 
TNC Regulatory Landscape” 
provides an overview of existing 
state and local TNC regulatory 
frameworks across the country 
and within California. 

Released: December 2017

SFMTA, “TNCs and Disabled 
Access” identifies opportunities 
and barriers that TNCs present 
for people with disabilities.

Released: April 2019

TNCs Today
A Profile of San Francisco Transportation Network Company Activity

FINAL REPORT  |  JUNE, 2017

TNCs & Congestion
FINAL REPORT  I  OCTOBER 2018

The TNC Regulatory Landscape
An Overview of Current TNC Regulation

in California and Across the Country

DECEMBER, 2017

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Taxis and Accessible Services Division      

April 26, 2019

TNCs and Disabled Access
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Are TNCs a Preview of Robo-Taxis?

Much has been written and anticipated about how fully 
autonomous vehicles (AVs) will affect transportation. While the 
technology is moving rapidly and much remains unknown and 
assumed, the Planning Department anticipates that the public 
arrival and use of AVs will be in the form of passenger services. 
Some observers have referred to these services as “robo-taxis” 
– on-demand services that can be summoned using a smart 
phone app and provided by a fully AV. 

In 2021, the California Public Utilities Commission gave 
permits to two companies (Cruise and Waymo) to provide AV 
passenger services with some caveats. In March 2022, these 
same companies obtained another permit from the commission 
to charge passengers for rides.

While they are not identical, TNCs and the presumed 
characteristics of AV passenger services have many similarities. 
See Figure 3. Given the lack of a model of how AVs in general 
and AV passenger services will operate, the study team 
assumes that the effects of AV passenger services could be like 
the effects of TNCs. Practitioners (e.g., public employees, such 
as planners, transit operators, and airport staff), academics, and 
others who have studied study emerging mobility services and 
technology have also made this observation.

Throughout the 2010s, San Francisco and other cities were 
caught off guard with the appearance of various emerging 
mobility services and technologies, including electric kick 
scooters and even TNCs. Public discussions (sometimes 
heated) ensued along with temporary bans, permit programs, 
and regulatory requirements. Government entities were 
responding reactively, as they did not forecast the entry of these 
new transportation services and technologies. 

The difference with AVs is that cities should be aware about 
their potential deployment, given the press they have received 
and, in San Francisco, frequent sightings of driverless cars 
being road-tested on City streets. Municipalities should think 
about the role they want AVs to play to meet their goals and 
to proactively develop local policies or influence various 
regulations at other levels to meet them. 

San Francisco must leverage its experience and knowledge 
of TNCs on City streets (including curbs) and land use to 
formulate policies and parameters for how AV passenger 
services operate, including those described in the policy 
options in this study. The City should start these actions soon 
before the technology gets ahead of and potentially out of 
alignment with the City’s goals.

Transportation
Network

Companies
TNCs (e.g. Lyft, Uber)

App-based

Fully automated;
no driver

Human driver

Company
owns, maintains

vehicles

Driver 
owns or leases

vehicles

All-EV fleetAspiration for all
TNC vehicles to be EVs

Passenger
services

Curb usage

AV
Passenger
Services

assumed characteristics

Effects on congestion,
VMT, GHGs, equity, safety, livability

TNCs
(e.g. Lyft, Uber)
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Fully automated;
no driver
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Passenger
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Driver owns or
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Gas-powered or
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Figure 3.  
Characteristics of TNCs (existing) and AVs (anticipated)
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2. Study Overview

Why Land Use Planning?

TNCs may directly and indirectly affect land use 
planning. Land use generally refers to how land or 
a structure, or both, is used. Land use regulations 
could specify that only certain categories of uses 
or operations can occur on a piece of land (e.g., 
residential, office, retail). Land use also often refers 
to size, shape, density, and features of the use or 
structure on the land. Land use regulations often vary 
by geography or location.

Land use and transportation are interdependent. 
People travel to and from land uses, including (but 
not limited to) where they live, work, and visit. This 
travel occurs on a transportation system, such as 
sidewalks, streets, and transit. The number of trips 
from a land use and the ways people travel between 
land uses is dependent on several factors, including 
the activities found at the location (e.g., hospitals, 
offices, schools), number of people (size and density) 
and the convenience, cost, and safety of different 
travel options.

Transportation agencies consider land use in their 
decision-making. For example, they can increase 
transit service to serve people at major activity 

centers or allocate curb space differently near a 
new high-density land use. Another example is the 
requirement of impact fees on the new land use to 
offset a portion of increased transportation needs and 
impacts by the new land use.

Land use agencies consider transportation in their 
decision-making. For example, they can increase 
density in locations that have high-capacity or high-
frequency transit service (e.g., near Muni Rapid lines 
or regional rail service, like BART and Caltrain). Or 
they can set land use regulations that incentivize 
residents, employees, and visitors in these locations 
to choose transit over driving (e.g., transportation 
demand management tools such as free transit 
passes or carpooling).

As TNCs may directly and/or indirectly affect land 
uses, TNC activity can influence the decisions that 
transportation and land use agencies make on these 
issues. This can happen if some land use categories 
are associated with more TNC activity, if certain land 
use features influence TNC activity, or if TNC activity 
is altering existing land uses or creating land uses 
that the agencies had not considered.
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San Francisco Planning 
Department’s Role

The Planning Department is responsible for land use 
in San Francisco. It guides growth and development 
through processes and policies, such as:

 y Preparing and reviewing amendments to the 
General Plan, the guiding document for the 
physical development of the city, including land 
use and transportation;

 y Guiding land use projects through the building 
permit and entitlement process to ensure compli-
ance with the General Plan, Planning Code, zoning 
regulations, and design guidelines; 

 y Administering and enforcing the Planning Code; 
and

 y Reviewing projects, including land use and 
transportation projects and policies, for potential 
environmental impacts pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Planning Department is often involved in discus-
sions with the community and appointed and elected 
officials about the impacts of San Francisco’s growth, 
including transportation. In recent years, discussions 
have included the amount of TNC activity associated 
with a proposed land use, such as housing, office 
building, or a grocery store, and how developers 
should respond to anticipated TNC activity (e.g., if/
how to provide loading or parking).

Additionally, the Planning Department is charged with 
establishing policies that outline how transportation 
in San Francisco can move people safely, efficiently, 
and equitably. These include a range of activities, 
from making determinations about how to classify 
land uses associated with the amount of trips they 
are anticipated to generate to developing long-range 
transportation policies. 

By extension, the City can set the policy foundation 
for TNCs and other emerging mobility providers to 
respond to its principles and rules instead of the 
other way around. It must be the City, through its 
residents, community representatives, and elected 
representatives, who should manage the City’s public 
streets. The City needs to develop and leverage 
policy and other tools to shape how technology can 
serve San Francisco and not the reverse.

The Planning Department does not expect TNC 
impacts and issues to go away, especially if AV 
passenger services become a viable travel option. In 
many ways, TNCs preview what may come from AV 
passenger services, as companies seek to use these 
vehicles for ridesourcing, and recent California law 
updates allow for their operations. If and when AVs 
will be widely available, accepted, and used by the 
public is unknown. Yet, the stakes are high if TNCs 
are a preview of impacts to come.

Note about COVID-19 pandemic: The Planning Department 
anticipates TNC trips to return to their pre-COVID-19 pandemic 
levels as the economy recovers and possibly grow through other 
emerging ridesourcing technologies, even with recent increases 
in TNC trip prices.23 Thus, the Planning Department anticipates 
the findings and policy options in this study to remain valid, even 
though the study team largely conducted the research prior to 
the onset of the pandemic.
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Study Questions
This study addresses the following four questions 
about TNCs and land use planning. 

1. Are some land uses and densities associated with 
more TNC activity than others? 

2. What other built environment features are associ-
ated with TNC activity?

3. Do TNCs create new or alter existing land uses? 

4. How is the development community reacting to 
TNCs?

The results from these questions will assist the 
Planning Department respond to inquiries from the 
public and officials about the impacts of TNCs (and 
as possibly an extension, AV passenger services). 
The last section of this report outlines policy options 
that the Planning Department and the City can 
consider and adopt to address those impacts.

What is the San Francisco General 
Plan and the Planning Code?

The General Plan is the embodiment of San Francisco’s 
vision for the future, serving to guide the City’s evolution 
and growth over time. It provides a comprehensive set of 
objectives and policies that influence how we live, work, 
and move about, as well as the quality and character of 
the City. 

The General Plan has several elements, including 
transportation, air quality, environmental protection, 
housing, recreation and open space, and others. 
Each of these elements strive to respond to the many 
complex and pressing challenges facing San Francisco, 
including: 

• How will we move about the City safely and reliably?

• Where and how much housing will get built? Who will 
it serve?

• How can we prepare for and mitigate the impacts of 
coming climate-related and other disasters?

• How can we promote health in communities of 
color and low-income communities that face higher 
pollution levels and other health risks?

• How do we cultivate inclusive communities where all 
members have the resources they need to thrive?

The San Francisco Planning Department is responsible 
for the development of the General Plan. For more 
information about San Francisco’s General Plan, visit 
https://generalplan.sfplanning.org/

The Planning Code is adopted to “promote and protect 
the public health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, 
convenience and general welfare and for the following 
more particularly specified purposes: (a) To guide, 
control and regulate future growth and development in 
accordance with the General Plan...”24

The Zoning Administrator administers and enforces 
the City’s Planning Code. Amongst other duties, this 
individual hears and makes determinations on variance 
applications and provides written interpretations and 
clarifications of the Planning Code, such as Letters of 
Determination.
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Photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA



T NCS  A N D  LA N D  U S E  P LA N N I NG  ST U DY16

3. Methodology and Results

Overview

This section summarizes the methodology and 
results for each study question. More information is 
available in the appendices, which consists of the 
technical memorandum prepared for each study 
question. Analyses and discussion of the findings are 
provided in Section 4. 

The Planning Department worked with multiple 
partners and used several methods to provide 
breadth and depth in its research and understanding 
of the study questions. It contracted with a consultant 
for research and analysis and consulted with the 
Transportation Authority and SFMTA on the research 
questions and conclusions. 

The study team (consisting of Department staff and 
consultant) explored several data sources for its 
quantitative analysis. As shown in Table 1, the team 
used data from the “TNCs Today” study for the 
regression analysis used for Study Questions 1 and 
2.25 The team also collected qualitative data through 
focus groups with TNC drivers, an online survey for 
TNC drivers, review of related land use applications 
submitted to the Planning Department, and individual 
phone interviews with developers. The team exam-
ined and summarized the qualitative data by theme 
for Study Questions 3 and 4. 

Table 1: Research Methodologies

Study Question 1. Are some land uses and 
densities associated with more TNC activity than 
others?

Methodology: Regression analysis

Study Question 2. What other built environment 
features are associated with TNC activity?

Methodology: Regression analysis

Study Question 3. Do TNCs create new or alter 
existing land uses?

Methodology: Focus groups, online survey, 
Planning Department research

Study Question 4. How is the development 
community reacting to TNCs?

Methodology: Interviews
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Methodology and Results for 
Each Study Question

Study Question 1: Are some land uses 
and densities associated with more 
TNC activity than others?

The team analyzed if some land uses are associ-
ated with more TNC activity than others. The team 
used data from the “TNCs Today” study (2017) 
and conducted regression analyses to understand 
the correlation between TNC activity (a combined 
measure of pick-ups and drop-offs) and various 
land use categories. The team used household and 
employment density as a proxy for different land use 
categories. For example, the team used concentra-
tions of jobs in retail sectors to represent retail land 
uses. In total, the team analyzed seven different land 
use categories, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Land Use Categories Used in Regression Analysis

Land Use Category Metric

Residential uses Households per acre

Production distribution and 
repair (e.g., wholesale trade, 
manufacturing and materials 
processing, repair)

Production, 
distribution, or repair 
jobs per acre

Cultural, institutional, and 
educational (CIE) uses (e.g., 
museum, zoo, college, theater)

Cultural, institutional, 
or education jobs 
per acre

Office uses (e.g., management, 
information, and professional 
activities such as business, legal, 
public administration)

Management, 
information, or 
professional jobs per 
acre

Retail uses (e.g., shopping, direct 
consumer services, restaurants, 
bars)

Retail jobs per acre

Visitor uses (e.g., hotels and other 
lodging)

Visitor jobs per acre

Medical uses (e.g., medical center, 
hospital)

Medical jobs per 
acre

The team also analyzed three contiguous geographic 
areas that share similar mode shares for vehicle 
use, also known as place types in the Planning 
Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines for Environmental Review (2019). 

 Urban High-Density, Place Type 1: Financial 
District, South of Market;

 Urban Medium-Density, Place Type 2: Mission, 
Marina, Western Addition, Richmond; and

 Urban Low-Density, Place Type 3: Sunset, 
Outer Mission/Hills, Bayshore.

Figure 4 geographically displays these place types.

The team controlled for land use density on various 
land uses and vice versa to account for the tendency 
of certain land uses to be clustered in Urban High-
Density areas. Key results are described below.

Figure 4. Place Types

Source: SF Planning, Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, 2019
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Visitor, retail, residential, and cultural, 
institutional, and educational land uses 
showed significant positive association with 
TNC activity

Visitor-related land uses, such as hotels and other 
lodging, were associated with the most significant 
positive correlation with TNC activity. See Table 3. 
These land uses are concentrated in the densest 
areas of the City, namely the northeast quadrant. 

The team conducted several iterations of the regres-
sion analysis for each land use type to consider 
time-of-day variations during the weekday (Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday) timeframe. The category 
remained the most significantly correlated with high 
TNC activity after controlling for land use density. 

Table 3: Results from Regression Analysis of Land Uses 
and TNC Activity (for a 24-hour period)

Variable Coefficient T-statistic P-value is 
5% or less 

Visitor uses 224.0 9.19 Yes

Residential uses 131.0 6.62 Yes

Cultural, institutional, 
and educational uses

123.0 4.18 Yes

Retail uses 97.1 5.79 Yes

Medical uses 13.0 0.37 No

Office uses 1.76 1.41 No

Production, distribution, 
and repair uses

-24.3 0.61 No

 = positive coefficient, significant

 = positive coefficient, not significant

 = negative coefficient, not significant

Coefficient: The value by which the variable is multiplied to generate an 
estimate of TNC activity

T-statistic: A statistical measure of the level of confidence in the coefficient 
estimate

P-value: A value that tells the level of confidence that each variable has some 
correlation with the independent variable. A p-value of 0.05 or less signifies that 
the null hypothesis can be rejected (i.e., that there is no association).

Statistical significance indicates if a research result or research finding is due 
to the cause or relationship being studied or if it is due to chance. A low level of 
statistical significance (or insignificance) suggests that a relationship is not likely.

Residential land uses were associated with the 
second most significant positive correlation with 
weekday TNC activity across all time periods. When 
conducting another analysis solely for the evening 
commute period (3 pm to 6 pm), residential land uses 
were the third most strongly associated with TNC 
activity during the weekday evening commute period.

Retail land uses were associated with the third most 
significant positive correlation with weekday TNC 
activity across all time periods. Retail land uses 
were the second most strongly associated with TNC 
activity during the weekday evening commute period 
(3 pm to 6 pm), just ahead of residential land uses. 
Cultural, institutional, and education related uses 
were the only land use category with significant posi-
tive correlation across all weekday time periods but 
not significant when only considering the weekday 
evening commute period (3 pm to 6 pm). 

The remaining land uses considered in the regression 
analysis were associated with insignificant differences 
with TNC activity: office, medical, and production, 
distribution, and repair.26

Higher-density areas showed significant 
positive association with more TNC activity

The analysis also found that the Urban High-Density 
place type (which is used in the Department’s trans-
portation impact analysis guidelines) had significant 
positive correlation with TNC activity. The results 
indicate that the Urban High-Density place type is a 
suitable indicator for predicting increased TNC activity.

Photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA
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Study Question 2: What other built 
environment features are associated  
with TNC activity?
The team analyzed if some built environment features 
are associated with more TNC activity, in addition 
to employment and household density which were 
examined in Study Question 1. The built environment 
refers to physical elements built by people (e.g., 
housing, offices, stores, etc.).

Using data from “TNCs Today,” the team conducted 
a regression analysis to understand the correlation 
between TNC activity (a combined measure of pick-
ups and drop-offs) and the built environment features 
shown in Table 4.

Key results are described below.

Higher daily parking costs and lack of access 
to a vehicle showed significant positive 
association with more TNC activity

Daily parking costs were associated with the most 
significant positive correlation with TNC activity. The 
share of households without a vehicle were also 
associated with significant positive correlation with 
TNC activity. 

Proximity to a BART station showed slight 
positive association with TNC activity

Proximity to BART stations was associated with slight 
positive correlation with TNC activity. Transportation 

Table 4: Built Environment Characteristics used in Regression Analysis

Built Environment Feature Metric Source

Residential parking ratios Estimated ratio of the number of residential units divided by 
the estimated number of residential parking spaces

SFCTA

Non-residential parking 
ratios

Ratio of non-residential square feet divided by the number of 
non-residential parking spaces

SFCTA

Share of zero automobile 
households within 400 
feet of the transportation 
analysis zone centroid

Number of households that do not have access to a vehicle 
divided by the total number of households

U.S. Census Bureau, American 
Community Survey 2013-2017 
5-year estimates

Daily parking cost in dollars 
per hour

Estimate of the cost to store a vehicle for a day SFCTA, Parking Supply and 
Utilization Study, 2016

Distance in feet to the 
nearest Bay Area Rapid 
Transit (BART) station

Estimate of the distance to access the nearest BART station, 
which provides regional rail service

BART stations shapefile from 
Caltrans; distance for each TAZ 
centroid was generated in R

Number of jobs accessible 
within 45 minutes on transit

Estimate of the number of jobs which can be reached within 
45 minutes on public transportation

ConnectSF - estimate generated 
by SF-CHAMP model, 2018

Share of land zoned for 
neighborhood commercial 
transit (NCT) use

Percentage of each transportation analysis zone that has 
mixed-use districts that support neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses on lower floors and housing above 
(San Francisco Planning Code)

SF Planning

Share of land zoned for 
neighborhood commercial 
(NC) use

Percentage of each transportation analysis zone that is low- 
to high-density mixed-use neighborhoods of varying scale 
established around historical neighborhood commercial 
centers (San Francisco Planning Code)

SF Planning

Large hotel indicator Indicator variable that takes a value of one if the 
transportation analysis zone includes a hotel with over $5 
million in annual revenue. The variable’s value is zero where 
annual revenue is less than $5 million.

Dun and Bradstreet, 2019
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analysis zones closer to BART stations were associ-
ated with a slight increase in TNC activity and zones 
located further from BART stations were associated 
with slightly less TNC activity. The study team did 
not examine proximity to other major transit stations 
although every BART station in San Francisco, except 
Glen Park, also serves as a major Muni station. The 
analysis did not find significant associations with 
other built environment features and TNC activity.

Study Question 3: Do TNCs create new 
or alter existing land uses?
The team analyzed if and how land uses are evolving 
with TNC operations. For the purposes of this study, 
land uses here are a general reference to the land use 
definitions found in the San Francisco Planning Code.

The methodologies and results for this study question 
covered two efforts:

A) TNC driver behaviors and needs because they 
may indicate a land use demand or need.

B) Review of applications submitted to the Planning 
Department involving TNCs or AV passenger 
services.27

Survey of TNC driver behavior and needs

To learn more about drivers’ behaviors and needs 
while they are driving for a TNC, the study team used 
qualitative methods (focus groups and an online 
survey) to query TNC drivers who drive primarily in 
San Francisco.28 The team held two focus groups to 
get an initial sense of driver behaviors and needs and 
to inform the development of the online survey ques-
tions. Fourteen TNC drivers participated in two focus 
groups. The online survey included multiple-choice 
and open-ended questions about driving behaviors 
(e.g., number of hours worked for a TNC, time of 
day worked), and 547 people submitted responses. 
Results are described below.

Most survey respondents lived in the Bay Area

Approximately 96% of respondents lived in the Bay 
Area, including 29% in San Francisco. (n=388) 

These results correspond to the “TNCs Today” study. 
That study also showed that 29% of drivers are 
San Francisco residents but showed a slightly higher 
proportion of TNC drivers living entirely outside the 
Bay Area (10% compared to 4%).

Most survey respondents also drove in other 
parts of the Bay Area

In addition to San Francisco, more than half of 
respondents also drove for TNCs in the East Bay and 
in the Peninsula (56% and 51%, respectively). (n=547)

Most survey respondents drove more than 
five days per week and more than seven hours 
per shift for a TNC

Approximately 77% of respondents drove five or more 
days a week, with 53% driving six or more days per 
week. Only 5% of respondents drove one or two days 
a week. (n=538) 

Most survey respondents drove during 
morning and evening peak hours

Most survey respondents drove during the morning 
peak hours (6 am-10 am) and evening peak hours (4 
pm-8 pm) – 59% and 63%, respectively. 

These results align with the “TNCs Today” study, 
which found that most TNCs trip occurred during 
morning and afternoon peak periods (pre-pandemic). 
The number of respondents that drove among other 
time periods (40 to 45%) were evenly distributed, 
except fewer drivers indicated they drove between 12 
am and 6 am (23%). (n=547)

Some survey respondents spent the night in 
San Francisco instead of driving home, and 
some sleep in their cars where parking is 
available

Twenty-two percent of respondents spent the night 
in San Francisco, instead of driving home. (n=498, 
which includes respondents who live in San Francisco) 
Of those, 44% drove overnight or slept in their car, 
35% spent the night at a friend’s or relative’s home, 
and 11% spent the night at a hotel, motel, or hostel.
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Of the respondents who drove overnight or slept in 
their car, 85% indicated that they parked on the street 
or in a parking lot during this period. Survey respon-
dents often indicated specific locations for sleeping in 
parking lots, which included 24-Hour Fitness (gym), 
gas stations, airport, Ocean Beach, Safeway (grocery 
store), or a park.

Survey respondents stop to eat at places 
where convenience appears to be the main 
factor

Seventy-seven percent of respondents 77% noted 
that they stopped for food during the day while they 
are driving for a TNC. Their choice or reasons where 
to stop for food varied, with the survey question 
asking respondents to select all options that applied 
to them. Forty-seven percent stated location was a 
factor, and 31% to 36% of respondents indicated that 
parking availability, cost, and if the restaurant had a 
drive-thru window were other factors. (n=448)

Most survey respondents do not drive electric 
vehicles

Only one survey respondent marked that they drive 
an electric vehicle, while a small number (eight) noted 
they drove hybrid vehicles. (n = 250) 

Where survey respondents fuel or charge 
their vehicles is unclear

Responses to where survey participants typically 
purchased gas was unclear, although 30% said they 
did not do so in San Francisco. (n = 409)

Most survey respondents use TNC driver hubs

TNC driver hubs provided by Lyft and Uber are 
intended to be resource centers for TNC drivers. 
Approximately 65% of survey respondents stated 
they used the TNC driver hubs, and 35% of survey 
respondents stated they did not. (n=416)

Of those who used hubs, survey respondents went 
to ask questions and talk to company staff, use the 
bathroom, get oil changes, take a break or nap, or 
meet other drivers. Respondents who did not use the 
driver hubs were asked why. Responses included not 
knowing of their availability, not knowing where they 

are located, not having time to use them, or that they 
were not useful/are generally not needed.

Open-ended responses from survey 
respondents dealt with publicly available 
restrooms and loading

Survey respondents frequently noted the need for 
clean, publicly available restrooms that they could 
use during their shifts. Other respondents noted the 
need for places to park and rest. Survey respondents 
also brought up the need for curb areas to safely idle 
and to drop off or pick up passengers.

Where TNCs park in San Francisco

The Transportation Authority prepared a visualization 
tool of “TNCs Today” data in relation to where TNCs 
park on- or off-street: https://tncparking.sfcta.org/. This 
tool became available after completion of this study. The 
following briefly summarizes observations of the data in 
relation to this paper’s study questions and other related 
work. These observations are not intended to be detailed 
statistical analyses.

• On-street parking by TNCs appears to correspond 
with some land uses and densities associated with 
significant positive association shown in results 
for Study Question 1: Visitor, retail, and cultural, 
institutional, and education land uses and higher-
density locations. But the data in the visualization tool 
also shows a lot of TNC on-street parking on specific 
neighborhood commercial corridors (e.g., Valencia, 
Polk) that did not show significant positive association 
for Study Question 2. 

• Off-street parking by TNCs appears to correspond 
with what respondents in the driver survey (Study 
Question 3) reported about where they stop to eat or 
sleep, namely areas with parking lots and parking. 
availability.
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Review of Planning Department Applications 

The study team researched applications submitted 
to the Planning Department involving TNCs or AVs, 
including AV passenger services. (AVs were included 
in this review as TNCs and mobility companies have 
cited using such vehicles to provide ridehailing 
services.29) This research included determinations by 
the City’s Zoning Administrator about how to clas-
sify land uses associated with TNCs and AVs. The 
study team intended to identify if and how land uses 
are evolving with such vehicles and/or the services 
they provide. The research was not intended to be 
comprehensive.

Driver hubs operated by TNCs

An existing TNC-related land use includes driver 
hubs. At the time of this writing, Lyft operates one 
driver hub or center in San Francisco.30 It had previ-
ously operated a second one in San Francisco, which 
is currently shut. More information about both are as 
follows:

 y 615 Bayshore Boulevard (currently operational): 
Lyft refers to this as a driver center, which includes 
vehicle service and disinfection.31 In 2017, the 
Planning Commission approved a conditional use 
authorization at this site for change of use from 
wholesale/retail to auto repair facility within the 
Production, Distribution, and Repair-2 district32 
and the Bayshore Boulevard Home Improvement 
Special Use District.33

 y 2300 26th Street (now closed): Lyft referred 
to this location as a driver hub, which included 
dedicated vehicle service time between 9 and 10 
am, snacks, and support center.34 In 2016, the 
Planning Department approved a building permit 
from production, distribution, and repair to general 
office use at this location.35

Uber does not operate any hubs in San Francisco. Its 
driver hub closest to San Francisco is located in Daly 
City.

Land uses by TNCs and AV providers create 
challenges to classify their operations under 
existing Planning Code definitions

The Planning Department’s Zoning Administrator 
issued a Letter of Determination for each of the 
following TNCs and/or AV land uses. A Letter of 
Determination results from requests by property 
owners, developers, architects, and land use 
attorneys about the zoning regulations for specific 
development proposals. These letters offer guidance 
to requesting parties as to whether a proposed 
project, such as a new building, an addition to an 
existing building, or a use change, conform to the 
Planning Code. 

 y 1201 Bryant Street/530 10th Street: GM Cruise 
LLC, an automobile engineering company that 
develops AVs, proposed to develop, prototype, 
and test its AV platform and automobile compo-
nentry, including vehicle maintenance and control 
installation; machine shop and 3-D printing; test 
production space; showroom; and engineering 
and development lab at this location. In 2016, the 
Zoning Administrator determined that Cruise’s 
proposal is classified as Laboratory use under 
the Planning Code, and more specifically, an 
engineering laboratory use. As of the letter date, a 
Laboratory use was principally permitted (or a use 
permitted as of right) at the site under the Planning 
Code.36

 y 333-345 Brannan Street: GM Cruise LLC 
proposed to use a portion of its corporate 
headquarters parking area (25%) at the property 
to securely park, charge, maintain, and store 
its fleet of AVs for employee trips. In 2020, the 
Zoning Administrator determined that Cruise’s 
proposal may be classified as accessory 
parking under the Planning Code. The Zoning 
Administrator also determined that if more than 
25% of the spaces at this overall site are not used 
for Cruise's AV parking for employee trips or if 
Cruise converts the AV program to a commercial 
passenger service program (e.g., to provide public 
passenger trips like a TNC), then the use of the 
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site will be considered a Private Parking Garage 
under the Planning Code. As of the letter date, 
a Private Parking Garage required a Conditional 
Use Authorization at this site under the Planning 
Code.37

 y 350 Pacific Avenue: EVgo proposed to add 25 
electric vehicle charging stalls to an existing public 
parking lot. EVgo estimated five charging stalls 
would be available to the public, and 20 charging 
stalls would be reserved for a “private fleet partner” 
that would operate under a TNC license and 
provide rides to the public. In 2021, the Zoning 
Administrator determined that the proposed 
facility is considered as a Utility Installation under 
the Planning Code, as the proposed facility will 
primarily serve private fleet vehicles and will 
not primarily operate as a retail use serving the 
ultimate consumer or end user. If the facility were 
to serve as a retail use through the publicly acces-
sible charging stalls, the Zoning Administrator 
determined that the proposed facility may be 
classified as a Gas Station per the Planning Code, 
as the proposed number of spaces and desire to 
change over time represent a context beyond what 
would be considered an accessory use. As of the 
letter date, both uses were principally permitted 
under the Planning Code at this site.38

In addition, the Department reviewed or is currently 
reviewing the following applications:

 y 201 11th Street: In 2018, GM Cruise LLC received 
approval for legalizing a change of use of an 
existing 29,000 square foot building from Retail to 
Light Manufacturing for an AV repair facility.39

 y 1300 Bryant Street: In 2019, Zoox, a subsidiary 
of Amazon, received building permit approval 
for renovation to an existing 42,000 square 
foot building and change in use from garment 
warehouse to Light Manufacturing for an AV repair 
facility.40

 y 201 Toland Street: In 2020, Waymo LLC, a 
subsidiary of Alphabet Inc., received building 
permit approval for renovation of an existing 

30,000 square foot building to change its use from 
Truck Terminal to Light Manufacturing for autono-
mous electric vehicle repair and maintenance 
space and to establish a Private Parking Lot (159 
total spaces) for vehicle charging.41

 y 640-800 Cesar Chavez Street: GM Cruise 
LLC is proposing to change the use of a 60,000 
square foot building from Warehouse to Light 
Manufacturing for a new AV fleet maintenance and 
repair facility and to continue the Private Parking 
Lot use for vehicle charging.42

 y 855 Geary Street: GM Cruise LLC may propose 
to convert a public parking garage to park and 
charge autonomous, ridehailing vehicles (75 
spaces).43

 y 2860 16th Street: EVgo is proposing to add 
26 electric vehicle charging stalls to an existing 
parking lot. EVgo estimated eight charging stalls 
would be available to the public, and 18 charging 
stalls would be reserved for a “fleet organization”.44

 y 3865 Irving Street: EVgo is proposing to add 14 
electric vehicle charging stalls to a site with an 
existing automotive repair shop. EVgo estimated 
10 charging stalls would be available to the public, 
and four charging stalls would be reserved for a 
“fleet organization”.45

Lastly, the Planning Department is currently reviewing 
applications for logistics and parcel delivery facili-
ties.46 For the purposes of this report, logistics facili-
ties refer to locations that consolidate and store pack-
ages from outside of San Francisco or the Bay Area 
prior to delivery to their destination in San Francisco, 
such as residences or office buildings. While these 
packages are currently distributed to end users by 
standard delivery vehicles, it is possible that TNC 
drivers or AVs may deliver the packages in the future. 

These results show a growing number of permit appli-
cations in approximately the last five years seeking to 
use and/or convert space in San Francisco to func-
tions that involve AV operations, repair, maintenance, 
and/or storage. 
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Study Question 4: How is the 
development community reacting to 
TNCs?
The study team analyzed if and how TNCs are 
affecting developers’ thinking and plans for develop-
ment by conducting one-on-one interviews with 
developers who have built or are building multiple 
developments in San Francisco. These interviews 
included representatives from real estate investment 
and development companies that represent a broad 
range of characteristics, including local and national 
firms, for-profit and non-profit organizations; and enti-
ties with portfolios of varying sizes across residential, 
commercial, and mixed-use development sectors 
(collectively referred to as “developers” for the 
purposes of this study). 

The study team completed 15 interviews with 19 
people. (In some cases, multiple people from one 
development entity participated in an individual inter-
view). The interview format consisted of free-flowing 
discussion based on pre-established interview 
questions and other items that may have arisen from 
the discussion. The interviews focused on if and 
how developers were responding to issues related 
to TNCs, their perceptions of TNCs, and what they 
saw as emerging needs and priorities for the City, 
including parking areas, pick-up and drop-off space, 
charging infrastructure, loading and unloading zones, 
and potential partnerships.47

Findings related to this study question are described 
below.

Developers see positive and negative aspects 
of TNCs

Developers’ perceived positive aspects of TNCs 
include increased mobility, ease of getting around, 
lower demand for off-street parking, and increased 
accessibility to projects that are not close to transit. 
Developers’ perceived negative aspects of TNCs 
include increased demand for passenger loading 
areas, unsafe loading activity, congestion outside of 
their building sites, and increased traffic in the 
region.

Initial Steps to Classify Charging 
Sites for Electric Vehicles in 
San Francisco

In January 2022, San Francisco Mayor London Breed 
introduced legislation that incorporates electric 
vehicle charging sites in the Planning Code for the 
first time ever. The draft legislation would add three 
new definitions to the Planning Code: “Electric Vehicle 
Charging Location”, “Electric Vehicle Charging Station”, 
and “Fleet Charging.” It would also revise zoning control 
tables to reflect these new definitions.

The Mayor created the proposal to facilitate the adoption 
of electric vehicles, which is one of the City’s Climate 
Action Plan’s goals related to transportation: Increase 
vehicle electrification to at least 25% of all registered 
private vehicles by 2030 and to 100% of all such vehicles 
by 2040. TNCs or AV passenger services proposed 
as fleets on private property could meet the definition 
of “Fleet Charging” in the draft legislation, such as 
proposals described on the previous page for EVgo.

While the draft legislation considers some impacts from 
TNC and AV passenger services fleets in its zoning 
control table (e.g., geographies for permissibility of 
“Fleet Charging”), its scope is not intended to broadly 
address emerging mobility services and technology. It 
is also not intended to address some specific impacts 
from TNC or AV passenger services fleets that operate 
with or without electric vehicles, such as those impacts 
described elsewhere in this study.

Photo by Jeremy Menzies, SFMTA
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Developers see location as a more important 
factor than land use in considering impacts 
from TNCs

Developers noted location as a more important factor 
when asked which land use/development categories 
(e.g., office, retail, residential, etc.) are seeing more 
impacts from TNCs. 

Many developers see a reduced demand for 
off-street parking and/or private vehicle 
ownership

Many developers perceived a reduced demand for 
off-street parking and/or private vehicle ownership 
and perceived the prevalence of TNCs as a key 
contributor to this decline in demand. They noted this 
reduced demand, especially in office and multifamily 
residential developments.

Developers whose firms focus on office develop-
ments noted a major shift in the way tenants get 
to and from work, as they perceived young profes-
sionals increasingly making use of new mobility 
modes, such as TNCs, and driving vehicles much 
less. Many interviewees noted that AVs will likely 
further the trend away from privately owned vehicles 
in the future. 

Despite the availability of TNCs, developers noted 
that a site’s location remains an important deter-
minant to parking demand and/or private vehicle 
ownership, as they perceived that factors such as 
proximity to transit, increased parking costs, and 
congestion also coincided with decreased demand 
and/or ownership. 

Most developers plan to build less parking in 
the future 

Most developers stated they plan to build less parking 
in the next ten years due to their perceived decline 
in parking demand due to tenants’ changing travel 
behaviors (brought on by factors such as the avail-
ability of TNCs) and the City’s elimination of minimum 
parking requirements for new developments. 
Commercial developers noted that tenants are less 

likely to require dedicated parking. Some developers 
said that they would continue to consider parking as a 
commodity for residential condominium development.

Developers find converting existing parking 
to other uses to be challenging, but adaptive 
reuse may be possible for future parking 
areas 

If parking demand decreases, as developers 
perceived per finding above, most developers noted 
that converting existing parking to other land uses 
is challenging due to cost and design constraints 
and are seeking alternate solutions. These solutions 
include sharing underused parking with neighboring 
buildings or renting underused parking to the public 
through third party companies. Other solutions 
include converting the parking into retail space, 
gyms, tenant storage, community spaces, or other 
types of uses. One developer noted that they plan to 
build new parking in their buildings and is considering 
creative adaptive reuse designs that would allow 
parking to be converted to non-parking uses in the 
future. 

Most developers cited expanded loading 
areas as the most prevalent and basic solution 
to accommodate TNCs and other loading 
activities

Most developers plan to expand loading for new 
developments as they noted safety and congestion 
concerns from increased loading operations and 
limited curb space. Developers generally agreed 
that off- street loading would be ideal, but they will 
not always be able to provide it due to lack of space, 
stringent design requirements, cost, and prioritization 
of other amenities. Thus, most developers cited 
expanded on-street loading zones as a desired 
solution when designing new developments. They 
mentioned various suggestions for the City to help 
them convert or design loading zones. One devel-
oper suggested they could work with TNCs to identify 
specific locations where TNCs can load and unload 
for a given development would increase safety and 
familiarity for TNC drivers and passengers.
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Most developers did not have partnerships or 
programs with TNCs
Most developers did not have existing partnerships 
or programs with TNCs. One developer’s company 
provided a subsidy for TNC trips for their tenants 
to certain locations as part of the amenities for one 
of their projects. Another developer operated a 
discounted TNC program as a marketing tool in areas 
outside of San Francisco. 

Some interviewees expressed concerns about 
partnerships with TNCs, including the ongoing cost 
to operate a program and vehicle trip generation. 
Instead, some developers indicated that they intend 
or preferred to prioritize transportation demand 
management programs. 

Developers noted increased demand for other 
transportation amenities

Most developers noted that there has been an 
increased demand for other transportation amenities 
(e.g., bicycle facilities, electric vehicle charging 
infrastructure), as they perceive tenants’ preferred 
travel choices changing in recent years. However, 
developers cited cost and space as barriers, particu-
larly for charging infrastructure for electric vehicles.
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4. Discussion

This section describes key findings and policy 
options organized around the San Francisco Planning 
Department’s responsibilities in the City. They are 
identified as policy options, as the Department and 
other City agencies will need direction from officials 
and resources to advance these options with other 
stakeholders. The policy options are guided by 
goals set by the City and policy bodies, including the 
Planning Commission, Environment Commission, 
and others. In turn, staff from various City agencies 
prepare plans and policies intended to reach these 
goals.

These goals include ConnectSF’s vision and goals 
of equity, economic vitality, environmental sustain-
ability, safety and livability, and accountability and 
engagement.48 The ConnectSF vision and goals are 
consistent with the Planning Commission’s adopted 
resolution to center planning on racial and social 
equity;49 City-adopted policies like Better Streets,50 
Vision Zero,51 Transit First,52 and greenhouse gas 
emissions targets;53 and the City’s 10 guiding prin-
ciples for emerging mobility.54

The Planning Department unifies various City 
agencies strategies and policies, such as those 
above, into the General Plan and, as relevant, into 
the Planning Code and other reviews. Land use 
planning can be leveraged to achieve these goals. 
For example, in 2020, San Francisco’s Planning 
Commission unanimously approved a resolution 
calling for the Planning Department to center racial 
and social equity in its work products and processes. 

These goals and policies provide direction on 
what the City wants from TNCs and AV providers. 
San Francisco must use policy and other tools to 
shape how technology can serve the City and not 
the reverse. It must be the City, through its residents, 
elected representatives, and publicly vetted policies 
and plans, that manages what happens on its streets, 
including how TNCs and successor services – as well 
as the business models they are predicated on – use 
them. Streets are public resources that should be 
used to benefit residents, workers, and visitors. To 
not do so would run counter to City goals, principles, 
and the public trust.

General Plan 

Key Finding 1: Convenience typically 
wins.

As noted in the Introduction, researchers have largely 
attributed TNCs' growth to its convenience for the 
individual user, such as point-to-point services. Here, 
convenience refers to reliability, total travel time, and 
cost. Results from Study Question 2 are consistent 
with this prior research as they indicate the conve-
nience or inconvenience of TNCs compared to other 
travel options. 

 y High daily parking costs showed significant posi-
tive association with more TNC activity. This result 
indicates TNCs are more convenient than driving a 
car where parking costs are high.  
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For example, the cost of parking downtown 
for a few hours may be equivalent to the cost 
of a taking a TNC for round-trip travel to/from 
other parts of the City, without the added time 
to find parking, pay for parking, walking to the 
destination, and additional maintenance and fuel 
cost from personal vehicle ownership. In such a 
situation, people may opt to take a TNC to travel to 
downtown.

 y There was significant positive association between 
the share of households without a vehicle and 
more TNC activity. This association indicates that 

TNCs may be an additional travel option for these 
people in addition to biking, taking transit, etc. and/
or may replace these travel options – if individuals 
can afford the price, they have a time-sensitive trip, 
or if the City does not make the necessary invest-
ments to make walking, biking, or taking transit 
convenient and otherwise competitive with TNCs.

 y Proximity to a BART station showed slight positive 
association with TNC activity. This association 
suggests that people who live and/or work near a 
BART station may prefer taking TNCs over other 
modes of transportation and is consistent with 

Key Findings and Policy Options

KEY FINDING

Convenience typically  
wins.

POLICY OPTION

Maintain General Plan policies 
that are consistent with the City’s 
Transit First policy and update the 
General Plan to identify the ways 
emerging mobility can advance 
City goals (e.g., climate action, 
safety, access) and/or take steps 
to manage and attempt to avoid or 
minimize conflicts with City goals.

KEY FINDING

Ridesourcing could  
counter some of the benefits of 
Planning Code provisions that 
encourage sustainable travel. 

POLICY OPTION

Continue to regularly monitor the 
effectiveness of the Transportation 
Demand Management Program.

KEY FINDING

Demand for curb space is 
high and will likely increase 
as emerging mobility usage 
grows.

POLICY OPTION

Update the General Plan to 
establish (a) priorities for curb 
space by land use and (b) policies 
to address the ongoing loading 
effects from emerging mobility.

KEY FINDING

Developers are challenged 
to respond to TNCs and 
anticipated AV passenger 
services, particularly for 
existing developments.

POLICY OPTION

Provide guidance for developers in 
responding to emerging mobility, 
including TNCs and AV passenger 
services.

KEY FINDING

The Planning Code may 
not appropriately or fully 
consider land use impacts by 
emerging mobility services 
and companies. 

POLICY OPTION

Update the Planning Code to 
classify land uses involving 
emerging mobility.

KEY FINDING

Environmental review 
appropriately considers TNC 
activity.

POLICY OPTION

Align environmental review 
with any future adopted policy 
or regulations concerning 
emerging mobility and monitor 
and integrate reputable emerging 
mobility evidence into reviews.

1

4

2

5

3

6
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findings from other studies that indicate TNCs 
compete with transit and other modes and that 
TNCs contribute to vehicle delay in the downtown 
core, where many BART stations are located.  
 
The study team did not examine TNC association 
in proximity to major Muni, Caltrain, or ferry stations 
and hypothesizes that a similar association with 
TNC activity could occur in those locations.

These results have serious implications for the City in 
meeting its ConnectSF vision and goals, especially 
if TNCs preview the impacts from AV passenger 
services. The following are examples of these 
potential implications. They are not intended to be 
comprehensive or conclusive:

 y Equity: TNCs and AV passenger services could 
create a two-tier transportation system, where 
younger, able-bodied, and/or more affluent people 
use them. Meanwhile, others would contend with 
congested, polluted, and less safe streets and 
slower surface transit, all of which result from 
additional vehicles in the City.  
 
The individuals who would most likely suffer a 
disproportionate amount of these negative effects 
are people from communities of color, people 
with low incomes, people with disabilities, and/or 
essential workers. As an example, the SFMTA’s 
“TNCs and Disabled Access” study (2019) showed 
that the benefits that have drawn people to TNCs 
(e.g., ease of payment, cheaper fares, and shorter 
wait times) are not readily available to individuals 
with disabilities. Additionally, the study noted that 
the rapid expansion of TNCs has also degraded 
the quality and availability of on-demand transpor-
tation access for riders who require a wheelchair-
accessible vehicle by upending the existing taxi 
industry. 
 
To unduly burden persons with disabilities and 
people who rely on transit is unjust on its own and 
also runs counters to the City’s efforts towards 
racial and social equity. These negative effects can 
compound, as reliable, safe, affordable transporta-
tion can serve as a pathway to opportunities, 
services, amenities, as well as connections to 
family and friends..

 y Economic vitality: High-capacity vehicles such as 
public buses and trains are the most efficient way 
to move large amounts of people. It’s a geometric 
fact. At the same time, it is also a necessity for the 
City’s economic vitality and supports sustainable 
high-density and mixed-use land use patterns.  
 
Reliable, easy access to jobs, commerce, and 
goods movement are critical for San Francisco’s 
economic competitiveness and desirability. Muni 
has a high economic benefit-cost ratio55, and the 
City may lose its economic vitality if access to jobs 
substantially decreases as a result of more private 
vehicles on the road as this will delay public transit.  
 
The City could see substantial car activity in 
neighborhoods with new emerging mobility facili-
ties. However, these facilities may not generate 
many new jobs if vehicle automation accelerates. 
San Francisco could also become a global center 
for the development of AV technology and lead 
to further increases in technology and corporate-
related office jobs (e.g., engineering).  
 
Additional economic considerations from their 
uses are the loss of driving jobs generally due to 
automation and, although not the focus of this 
study, land value loss in the City if privately owned 
AVs make longer commutes more acceptable for 
people (i.e., sprawl). 

 y Environmental sustainability: Increased VMT 
from TNCs and AV passenger services increase 
air and noise pollution and greenhouse gas emis-
sions.56 Most TNC drivers who responded to the 
online survey for this study drive gasoline-fueled 
vehicles. Additionally, with most drivers living 
outside of San Francisco, their commute to and 
from the City to drive for TNCs also ramps up VMT, 
air pollution, emissions, and adds to congestion. 

 y Safety and livability: More car travel creates 
higher crash exposure.57 Many people are seri-
ously injured or die on San Francisco’s streets 
every year from crashes. San Francisco saw 30 
traffic-related deaths in 2020 and 27 traffic-related 
deaths in 2021, which are about a 3% increase 
since 2019 and 11% above the annual average 
since 2014.58  
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The AV industry has a stated vision of improving 
road safety. There is reason for optimism that AVs 
will be able to avoid collisions now caused by 
speeding and reckless driving. However, to date, 
there is little agreement on how to measure the 
comparative safety performance of automated vs. 
human driving. Moreover, there is little experience 
from which to identify different driving errors that 
may be caused by automated driving. And there 
is little agreement about how safe vehicles are 
expected to be when the human tasks of driving 
are integrated into the vehicle itself. As a result, it 
is completely unknown whether there will be any 
significant change in the relationship between the 
volume of travel and human injuries and fatalities. 

 y Accountability and engagement: Private industry 
is generally held accountable by their private 
boards and shareholders and disclose limited 
data to local governments, if any. They may not 
consider the various policy issues an appointed 
and elected board considers. Additionally, they do 
not have mandates to provide service to all people, 
as public agencies do. In fact, research has found 
that some TNCs discriminate against people of 
color, people who live in low-income neighbor-
hoods, and women.59 Additionally, because they 
are regulated by state agencies, these companies 
may not recognize or comply with local policies.

Policy Option 1: Maintain General Plan policies 
that are consistent with the City’s Transit First 
policy and update the General Plan to identify 
the ways emerging mobility can advance City 
goals.

The Planning Department could work with stake-
holders to consider General Plan policy options that 
advance the convenience – and desirability – of 
walking, bicycling, and public transit and specifically 
advance the convenience of ridesourcing in certain 
contexts and discourage it in others, such as :

 y Policies that identify and encourage investments in 
high-quality walking, bicycling, and public transit 
networks. This may include policies that encourage 
separated, dedicated facilities for people bicycling 
and riding transit; encourage new funding streams 

to construct and operate such facilities; and 
encourage affordability for public transit.

 y Policies that identify ways ridesourcing and taxis 
can advance San Francisco’s goals. This may 
include policies that encourage ridesourcing 
in situations that improve accessibility and 
mobility for those who cannot use or access 
high-frequency or high-capacity transit (e.g., Muni 
Rapid network, regional rail) due to time-of-day, 
geographic, or mobility limitations; encourage 
carpooling to reduce emissions; and encourage 
safety from TNCs and AV passenger services (e.g., 
prioritize vulnerable users, low speeds).

 y Policies that identify incentives or disincentives 
to allow for the above bullets, such as improved 
transportation demand management for existing 
and new buildings; restrictions on geography, time 
period, and/or amount of ridesourcing vehicles that 
can operate on City streets; reduced trip fees for 
high-occupancy vehicles (e.g., carpools) but not to 
a point that the cost reduction would compete with 
public transit fares; increased trip fees for empty 
passenger vehicles; zero emission vehicles; and 
technologies that prioritize the most vulnerable 
road users (e.g., people walking and bicycling).

For this and subsequent policy options, the Planning 
Department should seek to encourage the tremen-
dous potential the emerging mobility industry has 
in advancing City goals, including job growth and 
supporting sustainable living, while regulating the 
potential for negative impacts. This may require the 
Planning Department to continue to track applications 
related to emerging mobility industry, including actual 
or projected job growth at sites used by emerging 
mobility providers.
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Key Finding 2: Demand for curb space 
is high and will likely increase as the 
City grows and new mobility usage 
increases.

For this study, TNCs drivers and developers consis-
tently noted a desire for more designated on-street 
curb space for loading and unloading. In addition, 
results for Study Question 1 showed that TNC activity 
tended to be higher near certain land uses and in 
areas of greater land use density. This may indicate 
a higher demand for on-street loading curb spaces 
near these land uses and in denser areas. These 

areas are likely to see more people and travel activity 
(e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists, drivers). 

This demand for on-street loading can create 
conflicts between people and vehicles in these 
areas. AVs, when available, will also likely increase 
demands for on-street areas for drop-offs and pick-
ups and that can create tensions with City efforts to 
redesign streets to allow more room for bicycles and 
pedestrians.60

Demand for curb space, particularly in denser areas 
of the City. It is also not new for developers to seek 
public space from the City to facilitate better access 

Figure 5. Curb Functions Priorities by Land Use

Source: SFMTA Curb Management Strategy, February 2020
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Table 5: Trip Generation from Select Land Uses

Land Use Daily Motorized  
Trip Generationa

Transportation Sustainability 
Fee (per gross square feet)b

a. Motorized vehicle trip refers to transit and auto trips to 
and from a land use site. It does not include trip length. 

b. San Francisco Planning Code Section 411A, 
development impact fee register, January 
11, 2021, https://sfplanning.org/resource/
development-impact-fee-register. 

c. Robert D. Spencer, Urban Economics, San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, 
May 2015, Table A-4, https://default.sfplanning.
org/plans-and-programs/emerging_issues/tsp/
TSF_NexusStudy_May2015.pdf. 

d. A low and high end are provided based on preliminary 
data for a proposed facility with a wide range to indicate 
the potential maximum use of the site.

e. A low and high end are provided based on preliminary 
data for a proposed facility. This range is based on trip 
counts at existing sites with similar uses as that in the 
proposed facility and it does not assume AVs. 

Production, distribution, and repair 
(PDR)c 7 $9.78

Autonomous vehicle facilityd 17 to 64 $9.78

Logistics facility –  
parcel delivery portione 13 to 14 $9.78

Non-residential (excluding PDR 
and hospitals and health services)c 25 $23.18 to $26.25  

(Varies based on size)
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to their developments. What is new is the City’s 
population is at its highest levels (2019),61 and the 
City and businesses have expanded treatments to 
curbside lanes (e.g., shared spaces).62 The amount 
of pick-up and drop-off activity is also at its highest 
levels, including from TNCs and goods deliveries. 
This has created greater competition for the finite, 
shared space that is the curb. 

The Planning Department expects this competition for 
curb space to increase as the City recovers from the 
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, as the City and 
businesses continue to expand treatments to curb-
side lanes, and as emerging mobility grows. Studies 
involving TNCs and AVs often advocate for a greater 
proportion of the curb be designated for passenger 
loading.

Policy Option 2: Update the General Plan to 
identify curb function priorities by land use and 
operational policies for different land uses and 
emerging mobility.

The Planning Department could work with partner 
agencies and other stakeholders to update the 
General Plan to:

 y Incorporate curb function priorities by land use 
(see Figure 5, which is excerpted from SFMTA’s 
Curb Management Strategy) into policies and 
code;

 y Develop operational policies for land uses, such 
as a driveway and loading operations plan for new 
development;63

 y Identify operational policies for emerging mobility 
such as geofencing (which directs emerging 
mobility riders and drivers to specific pick-up and 
drop-off points), data sharing, and fees for access 
to the curb, especially if replacing existing parking 
meter revenue that funds public transit.64

The updates should be consistent with the City’s 
Transit First Policy and the various policy options 
described in Policy Option 1. The General Plan is a 
comprehensive planning document that guides City 
decision-making. Thus, the Planning Department 
could update implementing codes and procedures 
to align with updated General Plan policy (e.g., 

environmental review, Planning Code, street design 
review of new developments). The Department 
should also consider such policies in the design of 
neighborhood or area planning processes.65

Planning Code 

Key Finding 3: The Planning Code may 
not appropriately or fully consider 
land use impacts by emerging 
mobility services and companies. 
Emerging mobility development proposals may be 
inappropriate or inconsistent with existing Planning 
Code definitions. These proposals may include uses 
that are common or familiar today (e.g., fueling a 
vehicle) but do not fit well with numerous Planning 
Code definitions like Automotive Repair, Gas Station, 
Laboratory, Private or Public Parking Garages or 
Lots, Retail Use, Utility Installation, or Vehicle Storage 
Garage or Lot. 

As a result, emerging mobility development 
proposals may have substantially different impacts 
than that assumed for existing Planning Code defini-
tions. These impacts could include but are not limited 
to the following: more vehicle trips in certain neigh-
borhoods; overall or more pollution (e.g., air quality, 
fuels used for maintenance or repair) than anticipated 
under existing code; and others. This could lead to 
these proposals paying less transportation impact 
fees than warranted. See Table 5. Further, officials 
may determine, under a new Planning Code defini-
tion, that these proposals may require conditional 
authorizations that have new provisions to address 
their impacts or officials may determine that they are 
not permitted at all in the use district (i.e., zoning). 

Policy Option 3: Update the Planning Code to 
classify land uses involving emerging mobility.

The Planning Department could work with stake-
holders on the following areas:

 y Land use classification: Create new (or alter 
existing) Planning Code definitions for land uses 
involving emerging mobility, such as TNCs, AV 
passenger services, and logistics facilities;



T NCS  A N D  LA N D  U S E  P LA N N I NG  ST U DY34

 y Performance measures: Identify appropriate 
performance-based provisions66 for the new 
Planning Code definitions overall and by use 
district, which should consider geographic, time-
of-day, TNC driver needs (e.g., bathrooms), and 
loading considerations consistent with General 
Plan policy; 

 y Impact fees: Identify if development impact fees 
should provide for the new Planning Code defini-
tions in their fee schedules (e.g., transportation 
sustainability fee) and if such fees should consider 
factors such as vehicular trip length; and

 y Transportation demand management: Identify if 
the Transportation Demand Management Program 
(see Policy Option 4) should have different require-
ments for new Planning Code definitions. 

The Planning Department should consider the trade-
offs of geographic restrictions of such new land uses. 
These trade-offs include racial and social equity, 
trip length, and/or delaying or preventing a site from 
being used for another purpose. As examples:

 y Racial and social equity: Consolidated parking, 
charging, maintenance, and logistics facilities 
could concentrate in locations experiencing higher 
levels of air and noise pollution and vehicular 
traffic today. These locations are oftentimes where 
people of color, low-income households, and 
other burdened communities live (e.g., Mission 
and Bayview), raising questions of environmental 
justice and equitable development. The emerging 
mobility land use could reduce impacts through 
performance measures or measures mentioned 
above (e.g., electric vehicles, time-of-day 
provisions).

 y Trip length: Restricting a new emerging mobility 
land use in San Francisco could increase the trip 
length when the vehicle is driving around without a 
passenger if:

 » Emerging mobility activity will happen regardless 
of the location of the land use (e.g., TNC drivers 
or AV passenger service providers will inevitably 
need to park and receive maintenance or re-fuel, 
no matter where the facility is located); 

 » Emerging mobility companies establish the 
uses in an adjacent jurisdiction (e.g., Uber has a 
driver hub in Daly City); and 

 » Emerging mobility vehicle operations are 
concentrated in San Francisco. 

In these examples, San Francisco would not be 
able to collect development impact fees from the 
use, even although the vehicular impacts would be 
concentrated in San Francisco. However, allowing 
a new emerging mobility land use centered on 
vehicular travel in San Francisco could induce 
vehicular travel and its associated impacts.

 y Deferral or preclusion of land conversion to 
future other uses: Allowing a new emerging 
mobility land use at an underdeveloped site may 
preclude the conversion of the site to other uses. 
For example, allowing a substantial amount of 
off-street electric vehicle charging spaces at an 
existing parking lot or garage for use by a TNC or 
AV passenger services company near a transit hub 
could defer or preclude conversion of that space 
to housing.

Key Finding 4: Ridesourcing  
could counter some of the benefits 
of Planning Code provisions that 
encourage sustainable travel. 

Many Planning Code provisions encourage 
sustainable travel by incentivizing such travel (e.g., 
bicycle parking) or disincentivizing car travel (e.g., 
auto parking maximums, parking pricing). For 
example, San Francisco’s Transportation Demand 
Management Program (Planning Code Section 169) 
is a comprehensive program applicable to most 
new developments that includes both incentives and 
disincentives. The program includes 26 measures. 
Each measure is assigned a number of points that 
reflect its relative effectiveness to reduce VMT from 
the new development and is grounded in literature 
review, local data collection, best practices research, 
and/or professional transportation opinion. 
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The program’s literature review indicates that more 
off-street vehicular parking is linked to more driving 
and that people without dedicated vehicular parking 
spaces are less likely to drive. The standards assign 
a reduced parking supply as the second most 
effective measure to reduce VMT and assigns points 
to parking pricing. The standards do not include 
TNC-related measures, as evidence shows TNCs 
increase VMT.

TNCs, and future AV passenger services, could 
counter some of the benefits from these Planning 
Code provisions. Study Question 2 results found 
that daily parking costs were associated with the 
most significant positive correlation with TNC activity. 
The results also found that the share of households 
without a vehicle were also associated with significant 
positive correlation with TNC activity. Thus, some 
residents, employees, and visitors associated with 
development that have little to no vehicular parking 
spaces and/or high-priced parking could result in 
more VMT than assumed by the literature today. 
For example, some residents may replace their own 
private vehicle trip with a TNC trip, which on a per-trip 
basis has more VMT than a private vehicle trip due to 
TNCs circulating with few or no passengers in them.67 

Further, developers may seek more partnerships 
or programs with TNCs or AV passenger services 
companies. Although most developers interviewed 
did not have existing partnerships or programs with 
TNCs, some do, and TNCs may market such ideas to 
developers.68

Lastly, many developers interviewed perceived a 
reduced demand for off-street parking and/or private 
vehicle ownership and perceive the prevalence of 
TNCs as a key contributor to this decline in demand. 
If this perception is true, it is possible that when 
people replace their own private vehicle trip with 
a TNC trip, this could result in less vehicular travel 
overall. On balance, this scenario could support 
more sustainable travel pattern, especially if those 
individuals’ TNC trips are not concentrated during 
peak periods and do not take place along routes 
well-served by public transit. Currently, this and other 
studies’ findings do not support such a scenario. 

Policy Option 4: Continue to regularly monitor 
the effectiveness of the Transportation Demand 
Management Program.

The Planning Department should continue to work 
with the SFMTA and the Transportation Authority to 
monitor the effectiveness of the City’s Transportation 
Demand Management Program and update it to 
reflect new research, if necessary. This includes 
the City further studying the relationship between 
vehicular parking policies and VMT and potentially 
private vehicle ownership. 

Many policy papers predict a decrease in parking 
“demand”69 when AVs become available,70 like many 
predicted with TNCs. It is unclear to the Planning 
Department if parking “demand” will decrease 
universally because of AVs in San Francisco, as it 
is unclear that it has occurred because of TNCs.71 If 
parking demand does decrease, it is not clear what 
the consequences may be.

The Planning Department presumes that car manu-
facturers’ motives will be to sell cars and potentially 
monetize data collected from new technologies. Cars 
require temporary storage if they are not circulating 
24 hours a day, seven days a week. It may be 
possible that parking demand drops for those who 
can access such technologies for some trip purposes 
(e.g., visitor and retail, as indicated in results from 
Study Question 1 that found certain land uses having 
significant positive association with TNC activity). 

The Planning Department should continue to study 
these effects and encourage policies that align with 
City goals (e.g., Policy Option 1), including potentially 
redirecting developers’ cost savings (from not having 
to build parking spaces) to the City’s priority invest-
ments if parking demand decreases (Policy Option 3).
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Key Finding 5: Developers are 
challenged to respond to TNCs and AV 
passenger services, particularly for 
existing developments.

Developers interviewed noted the potential for 
reducing parking supply in new developments and 
providing more loading space, particularly on-street, 
to respond to TNC usage. .

For existing developments, most developers said 
that converting existing parking to other land uses 
is challenging due to cost and design constraints 
and are seeking alternate solutions. Other ideas 
included sharing underused parking with neighboring 
buildings or renting underused parking to the public 
through third party companies. 

Policy Option 5: Provide guidance for devel-
opers in responding to emerging mobility, 
including TNCs and AV passenger services.

The Planning Department could create a guidance 
document for developers to respond to emerging 
mobility that considers the following topics:

 y Transit First: Centers development and building 
guidance on the City’s Transit-First Policy and 
identifies how TNCs and AV passenger services 
can advance this policy and other City goals.

 y Loading: Located to avoid conflicts with pedes-
trians, transit, bicyclists, in compliance with the 
City’s Transit First policy; maximizes reliance of 
on-site loading spaces to accommodate new 
loading demand, including passenger and freight 
vehicles; and ensure that off-site loading activity 
is considered in the design of new buildings (e.g., 
Planning Code Section 155(u)), especially to 
prevent conflicts with pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
transit vehicles.

 y Transportation demand management: How 
emerging mobility can reduce VMT.

 y Parking adaptation: Ways to design existing or new 
buildings to accommodate other uses besides 
parking72, and code requirements concerning 
conversion of accessory parking to public parking 
use.

This guidance could take the format of guidelines or 
other informational document that would be available 
online or as a hand-out. It could also be used to 
inform other Planning Code updates (e g., Policy 
Option 3).

Environmental Review

Key Finding 6: Environmental review 
appropriately considers TNC activity. 

The Planning Department reviews projects for poten-
tial impacts on the physical environment, a process 
known as environmental review. The Department 
conducts environmental review pursuant to CEQA. 
As part of environmental review, staff reviews 
background technical studies, such as transportation 
impact studies, to assess a project’s effects on the 
physical environment.

To assist in the preparation of transportation impact 
studies, the Planning Department provides to consul-
tants and City staff a guidance document called the 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, which was 
last updated in 2019.73 Prior to 2019, the Planning 
Department previously comprehensively updated the 
guidelines in 2002. At that time, TNCs did not exist, 
and the 2002 guidelines did not include quantitative 
estimates of TNC activity at or near development 
sites. A lot of other changes occurred between 2002 
and 2019, which led the Department to comprehen-
sively update the guidelines in 2019. The update was 
completed after the commencement of this TNCs 
and Land Use Study but prior to the team’s analysis 
of the study’s results.

In mid-2016, the Planning Department contracted 
with a consulting firm to develop a methodology for 
collecting data and updating the travel demand74 
methodology used in the guidelines. The contractor 
collected and analyzed counts, intercept surveys 
(i.e., ask passersby in public areas to compete a 
survey), and commercial and passenger loading at 
San Francisco development sites in 2016 and 2017 
and analyzed 2012 California Household Travel 
Survey data. The contractor completed its scope in 
mid-2018.
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A major conclusion from the 2019 guidelines update 
was that the data the Department used to previously 
estimate trips generally overestimated the number of 
vehicle trips to and from a site, even accounting for 
the increase of TNCs. For the ways people travel (also 
known as mode split), taxi and TNC activity comprised 
a relatively small portion of the overall trip activity at 
three of four different land use categories during the 
PM peak period (3 PM to 7 PM), including: residential, 
office, and retail. Hotel land uses showed a higher 
portion of the overall trip activity. (See Table 6.) 

Table 6: Taxi/TNC Mode Split Data in San Francisco (2019)

Taxi/TNC Mode Split (%) by Place Type  
during PM peak period (3 to 7 pm)

Land Use 
Category

Urban  
High-Density

Urban  
Medium-Density

Urban  
Low-Density

Residential 6% 4% 4%

Office 6% 11% 2%

Retail 5% 1% 1%

Hotel 20% 16% 7%

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Impact Analysis 
Guidelines (2019)

The 2019 guidelines results cannot be directly 
compared to the results for Study Questions 1 and 
2, given differences in methodology75. However, the 
2019 guidelines are still useful for estimating TNC 
activity at development sites because the travel 
demand and mode split patterns used in the 2019 
guidelines are consistent with the findings from this 
study. For example, this study found that visitor-
related land uses, such as hotels, had the highest 
positive correlation with TNC activity and that TNC 
activity tended to be higher in higher-density areas. 
Similarly, as shown in Table 6, hotels exhibited the 
greatest amount of TNC activity amongst the four 
land use categories. Additionally, the Urban High-
Density place type exhibited the highest percentage 
of taxi and TNC activity compared to medium- and 
low-density areas.

One potential difference between the 2019 guidelines 
data and this study relates to office uses. While the 
2019 guidelines suggests that there is a relationship 
between office uses and TNC activity, particularly 

in medium- and high-density neighborhoods, some 
results from this study suggests that office uses 
do not have a strong association with TNC activity. 
However, developers interviewed for this study and 
whose firms focus on office developments noted a 
major shift in the way tenants get to and from work, 
as they perceived young professionals increasingly 
making use of new mobility modes, such as TNCs, 
and driving vehicles much less. 

Policy Option 6: Align environmental review 
with any future adopted policy or regulations 
concerning emerging mobility and monitor and 
integrate reputable emerging mobility evidence 
into environmental reviews.

The Planning Department could align environmental 
review with future adopted policy or regulations 
concerning emerging mobility, such as developing 
travel demand estimates for new land uses defined 
in the Planning Code (Policy Option 3). The Planning 
Department’s Environmental Planning division could 
inform policy or regulations for these new land uses 
based on their knowledge in reviewing past projects 
environmental impacts so that future projects can 
avoid or reduce impacts as part of their project 
formation (e.g., as the developers are drawing up 
plans for them), instead of after the fact (e.g., as an 
imposed CEQA mitigation or alternatives developed 
later in the project review process).

Additionally, the Planning Department could continue 
monitoring and integrating reputable emerging 
mobility evidence into its environmental review, 
including travel demand estimates and modeling fore-
casts by land use category; transportation impacts 
on VMT, transit, and loading; and non-transportation 
impacts such as energy. New evidence can also 
inform the City in its approach to other policies herein.

Additional Areas of Interest
This report focuses on key findings and policy 
options organized around the Planning Department’s 
responsibilities in the City. However, there are 
other results that may be of interest to the public, 
other government agencies, and elected officials. 
This includes additional issues around equity, 
enforcement, and labor. It was beyond this study’s 
scope to analyze these other issues.
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Conclusion
TNCs are a part of the transportation landscape in 
San Francisco. They provide a direct and convenient 
mode of transportation for some, while increasing 
vehicle trips and congestion in the City. This report 
examines if and how TNCs impact land use planning 
and the built environment. It showed that certain 
land uses and densities are associated with more 
TNC activity than others, particularly in areas that 
are high-density (e.g., visitor, retail, and residential 
uses). It also demonstrated that some built environ-
ment features are positively or negatively associated 
with TNC activity – those that make TNCs more 
convenient for passengers are associated with more 
TNC activity and those that provide a comparative 
transportation substitute are associated with less 
TNC activity. 

Land uses may be shaped by TNCs, which may be a 
prelude to AV passenger services as these services 
are likely to use a similar app-based, ridesourcing 
platform that TNCs do. Permitting activity has shown 
growing demand for converting or using land for 
ridesourcing operations. Developers stated they are 
also reacting to TNCs by providing less parking on 
private property and more loading space in the public 
right-of-way. 

The future of TNCs and emerging mobility is 
unknown. The longevity and financial sustainability of 
the current business model for TNCs is questionable, 
as their convenience comes at a cost, which is higher 
than the price passengers pay for it; venture capital 
is not likely a stable long-term funding source; and 
fair labor practices and conditions have not been 
established. 

Additionally, the externalities of TNCs are costly. 
Studies find that TNCs generate additional vehicle 
trips, which increases congestion; and shift people 
away from other means of travel, including walking, 
bicycling, and transit, which are less environmentally 
harmful than how TNCs currently operate. 

Despite their unknowns and shortcomings, it is likely 
that TNCs will remain on the menu of transportation 
choices in San Francisco. Also likely is that other new 
transportation technologies will appear and will have 
similar – as well as different – impacts on the City. 

San Francisco welcomes new technology and ser-
vices. From the building of the Golden Gate Bridge 
to the invention of television, San Francisco has long 
been the home of innovation. The City welcomes 
innovation – as long as it serves the goals of the 
people in San Francisco and the Bay Area and not 
the reverse. 

However, at the time of this writing, San Francisco is 
not fully prepared for existing and emerging transpor-
tation services and technology, like TNCs and AVs. 
As such, it is critical for policymakers to assess and 
prepare for their potential and actual impacts and 
establish policies to manage their operations. This 
is imperative to achieve the type of transportation 
system that would benefit people who live, work, or 
otherwise spend time in San Francisco.

The City has the opportunity to help shape how 
people interact with TNCs (and emerging, related 
technologies) by considering and adopting land 
use planning policies in conjunction with findings in 
this report. This includes updating the General Plan 
and Planning Code to prioritize transit and equity as 
new mobility options emerge, continuing to monitor 
congestion through the Transportation Demand 
Management program, providing guidance to devel-
opers on how to prepare for TNCs and AV passenger 
services, and aligning the environmental review 
process with new mobility services as they arise. 

The Planning Department intends for San Francisco 
to continue to be a leader in addressing land use, 
transportation, and related issues. Without further 
government intervention, it is unlikely San Francisco 
will meet its various housing, equity, and climate 
goals. Instead, we will have more cars on the 
road, which will have dire consequences on air 
quality, health, economic prosperity, and safety. 
If technology-based transportation services are 
primarily available for a select segment of people 
who can afford to use them, it would compound the 
socioeconomic divisions and inequities that we see 
today. 

Other cities may have limited to no emerging mobility 
now. But these technologies will likely come to 
their cities, and they may find the need to follow 
San Francisco’s lead in planning for the future it 
wants to see instead of reacting to it.
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Study Limitations

The study team based its findings and policy options 
on results from research into the study questions. 
Those results are based on qualitative and quantita-
tive methodologies that have limitations, like any 
methodological approach. Those limitations include: 

 y The data used for Study Questions 1 and 2 was 
gleaned from the “TNCs Today” analysis. City 
requests to the CPUC, Lyft, and Uber for data to 
validate the findings were declined to supplement 
the analysis in “TNCs Today.” 

 y Findings for the first two study questions were 
conducted using regression analysis, which can 
show a relationship – or an association – between 
two variable and assess the strength of the 
relationship. Further research with a different meth-
odology would be needed to establish causality or 
directionality.

 y It is not possible to incorporate all the potential 
factors contributing to changes in congestion. For 

example, visitor traffic in San Francisco may have 
increased significantly during the period studied 
and may have been a factor in increased conges-
tion but was not accounted for in the regression 
analysis. 

 y The regression analysis used proxies to estimate 
the correlation between TNCs and the built envi-
ronment. For example, areas with high visitor uses 
(e.g., hotels and other lodging) were represented 
by visitor jobs per acre. These proxies may not 
always capture every effect of the land puse 
category or built environment feature. 

 y The online survey of TNC drivers was administered 
at the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic and 
retrofitted after the stay-at-home orders were 
issued. Ridesourcing activity declined substantially 
for several months at this time. As a result, the 
study may not have captured a representative 
sample of TNC drivers or typical pre-pandemic 
responses.
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starting January 1, 2030. Deployment permits have the potential for 
the most vehicular travel. This bill expands upon a prior California 
Senate bill adopted in 2018 (1014 - Clean Miles Standard) that will set 
greenhouse gas reduction targets for particular kinds of passenger 
service.

57 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. (2016). Revised 
Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating 
Transportation Impacts in CEQA. Page III:40 cites several studies to 
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58 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority. (2021). 
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was 855,550 residents. (Source: San Francisco Chronicle, “California 
and Bay Area populations decline, with state deaths increasing. Here 
are the places shrinking the most,” December 17, 2021.) U.S. Census 
data shows that the population was 776,700 in 2000 and 805,200 in 
2010 (Source: MTC/ABAG, http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/coun-
ties/SanFranciscoCounty.htm)

62 These treatments include dedicated bus lanes, protected bike lanes, 
sidewalk extensions, and shared spaces on curb sidelanes (i.e., 
parklets). In 2021, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted a 
permanent Shared Spaces program that allows public and commer-
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https://sf.gov/information/making-shared-spaces-program-permanent 

63 The purpose of this plan is to reduce potential conflicts between 
driveway and loading operations, including passenger and freight 
loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles, to maxi-
mize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new loading 
demand, and to ensure that off-site loading activity is considered 
in the design of new buildings. Development projects of more than 
100,000 net new gross square feet in Central SoMa and Van Ness & 
Market Residential special use districts are subject to such provisions 
in Planning Code Section 155(u).

64 Changes to state law may be required prior to implementing some 
policies.

65 For example, the Central SoMa Plan Environmental Impact Report 
has a mitigation measure for the SFMTA to develop a curb manage-
ment strategy in this area. City agencies could develop such a 
strategy earlier in an area planning process and consider area-wide 
off-street strategies such as consolidation centers funded by new 
development.
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66 Performance-based provisions, or provisions that regulate the 
performance or outcomes of the use, would allow flexibility as such 
emerging mobility technologies evolve. For example, a performance-
based provision could mandate zero emissions from a development’s 
indirect source of pollutions, which includes the vehicles traveling to 
and from the development site. The City could seek an outcome of 
zero emissions, regardless of the vehicles’ technology, as opposed 
to defining the vehicle technology which could change over time.

67 Fehr & Peers. (2019). Estimated TNC Share of VMT in Six U.S. 
Metropolitan Regions (Revision 1). https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FI
UskVkj9lsAnWJQ6kLhAhNoVLjfFdx3/view

68 For example, Uber’s Texas group reached out to real estate 
management companies across Houston to identify pick-up spots 
at their buildings and may partner with apartments to offer residents 
Uber credit in exchange for not having parking spots. https://www.
houstonchronicle.com/business/real-estate/article/Uber-deal-to-
simplify-pickups-at-Houston-11150142.php

69 People demand access to destinations. There is no inherent demand 
for parking, per se. This report uses the term to be consistent with 
common language in the planning and transportation fields.

70 For example, refer to Metropolitan Transportation Commission, et. 
al, “Autonomous Vehicles Perspective Paper, June 2018, https://
mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2018-06-25_Autonomous_Vehicles_
Perspective_Paper.pdf, Section 2.2.

71 For example, aggregate level data of household vehicles between 
2012 and 2016 from several U.S. cities, including San Francisco, 
showed no such household vehicle availability decrease. Source: 
Schaller, B. (2018). The New Automobility: Lyft, Uber and the Future 
of American Cities. Table 10. http://www.schallerconsult.com/rideser-
vices/automobility.pdf

72 For example, refer to parking facility design considerations in 
American Planning Association. (2018). PAS Report 592: Planning 
For Autonomous Mobility.

73 San Francisco Planning Department. (2019). Transportation Impact 
Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review and associated 
Summary of Changes Memorandum. https://sfplanning.org/project/
transportation-impact-analysis-guidelines-environmental-review-
update.

74 Travel demand refers to the number, type, and location of trips to and 
from a development or site.

75 For example, the 2019 TIA guidelines collected data at the site 
level for a few land uses, whereas this study assessed data at 
the transportation analysis zone level, which is greater in size and 
encompasses more land uses.
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Jane Doe SSS 14, Jane Doe SSS 15, Jane Doe SSS 16, Jane Doe SSS 17, and Jane Doe SSS 

18 (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), by and through their attorneys of record, for causes of action against 

Uber Technologies, Inc. (“Uber”), a corporation with its principal place of business in San 

Francisco, California, Rasier, LLC (“Rasier”), a corporation with its principal place of business in 

San Francisco, California, and Does 1 through 50, inclusive, and each of them, complain and allege 

the following: 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely 

imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver with whom they had 

been paired with through the Uber Application (“App”). This action stems from these attacks as 

well as the toxic-male culture at Uber that caused these sexual attacks. A culture which started at 

the very top of Uber by placing profits and growth over safety above all else and, in the process, 

exploited, endangered, and injured women and girls, including Plaintiffs.  This culture was put in 

place by Uber’s officers and directors, including Travis Kalanick, and it was put in place with 

conscious disregard to the rights and safety of Uber passengers, particularly female Uber passengers 

such as Plaintiffs. 

2. Uber is a transportation company headquartered in San Francisco, California which, 

beginning in 2009, pioneered an App-based transportation system that has been implemented around 

the world, including across the entire United States.  

3. As early as 2014, Uber became aware that Uber drivers were sexually assaulting and 

raping female passengers. In the eight years since, sexual predators driving for Uber have continued 

to sexually assault, harass, kidnap, physically assault, and/or rape Uber’s passengers, including 

Plaintiffs. Complaints to Uber by female passengers who had been attacked by Uber drivers, 

combined with subsequent criminal investigations by law enforcement, clearly establish that Uber 

has been fully aware of these continuing attacks by sexual predators driving for Uber. Uber’s 

response to these ongoing sexual assaults by Uber drivers has been slow and inadequate.  

4. While Uber has, in recent years, publicly acknowledged this sexual assault crisis, 

including the publication of Uber’s U.S. Safety Report, in December 2019, Uber has failed to 
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implement basic safety measures necessary to prevent these serious sexual assaults, which continue 

to occur to this day.  

5. As more fully set forth herein, Plaintiffs were each kidnapped, sexually assaulted,  

sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber 

driver each Plaintiff was led to believe would give her a safe ride to her destination. Each Uber ride 

at issue was ordered by or for Plaintiff through the ride-sharing software application owned and 

controlled by Uber (the “Uber App”). At all relevant times, Defendants Uber and Rasier 

(collectively referred to as “Uber”) operated and controlled the Uber App. Each Uber driver, while 

in the course and scope of his employment for Uber and while otherwise working on behalf of Uber, 

kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or 

otherwise attacked the respective Plaintiff, as set forth below. 

6. Each Plaintiff named herein, individually, brings this civil action against Uber to 

recover damages for the injuries she suffered as a result of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, 

sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber 

driver during an Uber ride. 

7. Uber is a common carrier under California law. Because of Defendants’ acts and 

omissions, Plaintiffs have each suffered damages that far exceed the jurisdictional floor of this 

Court. 

8. This is an unlimited action. The amount in controversy with respect to each Plaintiff 

exceeds $25,000.00. See Cal. Code Civ. P. § 85. 

 

PARTIES 

9. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 14 is over the age of 18 and is a Virginia resident. The incident 

took place in the State of California.  

10. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 15 is over the age of 18 and is a California resident. The 

incident took place in the State of California. 

11. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 16 is over the age of 18 and is an Illinois resident. The incident 

took place in the State of Illinois. 

12. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 17 is over the age of 18 and is a Pennsylvania resident. The 
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incident took place in the State of Pennsylvania. 

13. Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 18 is over the age of 18 and is a Massachusetts resident. The 

incident took place in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

14. Plaintiffs file this action under a pseudonym because, as a victim of sexual assault, 

they need anonymity to protect their privacy in this sensitive and highly personal matter. Plaintiffs 

proceed in this manner to protect their legitimate privacy rights. Disclosure of their full name would 

expose them to stigmatization, invade their privacy, and make them vulnerable to retaliation. For 

these reasons, Plaintiffs’ needs for anonymity outweigh both the prejudice to Defendants and the 

public’s interest in knowing their identities. Counsel for Plaintiffs will inform Defendants of 

Plaintiffs’ true name and the circumstances surrounding these causes of action. Plaintiffs further 

anticipate seeking concurrence from Defendants for entry into a protective order to prevent the 

unnecessary disclosure of Plaintiffs’ real names in the public record.  

15. Defendant Uber Technologies, Inc. is a Delaware corporation with its corporate 

headquarters, principal office, and principal place of business at 1515 3rd Street, San Francisco, San 

Francisco County, California, 94158. Defendant Uber Technologies, Inc. has been served with 

process through its registered agent, CT Corporation System. 

16. Defendant Rasier, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company. Upon information 

and belief, Rasier is a wholly owned subsidiary of Uber Technologies, Inc. Rasier maintains its 

corporate headquarters, principal office, and principal place of business at 1515 3rd St., San 

Francisco, California, 94158. Defendant Rasier has been served with process through its registered 

agent, CT Corporation System.  

17. Unless otherwise specified, this Complaint refers to Defendants Uber Technologies, 

Inc. and Rasier, LLC collectively as “Uber.” 

18. The true names and capacities, whether individual, plural, corporate, partnership, 

associate, or otherwise, of Does 1 through 50, inclusive, are unknown to Plaintiffs who therefore 

sue said Defendants by such fictitious names.  The full extent of the facts linking such fictitiously 

sued Defendants is unknown to Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and thereon allege, 

that each of the Defendants designated herein as a Doe was, and is, negligent, or in some other 

actionable manner, responsible for the events and happenings hereinafter referred to, and thereby 
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negligently, or in some other actionable manner, legally caused the hereinafter described injuries 

and damages to Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs will hereafter seek leave of the Court to amend this Complaint 

to show the Defendants' true names and capacities after the same have been ascertained. 

19. Plaintiffs are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that at all times herein 

mentioned, each of the Defendants herein was the agent, servant, licensee, employee, assistant, 

consultant, or alter ego, of each of the remaining defendants, and was at all times herein mentioned 

acting within the course and scope of said relationship when Plaintiffs were injured as set forth 

herein. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that each and every Defendant, when acting as a principal, 

was negligent in the selection, hiring, supervision or retention of each and every other Defendant as 

an agent, servant, employee, assistant, or consultant.  Plaintiffs are further informed and believe, 

and thereon allege, that at all times herein mentioned, each business, public entity  or corporate 

employer, through its officers, directors, supervisors and managing agents, and each individual 

defendant, had advance knowledge of the wrongful conduct, psychological profile, and behavior 

propensity of said agents, servants, licensees, employees, assistants, consultants, and alter egos, and 

allowed said wrongful conduct to occur and continue to occur, thereby ratifying said wrongful 

conduct, and, after becoming aware of their wrongful conduct, each public entity, and corporate 

defendant by and through its officers, directors, supervisors and managing agents, and each 

individual defendant, authorized and ratified the wrongful conduct herein alleged. 

20. Defendants are liable for the acts of each other through principles of respondeat 

superior, agency, ostensible agency, partnership, alter-ego and other forms of vicarious liability. 

21.  In the instance of each sexual assault described below, the Uber driver who 

perpetrated each assault described herein (“Uber Driver(s)”) was an agent, servant, and employee 

of Uber. 

22. This Complaint refers to Defendant Uber Technologies, Inc., Defendant Rasier, 

LLC, and Does 1 through 50, inclusive, as “Defendants.” 
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JURISDICTION & VENUE 

23. California Superior Court has subject-matter jurisdiction over this action, pursuant 

to California Constitution Article VI, Section 10, which grants the Superior Court “original 

jurisdiction in all causes except those given by statute to other trial courts.”  

24. Each Plaintiff named herein, individually seeks relief that is within the jurisdictional 

limits of this Court. 

25. California Superior Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants Uber and Rasier 

because both have their principal places of business in California and intentionally avail themselves 

of the benefits and protection of California law such that the exercise of jurisdiction by the California 

courts is consistent with traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.  

26. Venue is proper in the Superior Court of the County of San Francisco, California, 

pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure §§ 395(a) and 395.5. Defendant Uber has its 

principal place of business at 1515 3rd Street, San Francisco, CA 94158 and at all times relevant 

has been doing business within the County of San Francisco. 

27. Uber’s corporate decision-making with respect to policies and procedures for 

training and supervising drivers regarding sexual assault, rape, or harassment are centered at its 

corporate headquarters in San Francisco. Uber’s corporate decision-making with respect to how it 

responds to complaints of sexual assault, rape, or harassment is centered at its corporate 

headquarters in San Francisco. Uber’s corporate decision-making with respect to how it chooses to 

stonewall and fail to cooperate with law enforcement investigating assaults, rapes, and harassment 

of their drivers is centered at Uber’s corporate headquarters in San Francisco. Further, decisions 

with respect to the vetting of Uber drivers and the supervision of Uber drivers (or lack thereof) are 

made and implemented in its San Francisco headquarters. Corporate decision-making with respect 

to Uber’s decision not to report assaults that they are aware of to law enforcement and other ride 

sharing companies that employ the assailants is centered at Uber’s corporate headquarters in San 

Francisco. Decisions with respect to the design of the Uber App and implementation of changes 

with the Uber App that effect passenger safety are made and implemented in its San Francisco 

headquarters. Corporate decision-making with respect to Uber’s policies and procedures to allow 

reported sexual predators to continue to drive for Uber is centered at Uber’s corporate headquarters 
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in San Francisco. Decisions regarding Uber’s contract with Uber customers specifies that the 

agreement should be governed by California law. Finally, executive decision making on the part of 

Uber regarding its marketing campaigns and representations to passengers regarding its safety occur 

in San Francisco, California. 

28. All other jurisdictional prerequisites and conditions precedent to suit have been 

satisfied. 

29. This case is not removable. Some of the Plaintiffs named herein are domiciled in, 

and are citizens of, California. Both named Defendants, Uber and Rasier are citizens of California, 

as both have a principal place of business in San Francisco, California. As such, there is not complete 

diversity between the parties, so there is no federal jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. section 1332. 

Defendants, therefore, cannot avail themselves of snap removal – alleging they removed the case to 

federal court before a defendant was properly joined or served.  Plaintiff is not relying on 28 U.S.C. 

section 1441(b)(2) to oust federal court jurisdiction. Federal-court jurisdiction never existed, and, 

by its terms, section 1441(b)(2) does not apply because there is no diversity jurisdiction under 

section 1332. 

 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

A.  Uber’s Sexual Assault Problem Started at the Top 

30. Uber is a transportation company. One of its founders, Travis Kalanick, became its 

second chief executive officer and, at one time, its largest shareholder. Uber drivers and Uber split 

the fare Uber charges riders for the riders’ trips. 

31. In 2014, Uber’s executives in San Francisco started charging Uber passengers an 

extra $1 fee for each trip. Uber called this a Safe Rides Fee. When Uber announced the Safe Rides 

Fee, it told the public that the “[f]ee supports our continued efforts to ensure the safest possible 

platform for Uber riders and drivers, including an industry-leading background check process, 

regular motor vehicle checks, driver safety education, development of safety features in the app, and 
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insurance.”1  The Safe Rides Fee was not split with drivers.2  So it was pure revenue for Uber. Uber 

gave hundreds of millions of rides with the Safe Ride Fee attached to them and made hundreds of 

millions in revenue from the fee.3  But it never earmarked the money for improving safety or spent 

it on safety.4  Instead, it pocketed the money it told the world it was going to directly towards 

enhancing safety. As a former Uber employee said “[w]e boosted our margins saying our rides were 

safer.”5  It “was obscene.”6 

32. Rider safety was never Uber’s concern. Growth was. To increase growth, which 

required not only new riders, but new drivers, Travis Kalanick and the executives at Uber made it 

as easy as possible for Uber drivers to sign up. They used a background-check system designed to 

get drivers approved as quickly and conveniently as possible.7  Uber hired Hirease, Inc. to do its 

background checks.8  Hirease brags that it can vet drivers within 36 hours.9  To have such a short 

turnaround, Uber eschewed industry standards used by other taxi companies and livery services. For 

example, it abandoned fingerprinting — which takes weeks — and running applicant drivers against 

private databases, such as FBI records.10  These shortcuts might have led to growth for Uber, but 

they also put people, including Plaintiffs, in danger. Indeed, Uber was so fixated on growth that it 

began mailing cell phones to applicant drivers, so they could begin driving, before Uber’s cursory 

background check was even complete.11 

33. Travis Kalanick made the decision that Uber was not going to fingerprint its drivers 

and that it was not going to scrub applicant drivers against FBI records. Rather, the decision was 

made to use a fast and shallow background check process.   

34. Travis Kalanick also made the decision not to interview drivers or train drivers to 

 
1 Uber, What is the Safe Rides Fee, https://web.archive.org/web/20148420053019/http://support.uber.com/hc/en-
us/articles/201950566. (last visited March 10, 2021).   
2 Mike Isaac, SUPER PUMPED: THE BATTLE FOR UBER 136 (2019) (“The drivers, of course, got no share of the extra 
buck.”). 
3 See id. 
4 Isaac, supra note 4, at 136. 
5 Id. 
6 Id. 
7 Isaac, supra note 4, at 115 (“Uber made it as easy as possible for drivers to sign up.”). 
8 Mike Isaac, Uber’s System for Screening Drivers Draws Scrutiny, N.Y. TIMES, Dec. 9, 2014, at A1 (available at 
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/10/technology/ubers-system-for-screening-drivers-comes-under-
scrutiny.html?searchResultPosition=1.) 
9 Id. 
10 Id. 
11 Isaac, supra note 4, at 218. 
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ensure Uber’s drivers understood their responsibilities and what was appropriate and inappropriate 

when interacting with passengers.  Mr. Kalanick decided not to implement policies to protect 

passengers from sexual assault—policies such a zero-tolerance policy with respect to fraternizing 

or making sexual advances towards passengers, and most certainly with respect to sleeping with or 

touching the passengers they pick up in a sexual manner. 

35. Mr. Kalanick had actual knowledge that these decisions would put passengers in 

greater danger. As such, he acted with conscious disregard for the rights and safety of female 

passengers, including Plaintiffs named herein. 

36. Travis Kalanick intentionally performed the act of hiring drivers without 

fingerprinting them, without running them through the FBI databases, and using fast and or shallow 

background checks. When he took these actions, he knew or should have known that it was highly 

probable that harm would result.  When Uber’s current Chief Executive Officer, Dara 

Khosrowshahi, took over as Uber’s top executive in August 2017, he continued the policy of hiring 

drivers without biometric fingerprinting to be run through the FBI database.  This was a very 

intentional and thought-out decision, evidenced by Uber’s active lobbying and resistance against 

municipalities or regulatory bodies implementing any kind of biometric fingerprinting requirement 

for drivers.  

37. Uber’s greed and complete disregard for rider safety or the rule of law is 

breathtaking. Uber’s policy is that it will not report any criminal activity it learns of to law-

enforcement authorities.12  That includes allegations of sexual assault.13  Thus, Uber’s policy is that 

if it learns from an Uber rider, such as Plaintiff, that she was sexually assaulted, Uber will not report 

this sexual assault to law enforcement.14  Uber is proud of this policy and feels “very strongly” that 

it is not Uber’s job to go to the to the police on behalf of customers when an Uber driver rapes an 

Uber passenger.15 

38. This policy has been supported by Uber’s current Chief Executive Officer, Dara 

 
12 Greg Bensinger, Uber Says Safety is its First Priority. Employees Aren’t so Sure, WASH. POST (Oct. 1, 2019) 
(available at  https://www.washingtonpost.com/podcasts/post-reports/uber-says-safety-is-its-first-priority-employees-
arent-so-sure/.) 
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
15 Bensinger, supra, note 14. 
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Khosrowshahi.  When he took the action of intentionally embracing this policy, he knew or should 

have known that it was highly probable that harm would result.  After all, drivers will feel less 

constrained to commit sexual assault if they know it is less likely that law enforcement will be 

informed. 

39. Uber’s greed, parochial focus on growth, and misogyny has had tragic consequences. 

In December 2014, a 26-year-old finance worker hailed an Uber to take her home from a work 

dinner near New Delhi, India.16  When she fell asleep in the car, her Uber driver moved to the 

backseat and raped her.17  The driver had previously been detained for rape.18  The rape caused an 

international imbroglio and New Delhi temporarily banned Uber.19  Uber dealt with the situation by 

attacking the victim. 

40. Eric Alexander was president of Uber in the Asia–Pacific region; he was Uber’s 

“number three” and Kalanick’s fixer.20  He secured, possibly illegally, the New Delhi rape victim’s 

medical records through a law firm.21  The records contained the medical examination that doctors 

performed within hours of her rape.22  Alexander shared these records with Mr. Kalanick and Uber’s 

number two at the time, Emil Michael.23  Many other Uber executives here in San Francisco either 

saw the records or learned of them.24  Mr. Kalanick latched on to the fact that the victim’s hymen 

was still intact.25  (This despite two people pointing out to him that the victim could have been anally 

raped.26) He began cultivating and sharing a bizarre conspiracy that the woman was not raped; the 

whole incident was a plot against Uber by Olga, Uber’s major ride-sharing competitor in India.27  

No matter that the Uber driver had a history of sexual assault and had confessed the assault to 

 
16 Ellen Barry and Suhasini Raj, Uber Banned in India’s Capital After Rape Accusation, N.Y. TIMES, Dec. 8, 2014, at 
A4 (available at  https://www.nytimes.com/2014/12/09/world/asia/new-delhi-bans-uber-after-driver-is-accused-of-
rape.html?_r=0&module=inline.); Isaac, supra note 2, at 149. 
17 Isaac, supra note 4, at 149. 
18 Barry and Raj, supra note 2, at 149. 
19See id.  
20 Isaac, supra note 4, at 260. 
21 Kara Swisher and Johana Bhuiyan, A Top Uber Executive, Who Obtained the Medical Records of a Customer Who 
was a Rape Victim, Has Been Fired, VOX (June 7, 2017), https://www.vox.com/2017/6/7/15754316/uber-executive-
india-assault-rape-medical-records. 
22 Isaac, supra note 4, at 261. 
23 Swisher and Bhulyan, supra note 23. 
24 Id. 
25 Isaac, supra note 4, at 261. 
26 Id. at 262. 
27 Id. At 261; Swisher and Bhulyan, supra note 23. 
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police.28 

41. Mr. Kalanick and Uber’s leadership and board were the fountainhead of Uber’s 

culture of reckless growth, misogyny, and lawlessness.29  When Uber customers accused Uber 

drivers of sexual assault, something that happened with increasing frequency as Uber grew — given 

its lax supervision and shoddy background checks — Mr. Kalanick would pace around Uber 

headquarters, not wondering about how to improve rider safety but repeating the bromide, legally 

correct but a bromide nonetheless, “innocent until proven guilty.”30  When law enforcement decided 

not to bring criminal charges against an Uber driver accused of sexual assault because it felt it did 

not have enough evidence for a criminal conviction, “a round of cheers would ring out across the 

fifth floor of Uber HQ.”31 

42. At a cocktail and dinner party with journalists in New York City, Mr. Michael 

attacked journalists who criticized Uber.32  He was particularly angry with Sarah Lacy who had, in 

a recent story, accused Uber of “sexism and misogyny” and had said she was going to delete her 

Uber app because she feared for her safety because of Uber’s drivers.33  Mr. Michael said that if any 

woman deleted her Uber app because of Ms. Lacy’s story and was sexually assaulted, Ms. Lacy 

“should be held personally responsible.”34   

43. The actions of Uber’s executives and board members demonstrate Uber’s contempt 

for women and myopic focus on profits. Uber only cares about growth. This culture permeates the 

entire company and endangers Uber’s female riders. Sarah Fowler wrote an explosive blog post, 

describing how pervasive this culture was at Uber.35  Ms. Fowler was hired by Uber as a site-

reliability engineer in 2016.36  On her first day on the job, post-training, her manager sent her a 

message over the Uber chat system.37  He said that he “was in an open relationship . . . and his 

 
28 Barry and Raj, supra note 18. 
29 Isaac, supra note 4, at 194 (“The tone of Uber’s culture was being set from the top . . . The result was a workforce 
that largely reflected Kalanick. 
30 Isaac, supra note 4, at 167. 
31 Id. 
32 Ben Smith, Uber Executive Suggest Digging Up Dirt On Journalists, BUZZ FEED (Nov. 17, 2014) 
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/bensmith/uber-executive-suggests-digging-up-dirt-on-journalists. 
33 Id. 
34 Id; Isaac, supra note 4, at 129. 
35 Susan Fowler, Reflecting on One Very, Very Strange Year at Uber, SUSAN J. FOWLER, (Feb. 19, 2017), 
https://www.susanjfowler.com/blog/2017/2/19/reflecting-on-one-very-strange-year-at-uber. 
36 Id. 
37 Id. 
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girlfriend was having an easy time finding new partners but he wasn’t. He was trying to stay out of 

trouble at work, he said, but he couldn’t help getting in trouble, because he was looking for women 

to have sex with.”38  Ms. Fowler felt it “was clear that he was trying to get [her] to have sex with 

him, and it was so clearly out of line that [she] immediately took screenshots of [the] chat messages 

and reported him to” Human Resources.39  Uber Human Resources and “upper management” told 

her that “even though this was clearly sexual harassment and he was propositioning [her], it was this 

man’s first offense, and that they wouldn’t feel comfortable giving him anything other than a 

warning and a stern talking-to.”40  Upper management told her that her manager “was a high 

performer,” so “they wouldn’t feel comfortable punishing him for what was probably just an 

innocent mistake on his part.”41  Upper management told Ms. Fowler that she had two choices, join 

a new Uber team, or stay on her team, under the manager who propositioned her, but she “would 

have to understand that [the manager] would most likely give [her] a poor performance review when 

review time came around, and there was nothing [Human Resources] could do about that.”42  She 

was told that by Human Resources that if she chose to stick with the team she was on, that a poor 

review by her then manger wouldn’t be retaliation because she had “been given an option.”43  

Because working under a harassing manager was untenable to Ms. Fowler, she chose to switch 

teams.44  She eventually learned, by talking to other women employees at Uber, that many of them 

had similar sexual-harassment stories and that the manager who sexually harassed her had sexually 

harassed others before he sexually harassed her.45  That is, she learned that Human Resources and 

upper management had been mendacious with her. “Within a few months, [the harasser] was 

reported once again for inappropriate behavior, and those who reported him were told it was still his 

‘first offense.’ The situation was escalated as far up the chain as it could be escalated, and still 

nothing was done” by Uber.46   

44. With the bad press Uber was getting because of the sexual assaults, Mr. Michael’s 

 
38 Id. 
39 Id. 
40 Id. 
41 Id. 
42 Id. 
43 Id. 
44 Fowler, supra note 52. 
45 Id. 
46 Id. 
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comments, and the Sarah Fowler affair, Uber realized it needed to appear that it was making changes 

and trying to eradicate its toxic-male culture, so it held a company-wide meeting to announce 

changes. At the meeting, when Uber announced that it was going to increase its diversity and 

sensitivity by adding a female board member, David Bonderman, another Uber board member, 

chimed in, announcing to the company that the addition of a woman to the board meant “it’s much 

likelier [there will] be more talking on the board.”47  Uber’s “culture was poisoned from the very 

top.”48  Indeed, John William Gurley was a longtime board member of Uber and a close confidant 

of Mr. Kalanick. He sat on his hands and watched silently as Uber put in place a culture and policies 

that have hurt many innocent women, including Plaintiffs. 

45. In an attempt to buff its tarnished reputation, Uber also hired former Attorney 

General Eric Holder and his law firm, Covington & Burling LLP, to investigate Uber’s culture and 

work-place environment.49 

46. During his investigation, as detailed in the publicly released “Holder Report,” 

Attorney General Holder uncovered “a winding, repetitive list of infractions that had occurred across 

hundreds of global offices, including sexual assault and physical violence.”50 

47. Uber’s sexual-assault and harassment problems have become so big and so public 

that it has made pale and perfunctory attempts to act as though it is trying to confront them. In May 

2018, Uber acknowledged its “deeply rooted problem” of sexual assault. It proclaimed it was 

committed to solving the problem, stating that “we’re making some important changes today.”51  

Included in these “important changes” was Uber’s promise to publish a “safety transparency report 

that will include data on sexual assaults . . . that occur on the Uber platform.”52 

48. Despite these promises, no data on sexual assaults for another year and a half.   

49. When Uber finally released the report in December 2019, it was forced to 

 
47 Mike Isaac and Susan Chira, David Bonderman Resigns From Uber Board After Sexist Remark, N.Y. TIMES, June 
13, 2017, at A16 (available at https://www.nytimes.com/2017/06/13/technology/uber-sexual-harassment-huffington-
bonderman.html?hp=&action=click&pgtype=Homepage&clickSource=story-heading&module=inline&region=top-
news&WT.nav=top-news); Isaac, supra note 4, 
48 Isaac, supra note 4, at 280. 
49 Covington & Burling, LLP, Covington Recommendations (available at 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B1s08BdVqCgrUVM4UHBpTGROLXM/view.) 
50 Isaac, supra note 4, at 271. 
51 Uber, Turning the Lights On, https://www.uber.com/newsroom/turning-the-lights-on/. 
52 Id. 
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acknowledge that in 2018 alone there were 3,045 sexual assaults in the United States during Uber 

trips — 235 sexual assaults of the “most serious kind.” 

50. Uber has not publicly disclosed any sexual assault data since that December 2019 

report.  Tony West, Uber’s chief legal officer since October 2017 made, and continues to make, the 

decision of whether and when to release sexual assault data following Uber’s acknowledgement of 

its deeply rooted sexual assault problem.  Mr. West continues to withhold the data that would alert 

Uber passengers and the public to the fact that sexual assaults by Uber drivers continue to occur at 

an unacceptable and alarming rate.  

51. Uber became aware of its sexual assault problem long before it released the Holder 

report. Uber’s operations team “dealt with thousands of misconduct cases every year, including 

instances of sexual assault.”53 

52. Uber “had so lowered the bar to become a driver that people who might have been 

prevented from driving in the official taxi industry could easily join Uber.”54 

53. As described earlier, these decisions to lower the bar were made by Travis Kalanick 

and other officers, directors, and managing agents. 

54. But it was not that Uber simply lowered the bar. It failed to take adequate steps to 

make its rides safe; it failed to provide everything necessary for safe transportation of its passengers. 

For example, Uber failed to install video cameras in the cars. Such a step would have chilled the 

wantonness of potential predators. It failed to provide an option in the Uber App that allowed female 

riders to select to be driven by female drivers. And it failed to adopt adequate training of its drivers 

on issues of sexual assault and sexual harassment. That is, it failed to provide adequately trained 

drivers.  These policies to fail to make its rides safe were put in place by Travis Kalanick and other 

officers, directors, and managing agents of Uber.  

55. Mr. Kalanick’s successor, Dara Khosrowshahi, continued the policy of not requiring 

third-party operated cameras in Uber vehicles. 

56. Mr. Kalanick, Mr. Khosrowshahi, and other officers, directors, and managing agents 

of Uber knew that if they put cameras in cars less sexual assaults during Uber rides would occur.  

 
53 Issac, supra note 4, at 166. 
54 Id. at 177. 
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They knew that if they provided an option that would allow female passengers to choose to be driven 

by female drivers, fewer sexual assaults during rides would occur. They knew that if they better 

trained their drivers in sexual-assault prevention, less sexual assaults would occur during Uber rides. 

They intentionally refused to put these safety policies in place with actual and constructive 

knowledge that not putting these policies in place made it highly probable that harm to female Uber 

passengers would result. 

57. Uber’s response to the driver sexual assaults that were reported to the company also 

evidenced the conscious disregard of Uber executives, including Mr. Kalanick and Mr. 

Khosrowshahi.  A 2019 Washington Post investigative piece revealed Uber maintained a three 

strikes policy for its drivers.55 Investigators hired by Uber to investigate the more serious passenger 

complaints about drivers, such as drug use, physical violence, and sexual assault reported, “A driver 

would only be deactivated under three circumstances: 1) if it was the second or third reported 

offense; 2) if there is corroborative evidence like video or a police report; 3) if the driver admits to 

the assault.”56  Even with a three-strikes policy, Uber executives would make exceptions to keep 

dangerous drivers on the road. “For instance, a New York-area driver allegedly made three separate 

sexual advances on riders, said an investigator assigned to the case. After an executive overruled 

the investigator, the driver was allowed to continue working until a fourth incident, when a rider 

claimed he raped her.”57   

58. As Uber became more popular, more people realized Uber had so lowered the bar 

that people with checkered backgrounds could drive for Uber. People also realized that Uber had 

not provided everything necessary for safe rides, that is, everything that might make it more difficult 

to get away with sexual assaults, like video cameras in cars. In addition, they recognized Uber was 

at the same time marketing itself to women as a safe mode of transportation, including after drinking. 

Because of these factors, Uber became a magnet for sexual predators — men who knew that driving 

for Uber meant they would get to drive around intoxicated women late at night. These men started 

sexually assaulting women at alarming rates, as the Holder Report shows. And, as stated earlier, 

 
55 https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2019/09/25/ubers-investigations-unit-finds-what-went-wrong-rides-
its-never-companys-fault/ 
 
56 Id. 
57 Id. 
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Uber and its officers, directors, and managing agents — including Travis Kalanick — had actual 

knowledge that these sexual assaults were going on, on the platform and women were being hurt. 

But they did nothing. They failed to start screening drivers better and failed to place video cameras 

in cars. They intentionally refused to implement these safety measures despite actual knowledge of 

the problem, and these officers, directors, and managing agents — including Travis Kalanick — had 

actual or constructive knowledge that refusing to do so meant there was a high probability that more 

female passengers would be harmed, which is what ended up happening to Plaintiffs. 

 

B. The Attack on Plaintiffs 

59. This suit arises from the serious harm Plaintiffs suffered (set forth in more detail 

below) as a result of the wrongful acts and omissions of Defendants. 

1. Jane Doe SSS 14 

60. On or about February 11, 2022, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 14 (“SSS 14”) requested an 

Uber through the Uber App in Chino Hills, California to take her safely to her destination. Rather 

than drive SSS 14 safely to her destination, the Uber driver drove around in circles, parked his 

vehicle and began sexually assaulting SSS 14 by placing his hands up Plaintiff’s dress to fondle and 

digitally penetrated her vagina while attempting to rape SSS 14. This disgusting and depraved attack 

by the Uber Driver humiliated, violated, and robbed SSS 14 of her dignity and personal safety. 

61. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 

sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 

safety of its passengers, including SSS 14, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 

the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers.  

62. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 

attack on SSS 14 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 

Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 

63. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 

within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 

Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 

the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 
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of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 

her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  

64. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 14 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 

a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 

including SSS 14. 

65. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 

its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed, sexually battered, and 

sexually assaulted. 

2. Jane Doe SSS 15 

66. On or about November 13, 2021, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 15 (“SSS 15”) requested an 

Uber through the Uber App in Perris, California to take her to her destination in Corona, California. 

Rather than drive SSS 15 safely to her destination, the Uber driver drove SSS 15 to a location, 

stopped the vehicle, entered the back seat of the vehicle, and fondled SSS 15’s breasts before 

overpowering her SSS 15 and raping her. This disgusting and depraved attack humiliated, degraded, 

violated, and robbed SSS 15 of her dignity and personal safety. 

67. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 

sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 

safety of its passengers, including SSS 15, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 

the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 

68. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described incident, assault, sexual 

assault, and/or attack on SSS 15 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he 

was still under Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that 

persists to this day. 

69. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 

within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 

Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 

the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 

of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 

her destination, and much more, as discussed below. 
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70. The Uber driver whose actions resulted in SSS 15 being sexually harassed, sexually 

and/or sexually assaulted was an agent or employee of Uber, which is a common carrier. His duties 

were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, including SSS 15. 

71. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 

its app, including SSS 15, the Plaintiff’s ride where she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 

assaulted. 

3. Jane Doe SSS 16 

72. On or about June 6, 2022, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 16 (“SSS 16”) requested an Uber 

through the Uber app to take her to her destination safely. Rather than drive SSS 16 safely to her 

destination, the Uber driver picked up SSS 16, convinced her to sit in the front seat, and drove her 

to her destination where Uber driver parked the vehicle and proceeded to forcefully fondle and kiss 

her and pulled down her pants to digitally penetrate and batter SSS 16. This disgusting and depraved 

attack frightened, humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed SSS 16 of her dignity and personal 

safety. 

73. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 

sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 

safety of its passengers, including SSS 16 has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 

the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 

74. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 

attack on SSS 16 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 

Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 

75. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 

within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 

Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 

the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 

of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 

her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  
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76. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 16 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 

a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 

including SSS 16. 

77. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 

its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 

assaulted. 

4. Jane Doe SSS 17 

78. On or about October 1, 2021, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 17 (“SSS 17”) ordered an Uber 

through the Uber app to take SSS 17 to her destination safely. Rather than take Plaintiff safely to 

her destination, the Uber driver began masturbating in the driver’s seat while SSS 17 sat in the 

passenger seat and proceeded to force SSS 17’s to perform oral sex on Uber driver while Uber driver 

held down SSS 17’s head. Uber driver then digitally penetrated SSS 17. This depraved and 

disgusting attack frightened, humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed SSS 17 of her dignity and 

personal safety. 

79. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 

sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 

safety of its passengers, including SSS 17, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 

the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 

80. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 

attack on SSS 17 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 

Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 

81. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 

within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 

Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 

the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 

of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 

her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  
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82. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 17 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 

a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 

including SSS 1. 

83. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 

its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 

assaulted. 

5. Jane Doe SSS 18 

84. In or around September 18, 2021, Plaintiff Jane Doe SSS 18 (“SSS 18”) ordered an 

Uber through the Uber app to take SSS 18 to her destination safely. Rather than drive SSS 18 safely 

to her destination, the Uber driver began driving SSS 18 to her destination, stopped the vehicle, and 

began fondling SSS 18’s thighs while placing his hands on her neck to kiss her while attempting to 

digitally penetrate and rape her. This disgusting and depraved attack frightened, humiliated, 

degraded, violated, and robbed SSS 18 of her dignity and personal safety. 

85. Rather than take Plaintiff safely to her destination, the Uber driver attempted to rape 

SSS 18. This depraved and disgusting attack frightened, humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed 

SSS 18 of her dignity and personal safety. 

86. By failing to take reasonable steps to confront the problem of multiple rapes and 

sexual assaults of Uber passengers by Uber drivers, Uber has acted in conscious disregard of the 

safety of its passengers, including SSS 18, has breached its duty of reasonable care, and has breached 

the implied and express covenants arising from its contract with its passengers. 

87. The Uber driver who perpetrated the above-described assault, sexual assault, and/or 

attack on SSS 18 in the course and scope of his employment with Uber and while he was still under 

Uber’s direction and control. These acts caused Plaintiff pain and suffering that persists to this day. 

88. The Uber driver was acting on behalf of, for the benefit of, at the direction of, and 

within the course and scope of employment with Uber and engagement by Uber. Uber provided the 

Uber driver with access to its ride-sharing app platform, a tool necessary for Uber drivers to perform 

the work Uber assigned. Uber, through the Uber App, directed the Uber driver regarding the location 

of the pickup, time of the pickup, and routes for both the pickup of Plaintiff and transportation to 

her destination, and much more, as discussed below.  



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
 

 
 21  

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 
 

 
SL

A
T

E
R

 S
LA

T
E

R
 S

C
H

U
L

M
A

N
 L

L
P 

83
83

 W
ils

hi
re

 B
lv

d.
, S

ui
te

 2
55

 
Be

ve
rly

 H
ill

s, 
C

A
 9

02
11

 
Te

l.:
 (3

10
) 3

41
-2

08
6 

| 
Fa

x:
 (3

10
) 7

73
-5

57
3 

 
89. The Uber driver who assaulted SSS 18 was an agent or employee of Uber, which is 

a common carrier. His duties were directed at the comfort and protection of passengers in his car, 

including SSS 18. 

90. Uber derived a monetary benefit from every ride assigned to said Uber driver through 

its app, including the Plaintiff’s ride during which she was sexually harassed and/or sexually 

assaulted. 

 

C. Uber 

91. Uber is a transportation company. Its core business is providing transportation to the 

public at large through its network of drivers. It connects its drivers to the public through the Uber 

App. Anyone from the public may download the Uber App for free. Using the app, a customer may 

request a ride from one of Uber’s drivers for a standardized charge unilaterally set by Uber. Uber 

directs its drivers to pick up the passengers and transport them to their destinations. 

92. Uber provides transportation through a digital application made available to the 

general public for the purpose of transporting its users, the passengers, from place to place for profit. 

Uber has widely offered its services to the general public and charges standard fees for its services 

through its application.  Uber does not allow discrimination against passengers on the basis of race, 

color, national origin, religion, gender, gender identity, physical or mental disability, medical 

condition, marital status, age, or sexual orientation.  Any member of the public can use Uber’s 

services for transportation. 

93. Uber is a common carrier under California Civil Code § 2168 and the common law.58  

Uber holds itself out to the public generally and indifferently to transport persons from place to 

place for profit. As a common carrier, Uber owes its passengers, including the Plaintiffs named 

herein, a heightened duty of care, under both the common law and California Civil Code § 2100. 

Uber has an affirmative duty to protect its passengers from assault by one of its employees or 

contractors and is liable for its employees' or agents’ assaults, regardless of whether such acts were 

committed within the course and scope of employment for Uber. 

 
58 See, e.g., Doe v. Uber Techs., Inc., 184 F. Supp.3d 774, 787 (N.D. Cal. 2016) (“Plaintiff’s allegations support the claim that Uber ‘offers to the 
public to carry persons,’ thereby bringing it within California’s definition of common carrier for tort purposes.”). 
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94. Given the heightened duty Uber has as a common carrier, to the extent it failed or 

refused to implement procedures, policies, and app functions that it knew or should have known 

would prevent assaults such as those suffered by Plaintiffs, as Plaintiffs have alleged herein, Uber 

is liable for the above-described tortious acts of its drivers, which caused harm to Plaintiffs. 

95. Further, the heightened duty Uber has as a common carrier is a non-delegable duty. 

Under the common law, Uber has a non-delegable duty to safely transport its passengers from the 

place it picks them up to their destination. This duty cannot be delegated to Uber drivers. When an 

Uber driver assaults a passenger, Uber is liable for the driver’s actions due to its non-delegable duty. 

96. Uber drivers are largely nonprofessional, untrained, and use their own vehicles. Uber 

employs and engages its drivers, including Uber Driver, in traditional at-will relationships, in which: 

a. Uber has the discretion to fire its drivers for any reason and at any time; that is, Uber 

maintains the right to discharge its drivers at will, and without cause; 

b. Drivers are not charged a fee by Uber to apply to become employees; 

c. At all times relevant, there was no agreement between Uber and driver designating the 

driver as an independent contractor;  

d. Drivers are not charged a fee to download the app or to receive notifications from Uber 

that customers want rides; 

e. Fare prices for rides are set exclusively by Uber; 

f. Drivers have no input on fares charged to consumers; 

g. Drivers are not permitted to negotiate with consumers on fares charged; 

h. Uber can and does modify charges to consumers; for example, if Uber determines that a 

driver has taken a circuitous route to a destination; 

i. Uber takes a fee of every ride charged to a consumer; 

j. Uber retains control over customer-contact information; 

k. Uber controls its drivers’ contacts with its consumer base and considers its consumer list 

to be proprietary information; 

l. In some instances, Uber controls the hours a driver works; 

m. Drivers are not permitted to answer passenger inquiries about booking future rides 

outside of the Uber App; 
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n. Driving for Uber is not a specialized skill; 

o. Uber’s business model depends on having a large pool of non-professional drivers; 

p. Drivers must abide by a list of regulations to drive for Uber; 

q. Uber requires its drivers to pick up Uber customers on the correct side of the street; 

r. Uber forbids its drivers from talking on their cell phones while the drivers are driving 

customers; 

s. Uber tracks drivers’ speed and braking and sends drivers reports based on how many 

times  

the driver had to brake hard; 

t. Uber drivers are not allowed to ask Uber customers for their contact information; 

u. Drivers who reject too many ride requests risk facing discipline, including suspension or 

termination; 

v. Consumers give feedback on rides they have taken, and rate drivers on a scale from one 

to five stars. These ratings are used by Uber to discipline and terminate drivers; and 

w. Such other acts of control that discovery will show. 

97. Uber actively markets itself as a safe company that provides safe rides. Both before 

2014 and after, Uber actively and aggressively marketed the supposed safety of its transportation 

services.  These efforts continue to this day, and include email messages sent to every Uber 

customer, including Plaintiffs. 

98. Over the years, Uber has launched a number of marketing campaigns specifically 

marketing its transportation services to, among others, young women too intoxicated to drive. 

99. Uber represented to its customers, including Plaintiffs, on its website all of the 

following: 

a. “How we help keep you safe – We’re committed to helping you get where you want to 

go with confidence, whether it’s building emergency features in the app or making it 

easy for you to check your ride.” 

b. “Ride with confidence – The Uber experience was built with safety in mind. Through 

incident prevention tools, insurance coverage, and technology that keeps you connected, 

we’re dedicated to helping you move safely and focus on what matters most.” 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 
 

 
 24  

COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 
 

 
SL

A
T

E
R

 S
LA

T
E

R
 S

C
H

U
L

M
A

N
 L

L
P 

83
83

 W
ils

hi
re

 B
lv

d.
, S

ui
te

 2
55

 
Be

ve
rly

 H
ill

s, 
C

A
 9

02
11

 
Te

l.:
 (3

10
) 3

41
-2

08
6 

| 
Fa

x:
 (3

10
) 7

73
-5

57
3 

 
c. “Ride with confidence – Designing a safer ride – driver screenings – All potential 

drivers in 

the US must complete a screening before becoming an Uber driver-partner, and current 

drivers continue to be vetted for criminal offenses.” 

d. “Ride with confidence – Designing a safer ride – On every trip, you can tap a button for 

safety tools and get help whenever you need it.” 

e. “Ride with confidence – Designing a safer ride – An inclusive community – Through 

our joint efforts with cities and safety experts and by working together, we’re helping 

to create safe journeys for everyone.” 

f. “Our commitment to safety – You deserve to be able to move safely. To look forward 

to the opportunities ahead. To be connected to people and places that matter most. 

Which is why we’re focused on your safety, from setting new standards to developing 

technology with the goal of reducing incidents.” 

g. “How safety is built into your experience – Safety features in the app – Tap a button for 

emergency assistance. Share your trip details with loved ones. Our technology helps put 

peace of mind at your fingertips.” 

h. “How safety is built into your experience – An inclusive community – Millions of riders 

and drivers share a set of Community Guidelines, holding each other accountable to do 

the right thing.” 

i. “How safety is built into your experience – Coverage on every trip – We’ve put 

insurance from leading companies in place for every ride.” 

j. “Building safer journeys for everyone – Rider safety – Uber driver-partners in the US 

go through a multi-point screening check for their driving and criminal history before 

they are authorized to take trips through the app. Every rider has access to safety features 

built into  

the app and a support team if you need them.” 

k. “The future of safety – More than 200 Uber employees, from researchers and scientists 

to designers and engineers, are focused on building technology that puts safety at the 

heart of your experience.” 
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l. “Safe rides around the clock – Affordable, reliable transportation can help make roads 

safer. Need a late-night ride and can’t drive yourself? Request a ride with Uber.”  

100. Uber actively and publicly markets its transportation services to be safe and reliable 

services. 

101. Uber has cultivated an image among its customers of safety and superiority to public 

transportation and traditional taxis. Because of aggressive marketing, most Uber customers are 

generally unaware of the real risks associated with Uber rides and continue to believe a ride with 

Uber is a safer and better alternative. 

102. In 2016, Uber agreed to pay $28.5 million to settle a class action lawsuit over its 

fraudulent marketing of its security screening as “industry-leading.” 

103. Riders, including Plaintiffs, reasonably rely on Uber’s representations and promises 

regarding safety and security measures. Riders, including Plaintiffs, choose to ride with Uber as a 

result of this reliance. 

104. Uber markets its ride hailing service to female riders as a safer alternative to 

traditional taxis. 

105. Uber advertised, “driving change for women’s safety” on its website to specifically 

represent and promote women’s safety while using Uber, which states “[s]exual assault and gender-

based violence don’t belong anywhere in our communities, which is why Uber is committed to help 

stop incidents before they happen”. 

106. In 2015, Uber released a report with Mothers Against Drunk Driving “MADD” that 

states “The Uber App was created to ensure reliable access to safe rides.” The report states that with 

Uber, intoxicated persons can find “a safe, reliable ride home” that is “always within reach.”59 

107. The safe image that Uber aggressively cultivates suggests to customers, including 

Plaintiff, which riding while intoxicated with Uber is safe. Uber does not inform riders, like 

Plaintiffs, that hailing a ride after drinking puts riders in peril from the drivers themselves. By 

marketing heavily to young women who have been drinking, and promising safe rides, Uber puts 

riders in peril. 

 
59 Uber and MADD Report, “More Options. Shifting Mindsets. Driving Better Choices,” January 2015.  
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108. Uber knew its representations and promises about rider safety were false and 

misleading yet continued to allow riders to believe in the truth of these representations and promises 

and continued to profit from riders’ reliance on those representations and promises. 

109. Unfortunately, an Uber driver sexually assaulting a passenger is not an isolated or 

rare occurrence. A safety report Uber released in December 2019, showed there were thousands of 

sexual assaults during Uber rides in 2018 alone.60 Tony West, Uber’s Chief Legal Officer, said in 

response to that report, the “numbers are jarring and hard to digest.”61 

110. Uber employs a vast network of drivers. But, at all relevant times, Uber provided its 

drivers with inadequate training regarding sexual assault, sexual relations, sexually inappropriate 

behavior, sensitivity, and customer relations. 

111. Uber has also provided inadequate background checks and screening of its drivers. 

Among other things, it does not fingerprint its drivers, it does not run the applicant drivers against 

all available public databases, and it does not do international background checks. 

112. Uber lobbies state and local governments to limit what is required of Uber with 

respect to driver background checks.  Uber also lobbies local government entities to continue 

allowing Uber to perform its own background checks of its driver applicants, rather than 

municipalities performing the more stringent screening they do for traditional taxi drivers. 

113. Uber has successfully persuaded lawmakers in several states, including California, 

to keep background check requirements for its drivers limited. 

114. As a direct result of Uber’s lobbying efforts, those entities largely self-enforce hiring 

standards for their drivers. Whereas, in cities where municipalities perform the screening, such as 

in Houston, Texas and Seattle Washington, hundreds of driver applicants Uber approved are 

ultimately rejected by the municipality. 

115. Even where authorized to do so, Uber generally does not perform driver background 

checks and instead outsource the checks to a third-party vendor that often limits the extent of its 

background check and that does not verify the information provided by the applicant is accurate or 

complete. The turnaround time for an Uber background check is often under 36 hours. 

 
60 New York Times, “Uber says 3,045 sexual assaults were reported in U.S. rides last year,” December 5, 2019.  
61 Id.  
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116. The application process to become an Uber driver is simple, fast, and designed to 

allow the company to hire as many drivers as possible while incurring minimal associated costs. 

Uber fought for and implemented a less robust hiring process knowing it would be at the expense 

of passenger safety. 

117.     Although Uber claims its drivers are not employees, Uber engages its drivers as  

part of its business and the Uber drivers are charged with the responsibility of safely transporting 

Uber passengers to their destination. 

118. Unfortunately, an Uber driver sexually assaulting a passenger is not an isolated or 

rare occurrence. A safety report Uber released in December 2019, showed there were thousands of 

sexual assaults during Uber rides in 2018 alone.62 Tony West, Uber’s Chief Legal Officer, said in 

response to that report, the “numbers are jarring and hard to digest.”63 

119. Uber employs a vast network of drivers. But, at all relevant times, Uber provided its 

drivers with inadequate training regarding sexual assault, sexual relations, sexually inappropriate 

behavior, sensitivity, and customer relations. 

120. Uber has also provided inadequate background checks and screening of its drivers. 

Among other things, it does not fingerprint its drivers, it does not run the applicant drivers against 

all available public databases, and it does not do international background checks. 

121. Uber lobbies state and local governments to limit what is required of Uber with 

respect to driver background checks.  Uber also lobbies local government entities to continue 

allowing Uber to perform its own background checks of its driver applicants, rather than 

municipalities performing the more stringent screening they do for traditional taxi drivers. 

122. Uber has successfully persuaded lawmakers in several states, including California, 

to keep background check requirements for its drivers limited. 

123. As a direct result of Uber’s lobbying efforts, those entities largely self-enforce hiring 

standards for their drivers. Whereas, in cities where municipalities perform the screening, such as 

in Houston, Texas and Seattle Washington, hundreds of driver applicants Uber approved are 

ultimately rejected by the municipality. 

 
62 New York Times, “Uber says 3,045 sexual assaults were reported in U.S. rides last year,” December 5, 2019.  
63 Id.  
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124. Even where authorized to do so, Uber generally does not perform driver background 

checks and instead outsource the checks to a third-party vendor that often limits the extent of its 

background check and that does not verify the information provided by the applicant is accurate or 

complete. The turnaround time for an Uber background check is often under 36 hours. 

125. The application process to become an Uber driver is simple, fast, and designed to 

allow the company to hire as many drivers as possible while incurring minimal associated costs. 

Uber fought for and implemented a less robust hiring process knowing it would be at the expense 

of passenger safety. 

126. Although Uber claims its drivers are not employees, Uber engages its drivers as part 

of its business and the Uber drivers are charged with the responsibility of safely transporting Uber 

passengers to their destination. 

 

DELAYED DISCOVERY AND FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT 

127. The discovery rule applies to toll the running of the statute of limitations until 

Plaintiffs knew, or through the exercise of reasonable care and diligence, should have known of the 

existence of their claim against Uber. 

128.   Plaintiffs were not aware of the foreseeability of the sexual assault they endured 

because Uber intentionally concealed the fact that Uber drivers had been regularly sexually 

assaulting women since at least 2014 and instead represented that Uber was a safe mode of 

transportation. 

129. A reasonable investigation by Plaintiffs at the time of their sexual assault would not 

have revealed the factual basis of their causes of action against Uber.  This is because Uber, through 

marketing and more, took actions to conceal that its drivers regularly and frequently assaulted 

women. This is also because Uber has publicly claimed that it does not control its drivers and that 

its drivers are not Uber employees.  As such, despite reasonable diligence, Plaintiffs were unable to 

discover Uber’s negligent or wrongful conduct, which brought about or contributed to bringing 

about the sexual assault suffered. 

130. Furthermore, the running of any statute of limitations has been equitably tolled by 

reason of Uber’s intentional representations and fraudulent concealment and conduct. 
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131. Through its affirmative misrepresentations and omissions, Uber actively concealed 

from Plaintiffs the true risks associated with using the Uber App and riding in an Uber, specifically, 

the risk of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 

harassed, and/or otherwise attacked. 

132. As a result of Uber’s actions, Plaintiffs were unaware, and could not reasonably know 

or have learned through reasonable diligence that Uber could be held liable for the risks its drivers 

posed as alleged herein and that those risks were the direct and proximate result of Uber’s acts and 

omissions. 

133. Plaintiffs did not learn of Uber’s negligent or wrongful cause in bringing about the 

sexual assault until after they saw advertisements for legal help, so their claims are not time barred. 

134.  Furthermore, Uber is estopped from relying on any statute of limitations because of 

its concealment of the truth about its failure to adequately employ measures to ensure the safety of 

its passengers. Uber had a duty to disclose the true character, quality and nature of its background 

checks and the incidence of Uber drivers sexually assaulting or otherwise attacking passengers, 

because this was non-public information over which Defendants had, and continue to have, 

exclusive control, and because Defendants knew this information was not available to Plaintiffs, 

Uber passengers/customers, and/or the general public. 

 

CAUSES OF ACTION 

COUNT ONE– GENERAL NEGLIGENCE 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

135. The preceding paragraphs of this Complaint are incorporated by reference. 

136. By providing transportation to the general public using its application and network 

of drivers, Uber owed a duty to act with due and reasonable care towards the public and in particular 

its own passengers, including Plaintiffs. 

137. Uber has been on notice that its drivers have been sexually harassing, sexually 

assaulting, and raping its passengers since at least 2014.  Uber was aware or should have been aware 

that some Uber drivers would continue to sexually assault, stalk, harass, kidnap, physically assault, 

rape, and/or otherwise attack their vulnerable Uber patrons and passengers. 
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138. Since learning of the sexual assaults perpetrated by its drivers, Uber never adapted 

or improved its safety procedures in any meaningful way. 

139. Uber does not require video monitoring of its drivers that cannot be turned off, nor 

does it provide emergency notification to Uber and the authorities when a driver drastically veers 

off course from the passenger’s destination, abruptly cancels the ride, or ends the ride at the intended 

destination but GPS data indicates the passenger remains in the car for a significant period of time. 

140. At all times relevant, Uber was well aware of the dangers its drivers posed, yet it still 

induced, and continues to induce, the public, including Plaintiffs, to rely on Uber as a safe means of 

transportation.  In doing so, Uber failed to warn passengers, including Plaintiffs, of the possibility 

of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 

harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver.  

141. At the time Plaintiffs were assaulted, Uber did not require sexual harassment/assault 

training for its drivers, nor did it have any policies in place for immediate termination if a driver 

engages in sexual misconduct. 

142. Uber does not cooperate with the police when a driver commits an illegal sexual 

attack on its passengers.  Despite having the express right to disclose driver information at Uber’s 

sole discretion, Uber requires that extensive standards be met before the company will even consider 

law enforcement requests for information.  Even after a report of sexual assault has been made, Uber 

generally requires a subpoena before it will release information.  Uber’s policy of noncooperation 

discourages police agencies from making recommendations to District Attorneys’ offices to file 

complaints against Uber drivers and provides Uber’s predatory drivers with tacit assurance that their 

illegal attacks will not be detected by law enforcement. 

143. When hiring new drivers, Uber does not verify driver identities with biometric 

background checks. Uber does not correct for false negatives created by its name-based screening 

procedures. Uber does not provide industry-standard background checks which would provide the 

most comprehensive means of screening applicant drivers.  Uber does not invest in continuous 

monitoring of its drivers and is not immediately alerted when one of its drivers is implicated in 

criminal acts. 
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144. Uber does not have a consistent, reliable system for addressing passenger reports of 

sexual assault by its drivers and continues to let dangerous predators drive for and earn money for 

Uber. 

145. For the above reasons and others, Uber breached its duty of reasonable care to 

Plaintiffs. 

146. As a legal and direct result of Uber’s aforementioned conduct and omissions, 

Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 

harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber Driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and 

robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety. The assaults on Plaintiffs caused them to suffer 

psychological and physical harm from which some or all may never fully recover. 

147. As a direct and legal result of Uber’s general negligence, Plaintiffs suffered damages, 

both economic and general, non-economic damages, according to proof. 

 

COUNT TWO – NEGLIGENT HIRING, SUPERVISION, AND RETENTION 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

148. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

149. Uber engaged and retained or otherwise employed Uber drivers who sexually 

assaulted, stalked, harassed, kidnapped, physically assaulted, raped, and/or otherwise attacked 

Plaintiffs as described above. 

150. Uber did not interview, check the references of, provide training to, or advise the 

Uber drivers of any anti-sexual assault policies when hiring them.  Uber had no reasonable basis for 

believing Uber drivers in general were fit to drive vulnerable women around, particularly at night, 

and failed to use reasonable care in determining whether each driver was fit for the task.  Uber 

should have known of the unfitness of the Uber drivers involved in the assaults described herein but 

failed to use reasonable care to discover their unfitness and incompetence. 

151. Despite failing to reasonably endeavor to investigate the incompetence of Uber 

drivers, including the ones who harmed Plaintiffs, for transporting vulnerable and or intoxicated 

women late at night in a moving vehicle, Uber hired said drivers to do exactly that. 
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152. Uber knew or should have known that assigning the task of transporting vulnerable 

passengers late at night to an inadequately screened driver created an unreasonable risk of harm to 

Uber’s passengers, including Plaintiffs, particularly when Uber had been on notice of the string of 

sexual assaults committed by Uber’s drivers. 

153. Uber failed to employ measures to adequately supervise its drivers. 

154. Uber failed to adequately record, investigate, and respond to passenger reports of 

unsafe conduct such as sexual harassment and sexual assault by Uber drivers. 

155. Uber was negligent in failing to terminate drivers it knew or reasonably should have 

known were a threat to passengers, including but not limited to Plaintiffs and other vulnerable 

female passengers traveling alone. 

156. The Uber drivers who assaulted Plaintiffs were, and/or became, unfit to perform the 

work for which they were hired as they improperly and illegally took advantage of Plaintiffs when 

they attempted to use the service for a safe ride to their destinations, thereby causing psychological 

and or physical harm. 

157. Because of the Uber drivers’ unfitness to perform the task of transporting Plaintiffs, 

Plaintiffs were sexually assaulted, harassed, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, and/or 

otherwise attacked which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and 

personal safety. 

158. Uber’s negligence in hiring, retaining, and or supervising Uber drivers, including the 

drivers who harmed Plaintiffs, caused Plaintiffs to be kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually 

battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by their Uber 

drivers, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal 

safety. The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or 

psychological harm from which some may never fully recover.   

159. As a direct and legal result of Defendants’ negligent supervision, hiring, and 

retention of Uber drivers, including the drivers who harmed Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs have suffered 

damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 
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COUNT THREE – COMMON CARRIER NEGLIGENCE 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

160. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

161. At the time Plaintiffs were falsely imprisoned and sexually assaulted, Uber was a 

common carrier as it provided transportation to the general public. 

162. Uber provides transportation through a digital application made available to the 

general public for the purpose of transporting its users, the passengers, from place to place for profit.  

Uber has widely offered its services to the general public and charges standard fees for its services 

through its application.  Uber does not allow discrimination against passengers on the basis of race, 

color, national origin, religion, gender, gender identity, physical or mental disability, medical 

condition, marital status, age, or sexual orientation.  Any member of the public can use Uber’s 

services for transportation. 

163. As a common carrier, Uber must carry its passengers, including Plaintiffs, safely. 

164. Uber has a duty to employ the utmost degree of care and diligence that would be 

expected of a very cautious company.  Uber has a duty to do all that human care, vigilance, and 

foresight reasonably can do under the circumstances to avoid harm to passengers, including 

Plaintiffs. 

165. Uber must use reasonable skill to provide everything necessary for safe 

transportation, in view of the transportation used and the practical operation of the business. 

166. Despite complaints to Uber of sexual assaults committed by Uber drivers and 

lawsuits against Uber for sexual assault, Uber has failed to implement safety precautions that would 

adequately address its sexual assault problem. 

167. Uber does not provide a consistent and reliable way for passengers to report sexual 

abuse and rape. 

168. Uber does not warn passengers of the dangers of riding with Uber and fails to warn 

passengers of past complaints regarding Uber drivers. 

169. Uber does not have an effective program in place to deal with the sexual predator 

crisis posed by some of its drivers. 
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170. Uber knows its female passengers are in a uniquely vulnerable situation enclosed in 

a moving vehicle and that a subset of its drivers are sexual predators. 

171. Uber has not exercised reasonable care to protect its passengers from harassment, 

assault, and rape by Uber’s drivers. 

172. Uber has not exercised the utmost degree of care in order to protect its passengers 

from the danger posed by sexual predators who drive for Uber.  If Uber had used the highest degree 

of care, Uber could have prevented or dramatically reduced the likelihood of the sexual assault of 

its passengers, including Plaintiffs. 

173. Uber failed to safely transport Plaintiffs. 

174. Uber failed to use the utmost care and vigilance to protect Plaintiffs from its own 

drivers who sexually assaulted, stalked, harassed, kidnapped, physically assaulted, raped, and/or 

otherwise attacked Plaintiffs while they were being transported by Uber. 

175. Uber failed to take reasonable precautions to protect its vulnerable female 

passengers, including Plaintiffs, from the foreseeable and known risk of sexual assault, harassment 

and/or rape by its drivers.  If Uber had used the highest degree of care, Uber could have prevented 

or reduced the likelihood of the sexual assault of its passengers, including Plaintiffs. 

176. As a legal and direct result of the aforementioned conduct and omissions of Uber, 

Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 

harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and 

robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety. The depraved attack on Plaintiffs caused 

Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or psychological harm from which some or all may never fully 

recover. 

177. As a direct and legal result of Uber’s negligence as a common carrier, Plaintiffs have 

suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 

 

COUNT FOUR – NEGLIGENT FAILURE TO WARN 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

178. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 
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179. Uber’s conduct created a risk of physical or emotional harm to its passengers, 

including Plaintiffs. 

180. In operating its business, Uber knew and had reason to know that its passengers were 

at risk of sexual assault and abuse by Uber’s drivers since at least 2014.  Since then, Uber has 

received frequent passenger complaints about driver misbehavior, has been notified of police 

investigations of drivers’ criminal conduct while acting within their capacity as Uber drivers, and 

has been the subject of numerous civil suits alleging the sexual harassment and sexual assault of 

Uber’s passengers by Uber’s drivers. 

181. Despite the knowledge of the danger its enterprise created, Uber prioritized profits 

over passenger safety and did not alert its passengers, including Plaintiffs, to the risk of sexual 

assault by Uber drivers.  In fact, Uber continued to market itself as a service that provides “safe” 

rides, even to unaccompanied and/or intoxicated passengers, knowing sufficient measures had not 

been employed to keep passengers safe from being sexually assaulted. 

182. Uber itself represented to its passengers that riding with Uber is safe, implying it is 

free of risk from sexual assault. 

183. Uber did not warn that its criminal background checks of Uber drivers were limited, 

nor did it warn that it sometimes allows drivers to continue driving for Uber even after a passenger 

report to Uber she was sexually assaulted. 

184. Uber had reason to know that passengers would be unaware of the risk of sexual 

assault by Uber drivers. 

185. A warning to its passengers that they were at risk of sexual assault by Uber drivers 

would have reduced the risk of harm to passengers, including Plaintiffs, who could have arranged 

for alternative transportation or taken additional safety precautions and avoided the assaults they 

suffered at the hands of Uber drivers. 

186. Plaintiffs would not have ridden alone in an Uber had Uber provided an adequate 

warning regarding the risk of being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely 

imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver. 

187. As a legal and direct result of Uber’s aforementioned conduct and omissions, 

Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, 
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harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and 

robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused 

Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or psychological harm from which some or all may never fully 

recover. 

188. As a direct and legal result of Defendants’ negligent failure to warn, Plaintiffs have 

suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages, according to proof. 

 

COUNT FIVE – VICARIOUS LIABILITY/ 

LIABILITY FOR THE TORTS OF UBER’S DRIVERS 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

189. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

190. Uber is vicariously liable for the torts of its drivers through the theories of respondeat 

superior, nondelegable duties, agency, and ostensible agency.  Uber’s liability for the acts of its 

drivers is not contingent upon the classification of its drivers as employees. 

191. Under the doctrine of respondeat superior, Uber is responsible for the torts of its 

employees committed within the scope of employment.  The modern rationale for the theory is that 

an employer who profits from an enterprise which, through the torts of his employees, causes harm 

to others should bear the costs of the injury instead of the innocent injured Plaintiffs. 

192. Uber profits from transporting vulnerable passengers late at night.  Uber encourages 

intoxicated passengers to use its services.  At the same time, Uber does not take reasonable steps to 

protect its passengers or warn them of the dangers of riding with Uber.  Uber should bear the costs 

of injuries that result from torts such as sexual assault, kidnapping, and rape, not the victims of 

Uber’s negligence, willful wrongdoing and intentional omissions made at the expense of passenger 

safety. 

193. Uber drivers are employees and agents of Uber.  Uber reserves the right to control 

the activities of Uber drivers.  Uber controls the prices charged to customers, controls contact with 

the customer base, controls the ability of a driver to see where he will be driving before he accepts 

a ride, and reserves the right to terminate drivers with or without cause. 
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194. The kidnapping, sexually assault, sexually battery, rape, falsely imprisonment, 

stalking, harassment, and/or other attack Plaintiffs suffered was perpetrated by Uber Drivers within 

the scope of their employment and authority.  The kidnapping, sexual assault and/or rape of 

intoxicated and unaccompanied women who have been placed in an improperly screened Uber 

driver’s car with little to no supervision is incidental to and a foreseeable result of the act of 

transporting passengers. 

195. Uber may maintain that its drivers are contractors and not employees. Nevertheless, 

whether Uber drivers are characterized as contractors, employees or agents, Uber has a non-

delegable duty to transport its passengers safely. 

196. The doctrine of nondelegable duty recognizes that for public policy reasons, certain 

duties cannot be delegated to a third party.   It operates to ensure that when a harm occurs the injured 

party will be compensated by the party whose activity caused the harm and who may therefore 

properly be held liable for the acts of his agent, whether the agent was an employee or an 

independent contractor. The doctrine recognizes that an entity may not delegate its duties to a 

contractor in order to evade its own responsibilities.  This is especially so when allowing delegation 

would incentivize the employers to hire incompetent contractors in order to further the employer’s 

pecuniary interests.64 

197. In advertising to passengers, including Plaintiffs, that Uber provides them a safe ride 

to their destinations, and by profiting off women who use Uber for that very purpose but then are 

attacked, Uber has a duty to its passengers that cannot be delegated.  To allow Uber to delegate the 

liability for the assaults committed by its drivers to anyone else would encourage Uber to continue 

to utilize the cheapest, fastest, and most haphazard safety procedures.  Uber would be 

disincentivized from hiring only competent drivers, since the more drivers Uber has, the more 

money Uber makes. 

198. Further, Uber drivers act as agents of and operate as extensions of Uber.  Uber drivers 

represent Uber’s business and further Uber’s pecuniary interests. 

 
64 See, for example, Barry v. Raskov (Ct. App. 1991) 232 Cal. App. 3d 447, 454, where the court recognized that allowing a broker to delegate the 
liability for the fraudulent torts of its contractor property appraiser would incentivize the broker to hire potentially insolvent contractors, to the 
detriment of the public.  
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199. Uber drivers display the Uber logo when interacting with passengers, and in many 

cases Uber drivers are the only people with whom Uber’s passengers have direct contact.  Uber 

drivers provide the service that Uber claims to provide-- transportation. 

200. By allowing Uber drivers to represent Uber’s business, Uber creates the impression 

that its drivers, including Uber Driver, were Uber’s employees and/or agents. 

201. Plaintiffs reasonably believed that their Uber driver was an employee or agent of 

Uber, and, relying on this belief, got in a vehicle with him in exchange for a fee and suffered harm 

as a result of their contact with the driver. 

202. For these reasons and others, Uber is vicariously liable for the tortious acts of its 

drivers, regardless of whether Uber’s drivers are employees, agents, apparent agents, or contractors 

of Uber. 

203. As a direct and legal result of the Uber driver’s tortious conduct, Plaintiffs were 

kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or 

otherwise attacked which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and 

personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and or 

psychological harm from which some or all may never fully recover. 

204. As a direct and legal result of Uber Drivers’ tortious conduct for which Uber is 

legally liable, Plaintiffs have suffered economic and general, non-economic damages according to 

proof. 

 

COUNT SIX – VICARIOUS LIABILITY FOR SEXUAL ASSAULT 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

205. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

206. At the times each Plaintiff was sexually assaulted, the Uber Driver involved intended 

to cause harmful and offensive contact with Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs were in reasonable apprehension 

of imminent, harmful, and offensive contact. The Uber drivers involved in each assault intentionally 

and recklessly did acts which placed Plaintiffs in apprehension of imminent harm, including being 

sexual assaulted, battered and/ or raped. 
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207. These Uber drivers committed these tortious and wrongful acts while acting in the 

course and scope of their employment with Uber as an employee/agent of Uber.  Therefore, Uber is 

liable for the Uber drivers’ sexual assaults of Plaintiffs and is responsible for damages caused by 

said conduct under the principles of vicarious liability, including the doctrine of respondeat 

superior.  Even if the Uber drivers had not been employees, Uber’s duty to provide transportation 

free of assault is nondelegable, and Uber is liable for its drivers’ actions, because to allow Uber to 

delegate its duty of providing the safe transportation it promises would incentivize Uber to create a 

greater risk of harm to the public. 

208. For these reasons and others, Uber is vicariously liable for the sexual assaults 

Plaintiffs suffered at the hands of their respective Uber driver. 

209. As a direct and legal result of the Uber drivers’ sexual assaults, Plaintiffs were 

humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved 

attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and psychological harm from which 

some or all may never fully recover. 

210. As a direct and legal result of the Uber drivers’ sexual assault for which Uber is 

vicariously liable, Plaintiffs have suffered economic and general, non-economic damages according 

to proof. 

 

COUNT SEVEN – SEXUAL BATTERY 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

211. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

212. In the instance of each above-referenced Plaintiff, the Uber driver involved made 

harmful and offensive contact with the Plaintiff. None of the Plaintiffs consented to the contact. 

Plaintiffs were each harmed and offended by the respective Uber drivers’ contact. The Uber drivers 

intentionally and recklessly committed acts that resulted in harmful contact with the respective 

Plaintiff’s person, including but not limited to sexual molestation and or penetration, touching of a 

sexual body part without consent, touching of Plaintiff in a sexual manner, forced kissing without 

consent, and or forcing Plaintiff to touch the drivers in a sexual manner. 
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213. As a result of the respective Uber Driver’s sexual battery of the above-listed 

Plaintiffs, which occurred while in the course and scope of Uber drivers’ employment, Plaintiffs 

were humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved 

attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both physical and psychological harm from which 

some or all may never fully recover. 

214. As a legal result of the sexual battery committed by the Uber driver involved in each 

instance, and Uber’s liability and vicarious liability for the same, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, 

both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 

 

COUNT EIGHT– FALSE IMPRISONMENT 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 
 

215. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

216. At the time of the Uber rides and accompanying sexual assaults, the above-listed 

Plaintiffs were held against their will by force and were physically prevented from escaping. 

217. As such, said Plaintiffs were falsely imprisoned in violation of their rights. 

218. As a legal result of each respected Uber driver’s false imprisonment, which occurred 

while in the course and scope of his employment, Plaintiffs were robbed of their dignity and personal 

safety.  The false imprisonment of Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer psychological harm from 

which some may never fully recover. 

219. As a legal result of the Uber drivers’ false imprisonment of Plaintiffs and Uber’s 

liability and vicarious liability for the same, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, both economic and 

general, non-economic damages according to proof. 

 

COUNT NINE– INTENTIONAL MISREPRESENTATION 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

220. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 
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221. At the time Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, falsely 

imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked, they had downloaded the Uber application 

and had an account with Uber. 

222. Uber represented to Plaintiffs and the general public that safety was Uber's top 

priority, and it was Uber's goal to make every ride safe, comfortable, and reliable.  At the same time, 

Uber already knew that a number of its drivers had preyed on vulnerable female passengers by 

sexually molesting, assaulting and/or raping them. 

223. Uber made intentional misrepresentations of fact to all users of the Uber app, 

including Plaintiffs, which were known by Uber to be false including the false statements Uber 

made, stating it would provide Plaintiffs with a safe ride to their destinations. 

224. These representations regarding safety were made to Uber customers, including 

Plaintiffs, through periodic emails Uber sent to its customers, social media advertisements, and 

Uber’s own website and app.  Plaintiffs relied upon several advertisements and statements wherein 

Uber proclaimed it would provide a safe ride.  Plaintiffs read Uber’s self-promoting statements 

regarding safety both before and after Plaintiffs were sexually assaulted, harassed, sexually battered, 

falsely imprisoned, and/or otherwise attacked by their Uber drivers. 

225. Prioritizing profits over passenger safety, Uber made these intentional 

misrepresentations of material fact to induce women, including Plaintiffs, into using Uber’s 

services. 

226. Uber made these representations to Plaintiffs and the general public despite knowing 

it had chosen not to take the measures necessary to provide a safe ride to her intended destination 

and as a result, continued sexual assault of its passengers by its drivers was a foreseeable occurrence. 

227. Uber made these representations to induce women, like Plaintiffs, into using Uber’s 

services and to derive profit from women like Plaintiffs. 

228. In ordering and getting into an Uber vehicle, Plaintiffs reasonably relied on Uber's 

representations that it would get them safely to their destination. 

229. In trusting and relying on Uber's representations, Plaintiffs were placed in a uniquely 

vulnerable position that was taken advantage of by Uber drivers who kidnapped, sexually assaulted, 

sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked Plaintiffs. 
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230. As a legal result of Uber’s intentional misrepresentations, Plaintiffs were kidnapped, 

sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise 

attacked by an Uber driver which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their 

dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer both 

physical and psychological harm from which some or all may never fully recover. 

231. As a legal result of Uber’s intentional misrepresentations, Plaintiffs have suffered 

damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 

 

COUNT TEN – NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

232. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

233. Uber represented to Plaintiffs and the general public that safety is Uber's top priority, 

and that it is Uber's goal to make every ride safe, comfortable, and reliable.  At the time of the 

assaults alleged herein, Uber knew that a number of its drivers had previously preyed on vulnerable 

female passengers by sexually molesting, assaulting, and/or raping them. 

234. Uber continued to represent that its services were safe to further Uber’s own 

pecuniary interests. 

235. In representing to its customers/users that its services were safe, Uber had a duty to 

provide correct and accurate information about the actual safety of its services. 

236. Uber knew or should have known that it could not provide the safe ride that it 

represented it could. 

237.  Knowing of the incidence of sexual assault of its passengers by its drivers and 

knowing that Uber had not implemented adequate precautions, Uber had no reasonable grounds for 

believing that it could provide Plaintiffs and other passengers a safe ride home as represented. 

238. In getting into the Uber, Plaintiffs reasonably relied on Uber's representations that it 

would get them safely to their intended destination. 

239. In trusting and relying on Uber's representations, Plaintiffs were placed in a uniquely 

vulnerable position that was taken advantage of by an Ubers employee, an Uber driver, who 
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kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or 

otherwise attacked Plaintiffs. 

240. As a legal result of Uber’s aforementioned conduct, Plaintiffs were sexually 

assaulted, harassed, sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, kidnapped, and/or 

otherwise attacked by their Uber driver, which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed them of 

their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks on Plaintiffs caused them to suffer both 

physical and psychological harm from which some may never fully recover. 

241. As a legal result of Uber’s negligent misrepresentations, Plaintiffs have suffered 

damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 

 

COUNT ELEVEN – NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

242. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

243. For several years prior to each Plaintiff being sexually assaulted by an Uber driver, 

Uber was fully aware that other female passengers had been sexually assaulted and raped by Uber 

drivers. Since at least 2014, Uber has received frequent passenger complaints about driver 

misbehavior, has been notified of police investigations of the criminal conduct of drivers acting 

within their capacity as Uber drivers, and has been the subject of numerous civil suits alleging the 

sexual harassment and sexual assault of Uber’s passengers by Uber’s drivers. 

244. Uber made a conscious decision not to implement procedures that would effectively 

screen its drivers and monitor its drivers to identify and terminate drivers who were sexual predators. 

245. Safety precautions such as enhanced background checks, biometric fingerprinting, 

job interviews, electronic monitoring systems, warnings to passengers of the dangers of being 

attacked by Uber drivers, and cooperation with law enforcement when a driver attacks a passenger 

would have cost Uber money and reputational damage. Because of this, Uber decided not to 

implement such precautions and instead continues to place its passengers at greater risk of sexual 

assault and rape by Uber’s own drivers. 
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246. Additional safety precautions that Uber chose not to make include but are not limited 

to: ongoing monitoring of Uber drivers through available technology including cameras and GPS; 

a zero tolerance policy for drivers who deviate from expected behavior by leaving the vehicle with 

passengers, or by deviating substantially from the assigned route; a zero-tolerance program for 

sexual assault and guidelines mandating immediate termination; creating and instituting a system 

encouraging customer reporting; and adequate monitoring of customer complaints by well-trained 

and effective customer service representatives.  Uber chose not to implement such precautions, nor 

did it warn passengers of the risk of being sexually assaulted in light of the fact that these safety 

precautions had not been implemented. 

247. In failing to take these and other safety precautions designed to protect passengers 

from sexual predators driving for Uber, Uber breached its duty of reasonable care, negligently 

inflicting emotional harm upon Plaintiffs, and acted recklessly and in conscious disregard of their 

safety. 

248. As a direct and legal result of Uber’s negligent infliction of emotional distress, 

Plaintiffs have suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to 

proof. 

 

COUNT TWELVE – BREACH OF CONTRACT 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 
 

249. Plaintiffs listed above hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action 

and factual allegations. 

250. The above-listed Plaintiffs entered into a contract with Uber.  The essence of this 

commercial transaction was the payment of a fee to Uber in exchange for safe and reasonable 

transportation to their destination. 

251. As a result of the conduct, acts and omissions set forth above, Uber breached its 

contract with Plaintiffs, including breaching implied covenants which would be inherent in such a 

contract. 

252. As a legal result of Uber’s Breach of Contract, Plaintiffs have suffered damages, both 

economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 
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COUNT THIRTEEN – STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY BASED ON DESIGN DEFECT 

OF THE UBER APP AND FAILURE OF THE UBER APP TO MEET MINIMUM 

REASONABLE CONSUMER SAFETY EXPECTATIONS 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

253. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

254. Uber manufactured and distributed the Uber App. 

255. The Uber App did not perform as an ordinary consumer would have expected it to 

perform when used or misused in an intended or reasonably foreseeable way, because the Uber App 

falsely led Plaintiffs to form a reasonable minimum safety expectation that was not met. 

256. The Uber App did not include safety features such as a GPS tracking system that 

would alert Uber, to the early termination of a ride, substantial deviation from the intended route, or 

a passenger continuing to travel in the Uber vehicle after the driver ended the ride in the app.  It also 

did not include the automatic activation of the camera in drivers’ smart phones when a ride is in 

progress. 

257. The Uber App also failed to communicate with Plaintiffs a true expectation of the 

lack of safety in using Uber. 

258. These flaws in the design of the Uber App, were a substantial factor in causing harm 

to the Plaintiffs, which included being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, 

falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by Uber Driver, which humiliated, 

degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal safety.  The depraved attacks 

on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer physical and or psychological harm from which they may 

never fully recover. 

259. As a legal result of Uber’s aforementioned acts and omissions, Plaintiffs have 

suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages, according to proof. 
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COUNT FOURTEEN – STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY BASED ON FAILURE TO 

WARN OF THE RISKS POSED BY THE UBER RIDESHARING APP 

(As to all Plaintiffs) 

260. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

261. Uber manufactured and distributed the Uber App. 

262. The Uber App presented potential risks of introducing each driver to a passenger 

who, because of the nature of the ridesharing arrangement created and facilitated by the Uber App, 

could neither escape from the Uber driver’s vehicle nor control the place where the driver would 

take the passenger, which could result in the sexual assault of that passenger; these are risks that 

were known or knowable at the time of manufacture and distribution of the Uber App. 

263. The potential risks presented a substantial danger when the Uber App was used or 

misused in an intended or reasonably foreseeable way. 

264. Ordinary consumers such as Plaintiffs would not have recognized the potential risks. 

265. Defendant Uber failed to adequately warn consumers, including Plaintiffs, of these 

potential risks. 

266. Uber’s failure to provide passengers, including Plaintiffs, with sufficient warnings 

regarding the risk of harm to which they were being exposed with each Uber ride was a substantial  

factor in causing the harm suffered by Plaintiffs, including being kidnapped, sexually assaulted, 

sexually battered, raped, falsely imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber 

driver which humiliated, degraded, violated, and robbed Plaintiffs of their dignity and personal 

safety.  The depraved attack on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer physical and or psychological 

harm from which some may never fully recover. 

267. As a legal result of Uber’s aforementioned acts and omissions, Plaintiffs have 

suffered damages, both economic and general, non-economic damages according to proof. 
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PUNITIVE DAMAGES 

268. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the preceding causes of action and factual 

allegations. 

269. As stated above, Uber knew that it faced an ongoing problem of sexual predators 

driving for Uber and assaulting its passengers.  As early as 2014 Uber knew that its drivers were 

sexually assaulting female passengers. Since 2014, Uber has received frequent passenger complaints 

about driver sexual misconduct, including sexual assault and rape, it has been notified of police 

investigations of the criminal sexual conduct of drivers acting within their capacity as Uber drivers, 

and it has been the subject of numerous civil suits alleging the sexual harassment and sexual assault 

of Uber’s passengers by Uber’s drivers. 

270. Nevertheless, even though Uber was fully aware of its sexual predator problem it 

failed to take safety precautions to protect its passengers. 

271. Even after Uber was aware some Uber drivers were using driving for Uber as an 

opportunity to get unsuspecting women into their vehicle and to sexually assault them, Uber and its 

executing officers made the conscious decision not to implement more thoroughly vet its drivers 

before and after hiring them. 

272. The decision not to implement more thorough and persistent background checks was 

driven by Uber Executives desire for rapid expansion and increased profits, because the more drivers 

driving for Uber, the more money there was to be made. 

273. Prioritizing profits over safety, Uber and its executive officers also made the 

conscious decision not to warn its customers/users of the risk of being sexually assaulted even after 

they were fully aware of this risk. 

274. Safety precautions such as enhanced background checks, biometric fingerprinting, 

job interviews, electronic monitoring systems, ongoing monitoring of Uber drivers and rides through 

available technology including cameras and GPS; a zero tolerance policy for drivers who deviate 

from expected behavior by leaving the vehicle with passengers, or by deviating substantially from 

the assigned route, a warning system for when a driver significantly deviates from the intended route 

or prematurely terminates a ride, a system for checking in with and verifying a passenger’s safety 

when a driver prematurely terminates a ride or significantly deviates from the intended route ; a 
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zero-tolerance program for sexual assault and guidelines mandating immediate termination; a zero 

tolerance policy for fraternizing with passengers, creating and instituting a system encouraging 

customer reporting; and adequate monitoring of customer complaints by well-trained and effective 

customer service representatives, warnings to passengers of the dangers of being attacked by Uber 

drivers, and cooperation with law enforcement when a driver attacks a passenger would have cost 

Uber money and reputational damage.  Because of this, Uber, at the direction of its corporate 

officers, decided not to implement such precautions and instead has continued to place its passengers 

at greater risk of kidnapping, sexual assault, rape, and exploitation by Uber’s own drivers. 

275. Prioritizing profits over passenger safety, Uber and its executive officers acted, and 

continues to act, recklessly and in knowing, conscious disregard of the safety of its passengers, 

including that of Plaintiffs, and the public. 

276. As a legal result of the aforementioned negligent, reckless and grossly negligent 

conduct of Uber, Plaintiffs were kidnapped, sexually assaulted, sexually battered, raped, falsely 

imprisoned, stalked, harassed, and/or otherwise attacked by an Uber driver, which humiliated, 

degraded, violated, and robbed them of their dignity and personal safety. 

277. The depraved attack on Plaintiffs caused Plaintiffs to suffer serious emotional 

distress as well as physical and or psychological harm from which she may never fully recover. 

278. As a result of Uber’s misconduct as stated above, Plaintiffs pray for exemplary 

damages to punish Uber for its misconduct and to deter future misconduct. 

 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

279. For these reasons, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against Defendants Uber 

Technologies, Inc., Rasier, LLC, and Does 1-50 inclusive.  They ask that this judgment be inclusive 

of all Defendants, and that they be held jointly and severally liable, as follows: 

a. For special damages, according to proof; 

b. For past and future general damages, including physical pain, mental anguish, 

disfigurement and physical impairment, according to proof; 

c. For past and future lost earnings and/or earning capacity, according to proof; 

d. For medical expenses, past and future, according to proof; 
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e. For punitive and exemplary damages, according to proof; 

f. For prejudgment interest from the date of each Plaintiffs’ respective incidents to the 

date of judgment, as provided by law, according to proof at the time of trial; 

g. For costs of litigation incurred herein; 

h. For attorney’s fees; 

i. For such other and further relief as this court may deem just and proper. 

 

 
Dated:  July 13, 2022 SLATER SLATER SCHULMAN LLP 

 
 
 
 By: 

 
 

 Michael W. Carney 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 

 
 
 
 

 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

 
 Plaintiffs demand a jury trial on all issues so triable.  
 
Dated:  July 13, 2022 SLATER SLATER SCHULMAN LLP 
 
 
 
 By: 

 

 
 Michael W. Carney 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; YANG, AUSTIN (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN

(CAT)
Subject: CPC Calendars for July 21, 2022
Date: Friday, July 15, 2022 3:33:35 PM
Attachments: 20220721_cal.docx

20220721_cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20220721.xlsx
CPC Hearing Results 2022.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for July 21, 2022.
 
Cheers,
 
Jonas P Ionin
Director of Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning
49 South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 628.652.7589 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
 

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org
mailto:CPC.SeniorManagers@sfgov.org
mailto:Austin.Yang@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
mailto:Kristen.Jensen@sfcityatty.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://sfplanninggis.org/pim/
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Notice of 

Hybrid Hearing

&

Agenda



This Meeting will be held in: 

Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, July 21, 2022

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Rachael Tanner, President

Kathrin Moore, Vice President

Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial, 

Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz 



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence









Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning 

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26











Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

[bookmark: _Hlk63346654] commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.

Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 

The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have never ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples.



Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department 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 Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any 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 Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的

至少48個小時提出要求。



FILIPINO: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 

RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 





This meeting will be held in person at the location listed above.  As authorized by California Government Code Section 54953(e) and Mayor Breed’s 45th Supplement to her February 25, 2020, emergency proclamation, it is possible that some members of the Planning Commission may attend this meeting remotely.  In that event, those members will participate and vote by video.  Members of the public may attend the meeting to observe and provide public comment at the physical meeting location listed above or online at https://sfplanning.org/.  Instructions for providing remote public comment are below.



Remote Access to Information and Participation 



In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 



On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 



Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 	2487 856 8516



The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage https://sfplanning.org/ and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.



As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.




ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Rachael Tanner		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore

		Commissioners:                	Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial,

			Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz 



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



1.	2020-005176DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

[bookmark: _Hlk103674527]45 BERNARD STREET – south side between Taylor and Jones Streets; Lot 030 in Assessor’s Block 0157 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 2020.0822.2415 to construct a rear addition; alter the exterior of the existing building; and to legalize an existing residential unit within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on May 26, 2022)

(Proposed for Continuance to August 25, 2022)



2.	2021-007672DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)

237 JUANITA WAY – south side near Del Sur Avenue; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 2971 (District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2021.0602.1495 to construct a front and rear horizontal addition to an existing three-story, one-family residence within a RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

WITHDRAWN



B.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



3.	Commission Comments/Questions

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.


C.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



4.	Director’s Announcements



5.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

D.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.



E. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; when applicable, followed by a presentation of the project sponsor team; followed by public comment.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



6.	2022-001032PCA	(A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534)

CONDITIONAL USE APPEALS (BF 220130) – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Melgar, to allow the signatures of Verified Tenants to count towards the threshold needed to permit an appeal of a Conditional Use Authorization; clarifying timelines applicable to appeals of Conditional Use Authorizations; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of public convenience, necessity, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 



7.	2021-012246PCA	(A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534)

PLANNING CODE – SINGLE, TWO AND THREE-FAMILY HOME BONUS PROGRAM (BF 211234) – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Safai, to create a density bonus program in RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family), RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family), and RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning Districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 



8.	2022-004725PCA	(V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525)

TEMPORARY SAFE OVERNIGHT PARKING AND CANNABIS RETAIL USES [BF 220542] – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Safai, to allow long-term parking of and overnight camping in vehicles and ancillary uses on parcels designated and authorized for use as Vehicle Triage Centers or Safe Parking Program sites, as a temporary use; extending the date for expiration of temporary cannabis retail uses to January 1, 2024; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve



9.	2018-004217GPA	(D. NGO: (628) 652-7591)

2022 SAFETY AND RESILIENCE ELEMENT UPDATE – Consideration of a Resolution to Initiate amendments to the San Francisco General Plan – Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 4.105, Planning Code Section 340(c) and Section 306.3, the Planning Commission may consider adopting a Resolution to Initiate amendments to the General Plan, a proposed revision of the 2012 Community Safety Element, and schedule a public hearing to consider adopting the proposed General Plan amendments. This initiation hearing is to consider when the adoption hearing will be held. If the Planning Commission passes the initiation resolution, the Commission will consider the content at the adoption hearing date of their choosing. The Department staff propose the adoption hearing to be scheduled on or after August 25, 2022. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution to Initiate



ADJOURNMENT


Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.



Proposition F

Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org.



San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.
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This Meeting will be held in:  
Commission Chambers, Room 400 


City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 


 


Thursday, July 21, 2022 
1:00 p.m. 


Regular Meeting 
 


Commissioners: 
Rachael Tanner, President 


Kathrin Moore, Vice President 
Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial,  


Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz  
 


Commission Secretary: 
Jonas P. Ionin 


 
 


Hearing Materials are available at: 
Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence 


 
 


 
 


Commission Hearing Broadcasts: 
Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning  


Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78 
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26 


 
 
 
 
 


Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance. 



https://sfplanning.org/resource/planning-commission-packet-july-21-2022

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org





 


Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement  
The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants 
of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have never 
ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, 
we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, 
Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples. 
 
Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City 
and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations 
are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-
7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco 
Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department 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 Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any 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 Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through 
Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, 
Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance 
of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
FILIPINO: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  


RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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This meeting will be held in person at the location listed above.  As authorized by California Government 
Code Section 54953(e) and Mayor Breed’s 45th Supplement to her February 25, 2020, emergency 
proclamation, it is possible that some members of the Planning Commission may attend this meeting 
remotely.  In that event, those members will participate and vote by video.  Members of the public may 
attend the meeting to observe and provide public comment at the physical meeting location listed above or 
online at https://sfplanning.org/.  Instructions for providing remote public comment are below. 
 
Remote Access to Information and Participation  
 


In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the 
numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive 
directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the 
duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via 
videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages 
interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream 
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code:  2487 856 8516 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
https://sfplanning.org/ and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on 
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 


  



https://sfplanning.org/

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

https://sfgovtv.org/planning

https://sfplanning.org/
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Rachael Tanner 


 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial, 
   Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz  
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose 
to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear 
the item on this calendar. 


 
1. 2020-005176DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


45 BERNARD STREET – south side between Taylor and Jones Streets; Lot 030 in Assessor’s 
Block 0157 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 
2020.0822.2415 to construct a rear addition; alter the exterior of the existing building; and 
to legalize an existing residential unit within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action 
for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 26, 2022) 
(Proposed for Continuance to August 25, 2022) 


 
2. 2021-007672DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 


237 JUANITA WAY – south side near Del Sur Avenue; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 2971 (District 
7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2021.0602.1495 to construct a front 
and rear horizontal addition to an existing three-story, one-family residence within a RH-
1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
WITHDRAWN 
 


B. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 
3. Commission Comments/Questions 


• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could 
be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the 
Planning Commission. 


 
C. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
4. Director’s Announcements 
 



https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-15178

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-15178
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5. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 
Preservation Commission 


  
D. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect 
to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is 
reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three 
minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may 
be moved to the end of the Agenda. 


 
E. REGULAR CALENDAR   


 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; when applicable, followed 
by a presentation of the project sponsor team; followed by public comment.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 


 
6. 2022-001032PCA (A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534) 


CONDITIONAL USE APPEALS (BF 220130) – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance 
amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Melgar, to allow the signatures of 
Verified Tenants to count towards the threshold needed to permit an appeal of a Conditional 
Use Authorization; clarifying timelines applicable to appeals of Conditional Use 
Authorizations; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of public convenience, necessity, and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications  
 


7. 2021-012246PCA (A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534) 
PLANNING CODE – SINGLE, TWO AND THREE-FAMILY HOME BONUS PROGRAM (BF 211234) 
– Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by 
Supervisor Safai, to create a density bonus program in RH-1 (Residential, House, One-
Family), RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family), and RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) 
Zoning Districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and 
the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications  


 
8. 2022-004725PCA (V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525) 


TEMPORARY SAFE OVERNIGHT PARKING AND CANNABIS RETAIL USES [BF 220542] – 
Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by 
Supervisor Safai, to allow long-term parking of and overnight camping in vehicles and 
ancillary uses on parcels designated and authorized for use as Vehicle Triage Centers or Safe 
Parking Program sites, as a temporary use; extending the date for expiration of temporary 
cannabis retail uses to January 1, 2024; affirming the Planning Department’s determination 
under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the 



https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_21_2022/Commission%20Packet/2022-001032PCA.pdf

https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_21_2022/Commission%20Packet/2021-012246PCA.pdf

https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_21_2022/Commission%20Packet/2022-004725PCA.pdf
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General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve 


 
9. 2018-004217GPA (D. NGO: (628) 652-7591) 


2022 SAFETY AND RESILIENCE ELEMENT UPDATE – Consideration of a Resolution to Initiate 
amendments to the San Francisco General Plan – Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 
4.105, Planning Code Section 340(c) and Section 306.3, the Planning Commission may 
consider adopting a Resolution to Initiate amendments to the General Plan, a proposed 
revision of the 2012 Community Safety Element, and schedule a public hearing to consider 
adopting the proposed General Plan amendments. This initiation hearing is to consider 
when the adoption hearing will be held. If the Planning Commission passes the initiation 
resolution, the Commission will consider the content at the adoption hearing date of their 
choosing. The Department staff propose the adoption hearing to be scheduled on or after 
August 25, 2022.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution to Initiate 
 


ADJOURNMENT  



https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_14_2022/Commission%20Packet/2018-004217GPA.pdf
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Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and 
the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound 
indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 


engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, 
through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period 
equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block 
of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized 
opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to 
represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 
hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should 
identify the organization(s) and speakers. 


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) 


minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by 


the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue 


to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present 
constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 


expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 



http://www.sfplanning.org/
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7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 


exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 South 
Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the 
hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 


CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 


Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 


DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  


LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 


Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 


DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 


Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the 
date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office 
Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  



mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For 
further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This 
appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar 
days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information 
on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project 
to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at 
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising 
only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, 
Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part 
of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance 
with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee 
or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest 
discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San 
Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying 



http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447
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activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness 
Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
 


 



http://www.sfgov.org/ethics



		Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department 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 Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding...

		E. REGULAR CALENDAR

		Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringin...

		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...













San Francisco Planning Commission		Thursday, July 21, 2022





SAN FRANCISCO


PLANNING COMMISSION


[image: ]








Notice of 


Hybrid Hearing


&


Agenda





This Meeting will be held in: 


Commission Chambers, Room 400


City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102-4689





Thursday, July 21, 2022


1:00 p.m.


Regular Meeting





Commissioners:


Rachael Tanner, President


Kathrin Moore, Vice President


Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial, 


Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz 





Commission Secretary:


Jonas P. Ionin








Hearing Materials are available at:


Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence














Commission Hearing Broadcasts:


Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning 


Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78


Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26

















Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:


[bookmark: _Hlk63346654] commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance.


Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement 


The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have never ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples.





Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance


[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 





For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.


 


Privacy Policy


Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department 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 Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any 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 Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.


 


Accessible Meeting Information


Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 





Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.





Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 





Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 





Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.





Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.





SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.





CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的


至少48個小時提出要求。





FILIPINO: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 


RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 








This meeting will be held in person at the location listed above.  As authorized by California Government Code Section 54953(e) and Mayor Breed’s 45th Supplement to her February 25, 2020, emergency proclamation, it is possible that some members of the Planning Commission may attend this meeting remotely.  In that event, those members will participate and vote by video.  Members of the public may attend the meeting to observe and provide public comment at the physical meeting location listed above or online at https://sfplanning.org/.  Instructions for providing remote public comment are below.





Remote Access to Information and Participation 





In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus. 





On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream the live meetings or watch on a local television station. 





Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code: 	2487 856 8516





The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage https://sfplanning.org/ and during the live SFGovTV broadcast.





As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission.






ROLL CALL:		


[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Rachael Tanner		Vice-President:	Kathrin Moore


		Commissioners:                	Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial,


			Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz 





A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE





The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.





1.	2020-005176DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)


[bookmark: _Hlk103674527]45 BERNARD STREET – south side between Taylor and Jones Streets; Lot 030 in Assessor’s Block 0157 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 2020.0822.2415 to construct a rear addition; alter the exterior of the existing building; and to legalize an existing residential unit within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve


(Continued from Regular hearing on May 26, 2022)


(Proposed for Continuance to August 25, 2022)





2.	2021-007672DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335)


237 JUANITA WAY – south side near Del Sur Avenue; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 2971 (District 7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2021.0602.1495 to construct a front and rear horizontal addition to an existing three-story, one-family residence within a RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).


WITHDRAWN





B.	COMMISSION MATTERS 





3.	Commission Comments/Questions


· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).


· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Planning Commission.



C.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS





4.	Director’s Announcements





5.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission


	


D.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 





At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.





E. REGULAR CALENDAR  





The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; when applicable, followed by a presentation of the project sponsor team; followed by public comment.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.





6.	2022-001032PCA	(A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534)


CONDITIONAL USE APPEALS (BF 220130) – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Melgar, to allow the signatures of Verified Tenants to count towards the threshold needed to permit an appeal of a Conditional Use Authorization; clarifying timelines applicable to appeals of Conditional Use Authorizations; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of public convenience, necessity, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 





7.	2021-012246PCA	(A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534)


PLANNING CODE – SINGLE, TWO AND THREE-FAMILY HOME BONUS PROGRAM (BF 211234) – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Safai, to create a density bonus program in RH-1 (Residential, House, One-Family), RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family), and RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning Districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications 





8.	2022-004725PCA	(V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525)


TEMPORARY SAFE OVERNIGHT PARKING AND CANNABIS RETAIL USES [BF 220542] – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Safai, to allow long-term parking of and overnight camping in vehicles and ancillary uses on parcels designated and authorized for use as Vehicle Triage Centers or Safe Parking Program sites, as a temporary use; extending the date for expiration of temporary cannabis retail uses to January 1, 2024; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302.


Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve





9.	2018-004217GPA	(D. NGO: (628) 652-7591)


2022 SAFETY AND RESILIENCE ELEMENT UPDATE – Consideration of a Resolution to Initiate amendments to the San Francisco General Plan – Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 4.105, Planning Code Section 340(c) and Section 306.3, the Planning Commission may consider adopting a Resolution to Initiate amendments to the General Plan, a proposed revision of the 2012 Community Safety Element, and schedule a public hearing to consider adopting the proposed General Plan amendments. This initiation hearing is to consider when the adoption hearing will be held. If the Planning Commission passes the initiation resolution, the Commission will consider the content at the adoption hearing date of their choosing. The Department staff propose the adoption hearing to be scheduled on or after August 25, 2022. 


Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution to Initiate





ADJOURNMENT



Hearing Procedures


The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 





Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 


· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.





Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).





For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:





1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.


2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.


3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.


4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.


5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.


6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.


7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.


8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.


9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.


10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;


11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.





Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).





For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:





1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.


2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.


3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.


4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.


5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.


6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.


7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.


8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.





The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.





Hearing Materials


Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 





Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.





Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.





These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.





Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.  





Appeals


The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission hearing.





			Case Type


			Case Suffix


			Appeal Period*


			Appeal Body





			Office Allocation


			OFA (B)


			15 calendar days


			Board of Appeals**





			Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development


			CUA (C)


			30 calendar days


			Board of Supervisors





			Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)


			DRP/DRM (D)


			15 calendar days


			Board of Appeals





			EIR Certification


			ENV (E)


			30 calendar days


			Board of Supervisors





			Coastal Zone Permit


			CTZ (P)


			15 calendar days


			Board of Appeals





			Planning Code Amendments by Application


			PCA (T)


			30 calendar days


			Board of Supervisors





			Variance (Zoning Administrator action)


			VAR (V)


			10 calendar days


			Board of Appeals





			Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 


			LPA (X)


			15 calendar days


			Board of Appeals





			Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts


			DNX (X)


			15-calendar days


			Board of Appeals





			Zoning Map Change by Application


			MAP (Z)


			30 calendar days


			Board of Supervisors











* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.





**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.





For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 





An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 





An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 





Challenges


Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.





CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code


If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.





Protest of Fee or Exaction


You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.   





The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.





Proposition F


Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org.





San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance


Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.
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Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin ,  Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				July 21, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-005176DRP		45 Bernard Street				fr: 5/26		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 8/25

		2021-007672DRP		237 Juanita Way				WITHDRAWN		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2022-001032PCA		Conditional Use Appeals						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

		2021-012237PCA		Single- and Two-Family Home Bonus Program						Merlone

						Planning Code Amendment

		2022-004725PCA		Temporary Safe Overnight Parking and Cannabis Retail Uses						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-004217GPA		Safety Element						Ngo

						General Plan Amendment - Initiation

				July 28, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

		2021-004987DRP		2760 Divisadero Street				fr: 1/27; 2/24; 4/14; 5/19		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 10/6

		2019-017272ENV 		PG&E Power Asset Acquisition Project				fr: 3/31		Moore

						Appeal of PMND		WITHDRAWN

		2022-001892CUA		98 Mission Street				CONSENT		Vimr

						accessory office use (private gym for an existing tenant) at the ground floor

		 2022-000313CUA		2027 Chestnut St				CONSENT		Agnihotri

						Expand existing formula retail (Pacific Catch) to adjacent vacant storefront to accommodate seating for under 50 occupants

		2022-004718CUA		2209 Chestnut St				CONSENT		Agnihotri

						Establish Formula Retail store (Malin + Goetz) in vacant retail space

				Progress on the Equity Resolution						Chion

						Informational

		2018-015785GPRGPA		Transbay Block 4 - 200 						Snyder

						Adoption

		2021-005342ENX		925 Bryant Street				fr: 6/2		Feeney

						State Density Bonus project with 218 group housing units

		2020-006679CRV		1196 Columbus Ave						Hoagland

						SB330/State Density Bonus Project 56 group housing rooms

		2017-013784CUA		2976 Mission Street						Giacomucci

						demolish the existing construct a six-story, mixed use building

		2020-010283CUA		2308 Vicente Street						Jimenez

						Demolish existing 1-story church, subdivide to two parcels and construct two 3-unit buildings

		2017-011878PHA-09PFA-03		Potrero Power Station (420 23rd St)						Giacomucci

						phasing amendment and an adjustment to their previous office allocation

		2021-002487DRP-02		3624 Scott Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				August 4, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				August 11, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				August 18, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				August 25, 2022 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Tanner - OUT						Planner

		2021-013037CUA		140 2nd Street 				CONSENT		Wendt

						rooftop micro WTS site

		2022-003902PCA		Neighborhood Commercial and Mixed Use Districts (Board File 220340)				fr: 5/26; 6/30; 7/14		Starr

						Planning Code Amendment

		2022-005505PCA		Tenderloin Neon Special Use District						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

				Tenderloin						Chion

						Informational

		2020-004398PRJ		SFO Shoreline Protection Program						Li

						Informational

		2018-004217GPA		Safety Element						Ngo

						General Plan Amendment - Adoption

		2021-010332IMP		375 Laguna Honda						Ajello

						IMP

		2020-005514PRJ		1010V Mission Street						Salgado

						nine-story residential building with 57 SRO units on a vacant lot

		2016-010626CUA		6227 3rd Street						Samonsky

						CUA for UDU removal by merger

		2021-012569DRM		1 La Avanzada Street				fr: 6/2; 7/14		Horn

						Recladding of Sutro Tower horizontal elements

		2016-000302DRP		460 Vallejo Street				fr: 9/30; 11/18; 1/13; 3/31; 4/28; 5/26		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-005176DRP		45 Bernard Street				fr: 5/26, 7/21		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-009356DRP		2845 Fillmore Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 1, 2022

		Case No.		Tanner - OUT						Planner

		2022-004159CUA		3334 Sacramento Street				CB3P		Gunther

						legalize an approximately 900 sf Personal Service use

		2019-020057ENXOFA-02		424 Brannan Street						Westhoff

						LPA to construct two autonomous seve- story office buildings with ground floor retail

		2019-022830AHB		3055 Clement St				fr: 6/23; 7/14		May

						HOME-SF project 

		2021-002738CUA 		485 Duncan Street						Horn

						Demolition of a SFH and new construction of Two-family Dwelling

		2021-000182DRP		140 20th Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-000997DRP		801 Corbett Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-007934DRP		3682-3686 16th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 8, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

		2019-022404ENXCUASHD		1458 San Bruno Av						Samonsky

						State Density Bonus for seven story residential building containing 232 dwelling units

		2021-008991CUA		200 Rhode Island Street						Westhoff

						Conditional Use Authorization to allow 2 stories of office use in Article 10 Landmark Building

		2021-011698CUA		424 Texas Street						Samonsky

						demolition of a single-family home

		2018-008802MAP		68 Nantucket Ave						Pantoja

						rezoning of two parcels from P to RH-1 

		2021-000659DRP		485 Day Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-007319DRP		1 Castendada Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 15, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				Sunset Forward / Cultural Districts						Chion

						Informational

		2019-015384CUA		731 Treat Ave						Westhoff

						Demolition of two-unit property, and construction of new four story three unit bldg and one ADU

		2021-000607DRP		525 Leavenworth Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-007991DRP		445 Liberty Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2021-005053DRP		1334 12th Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 22, 2022

		Case No.		PICNIC						Planner

		2022-000267DRP		3059 25th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2020-010011DRP		3753 21st Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 29, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				October 6, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

		2021-012562PRJ		77 Beale and 50 Main Streets						Vimr

						Informational

		2021-004987DRP		2760 Divisadero Street				fr: 1/27; 2/24; 4/14; 5/19; 7/28		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 13, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

		2020-009836DRP		133 Grand View Ave						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 20, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				Housing Element						Chion

						Informational

				October 27, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				November 3, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				November 10, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				November 17, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				November 24, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				December 1, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				December 8, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				December 15, 2022

		Case No.								Planner

				December 22, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				December 29, 2022 - CANCELED

		Case No.								Planner

				January 5, 2023

		Case No.								Planner

				January 12, 2023

		Case No.								Planner

				January 19, 2023

		Case No.								Planner

				Housing Element EIR						White

						Certification

				Housing Element 2022 Update 						Caltagirone

						Adoption

				January 26, 2023

		Case No.								Planner

				February 2, 2023

		Case No.								Planner

				February 9, 2023

		Case No.								Planner
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To:         	Staff

From:     Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:         	Hearing Results

          	

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 21144

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 792

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



   July 14, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: 

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-012569DRM

		1 La Avanzada Street

		Horn

		Continued to August 25, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022830AHB

		3055 Clement Street

		May

		Continued to September 1, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2022-003902PCA

		Neighborhood Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts (Board File No. 220340)

		Starr

		Continued to August 25, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-006295DRP

		766 Duncan Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-21135

		2021-012857CUA

		2110 Chestnut Street

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21136

		2022-002780CUA

		3908 24th Street

		Sacchi

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21137

		2021-008697CUA

		4400 17th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 23, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted 

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 30, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted 

		+7 -0



		M-21138

		2018-008588CWP

		Southeast Station Study: Final Report and Recommendations

		Johnson

		Adopted a Resolution Endorsing, Urging and Prioritizing

		+7 -0



		M-21139

		2009.0159ENV-03

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Adopted Findings and a Statement of Overiding Considerations

		+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, Moore against)



		M-21140

		2021-007611SHD

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Adopted Shadow Findings

		+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, Moore against)



		M-21141

		2021-007611DNX

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, Moore against)



		

		2021-007611VAR

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Acting ZA closed the PH, and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-21142

		2021-012952CUA

		2030 Union Street

		Agnihotri

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21143

		2021-008851CUA

		728 Geary Street

		Guy

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-791

		2020-002325DRP-02

		11 Burnett Ave N (313 Burnett) / 407 Burnett (333 Burnett)

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+7 -0







  June 30, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: LAURA LYNCH Acting Sec

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2022-003902PCA

		Neighborhood Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts (Board File No. 220340)

		Starr

		Continued to July 14, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-000544DRP

		48 Peralta Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 16, 2022

		Lynch

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21134

		2021-009977CRV

		Remote Hearings

		Lynch

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2018-002072OTH

		Transportation Network Companies (TNCS) and Land Use Planning Study

		Tran

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2009.0159ENV-03

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Closed Public Hearing and Continued to July 14, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-007611SHD

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Closed Public Hearing and Continued to July 14, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-007611DNX

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Closed Public Hearing and Continued to July 14, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-007611VAR

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		ZA Closed Public Hearing and Continued to July 14, 2022

		



		DRA-789

		2021-011412DRP

		1301-1305 18th Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-790

		2021-005907DRP-03

		79-81 Homestead Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0







  June 23, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: 

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-022830AHB

		3055 Clement Street

		May

		Continued to July 14, 2022

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2021-001219DRM

		1228 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2021-009580DRP

		2836 Pierce Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2021-003635DRP

		470 08th Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-21131

		2021-002971CUA

		4176 Cesar Chavez Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2021-002971VAR

		4176 Cesar Chavez Street

		Pantoja

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-21132

		2022-000030CUA

		243-255 West Portal Avenue

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2022-000030VAR

		243-255 West Portal Avenue

		Pantoja

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 9, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		

		Development Trends and Projections

		Switzky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-013156SRV

		San Francisco Citywide Cultural Resources Survey Overview (SF Survey)

		Boudreaux

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-21133

		2018-015785GPA

		Transbay Block 4 – 200 Main Street

		Snyder

		Initiated and Scheduled a PH on or after July 28, 2022, as amended by Staff.

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)







   June 16, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: 

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2009.0159ENV-03

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Continued to June 30, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-007611SHD

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Continued to June 30, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-007611DNX

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		Continued to June 30, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-007611VAR

		1500-1540 Market Street (One Oak)

		Foster

		ZA Continued to June 30, 2022

		



		

		2020-007806CUA

		1314 Page Street

		May

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		M-21126

		2021-010017AHB

		5250 Third Street

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff; and a condition for a green wall on the west retaining wall, and a finding recognizing 70% BMR units at 80%-140% AMI.

		+6 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-21127

		2020-006544CUA

		1721 15th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-21128

		2005.0759ENX-02

		725-765 Harrison Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21129

		2005.0759OFA-02

		725-765 Harrison Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21130

		2005.0759CUA-02

		725-765 Harrison Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2005.0759VAR-03

		725-765 Harrison Street

		Liang

		N/A

		



		DRA-788

		2021-009914DRM

		2823 18th Street

		Liang

		Took DR and Approved

		+7 -0







   June 9, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: 

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-005907DRP

		79-81 Homestead Street

		Winslow

		Continued to June 30, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 19, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 26, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21123

		2021-009977CRV

		Remote Hearings

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2022-002926PCA

		Affordable Housing Code Enforcement [Board File No. 220262]

		Merlone

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-21124

		2019-023083CUA

		2955 Mission Street

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions, including: recognizing elements of the MOU as a Findings; and encouraging the Sponsor to review the design of the ground floor nested bedroom unit.

		+7 -0



		M-21125

		2021-001866CUA

		246-250 Alma Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include holding issuance of the BPA for merger, until such time the BPA for the ADU has been issued.

		+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, Moore against)



		DRA-787

		2020-009808DRP

		45 Cragmont Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		

		2019-016230ENV

		Housing Element 2022 Update Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

		White

		Reviewed and Commented

		







    May 26, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: 

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2022-003902PCA

		Neighborhood Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts (Board File No. 220340)

		Starr

		Continued to June 30, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-012952CUA

		2030 Union Street

		Agnihotri

		Continued to July 14, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2020-005176DRP

		45 Bernard Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 21, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2016-000302DRP

		460 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Continued to August 25, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 12, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21122

		2022-002926PCA

		Affordable Housing Code Enforcement [Board File No. 220262]

		Merlone

		Approved

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		DRA-786

		2021-001778DRP

		1603 Treat Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -1 (Ruiz against)





  

   May 19, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: Rich Sucre Acting Sec

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-004987DRP

		2760 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to July 28, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022830AHB

		3055 Clement Street

		May

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		M-21118

		2021-002045CUA

		170 South Van Ness Avenue

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21119

		2021-013003CUA

		3931 Alemany Boulevard

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21120

		2017-001961SHD

		350 Ocean Avenue

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21121

		2017-001961CUA

		350 Ocean Avenue

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-785

		2021-004022DRP

		2230 Washington Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications agreed upon by both parties.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2017-013615DRP

		46 Homestead Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		





  

  May 12, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: Rich Sucre Acting Sec 

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		R-21113

		2022-003219PCA

		Fire-Damaged Liquor Stores in North Beach Neighborhood Commercial District [Board File No. 220342]

		Starr

		Approved

		+7 -0



		M-21114

		2021-004891CUA

		285 Winston Drive

		Sacchi

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21115

		2021-005709CUA

		2241 Market Street

		Karimzadegan

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21116

		2021-011365CUA

		2257 Irving Street

		Jimenez

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 21, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 28, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2018-008588CWP

		Southeast Rail Station Study

		Johnson

		Reviewed & Commented

		



		M-21117

		2021-011722CUA

		3251-3253 Steiner Street

		Agnihotri

		After being pulled off Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, Moore against)



		

		2021-011722VAR

		3251-3253 Steiner Street

		Agnihotri

		ZA closed the PH and granted the requested Variance

		



		DRA-783

		2021-005020DRP

		98 Mullen Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		

		2021-005020VAR

		98 Mullen Avenue

		Giacomucci

		ZA closed the PH and granted the requested Variance

		



		DRA-784

		2019-021205DRP-02

		617 Elizabeth Street

		Winslow

		After a Motion to Continue failed +3 -4 (Tanner, Diamond, Fung, Koppel against); DR Taken to incorporate staff recommendations and reduce the pop-out depth

		+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, Moore against)





  

   April 28, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-006098CUA

		1358 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2016-000302DRP

		460 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 26, 2022

		+7 -0



		M-21105

M-21112

		2016-004823CUAENX-02

		744 Harrison Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 14, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21106

		2021-009977CRV

		Remote Hearings

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-21107

		2022-001116CUA

		1548 California Street

		Botn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		R-21108

		2022-000447CRV

		SB-9 Objective Design Standards

		Greenan

		Adopted

		+4 -3 (Diamond, Moore, Tanner against)



		

		2018-004047CWP-02

		2021 Housing Inventory Report and Housing Balance Report No. 14

		Pappas

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-21109

		2020-000118CUA

		1660 Shafter Avenue

		Feeney

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-21110

		2020-004414CUA

		618-630 Octavia Street

		Enchill

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a community laundry or individual hookups.

		+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, Moore against)



		M-21111

		2021-010898CUA

		1017 Divisadero Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		 DRA-782

		2021-009729DRP

		43 Norfolk Street

		Christensen

		No DR

		+7 -0





  

   April 21, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-022830AHB

		3055 Clement Street

		May

		Continued to May 19, 2022

		+6 -0 (Tanner absent)



		M-21102

		2022-000233CUA

		2122 Fillmore Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 7, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Shared Spaces Program

		Abad

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-020031CUAVAR

		2861-2899 San Bruno Ave and 90-98 Woolsey Street

		Durandet

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-21103

		2020-008133CUA

		228 Vicksburg Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include a reference to Gov. Code Section 66300 for units 2 & 3, in the event they are sold, to be deed restricted at 80% AMI.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2021-011722CUA

		3251-3253 Steiner Street

		Agnihotri

		After hearing and closing public comment; Adopted a Motion of Intent to Approve with Conditions and Continued to May 12, 2022.

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		

		2021-011722VAR

		3251-3253 Steiner Street

		Agnihotri

		ZA Closed the public hearing and Continued to May 12, 2022

		



		M-21104

		2021-007323CUA

		2205-2207 Lombard Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as ameneded to include that the Sponsor continue working with Staff on an appropriate design solution for the garage door after removal of the curb cut.

		+5 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		 DRA-781

		2021-002528DRP

		110 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)





  

   April 14, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-023083CUA

		2955 Mission Street

		Giacomucci

		Continued to June 2, 2022

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2020-004414CUA

		618-630 Octavia Street

		Enchill

		Continued to April 28, 2022

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2017-001961SHD

		350 Ocean Avenue

		Pantoja

		Continued to May 19, 2022

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2017-001961CUA

		350 Ocean Avenue

		Pantoja

		Continued to May 19, 2022

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2021-004987DRP

		2760 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to May 19, 2022

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2021-001219DRM

		1228 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to June 23, 2022

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2021-011283DRP

		813 Carolina Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-21098

		2020-006377CUA

		4687 Mission Street

		Jimenez

		After a Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar was rescinded; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 31, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)



		R-21099

		2022-000549PCA

		Electric Vehicle Charging Locations [BF 220036]

		Starr

		Approved with Staff Modifications and the Mayor’s recommendation to require CU’s in specific NC Districts.

		+4 -2 (Ruiz, Imperial against; Moore absent)



		M-21100

		2021-007053CUA

		144 Laidley Street

		Pantoja

		After a Motion to Continue with direction to increase the ADU’s to 800 sq ft failed +3 -3 (Diamond, Fung, Koppel against); Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Ruiz, Imperial against; Moore absent)



		M-21101

		2021-011370CUA

		33 Banbury Drive

		Horn

		After a Motion to Approve the Consent Calendar was rescinded and being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as Amended by Staff

		+6 -0 (Moore absent)





  

  April 7, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-004414CUA

		618-630 Octavia Street

		Enchill

		Continued to April 14, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2020-007806CUA

		1314 Page Street

		May

		Continued to June 16, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-004133DRP

		118 Robinhood Drive

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2019-015439DRP

		1937 17th Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2021-011722CUA

		3251-3253 Steiner Street

		Agnihotri

		Continued to April 21, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-011722VAR

		3251-3253 Steiner Street

		Agnihotri

		ZA Continued to April 21, 2022

		



		

		2021-007323CUA

		2205-2207 Lombard Street

		Ajello

		Continued to April 21, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 24, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21096

		2021-009977CRV

		Remote Hearings

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2019-016230CWP

		Housing Element 2022

		Haddadan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-21097

		2022-002129PCA

		Adult Sex Venues [Board File No. 220264]

		Merlone

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		 DRA-780

		2020-010586DRP-02

		1485 20th Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0





  

  March 31, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-015439DRP

		1937 17th Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to April 7, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2020-008133CUA

		228 Vicksburg Street

		Horn

		Continued to April 21, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2021-002528DRP

		110 El Camino Del Mar

		Winslow

		Continued to April 21, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2016-000302DRP

		460 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 28, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2019-017272ENV

		PG&E Power Asset Acquisition Project

		Moore

		Continued to July 28, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2020-006377CUA

		4687 Mission Street

		Campbell

		Continued to April 14, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2021-010898CUA

		1017 Divisadero Street

		Ajello

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2019-014146ENV

		520 John Muir Drive (Lake Merced West)

		Moore

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-012820AHB

		4742 Mission Street

		Hoagland

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-21095

		2021-003326CUA

		491 23rd Avenue

		Gunther

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)





  

  March 24, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-022830AHB

		3055 Clement Street

		May

		Continued to April 21, 2022

		+5 -0 (Diamond absent)



		

		2021-002957DRP

		1503 Dolores Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-21087

		2015-009460CUA-03

		830 Eddy Street

		Kran

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Diamond absent)



		DRA-777

		2021-004191DRP

		3737 Jackson Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Diamond absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 24, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Diamond absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 3, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Diamond absent)



		

		2022-000549PCA

		Electric Vehicle Charging Locations [BF 220036]

		Starr

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 14, 2022

		+4 -2 (Diamond, Tanner against)



		R-21088

		2022-000546PCAMAP

		Elimination of the Industrial Protection Zone SUD

		Shaw

		After a Motion to Approve without Staff Modifications failed +2 -4; Approved with Staff Modifications

		+4 -2 (Imperial, Moore against)



		

		2019-023037ENV

		Waterfront Plan

		George

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-21089

		2021-007709ENX

		1298 Howard Street

		Westhoff

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-21090

		2019-022850ENV

		1101-1123 Sutter Street

		Lewis

		Certified

		+5 -0 (Fung absent)



		M-21091

		2019-022850ENV

		1101-1123 Sutter Street

		Guy

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0



		M-21092

		2019-022850CUA

		1101-1123 Sutter Street

		Guy

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and read into the record.

		+6 -0



		M-21093

		2018-009081ENV

		2055 Chestnut Street

		George

		Upheld the PND

		+6 -0



		M-21094

		2018-009081CUA

		2055 Chestnut Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and read into the record; setback the roofdeck; and provide the Department a six month monitoring report from the date of operation.

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		DRA-778

		2021-001899DRP

		315 Rutledge Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-779

		2020-009321DRP-02

		2132 16th Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0







   March 3, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-022850ENV

		1101-1123 Sutter Street

		Lewis

		Continued to March 10, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2019-022850CUA

		1101-1123 Sutter Street

		Guy

		Continued to March 10, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2022-000457CWP

		Updates to the Planning Commission Policy: Procedures for In-Kind Agreements

		Langlois

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2021-001049DRP

		1548-1550 Leavenworth Street

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		M-21085

		2021-009977CRV

		Remote Hearings

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-21086

		2014-001272DVA-03

		Pier 70 Development

		Christensen

		Approved 

		+6 -0



		DRA-775

		2021-001932DRP

		649 28th Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-776

		2021-003638DRP

		450 Myra Way

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0







   February 24, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-009081ENV

		2055 Chestnut Street

		George

		Continued to March 24, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2019-015439DRP

		1937 17th Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to March 31, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2016-005365CUA

		230 Anza Street

		Young

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0



		

		2020-006377CUA

		4687 Mission Street

		Campbell

		Continued to March 31, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2021-004987DRP

		2760 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to April 14, 2022

		+6 -0



		M-21084

		2021-009988CUA

		360 Spear Street

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-21080

		2019-014735SHD

		600 McAllister Street

		Hoagland

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 3, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted 

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 10, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted 

		+6 -0



		M-21081

		2018-014727SHD

		921 O'Farrell Street

		Hoagland

		Adopted Findings

		+5 -0 (Diamond absent)



		M-21082

		2018-014727AHB

		921 O'Farrell Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Diamond absent)



		

		2017-001961SHD

		350 Ocean Avenue

		Pantoja

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 14, 2022

		+3 -2 (Fung, Tanner against; Diamond absent)



		

		2017-001961CUA

		350 Ocean Avenue

		Pantoja

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 14, 2022

		+3 -2 (Fung, Tanner against; Diamond absent)



		M-21083

		2021-008810CUA

		1520 Lyon Street

		Agnihotri

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		DRA-773

		2021-004075DRP

		2454-2456 Francisco Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications agreed upon by both parties.

		+6 -0







  February 10, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-008133CUA

		228 Vicksburg Street

		Horn

		Continued to March 31, 2022

		+6 -0



		

		2022-000457CWP

		Updates To The Planning Commission Policy: Procedures For In-Kind Agreements

		Langlois

		Continued to March 3, 2022

		+6 -0



		M-21068

		2021-006587CUA

		1507 Sloat Boulevard

		Balba

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-21069

		2021-006392CUA

		2109 Fillmore Street

		Wu

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 27, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-21079

		2021-011414CRV

		Fy 2022-2024 Proposed Department Budget

		Landis

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		M-21070

		2021-008505CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2018-014048CWP

		Group Housing: Learning From Collective Living

		Grob

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-21071

		2022-000674PCA

		Group Housing Definition [BF 211299]

		Flores

		Approved with recommendations to include:

1. Staff Modifications;

2. Exempt organizations like Family House from the common space requirements;

3. Allow academic institutions to provide limited cooking facilities;

4. Define metrics for communal kitchens;

5. For the Department to consider establishing a Working Group to further discuss Group Housing intent, best practices, and future legislation.

		+6 -0



		R-21072

		2021-011415PCAMAP

		Group Housing Special Use District [BF 211300]

		Flores

		Approved with recommendations to include:

1. Staff Modifications;

2. Exclude the single-room occupancy aspect from this specific legislation with the intent to continue discussions in the future.

		+6 -0



		R-21073

		2021-012237PCA

		Planning Code - Single, Two and Three-Family Home Bonus Program [Board File No. 211234]

		Merlone

		Disapproved

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		R-21074

		2021-012246PCA

		Planning, Administrative Codes - Dwelling Unit Density Exception in Residential Districts and Rent Control of Bonus Dwelling Units [Board File No. 211202]

		Merlone

		Disapproved

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-21075

		2021-002530CUA

		2740 Mcallister Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-21076

		2021-007919CUA

		2000 Post Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-21077

		2019-014735CUA

		600 Mcallister Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-21078

		2021-007350CUA

		4033 Judah Street

		Balba

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		DRA-772

		2021-007074DRP

		1660 North Point Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Modifications increasing the width of the side property line planter from one to two feet.

		+6 -0



		DRA-774

		2021-005702DRP-02

		1843-1845 Church Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0







  February 3, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-012237PCA

		Planning Code – Single, Two and Three-Family Home Bonus Program [Board File No. 211234]

		Merlone

		Continued to February 10, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-012246PCA

		Planning, Administrative Codes – Dwelling Unit Density Exception in Residential Districts and Rent Control of Bonus Dwelling Units [Board File No. 211202]

		Merlone

		Continued to February 10, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-008505CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to February 10, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2019-017009DRP

		616 Belvedere Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-21064

		2021-009937CUA

		453 O’Farrell Street

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 20, 2022 – Joint with Health hearing

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 20, 2022 – Regular hearing

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21065

		2021-009977CRV

		Remote Hearings

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21066

		2021-012566PCA

		Massage Establishment Zoning Controls [BF 211263]

		Flores

		Approved with Modifications

		+7 -0



		M-21067

		2020-007481CUA

		5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard 91900 Diamond Street)

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-771

		2020-003208DRP

		706 Vermont Street

		Barata

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+7 -0







  January 27, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-004987DRP

		2760 Divisadero Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 24, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2022-000457CWP

		Updates to the Planning Commission Policy: Procedures for In-Kind Agreements

		Hong

		Continued to February 10, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-001544DRP-03

		877 Carolina Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-21062

		2021-008984CUA

		627 Cortland Avenue

		Giacomucci

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Diamond recused)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 13, 2022

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2021-011414CRV

		FY 2022-2024 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program 

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-016230CWP

		Housing Element 2022 Update

		Haddadan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-016522CWP

		Senate Bill 9 California Housing Opportunity and more Efficiency (HOME) Act

		Hicks

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-21063

		2022-000447CRV

		Objective Design Guidelines (SB 9)

		Greenan

		Adopted Standards as proposed for massing, permeability and landscaping; pushing out the architectural standards until further refined; establishing an 800 square foot minimum for the second unit; requiring a four-foot setback on all interior lot lines; and no roof decks on rear units.

		+7 -0







  January 20, 2022 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-004775MCM

		California Pacific Medical Center (CPMC) Annual Compliance Statements

		Purl

		Reviewed and Commented

		







  January 20, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2020-007481CUA

		5367 Diamond Heights Boulevard (1900 Diamond Street)

		Pantoja

		Continued to February 3, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-008810CUA

		1520 Lyon Street

		Agnihotri

		Continued to February 24, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 6, 2022

		Ionin

		 Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Tanner – President;

Moore - Vice

		+7 -0



		M-21060

		2021-005183CUA

		2040 Chestnut Street

		Jimenez

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		M-21061

		2017-007946CUA

		64-66 Deming Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		DRA-770

		2019-022419DRP

		312 Utah Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+7 -0







  January 13, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-008984CUA

		627 Cortland Avenue

		Giacomucci

		Continued to January 27, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-007919CUA

		2000 Post Street

		Dito

		Continued to February 10, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2019-022830AHB

		3055 Clement Street

		May

		Continued to February 17, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-006098CUA

		1358 South Van Ness Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to April 28, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2016-000302DRP

		460 Vallejo Street

		Winslow

		Continued to March 31, 2022

		+7 -0



		M-21058

		2018-013597ENV

		Portsmouth Square Improvement Project

		Calpin

		Certified

		+7 -0



		M-21059

		2021-000313CUA

		4221 Geary Boulevard

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0







   January 6, 2022 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2021-008810CUA

		1520 Lyon Street

		Agnihotri

		Continued to January 20, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		2021-002530CUA

		2740 Mcallister Street

		Dito

		Continued to February 10, 2022

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 9, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 16, 2021

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		R-21057

		2021-009977CRV

		Remote Hearings

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2019-020115ENV

		SFPUC Ocean Beach Climate Change Adaptation Project

		Moore

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		DRA-768

		2021-010563DRP

		192-196 Laidley Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+7 -0



		DRA-769

		2016-008167DRP

		65 Normandie Terrace

		Winslow

		After a Motion to Continue failed +3 -4 (Tanner, Diamond Fung, Koppel against); No DR

		+4 -3 (Chan, Imperial, Moore against)







image1.jpeg





 CPC Hearing Results 2022
To:          Staff 
From:     Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs 
Re:          Hearing Results 

NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 21144 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 792 

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution 

 July 14, 2022 Regular Hearing Results: 

Action No. Case No. Planner Action Vote 

2021-012569DRM 1 La Avanzada Street Horn 
Continued to August 25, 
2022 +7 -0

2019-022830AHB 3055 Clement Street May 
Continued to September 
1, 2022 +7 -0

2022-003902PCA 

Neighborhood 
Commercial and Mixed-
Use Districts (Board File 
No. 220340) Starr 

Continued to August 25, 
2022 +7 -0

2021-006295DRP 766 Duncan Street Winslow Withdrawn 
M-21135 2021-012857CUA 2110 Chestnut Street May Approved with Conditions +7 -0
M-21136 2022-002780CUA 3908 24th Street Sacchi Approved with Conditions +7 -0
M-21137 2021-008697CUA 4400 17th Street Pantoja Approved with Conditions +7 -0

Draft Minutes for June 
23, 2022 Ionin Adopted  +7 -0
Draft Minutes for June 
30, 2022 Ionin Adopted  +7 -0

M-21138 2018-008588CWP 

Southeast Station Study: 
Final Report and 
Recommendations Johnson 

Adopted a Resolution 
Endorsing, Urging and 
Prioritizing +7 -0

M-21139 2009.0159ENV-03 
1500-1540 Market Street 
(One Oak) Foster 

Adopted Findings and a 
Statement of Overiding 
Considerations 

+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, 
Moore against)

M-21140 2021-007611SHD 
1500-1540 Market Street 
(One Oak) Foster 

Adopted Shadow 
Findings 

+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, 
Moore against)

M-21141 2021-007611DNX 
1500-1540 Market Street 
(One Oak) Foster Approved with Conditions 

+4 -3 (Ruiz, Imperial, 
Moore against)

2021-007611VAR 
1500-1540 Market Street 
(One Oak) Foster 

Acting ZA closed the PH, 
and indicated an intent to 
Grant 

M-21142 2021-012952CUA 2030 Union Street Agnihotri Approved with Conditions +7 -0
M-21143 2021-008851CUA 728 Geary Street Guy Approved with Conditions +7 -0

DRA-791 2020-002325DRP-02 

11 Burnett Ave N (313 
Burnett) / 407 Burnett 
(333 Burnett) Winslow 

Took DR and Approved 
with Staff Modifications +7 -0
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This Meeting will be held in:  
Commission Chambers, Room 400 

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

 

Thursday, July 21, 2022 
1:00 p.m. 

Regular Meeting 
 

Commissioners: 
Rachael Tanner, President 

Kathrin Moore, Vice President 
Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial,  

Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz  
 

Commission Secretary: 
Jonas P. Ionin 

 
 

Hearing Materials are available at: 
Planning Commission Packet and Correspondence 

 
 

 
 

Commission Hearing Broadcasts: 
Live stream: https://sfgovtv.org/planning  

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78 
Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26 

 
 
 
 
 

Disability and language accommodations available upon request to: 
 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (628) 652-7589 at least 48 hours in advance. 

https://sfplanning.org/resource/planning-commission-packet-july-21-2022
https://sfgovtv.org/planning
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org


 

Ramaytush Ohlone Acknowledgement  
The Planning Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone, who are the original inhabitants 
of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have never 
ceded, lost, nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As guests, 
we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the Ancestors, 
Elders, and Relatives of the Ramaytush Ohlone community and by affirming their sovereign rights as First Peoples. 
 
Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City 
and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations 
are open to the people's review.  
 
For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of 
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-
7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco 
Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department 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 Planning Department and its 
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any 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 Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect 
or copy. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through 
Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, 
Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance 
of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (628) 652-7589, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato 
para asistencia auditiva, llame al (628) 652-7589. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電(628) 652-7589。請在聽證會舉行之前的 
至少48個小時提出要求。 
 
FILIPINO: Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig 
(headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa (628) 652-7589. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  

RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру (628) 652-7589. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  

mailto:sotf@sfgov.org
http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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This meeting will be held in person at the location listed above.  As authorized by California Government 
Code Section 54953(e) and Mayor Breed’s 45th Supplement to her February 25, 2020, emergency 
proclamation, it is possible that some members of the Planning Commission may attend this meeting 
remotely.  In that event, those members will participate and vote by video.  Members of the public may 
attend the meeting to observe and provide public comment at the physical meeting location listed above or 
online at https://sfplanning.org/.  Instructions for providing remote public comment are below. 
 
Remote Access to Information and Participation  
 

In accordance with Governor Newsom’s statewide order for all residents to Shelter-in-place - and the 
numerous preceding local and state proclamations, orders and supplemental directions - aggressive 
directives have been issued to slow down and reduce the spread of the COVID-19 virus.  
 
On April 3, 2020, the Planning Commission was authorized to resume their hearing schedule through the 
duration of the shelter-in-place remotely. Therefore, the Planning Commission meetings will be held via 
videoconferencing and allow for remote public comment. The Commission strongly encourages 
interested parties to submit their comments in writing, in advance of the hearing to 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org. Visit the SFGovTV website (https://sfgovtv.org/planning) to stream 
the live meetings or watch on a local television station.  
 
Public Comment call-in: (415) 655-0001 / Access code:  2487 856 8516 
 
The public comment call-in line number will also be provided on the Department’s webpage 
https://sfplanning.org/ and during the live SFGovTV broadcast. 
 
As the COVID-19 emergency progresses, please visit the Planning website regularly to be updated on 
the current situation as it affects the hearing process and the Planning Commission. 

  

https://sfplanning.org/
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
https://sfgovtv.org/planning
https://sfplanning.org/
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Rachael Tanner 

 Vice-President: Kathrin Moore 
  Commissioners:                 Sue Diamond, Frank Fung, Theresa Imperial, 
   Joel Koppel, Gabriella Ruiz  
 
A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose 
to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear 
the item on this calendar. 

 
1. 2020-005176DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 

45 BERNARD STREET – south side between Taylor and Jones Streets; Lot 030 in Assessor’s 
Block 0157 (District 3) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit No. 
2020.0822.2415 to construct a rear addition; alter the exterior of the existing building; and 
to legalize an existing residential unit within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) 
Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action 
for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code 
Section 31.04(h). 
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve 
(Continued from Regular hearing on May 26, 2022) 
(Proposed for Continuance to August 25, 2022) 

 
2. 2021-007672DRP (D. WINSLOW: (628) 652-7335) 

237 JUANITA WAY – south side near Del Sur Avenue; Lot 022 in Assessor’s Block 2971 (District 
7) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit 2021.0602.1495 to construct a front 
and rear horizontal addition to an existing three-story, one-family residence within a RH-
1(D) (Residential House, One-Family-Detached) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk 
District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 
WITHDRAWN 
 

B. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 
3. Commission Comments/Questions 

• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 

• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could 
be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the 
Planning Commission. 

 
C. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 

 
4. Director’s Announcements 
 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-15178
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-15178
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5. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

  
D. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect 
to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is 
reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three 
minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may 
be moved to the end of the Agenda. 

 
E. REGULAR CALENDAR   

 
The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; when applicable, followed 
by a presentation of the project sponsor team; followed by public comment.  Please be advised that 
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 
expediters, and/or other advisors. 

 
6. 2022-001032PCA (A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534) 

CONDITIONAL USE APPEALS (BF 220130) – Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance 
amending the Planning Code, sponsored by Supervisor Melgar, to allow the signatures of 
Verified Tenants to count towards the threshold needed to permit an appeal of a Conditional 
Use Authorization; clarifying timelines applicable to appeals of Conditional Use 
Authorizations; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of public convenience, necessity, and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications  
 

7. 2021-012246PCA (A. MERLONE: (628) 652-7534) 
PLANNING CODE – SINGLE, TWO AND THREE-FAMILY HOME BONUS PROGRAM (BF 211234) 
– Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by 
Supervisor Safai, to create a density bonus program in RH-1 (Residential, House, One-
Family), RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family), and RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) 
Zoning Districts; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and 
the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications  

 
8. 2022-004725PCA (V. FLORES: (628) 652-7525) 

TEMPORARY SAFE OVERNIGHT PARKING AND CANNABIS RETAIL USES [BF 220542] – 
Planning Code Amendment – Ordinance amending the Planning Code, sponsored by 
Supervisor Safai, to allow long-term parking of and overnight camping in vehicles and 
ancillary uses on parcels designated and authorized for use as Vehicle Triage Centers or Safe 
Parking Program sites, as a temporary use; extending the date for expiration of temporary 
cannabis retail uses to January 1, 2024; affirming the Planning Department’s determination 
under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the 

https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_21_2022/Commission%20Packet/2022-001032PCA.pdf
https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_21_2022/Commission%20Packet/2021-012246PCA.pdf
https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_21_2022/Commission%20Packet/2022-004725PCA.pdf
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General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve 

 
9. 2018-004217GPA (D. NGO: (628) 652-7591) 

2022 SAFETY AND RESILIENCE ELEMENT UPDATE – Consideration of a Resolution to Initiate 
amendments to the San Francisco General Plan – Pursuant to San Francisco Charter Section 
4.105, Planning Code Section 340(c) and Section 306.3, the Planning Commission may 
consider adopting a Resolution to Initiate amendments to the General Plan, a proposed 
revision of the 2012 Community Safety Element, and schedule a public hearing to consider 
adopting the proposed General Plan amendments. This initiation hearing is to consider 
when the adoption hearing will be held. If the Planning Commission passes the initiation 
resolution, the Commission will consider the content at the adoption hearing date of their 
choosing. The Department staff propose the adoption hearing to be scheduled on or after 
August 25, 2022.  
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution to Initiate 
 

ADJOURNMENT  

https://citypln-m-extnl.sfgov.org/Commissions/CPC/7_14_2022/Commission%20Packet/2018-004217GPA.pdf
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Hearing Procedures 
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and 
the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  

Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound 
indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 

 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the 
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 

1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, 

engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request 
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, 
through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair. 

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period 
equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block 
of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized 
opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to 
represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 
hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should 
identify the organization(s) and speakers. 

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes. 
6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing. 
7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it. 
8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) 

minutes. 
9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 

exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
10. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by 

the Chair; 
11. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue 

to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present 
constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission 
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 

1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff. 
2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 

expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor. 
3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, 

expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not 
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors. 

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each. 
6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal. 
8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise 

exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings. 
 
The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under 
Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed. 
 
Hearing Materials 
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be 
delivered to 49 South Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be 
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing 
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part 
of the public record for any public hearing.  
 
Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the 
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion 
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing. 
 
Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary 
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record. 
 
These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission. 
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Planning Commission, 49 South 
Van Ness Ave, 14th Floor, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the 
hearing will be brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and made part of the official record.   
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission 
hearing. 
 

Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit 
Development 

CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 

Building Permit Application (Discretionary 
Review) 

DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 

EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ (P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals 
Large Project Authorization in Eastern 
Neighborhoods  

LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals 

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown 
Residential Districts 

DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals 

Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
 
* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the 
date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission 
hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter. 
 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office 
Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
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An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of 
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For 
further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
at (415) 554-5184.  
 
An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals 
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about 
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the 
adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) 
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use 
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing 
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code 
If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code 
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of 
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This 
appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar 
days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information 
on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project 
to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at 
http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising 
only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, 
Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part 
of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction 
You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance 
with Government Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and must 
be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development referencing the challenged fee 
or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest 
discretionary approval by the City of the subject development.    
 
The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as 
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will 
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun. 
 
Proposition F 
Under Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 1.127, no person or entity with a financial interest in a land use 
matter pending before the Board of Appeals, Board of Supervisors, Building Inspection Commission, Commission on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning Commission, Port Commission, or the Treasure Island 
Development Authority Board of Directors, may make a campaign contribution to a member of the Board of Supervisors, the 
Mayor, the City Attorney, or a candidate for any of those offices, from the date the land use matter commenced until 12 months 
after the board or commission has made a final decision or any appeal to another City agency from that decision has been 
resolved.  For more information about this restriction, visit sfethics.org. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San 
Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying 

http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447
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activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness 
Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
 

 

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics


CPC ADVANCE CALENDAR 3:34 PM  7/15/2022

To: Planning Commission
From: Jonas P. Ionin ,  Director of Commission Affairs
Re: Advance Calendar

All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.

July 21, 2022
Case No. Planner
2020-005176DRP 45 Bernard Street fr: 5/26 Winslow

Public-Initiated DR to: 8/25
2021-007672DRP 237 Juanita Way WITHDRAWN Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
2022-001032PCA Conditional Use Appeals Merlone

Planning Code Amendment
2021-012237PCA Single- and Two-Family Home Bonus Program Merlone

Planning Code Amendment
2022-004725PCA Temporary Safe Overnight Parking and Cannabis Retail Uses Flores

Planning Code Amendment
2018-004217GPA Safety Element Ngo

General Plan Amendment - Initiation
July 28, 2022

Case No. Planner
2021-004987DRP 2760 Divisadero Street fr: 1/27; 2/24; 4/14; 5/ Winslow

Public-Initiated DR to: 10/6
2019-017272ENV PG&E Power Asset Acquisition Project fr: 3/31 Moore

Appeal of PMND WITHDRAWN
2022-001892CUA 98 Mission Street CONSENT Vimr

accessory office use (private gym for an existing tenant) at the ground floor
 2022-000313CUA 2027 Chestnut St CONSENT Agnihotri

Expand existing formula retail (Pacific Catch) to adjacent vacant storefront to accommodate seating    
2022-004718CUA 2209 Chestnut St CONSENT Agnihotri

Establish Formula Retail store (Malin + Goetz) in vacant retail space
Progress on the Equity Resolution Chion

Informational
2018-015785GPRGPA Transbay Block 4 - 200 Snyder

Adoption
2021-005342ENX 925 Bryant Street fr: 6/2 Feeney

State Density Bonus project with 218 group housing units
2020-006679CRV 1196 Columbus Ave Hoagland

SB330/State Density Bonus Project 56 group housing rooms
2017-013784CUA 2976 Mission Street Giacomucci

demolish the existing construct a six-story, mixed use building
2020-010283CUA 2308 Vicente Street Jimenez

Demolish existing 1-story church, subdivide to two parcels and construct two 3-unit buildings
2017-011878PHA-09PFA-03 Potrero Power Station (420 23rd St) Giacomucci

phasing amendment and an adjustment to their previous office allocation
2021-002487DRP-02 3624 Scott Street Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
August 4, 2022 - CANCELED
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Case No. Planner

August 11, 2022 - CANCELED
Case No. Planner

August 18, 2022 - CANCELED
Case No. Planner

August 25, 2022 - CLOSED
Case No. Tanner - OUT Planner
2021-013037CUA 140 2nd Street CONSENT Wendt

rooftop micro WTS site
2022-003902PCA Neighborhood Commercial and Mixed Use Districts (Board File 22 fr: 5/26; 6/30; 7/14 Starr

Planning Code Amendment
2022-005505PCA Tenderloin Neon Special Use District Flores

Planning Code Amendment
Tenderloin Chion

Informational
2020-004398PRJ SFO Shoreline Protection Program Li

Informational
2018-004217GPA Safety Element Ngo

General Plan Amendment - Adoption
2021-010332IMP 375 Laguna Honda Ajello

IMP
2020-005514PRJ 1010V Mission Street Salgado

nine-story residential building with 57 SRO units on a vacant lot
2016-010626CUA 6227 3rd Street Samonsky

CUA for UDU removal by merger
2021-012569DRM 1 La Avanzada Street fr: 6/2; 7/14 Horn

Recladding of Sutro Tower horizontal elements
2016-000302DRP 460 Vallejo Street fr: 9/30; 11/18; 1/13; 3   Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
2020-005176DRP 45 Bernard Street fr: 5/26, 7/21 Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
2021-009356DRP 2845 Fillmore Street Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
September 1, 2022

Case No. Tanner - OUT Planner
2022-004159CUA 3334 Sacramento Street CB3P Gunther

legalize an approximately 900 sf Personal Service use
2019-020057ENXOFA-02 424 Brannan Street Westhoff

LPA to construct two autonomous seve- story office buildings with ground floor retail
2019-022830AHB 3055 Clement St fr: 6/23; 7/14 May

HOME-SF project 
2021-002738CUA 485 Duncan Street Horn

Demolition of a SFH and new construction of Two-family Dwelling
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2021-000182DRP 140 20th Avenue Winslow
Public-Initiated DR

2021-000997DRP 801 Corbett Avenue Winslow
Public-Initiated DR

2021-007934DRP 3682-3686 16th Street Winslow
Public-Initiated DR

September 8, 2022
Case No. Planner
2019-022404ENXCUASHD 1458 San Bruno Av Samonsky

State Density Bonus for seven story residential building containing 232 dwelling units
2021-008991CUA 200 Rhode Island Street Westhoff

Conditional Use Authorization to allow 2 stories of office use in Article 10 Landmark Building
2021-011698CUA 424 Texas Street Samonsky

demolition of a single-family home
2018-008802MAP 68 Nantucket Ave Pantoja

rezoning of two parcels from P to RH-1 
2021-000659DRP 485 Day Street Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
2021-007319DRP 1 Castendada Avenue Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
September 15, 2022

Case No. Planner
Sunset Forward / Cultural Districts Chion

Informational
2019-015384CUA 731 Treat Ave Westhoff

Demolition of two-unit property, and construction of new four story three unit bldg and one ADU
2021-000607DRP 525 Leavenworth Street Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
2020-007991DRP 445 Liberty Street Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
2021-005053DRP 1334 12th Avenue Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
September 22, 2022

Case No. PICNIC Planner
2022-000267DRP 3059 25th Street Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
2020-010011DRP 3753 21st Street Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
September 29, 2022 - CANCELED

Case No. Planner

October 6, 2022
Case No. Planner
2021-012562PRJ 77 Beale and 50 Main Streets Vimr

Informational
2021-004987DRP 2760 Divisadero Street fr: 1/27; 2/24; 4/14; 5/  Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
October 13, 2022
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Case No. Planner
2020-009836DRP 133 Grand View Ave Winslow

Public-Initiated DR
October 20, 2022

Case No. Planner
Housing Element Chion

Informational
October 27, 2022 - CANCELED

Case No. Planner

November 3, 2022
Case No. Planner

November 10, 2022
Case No. Planner

November 17, 2022
Case No. Planner

November 24, 2022 - CANCELED
Case No. Planner

December 1, 2022
Case No. Planner

December 8, 2022
Case No. Planner

December 15, 2022
Case No. Planner

December 22, 2022 - CANCELED
Case No. Planner

December 29, 2022 - CANCELED
Case No. Planner

January 5, 2023
Case No. Planner
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January 12, 2023
Case No. Planner

January 19, 2023
Case No. Planner

Housing Element EIR White
Certification

Housing Element 2022 Update Caltagirone
Adoption

January 26, 2023
Case No. Planner

February 2, 2023
Case No. Planner

February 9, 2023
Case No. Planner
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Sue Hestor
To: Tanner, Rachael (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Imperial, Theresa (CPC); Ruiz, Gabriella (CPC); Fung, Frank

(CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Diamond, Susan (CPC); CPC-Commissions Secretary
Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Schuett, Rachel (CPC)
Subject: One Oak project - record must be reopened
Date: Thursday, July 14, 2022 12:58:46 PM
Importance: High

 

The Planning Commission inappropriately closed the hearing on the One Oak project
on June 30, and continued the hearing until July 14.  The record must be reopened
and the public given additional time for comment on the modified One Oak project. 

The staff report to public and Commission did NOT state that the One Oak FEIR
certified 6/15/17 was part of the record and must be reviewed by Planning
Commission to make the motions offered.  It was not provided or linked.   AFTER
THE RECORD WAS CLOSED 6/30/22, on 7/1/22 at 12:44 Mr. Foster sent
Commissioners a link on how to locate the original FEIR and related documents so
they could understand the 6/7/22 Addendum.  

Planning staff should also submit a report on the negotiated settlement between
developer and Hayes Valley community with Supervisor Breed in 2017. 
Commissioners and staff were provided a copy of press release by the Supervisor's
office addressing both affordable housing, wind effects on bicyclists and operations
by Transportation Network Companies. (Uber etc)

Information provided to Commission ignored 2017 agreement.

The continued hearing should allow time for staff to provide information on the
modified project in light on the 2017 agreement with BUILD.

Sue Hestor 

mailto:hestor@earthlink.net
mailto:rachael.tanner@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:theresa.imperial@sfgov.org
mailto:gabriella.ruiz@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Frank.Fung@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:sue.diamond@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:nicholas.foster@sfgov.org
mailto:rachel.schuett@sfgov.org



