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Bill Ne. 3-2020
Introduced by: The Chairperson at the request of the County Executive
AN ACT permitting a publicly accessible electric scooter sharing system for short-term electrio
scooter trips on certain County rights-of way; 1'eqﬁiring certain information in support of

an application for a permit; requiring permit fees as part of the permit; and generally

related to electric scooters on pﬁblic rights-of-way in Howard County.

Introduced and read first time&ﬂm&_@wzo_ Ordered posted

By order

Having been posted and notice of tige.& place of heariné& itle of Bill having been published according to Charter, the Bill was read for a
second time at a public hearing onﬁgﬂ&_\g%__l__, 2020,

’ !—-'A e/ :’:J/l J‘IM!J
Diane § s, Administrator./ /

This Bill was read the third time on _MQ&ZZO?.O and Passed __ |, Passed

By order

By order

with amendments , Failed

at_\ A

Seated with the County Seal and presented to the County Executive for approval thislj}!aay of _&p.g_bw, 2020

ooy

Calviz Ball, County Executive

NOTE: {[text in brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law; Strilee-out
indicates material delafed by amendment; Undedining indicates matorial added by amendment
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Section 1. Be It Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that the
County Code is amended as follows:
1. By amending Title 18 “Public Works”
Section 18.207(b)

12. By amending Title 21 “Traffic Control and Transportation”
Section 21.101(x)

23 By adding Title 21 “Traffic Control and Transportation”
Subtitle 8. “Publicly Accessible Flectric Scooter Sharing System Permil”
Title 18. Public Works.
Subtitle 2. Roads.

Section 18.207. - Nontransif activity on County roads—Prohibited.
(b) Definitions.

(1) County road means the paved portion of a County owned or controlled road, road right-

of-wav. or bridge, including the shoulder, and the median areas, regardless of whether the

median areas are paved.

(2) Patronage means suppott. benefaction, investment, backing, sponsorship, aid, or

donations regardless of whether anything is given in return.

(3) Noniransit activity means any activity not related to transit and includes, but is not

limited to buying, selling, offering, giving of anything, and soliciting or seeking

patronage, by any means or media.

(4y Site-specific vending/operating means selling or offering to sell goods or services from a

stationary location on a County road with valid ficenses and permits.

(5) Tromsit means traveling, crossing, conveying goods or persons, by vehicle or on foot, and

includes related activities such as parking, stopping, resting, and obgerving. A VEHICLE

INCLUDES A SCOOTER OPERATED UNDER A PERMIT COVERED BY SECITON 21 .800 OF THIS

CODE.

Title 21. Traffic Control and Transportation.
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Subfitle 1. Definitions, General Provisions,

Section 21,101. Definitions,
(x) Motor [fvehicle 2 [JVEHICLE:

operated upon rails,
(2) DOES NOT INCLUDE AN ELECTRIC LOW SPEED SCOOTER Ag DEFINED BY SECTION 11-117.2
OF THE TRANSPORTATION ARTICLE OF THE ANNOTATED CODE oF MARYLAND.

Title 21. Traftic Contyol and Transportation,
SUBTITLES, PuBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM PeRrMIT.

SECTION 21.800. PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM PERMIT

PROCESS; DEFINITIONS,

(A) PERMIT 4UTHORITY., THERE IS A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYsTEM

PERMIT IN HoWARD COUNTY WITHIN THE COLUMBIA PLANNING AREA, A PERMIT Ig REQUIRED
= ROLUMBIA PLANNING AREA

WHEN A PERSON OPERATES A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBI R ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM WITHIN

THE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY,

THE FOLLOWING TERMS SHALL HAVE THE MEANINGS INDICATED:
(1) ADMINISTRATOR MEANS THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OFFICE oF TrANSPORTATION,
(2) PERMIT MEANS THE PuBLICLY AcCESsiBLE BLECTRIC Scootrgr SHARING SystrMm PERMIT

LIABILITY COMPANY, OR ANY OTHER TYPE OF BUSINESS ENTITY,
(4) PUBLIC RIGHTS-Op-pay MEANS THE;

) ROADS OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY THE Counry;

(D PATHWAYS AND PARK LAND OWNED BY THE Counry;

()  SIDEWALKS owNgD BY THE COUNTY; AND







BY THE COUNCIL

are . & \ - 2020,

ﬁis Bill, having been approved by the Executive and returned to the Council, stands enacted on

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been passed by the yeas and nays of two-thirds of the members of the Council notwithstanding the
objections of the Executive, stands enacted on , 2020,

Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator to the County Couneil

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having received neither the approval nor the disapproval of the Executive within ten days of its
presentation, stands enacted on , 2020,

Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator to the County Couneil

BY THE COUNCI],

This Bill, not having been considered on final reading within the time required by Charter, stands failed for want of
consideration on , 2020,

Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, having been disapproved by the Executive and having failed on passage upon consideration by the
Council stands failed on , 2020,

Diane Schwattz Jones, Adminisirator to the County Council

BY THE COUNCIL

This Bill, the withdrawal of which received a vote of two-thirds (2/3) of the members of the Council, is withdrawn
from firther consideration on , 2020.

Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator to the County Council
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BY: The Chairperson at the 1'ei1uest Legislative Day 3
of the County Executive Date: March 2, 2020

&

Amendment ZS to Council Bill No. 3-2()2_0

Amendment No. ?

(This amendment clarifies that a scooter is a vehicle operated pursuant to a Publicly Accessible
Electric Scooter Sharing System Permit and thus a transit activity permissible on County roads.)

On page 1, after line 2, insert:
“. By amending Title 18 “Public Works”
Section 18.207(b)".

On page 1, in line 3, strike “/” and substitute “2”.
On page 1, in line 6, strike “2” and substitute “3”.
On page 1, in line 8, insert:

“Title 18. Public Works.
" Subtitle 2. Roads,

Section 18.207. - Nontransit activity on County roads—Prohibited.
(b} Definitions.

(1) County road means the paved portion of a County owned or controlled road, road right-

of-way, or bridge, including the shoulder, and the median areas, regardless of whether the

median areas are paved.

(2) Patronage means support, benefaction, investment, backing, sponsorship, aid, or

donations regardless of whether anything is given in return.

(3) Nontransit activity means any activity not related to transit and includes, but is not

limited to buving, selling, offering, giving of anything, and soliciting or seeking

patronage, by any means or media.
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(4) Site-specific vending/operating means selling or offering to sell goods or services from a

stationary location on a County road with valid licenses and permits.

(5) Transit means traveling, crossing, conveying goods or persons, by vehicle or on foot, and

includes related activities such as parking, stopping, resting, and observing, A VEHICLE

INCLUDES A SCOOTER OPERATED UNDER A PERMIT ISSUED PURSUANT TO SECTION 21.800

OF THIS CODE.”.
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Amendment . to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day 5
of the County Executive Date: March 2, 2020

Amendment No. El

(This amendment clarifies that the area where scooters will be allowed is the Columbia Planning
Area and that there may be two permits issued instead of four.)

On page 1, in line 25, after “COUNTY” insert “WITHIN THE COLUMBIA PLANNING AREA”.

On page 1, in line 27, strike “FOUR” and substitute “ITWO”.

On page 3, in line 4, after “OPERATED” insert “WITHIN THE COLUMBIA PLANNING AREA”.

On page 3, in line 5, after “PARKED” insert “WITHIN THE COLUMBIA PLANNING AREA”.
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Amendment {) to Council Bill No. 3-2020
BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No.'i~

Date: Mocen2,2020

Amendment No. {0

(This Amendment requires that applicants have appropriate capabilities.)

On page 2, in line 27, strike “AND”.

Also on page 2, after line 27, insert
“  (4) PROOT SATISFACTORY TO THE OFEFICE OF TRANSPORTATION THAT THE APPLICANT IS A BUSINESS

ENTITY IN GOOD STANDING AND THAT DEMONSTRATES THAT THE APPLICANT HAS THE CAPACITY AND

EXPERIENCE TO SUCCESSFULLY OPERATE A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING

SYSTEM: AND™,

Also on page 2, in line 28, strike “(4)” and substitute “(5)”.

Y
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Amendment }} to Council Bill No. 3-2020
BY: The Chairperson at the request o Legislative Day =%
of the County Executive Date: March 2, 2020

Amendment No. l |

(Related to requirements of the permit, this amendment requires approval from the Columbia
Association or proof of approval from private property owners to operate on pathways. This
amendment also requires that a permit include a requirement that a person under the age of 18
shall not have access to a scoofer.) '

On page 3, in line 19, strike “AND”.

On page 3, after line 19, insert:

“(13) A REQUIREMENT THAT PERMISSION MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION

TO OPERATE ON COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION PATHWAYS,

(14) A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PERMIT HOLDER SHALL PROVIDE AN AFFIDAVIT THAT THE PERMIT

HOLDER HAS ENTERED INTO THE NECESSARY AGREEMENT WITH A PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNER TO

OPERATE ON PRIVATE PROPERTY .

0 AT THE TIME OF THE PERMIT APPLICATION; AND

(1r) AS A NEW AGREEMENT I8 ENTERED INTO DURING THE TERM OF THE PERMIT,

(15) A REQUIREMENT THAT A PERSON UNDER THE AGE OF 18 MAY NOT HAVE ACCESS TO A

SCOOTER: AND”.

On page 3, in line 20, strike “(13)” and substitute “(16)”.
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Amendment 2 to Council Bill No. 3-2020  §{GHATiRE

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day ¢ )
of the County Executive Date: March 2, 20290

Amendment No. L'Z,

(This amendment:

1. Requires a permit holder to provide helmet incentives, ensure the condition of a scooter, and
provide certain contact information,

2. Requires a permit holder to take certain actions with regards to the Americans with
Disabilities Act; '

3. Requiires the Multimodal Transportation Board to review and make recommendations on the
Jform of the permit.)

On page 3, after line 22, insert:

“(c) DUTIES OF A PERMIT HOLDER,

(1Y HELMET INCENTIVES. A PERMIT HOLDER SHALL ENCOURAGE THE USE OF HELMETS

THROUGE INCENTIVE PROGRAMS LIKE DISCOUNTS OR GIVEAWAYS.

(2) CONDITION OF SCOOTER. A PERMIT HOLDER SHALL ENSURE THAT EACH SCOOTER THAT THBE

HOLDER PROVIDES TO A USER UNDER THIS SUBTITLE IS IN GOOD WORKING CONDITION AND

MEETS THE SAFETY AND QUALITY STANDARDS THAT THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION

REQUIRES,
(3) LABEL CONTAINING CONTACT INFORMATION, A PERMIT HOLDER SHALL ENSURE THAT EACH

SCOOTER CONTAINS A PROMINENT LABEL THAT PROVIDES THE NAME AND CONTACT

INFORMATION OF THE PERMIT HOLDER.

(4) CoMPLIANCE RELATED TO THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT. RELATED TO SCOOTER

USE, THE PERMIT HOLDER SHALL:

(1) EDUCATE SCOOTER USERS ON THE AMERICANS WiTH DISABILITIES ACT; AND

(2) ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES
AcrT.
(D) MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD. PRIOR TO ANNUAL EXECUTION, THE MULTIMODAL

TRANSPORTATION BOARD SHALL REVIEW AND PROVIDE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE OFFICE OF

TRANSPORTATION ON THE FORM OF THE PERMIT. THE BOARD’S REVIEW SHALL INCLUDE THE

OPERATING ZONES AND SHALL TAKE PLACE AT A PUBLIC HEARING.”.
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Amendment |3 to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung - Legislative Day No. ,.3._”
Date: Maccin €, 2020

Amendment No. \_Z)_

(This Amendment provides for the Permit fee and the Permii term.)

On page 3, beginning in line 27, strike “FORTH IN THE PERMIT ENTERED INTO UNDER SECTION 21.802 OF
THIS SUBTITLE” and substitute “BY CQUNCIL RESOLUTION".

Also on page 3, after line 29, insert:
“SECTION 21.804. TERM.
(A) IN GENERAL.

A PERMIT EXPIRES ONE YEAR AFTER THE DAY THAT THE PERMIT IS ISSUED,

(B) NON-RENEWAL.
(1} A PERMIT MAY NOT BE RENEWED, HOWEVER, A PERMIT HOLDER MAY APPLY FOR A NEW PERMIT.

(2) THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION MAY ISSUE A SECOND OR SUBSEQUENT PERMIT WITH AN

EFFECTIVE DATE THAT ALLOWS FOR CONTINUITY OF THE BUSINESS OF THE APPLICANT.”,

On page 4:
o in line 1, strike “SECTION 21.805” and substitute “SECTION 21.805”.
o in line 6, strike “SECTION 21.806” and substitute “SECTION 21.806”.
e in line 18, strike “SECTION 21.807” and substitute “SECTION 21,807,
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Amendment l_'j{_ to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. &

Date: HQELQ’Z‘ 20200

Amendment No. \_L_‘i‘_

(This Amendment provides for reporis.)

On page 4, after line 17, insert:
“SECTION 21,806, REPORT.

(A) IN GENERAL.
THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL SUBMIT TO THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE AND, SUBJECT TO

SECTION 22..1000 OF THE COUNTY CODE, THE COUNTY COUNCIL A REPORT ON THE OPERATION OF THE

PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM.

(B) CONTENTS,
THE REPORT SHALL INCLUDE.

(1) INFORMATION ABOUT THE ACTIVITIES OF EACH PERMIT HOLDER;

{2} THE COST TO THE COUNTY OF QPERATING THE PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER

SHARING SYSTEM;
(3) AN ANALYSIS OF ANY COMPLAINTS RELATED TO THE SYSTEM RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC,

PROPERTY OWNERS, OR GOVERNMENTAL UNITS;

(4) INFORMATION ABOUT ACCIDENTS INVOLVING SCOOTERS USED IN THE PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE

ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM; AND

(5) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES TO THIS SUBTITLE OR THE PERMITS ISSUED UNDER THIS

SUBTITLE,

(C) DUE DATES.
THE INITIAL REPORT REQUIRED BY THIS SECTION SHALI BE SUBMITTED NOT LATER THAN EIGHT

MONTHS AFTER THE DAY THE FIRST PERMIT 18 ISSUED, SUBSEQUENT REPORTS SHALL, BE ISSUED EACH

YEAR ON OR BEFORE THE DAY THAT IS EIGHT MONTHS AFTER THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE DAY THE FIRST

PERMIT IS ISSUED.”.

]




23
24 Also on page 4 in line 18, strike “SECTION 21.806” and substitute “SECTION 21.807".

25
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Amendment 1S to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. S

Date: M OCCIN ’Z! ZQ&D

Amendment No. {5

(This Amendment provides for duties of the Office of Transportation. )

On page 4, after line 17, insett:
“SECTION 21.806. DUTIES OF THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION.

{A) IN GENERAL.
THE OEFICE OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL DEVELOP AN OPERATIONS PLAN TO CARRY OUT THIS

SUBTITLE.

(B) WEB PAGE.
THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL HAVE A WEB SITE THAT INCLUDES:

(1) THE OPERATIONS PLAN; AND

(2) CONTACT INFORMATION FOR EACH PERMIT HOLDER.”.

Also on page 4 in line 18, strike “SECTION 21.806” and substitute “SECTION 21.807".
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Amendment |l to Council Bill No, 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. 2 _

Date: Mgm N2\ ZQZO

Amendment No. _\mﬁ

(This Amendment provides a short title that indicates that the subtitle is a pilot program.)

On page 4, after line 24, insert:
“SECTION 21.807, SHORT TITLE.
TLS SUBTITLE IS THE PILOT HOWARD COUNTY SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM ACT.”.
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Amendment } ] to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No, .S

Date: iﬂgg N\ Z,ZQZO

Amendment No. D_

(This Amendment provides that the initial Permit Fee is $10,000.)

On page 4, in line 25 after “Section 2. insert:

-« 4nd Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard, County, Marvland, that the fee for a

permit for a publicly accessible electric scooter sharing system firom the effective date of this Act throush

June 30. 2020 is $10.000 and that at the end of June 30, 2020, with no further action required by the

County Council, this Section 2 of this Act shall be abrogated and of no further force and effect.

Section 3, .
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Council Action
Executive Action
Effective Date

County Council of Howard County, Maryland
2020 Legislative Session Legisiative Day No. |
Bill No. .G -2020

Introduced by: The Chairperson at the request of the County Executive

AN ACT permitting a publicly accessible electric scooter sharing system for short-term electric
scooter trips on certain County rights-of way; requiring certain information in suppoﬁ: of
an application for a permit; requiring pérmit fees as part of the permit; and generally

velated to electric scooters on public rights-of-way in Howard County.

Introduced and read first tim;jwmﬂa_(a 2020, Ordered poste earmg g_cheduled / O
Dl

By order /ﬂmb(_
Dlanc'§chwanz Jtmes/ﬁcrmmﬂ ator

Having been posted and notice of time & place of hearing & title of Bill having been published according to Charter, the Bill was read for a
second time at a public hearing on , 2020,

By order @Jﬂlﬂtﬂ d 0/)1?/1

Diane Schwariz Jones, Aﬂ‘r%ﬁtor

This Bill was read the third time on , 2020 and Passed ___, Passed with amendments , Failed
By order
Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator
Sealed with the County Seal and presented to the County Excoutive for approval this ___day of ,2020 a8 amfp.m,
By order

Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator

Approved/Vetoed by the County Execufive 2020

Calvin Ball, County Executive

NOTE: [[text in brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN $MALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law; Strike-out
indicates material deleted by amendment; Underlining indicates material added by amendment
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Section 1. Be It Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland rhat th¥ Howard
County Code is amended as follows:
1. By amending Title 21 “Traffic Control and Transportation”
Section 21.101(x)

2. By adding Title 21 "Traffic Control and Ti ransportat

Section 21.101. Definitions.
(x) Motor [[vehicle] [VEHICLE: )
(1) MEANS [[means]] a vehicle which is f—propelled ot propelled by electric power, but not
operated upon rails.
(2) DOES NOT INCLUDE AN r SPEED SCOOTER AS DEFINED BY SECTION 11-117.2

OF THE TRANSPORTATION ARFICLE OF THE ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND.

Title 2 # Traffic Control and Transportation.

SUBTITLE 8. PUBLICL CCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM PERMIT.

SECTION 21.800. PuB ' LY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM PERMIT
PROCESS; DEFINITI c

(A) PERMIT / THERE IS A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM
PermiIT IN HoO D COUNTY. A PERMIT IS REQUIRED WHEN A PERSON OPERATES A PUBLICLY

ACCESSIBLE CTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM WITHIN THE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY.

(1) ADMINISTRATOR MEANS THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION.
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(2) PERMIT MEANS THE PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARPG SYSTEM PERMIT
THAT SHALL INCLUDE THE TERMS REQUIRED BY SECTION 21,802 OF IS SUBTITLE.

(3) PERSON: MEANS AN INDIVIDUAL, CORPORATION, PARTNERSHIP, PSINESS TRUST, LIMITED
LIABILITY COMPANY, OR ANY OTHER TYPE OF BUSINESS ENTITY#

(4) PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY MEANS THE! '

()  ROADS OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY THE COUNT

()  PATHWAYS AND PARK LAND OWNED BY THE u TY;

(1) . SIDEWALKS OWNED BY THE COUNTY; AND

(Iv)  REAL PROPERTY OWNED AND CONTROLLY #' 5y THE COUNTY.

(5) PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM MEANS A PROGRAM PROVIDING
ELECTRIC SCOOTERS FOR SHORT-TERM T S wirHOUT REQUIRING THE INSTALLATION OF
ANY INFRASTRUCTURE WITHIN THE COl Frv OTHER THAN THE DEPLOYMENT OF SCOOTERS
OR UTILIZING A DOCKING SYSTEM FOJ JCHARGING THAT 1S DEPLOYED AND MAINTAINED BY
THE PERMIT HOLDER WITH THE WR}f TEN APPROVAL OF A PROPERTY OWNER.

(6) SCOOTER MEANS AN “ELECTRIC JOW SPEED SCOOTER” AS DEFINED BY SECTION 11.117.2 OF
THE TRANSPORTATION ARTIGFE OF THE ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND. A SCOOTER
WILL BE TREATED AS A BIC C1E, AS DEFINED BY SECTION 11-104 OF THE TRANSPORTATION
ARTICLE OF THRE ANNO#ATED CODE OF MARYLAND, WHEREVER THE TERM “BICYCLE” IS

USED IN THIS CODE. 4§/

SECTION 21.801. PERMIT APPLICATION,
(A) PERMIT APPLICATJPN. THE ADMINISTRATOR SHALL CREATE AN APPLICATION FORM THAT SHALL

REQUIRE AN APPLI ..j.. NT TO SUBMIT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

Digf CTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, SHALL CONSIDER AN APPLICATION SUBMITTED

#DER THIS SECTION.




 ;
SECTION 21.802. PERMIT TO OPERATE A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SYSTEM;
PERMIT TERMS; PERMIT ISSUANCE.
(A) TERMS OF THE PERMIT. A PERMIT SHALL INCLUDE, WITHOUT LIMITATION:

(1) A DESIGNATION OF THE AREAS WHERE SCOOTERS MAY BE OPERATED, 4
(2) A DESIGNATION OF THE AREAS WHERE SCOOTERS MAY BE PARKED; 4
HCOOTER SPEED;

(3) THE REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE A DEVICE USED TO REGULATE THE
(4) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PERMIT HOLDER; Y
(5) THE REQUIREMENT TO PAY AN ANNUAL PERMIT FEE AND THFJAMOUNT OF THE FEE;

(6) A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PERMIT HOLDER WILL PROVI rn BOND OR OTHER SECURITY
ACCEPTABLE TO THE COUNTY WHICH BOND SHALL BE # AN AMOUNT SUFFICIENT TO COVER
COSTS TO THE COUNTY; __

(7) A REQUIREMENT TO KEEP AND PROVIDE »- AND REPORTS;

(8) A REQUIREMENT TO HOLD CERTAIN LEVELS Qf GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE COVERAGE
AND WORKERS” COMPENSATION INSURANG OVERAGE;

(9) INDEMNIFICATION OF THE COUNTY BY g PERMIT HOLDER;

(10) THE TERM OF THE PERMIT AND AN FONDITIONS OF PERMIT MODIFICATION;

(11) THE MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM ’ BER OF SCOOTERS THAT A PERMIT HOLDER CAN
OPERATE; Y

(12) CONDITIONS UNDER WHIC PERMIT CAN BE REVOKED; AND

(13) ANY OTHER REQUIREME) THAT THE ADMINISTRATOR DEEMS NECESSARY.

(B) NONTRANSFERABLE. A JFERMIT ISSUED UNDER THIS SUBTITLE IS NOT ASSIGNABLE OR

TRANSFERRABLE TO OR SHABEABLE WITH ANY OTHER PERSON NOT IDENTIFIED IN THE PERMIT.
SECTION 21.803. Pryffir Frcs.

PRIOR TO THE ISSUABCE OF A PERMIT UNDER THIS SUBTITLE, THE COUNTY SHALL CHARGE, AND AN
APPLICANT SHALLZAY, A PERMIT FEE FOR A PERMIT ISSUED UNDER THIS SUBTITLE. THE AMOUNT OF
THE PERMIT FEEZHALL BE SET FORTH IN THE PERMIT ENTERED INTO UNDER SECTION 21,802 OF THIS

SUBTITLE.

W‘-



NN N R RN N R B R R =
GﬁwhWMHOLDm\JU\U"EhWNi—\O

(-S> - TR N R« B ¥ 3 B S

SECTION 21.804, USE OF PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY. :
NOTHING IN THIS SUBTITLE SHALL OTHERWISE AFFECT OR LIMIT THE COUNTY'§# FROPRIETARY RIGHT
TO CHARGE A SEPARATE FEE OR TO REQUIRE A SEPARATE CONSENT FOR AglESS TO OR THE USE OF

THE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY.

SECTIOﬁ 21.805. PENALTIES. _

(A) THE COUNTY MAY INSTITUTE ANY ACTION AT LAW OR4 UITY, INCLUDING INJUNCTION, TO
ENFORCE THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBTITLE OR THE PERMJ :

(B) ALTERNATIVELY, AND IN ADDITION TO AND CONRENT WITH ALL OTHER REMEDIES, THE
COUNTY MAY ENFORCE THE PROVISIONS OF THIS j__* 'LE OR THE PERMIT WITH CIVIL PENALTIES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 24 OF THIS CODE. A VIG, §. 710N OF THIS SUBTITLE IS A CLASS C OFFENSE
AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 24,107 or THIS CODg / BACH DAY TUAT A VIOLATION CONTINUES IS A
SEPARATE OFFENS;E. EACH SCOOTER THAT FILS TO COMPLY WITH THE PERMIT IS A SEPARATE
VIOLATION. 4

(C) A PERSON WHO VIOLATES ANY PR ¥ISION OF TLIS SUBTITLE OR THE PERMIT IS GUILTY OF A

MISDEMEANOR AND, UPON CONVICTIQ ¥ 1S SUBJECT TO A FINE WHICH SHALL NOT EXCEED $1,000.00.

SECTION 21.806. SEVERABILIT

IF ANY SECTION, SUBSECTIONGEENTENCE, CLAUSE, PHRASE OR PORTION OF THIS SUBTITLE IS HELD
INVALID BY ANY COURT gf COMPETENT JURISDICTION, THAT PORTION SHALL BE DEEMED A
SEPARATE, DISTINCT AND §DEPENDENT PROVISION; AND THE INVALIDITY SHALL NOT AFFECT THE
VALIDITY OF THE REM4 FUNG PORTIONS OF THE SUBTITLE AND FOR THIS PURPOSE, THE PROVISIONS

OF THIS ACT ARE DE§ ARED SEVERABLE.

Section 2. Andj B 1t Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that
this Act shall i Jcome effective 61 days after its enactment.,
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BY: The Chairperson at the request Legisiftive Day’Z-‘*
of the County Executive Datgf February 3, 2020

Amendment No. |

(This amendment clarifies that a scooter is a vehicle pursuant to ction 18,207 of the County
Code and thus a transit activity permissible on County roads.) §

On page 1, after line 2, insert:
“1. By amending Title 1 8 “Public Works”
Section 18.207(b)".

On page 1, in line 3, strike “/” and substiiute “2”.

On page 1, in line 6, strike “2” and substitute *

On page 1, in line 8, insexr(:

“Titlff18. Public Works.
J Bubtitle 2. Roads,

(2) Patronage meanggbupport, benefaction, investment, backing, sponsorship, aid, or

donations recardless of whether anything is given in return.

(3) Noniransit ag Pvity means any activity not related to transit and includes, but is not

limited io bdling, selling, offering, giving of anything, and soliciting or seeking

patronage, :0 any means or media.,
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4) Site
stationary locé’pion on a County road with valid licenses and permits,

(5) Transit means ﬁ‘ave]ing, crossing, conveying goods or persons, by vehicle or on foot, and
includes related activities such as parking, stopping, resting, and observing, A VEHICLE

INCLUDES A SCOOTER AS DEFINED BY SECTION 21.800(C) OF THIS CODE.”.

-specifie:yending/operating means selling or offering to sell goods or services from a




Jones, Diane

— o _—
From: A Sager, Jennifer
Sent: Friday, February 28, 2620 2:48 PM
To: Jones, Diane
Cc: Sayers, Margery; Wimberly, Theo

Subject: RE: CB3-2020 and what is not to be moved

We should not move Amendments 1-7 for introduction. .

Am 1 is now Am 8

Am 2 is now Am 9

Am 3 and Am 4 are now part of Am 11
Am 5 and Am 6 are now part of Am 12
Am 7 is now Am 14

From: Jones, Diane

Sent: Friday, February 28, 2020 2:14 PM

To: Sager, Jennifer <jsager@howardcountymd.gov>

Cc: Sayers, Margery <msayers@howardcountymd.gov>; Wimberly, Theo <twimberly@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: CB3-2020 and what is not te be moved

Hi Jennifer,

In anticipation of Monday, can you please send me an email confirming which pre-filed amendments for CB3-2020 are
not to be moved for introduction. | know we discussed it, but | would appreciate an email for the legislative record. I will
make corresponding provisions in the Script for Monday night.

Thank you,
Diane

Diane Schuwantz Jones

County Councit Udminisbator
Ftowand County Council

3430 Cownt Fbouse Duive
Ebticott City, Monyland 21043
(410)313-3111
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BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day g

of the County Fxecutive Date: February 3,2020

Amendment No. 7

A

(This amendment changes the maximum number of permits issued from four to two.)

1 Onpage 1, inline 27, strike “FOUR” and substitute “ITwoQ”.
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BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day y
of the County Executive Date: February 3, 267

Amendment No. 6

(This amendment adds that a permit shall include a requirement that a persoyg inder the age of
18 may not have access to a scooter.) 4

On page 3, in line 19, strike “AND”.

On page 3, after line 19, insert:

“(13) A REQUIREMENT THAT A PERSON UNDER THE AGE OF M MAY NOT HAVE ACCESS TO A

SCOOTER: AND".

On page 3, in line 20, strike “(13)” and substitutcg
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m@\@ %’1% Amendment _E]g_ to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: The Chairperson at the request ' Legislative :" ya
of the County Executive Date: Fepfary 3, 2020

Amendment No. 5

(This amendment requires approval from the Columbia Assocmtto ' other private property
owner to operate on certain pathways.) ;

On page 3, in line 19, strike “AND”,

On page 3, after line 19, insert:

~“(13) A REQUIREMENT THAT PERMISSION MUST By JORTAINED FROM THE COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION

TO OPERATE ON COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION _5:;;3' AYS;
(14} A REQUIREMENT THAT ANY AGREEMENS WITH A PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNER TO OPERATE ON

PRIVATE PROPERTY BE SHARED WITH THEE OUNTY AT THE TIME OF THE PERMIT APPLICATION AND

AS THEY ARE ENTERED INTO THROUGH#IUT THE TERM OF THE PERMIT; AND”.

On page 3, in line 20, strike and substitute “(15)”.
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i 2’2223__ Amendment 5 to Council Bill Neo, 3-2020
BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Dayg
of the County Executive Date: Februagly 3, 2020

Amendment No. 5:'

(This amendment requires that permit holders encourage the use of hejs )

1 On page 3, after line 22, insert:

5 () HELMET INCENTIVES. A PERMIT HOLDER SHALL ENCOUR A THE USE OF HELMETS THROUGH

3 INCENTIVE PROGRAMS LIKE DISCOUNTS OR GIVEAWAYS.” &
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Amendment Q to Council Bill Ne, 3-2020

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day
of the County Executive Date: February 3

Amendment No. {é

(This amendment requires that the Multimodal Transpiration Board shall ) the permit.)

On page 3, after line 22, insert:
() MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD. PRIOR TO ANNUAL EXES fUTION, THE MULTIMODAL

PCONDITIONS INCLUDING THE

TRANSPORTATION BOARD SHALL REVIEW THE PERMIT TERMS AN

OPERATING ZONES., THE REVIEW SHALL TAKEPLACEATAP
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j wﬁ%’% Amendment 7 to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Py 2"
of the County Executive | Date: Felyffiary 3, 2020

Amendment No.—7
(This amendment adds a report following 6 months of operations.)

On page 4, in line 24, insert:
“Section 2. _And Be It Further Enacted by the Coun (u unc:l of Howard County, Maryland

that the Office of Transportation shall provide ar the County Executive and the County

Council upon completion of the first 6 months of the st permit’s term,”.

On page 4, in line 25, strike “2” and
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Amendment CB to Council Bill No. 3-202_0

BY: The Chairperson at the rei;uest Legislative Day 3
of the County Executive Date: March 2, 2020

Amendment No. %)

(This amendment clarifies that a scooter is a vehicle operated pursuant to a Publicly Accessible
Electric Scooter Sharing System Permit and thus a transit activity permissible on County roads.)

On page 1, after line 2, insert:
“1 By amending Title 18 “Public Works”
Section 18.207(b)".

On page 1, in line 3, strike “J” and substitute “2”.
On page 1, in line 6, strike “2” and substitute “3”.
On page 1, in line 8, insert:

“Title 18. Public Works.
Subtitle 2. Roads.

Section 18.207. - Nontransit activity on County roads—Prohibited.
(b) Definitions.

(1) County road means the paved portion of a County owned or controlled road, road right-

of-way, or bridge, including the shoulder, and the median areas, recardless of whether the

median areas are paved.

(2) Patronage means support, benefaction, investment, backing, sponsorship, aid, or

donations regardless of whether anything is given in return.

(3) Nontransit activity means any activity not related to transit and includes, but is not

limited to buying, selling, offering, giving of anything, and soliciting or seeking

patronage, by any means or media.
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(4) Site-specific vending/operating means selling or offering to sell goods or services from a

stationary location on a County road with valid licenses and permits.

(5)_Trawsit means fraveling, crossing, conveying goods or persons, by vehicle or on foot, and
includes related activities such as parking, stopping, resting, and observing., A VEHICLE

INCLUDES A SCOOTER OPERATED UNDER A PERMIT ISSUED PURSUANT TO SECTION 21.800

OF THis CODE.”,
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Amendment 9 to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day E‘JQ
of the County Executive Date: March 2, 2020

Amendment No. |

(This amendment clarifies that the area where scooters will be allowed is the Columbia Planning
Area and that there may be two permits issued instead of four.)

On page 1, in line 25, after “COUNTY” insert “WITHIN THE COLUMBIA PLANNING AREA”.

On page 1, in line 27, strike “PFOUR” and substitute “TWQ”.

On page 3, in line 4, after “OPERATED” insert “WITHIN THE COLUMBIA PLANNING AREA”.

On page 3, in line 5, after “PARKED” insert “WITHIN THE COLUMBIA PLANNING AREA”.
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Amendment 1) to Council Bill No, 3-2020
BY: Deb Jung | Legislative Day No.é_'

Date: Macen 2,2020

Amendment No. 10

(This Amendment requires that applicants have appropriate capabilities.)

On page 2, in line 27, strike “AND”.

Also on page 2, after line 27, insert
“  (4) PROOF SATISFACTORY TO THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION THAT THE APPLICANT IS A BUSINESS

ENTITY IN GQOD STANDING AND THAT DEMONSTRATES THAT THE APPLICANT HAS THE CAPACITY AND

EXPERIENCE TO SUCCESSFULLY OPERATE A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING
SYSTEM: AND”. |

Also on page 2, in line 28, strike “(4)” and substitute “(5Yy".




Amendment }} to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: The Chairperson at the request ' Legislative Day 3
of the County Executive Date: March 2, 2020

Amendmen{ No. [ ]

(Related to requirements of the permit, this amendment requires approval from the Columbia
Assaciation or proof of approval from private property owners to operate on pathways. This
amendment also requires that a permit include a requirement that a person under the age of 18
shall not have access to a scooter.)

1 Onpage 3, in line 19, sirike “AND™,
2
3 Onpage 3, after line 19, insert:
4 “(13) A REQUIREMENT THAT PERMISSION MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION
5 TO OPERATE ON COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION PATHWAYS, '
6  (14) A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PERMIT HOLDER SHALL PROVIDE AN AFFIDAVIT THAT THE PERMIT
7  HOLDER HAS ENTERED INTO THE NECESSARY AGREEMENT WITH A PkIVATE PROPERTY OWNER TO
8  OPERATE ON PRIVATE PROPERTY:
9 (D AT THE TIME OF THE PERMIT APPLICATION; AND
10 (1) AS A NEW AGREEMENT IS ENTERED INTO DURING THE TERM OF THE PERMIT;

11 (15) A REQUIREMENT THAT A PERSON UNDER THE AGE OF 18 MAY NOT HAVE ACCESS TO A

12 SCOOTER: AND”.
13
14  Onpage 3, in line 20, strike “(13)” and substitute “(16)”.
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Amendment {2 to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: The Chairperson at the request Legislative Day )
of the County Execcutive Date: March 2, 2020

Amendment No. L?_,

(This amendment:

1. Requires a permit holder to provide helmet incentives, ensure the condition of a scooter, and
provide certain contact information;

2. Reguires a permit holder to take certain actions with regards fo the Americans with
Disabilities Act;

3. Requires the Multimodal Transportation Board to review and make recommendations on the
Jform of the permit.)

On page 3, after line 22, insert:
“(c) DUTIES OF A PERMIT HOLDER,

(1Y HELMET INCENTIVES. A PERMIT HOLDER SHALL ENCOURAGE THE USE OF HELMETS

THROUGH INCENTIVE PROGRAMS LIKE DISCOUNTS OR GIVEAWAYS.

(2} CONDITION OF SCOOTER, A PERMIT HOLDER SHALL ENSURE THAT EACH SCOOTER THAT THE

HOLDER PROVIDES TO A USER UNDER THIS SUBTITLE IS IN GOOD WORKING CONDITION AND

MEETS THE SAFETY AND QUALITY STANDARDS THAT THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION

REQUIRES.,
(3) LABEL CONTAINING CONTACT INFORMATION. A PERMIT HOLDER SEALL ENSURE THAT EACH

SCOOTER CONTAINS A PROMINENT LABEL THAT PROVIDES THE NAME AND CONTACT

INFORMATION OF THE PERMIT HOLDER.

(4) CoMPLIANCE RELATED TO THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIESACT RELATED TO SCOOTER

USE, THE PERMIT HOLDER SHALL:

(1) EDUCATE SCOOTER USERS ON THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT: AND

(2) ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES

ACT.
(D) MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD. PRIOR TO ANNUAL EXECUTION, THE MULTIMODAL

TRANSPORTATION BOARD SHALL REVIEW AND PROVIDE RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE OFFICE OF

TRANSPORTATION ON THE FORM OF THE PERMIT. THE BOARD’S REVIEW SHALL INCLUDE THE

QPERATING ZONES AND SHALL TAKE PLACE AT A PUBLIC HEARING.”.
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Amendment 13 _to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. 3_
Date: Marc\n €, 2020

Amendment No. _\é

(This Amendment _provides fbr the Permit fee and the Permit term.)

On page 3, beginning in line 27, strike “FORTH IN THE PERMIT ENTERED INTO UNDER SECTION 21.802 OF
THIS SUBTITLE” and substitute “BY COUNCIL RESOLUTION”. '

Also on page 3, after line 29, insert:
“SECTION 21.804. TERM,

(A) IN GENERAL,
A PERMIT EXPIRES ONE YEAR AFTER THE DAY THAT THE PERMIT IS [SSUED.

(B) NON-RENEWAL.
(1)} A PERMIT MAY NOT BE RENEWED, HOWEVER, A PERMIT HOLDER MAY APPLY FOR A NEW PERMIT,

(2) THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION MAY ISSUE A SECOND OR SUBSEQUENT PERMIT WITH AN

EFFECTIVE DATE THAT ALLOWS FOR CONTINUITY OF THE BUSINESS OF THE APPLICANT.”.

On page 4:
e in line 1, strike “SECTION 21.805” and substitute “SECTION 21.8057.
s in line 6, strike “SECTION 21.806" and substitute “SECTION 21 806",
s inline 18, strike “SECTION 21.807” and substitute “SECTION 21 8077,
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Amendment I_':L to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No, S

Date: ﬁgﬂ;h?@@'zo

Amendment No. [‘_"L

(This Amendment provides for reports.)

On page 4, after line 17, insert:
“SECTION 21.806. REPORT.

(A) IN GENERAL,
THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL SUBMIT TO THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE AND, SUBJECT TO
SECTION 22.1000 OF THE COUNTY CODE, THE COUNTY COUNCIL A REPORT ON THE OPERATION OF THE

PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM.

(B) CONTENTS.

THE REPORT SHALL INCLUDE:

(1) INFORMATION ABOUT THE ACTIVITIES OF EACH PERMIT HOLDER,

(2).THE COST TO THE COUNTY OF OPERATING THE PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE ELECTRIC SCOOTER

SHARING SYSTEM;
(3) AN ANALYSIS OF ANY COMPLAINTS RELATED TO THE SYSTEM RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC,

PROPERTY QWNERS, OR GOVERNMENTAL UNITS:
(4) INFORMATION AROUT ACCIDENTS INVOLVING SCOOTERS USED IN THE PUBLICLY ACCBSSIBLE

ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM: AND
(5) RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES TO THIS SUBTITLE OR THE PERMITS ISSUED UNDER THIS

SUBTITLE,

{C) DUE DATES.
THE INITIAL REPORT REQUIRED BY THIS SECTION SHALL BE SUBMITTED NOT LATER THAN EIGHT

MONTHS AFTER THE DAY THE FIRST PERMIT I8 ISSUED, SUBSEQUENT REPORTS SHALL BE ISSUED EACH

YEAR ON OR BEFORE THE DAY THAT IS EIGHT MONTHS AFTER THE ANNIVERSARY OF THE DAY THE FIRST

PERMIT IS ISSUED.”,




23

24 Also on page 4 in line 18, strike “SECTION 21.806” and substitute “SECTION 21.807”.
25
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Amendment |5 to Council Bill No, 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. 3

Date: Marc\n ?_§ 02D

Amendment No. |5

(This Amendment provides for duties of the Office of Transportation,)

On page 4, after line 17, insert:
“SECTION 21.806. DUTIES OF THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION.

(A) IN GENERAL.

THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL DEVELOP AN OPERATIONS PLAN TO CARRY OUT THIS

SUBTITLE.
(B) WEB PAGE.
THE OFFICE OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL HAVE A WEB SITE THAT INCLUDES,

- (1) THE OPERATIONS PLAN; AND
(2) CONTACT INFORMATION FOR EACH PERMIT HOLDER,”,

Also on page 4 in line 18, strike “SECTION 21,806 and substitute “SECTION 21.807".




Amendment llo to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: Deb Jung Legislative Day No. 2

Date: M avtin 2, 2070

Amendment No. )__lg

(This Amendment provides a short title that indicates that the subtitle is a pilot program.)

On page 4, after line 24, insert:
“SECTION 21.807. SHORT TITLE,
‘THIS SUBTITLE IS THE PILOT HOWARD CQUNTY SCOOTER SHARING SYSTEM ACT.”.
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Amendment } ] to Council Bill No. 3-2020

BY: DebJung Legislative Day No. ;

Date: i‘_‘&gg A\ Z!ZQ_ZO

Amendment No, ﬂ

(This Amendment provides that the initial Permit Fee is $10,000.)

On page 4, in line 25 after “Section 2. ” insert:

“And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard. County, Maryland, that the fee for a

permit for a publicly accessible electric scooter sharing system from the effective date of this Act through

June 30, 2020 is $10.000 and that at the end of June 30, 2020, with no further action required by the

County Council, this Section 2 of this Act shall be abrogated and of no further force and effect.

Section 3. 7.
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Introduced
Public Hearing
Council Action
Executive Action
Effective Date

County Council of Howard County, Maryland
2020 Legislative Session Legislative Day No. 1
Bill No. 3-2020

Introduced by: The Chairperson at the request of the County Executive

AN ACT permitting a publicly accessible electric scooter sharing system for short-term electric
scooter trips on certain County rights-of way; requiring certain information in support of
an application for a permit; requiring permit fees as part of the permit; and generally

related to electric scooters on public rights-of-way in Howard County.

Introduced and read first time , 2020, Ordered posted and hearing scheduled.

By order.

Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator

Having been posted and notice of time & place of hearing & title of Bill having been published according to Charter, the Bill was read for a

second time at a public hearing on , 2020,
By order
Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator
This Bill was read the third time on , 2020 and Passed ___, Passed with amendments , Failed
By order
Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator
Sealed with the County Seal and presented to the Colmty Executive for approval this___ day of ,2020at_ am/pm,
By order
Diane Schwartz Jones, Administrator
Approved/Vetoed by the County Executive , 2020

Calvin Ball, County Exeoutive

NOTE: [[text in brackets]] indicates deletions from existing law; TEXT IN SMALL CAPITALS indicates additions to existing law, Strike-out
indicates material defeted by amendment; Underlining indicates material added by amendment
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ANY INFRASTRUCTURE WITHIN THE COUNTY OTHER THAN THE DEPLOYMENT OF SCOOTERS
OR UTILIZING A DOCKING SYSTEM FOR CHARGING THAT IS DEPLOYED AND MAINTAINED BY
THE PERMIT HOLDER WITH THE WRITTEN APPROVAL OF A PROPERTY OWNER.

(6) SCOOTER MEANS AN “ELECTRIC LOW SPEED SCOOTER” AS DEFINED BY SECTION 11,117.2 OF
THE TRANSPORTATION ARTICLE OF THE ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND. A SCOOTER
WILL BE TREATED.AS A BICYCLE, AS DEFINED BY SECTION 11-104 OF THE TRANSPORTATION
ARTICLE OF THE ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND, WHEREVER THE TERM “BICYCLE” IS

USED IN THIS CODE,

SECTION 21.801. PERMIT APPLICATION.
(A) PERMIT APPLICATION. THE ADMINISTRATOR SHALL CREATE AN APPLICATION FORM THAT SHALL
REQUIRE AN APPLICANT TO SUBMIT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

(1) Tur APPLICANT’S FULL LEGAL NAME AND ANY TRADE NAME UNDER WHICH THE APPLICANT

OPERATES;

(2) PROOF OF ADEQUATE INSURANCE;

(3) A BOND OR OTHER SECURITY ACCEPTABLE TO THE COUNTY; AND

(4) SUCH OTHER INFORMATION AS THE COUNTY MAY REQUIRE IN AN APPLICATION FORM.
(B) CONSIDERATION OF AN APPLICATION. THE ADMINISTRATOR, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE
DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, SHALL CONSIDER AN APPLICATION SUBMITTED

UNDER THIS SECTION.

SECTION 21.802, PERMIT TO OPERATE A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE, ELECTRIC SCOOTER SYSTEM;
PERMIT TERMS; PERMIT ISSUANCE.
(A) TERMS OF THE PERMIT. A PERMIT SHALL INCLUDE, WITHOUT LIMITATION:

(1) A DESIGNATION OF THE AREAS WHERE SCOOTERS MAY BE OPERATED;

(2) A DESIGNATION OF THE AREAS WHERE SCOOTERS MAY BE PARKED;

(3) THE REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE A DEVICE USED TO REGULATE 'THE SCOOTER SPEED;

(4) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PERMIT HOLDER;

(5) THE REQUIREMENT TO PAY AN ANNUAL PERMIT FEE AND THE AMOUNT OF THE FEE;

(6) A REQUIREMENT THAT THE PERMIT HOLDER WILL PROVIDE A BOND OR OTHER SECURITY

ACCEPTABLE TO THE COUNTY WHICH BOND SHALL BE IN AN AMOUNT SUFFICIENT TO COVER

COSTS TO THE COUNTY;
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(7) A REQUIREMENT TO KEEP AND PROVIDE CERTAIN DATA AND REPORTS;

(8) A REQUIREMENT TO HOLD CERTAIN LEVELS OF GENERAL LIABILITY INSURANCE COVERAGE
AND WORKERS’ COMPENSATION INSURANCE COVERAGE;

(9) INDEMNIFICATION OF THE COUNTY BY THE PERMIT HOLDER;

(10) THE TERM OF THE PERMIT AND ANY CONDITIONS OF PERMIT MODIFICATION;

(11) THE MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM NUMBER OF SCOOTERS THAT A PERMIT HOLDER CAN
OPERATE;

(12) CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THE PERMIT CAN BE REVOKED;

(13) A REQUIREMENT THAT A PERSON UNDER THRE AGE OF 18 MAY NOT HAVE ACCESS TO A

SCOOTER;
(14) A REQUIREMENT THAT PERMISSION MUST BE OBTAINED FROM THE CoLUMBIA

ASSOCIATION TO OPERATE ON COLUMBIA ASSOCIATION PATHWAYS:

(15) A REQUIREMENT THAT ANY AGREEMENTS WITH A PRIVATE PROPERTY QWNER TO OPERATE

ON PRIVATE PROPERTY BE SHARED WITH THE COUNTY AT THE TIME OF THE PERMIT

APPLICATION AND AS THEY ARE ENTERED INTO THROQUGHOUT THE TERM OF THE PERMIT,

AND

3) (16) ANY OTHER REQUIREMENT THAT THE ADMINISTRATOR DEEMS NECBSSARY.‘
(B) NONTRANSFERABLE. A PERMIT ISSUED UNDER THIS SUBTITLE IS NOT ASSIGNABLE OR
TRANSFERRABLE TO OR SHAREABLE WITH ANY OTHER PERSON NOT IDENTIFIED IN THE PERMIT.

(C) HELMET INCENTIVES, A PERMIT HOLDER SHALL ENCOURAGE THE USE OF EELMETS THROUGH

INCENTIVE PROGRAMS LIKE DISCOUNTS OR GIVEAWAYS,

(D) MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION BOARD. PRIOR TO ANNUAL EXBCUTION, THE MULTIMODAL

TRANSPORTATION BOARD SHALL REVIEW THE PERMIT TERMS AND CONDITIONS INCLUDING THE

OPERATING ZONES, THE REVIEW SHALL TAKE PLACE AT A PUBLIC HEARING.

SECTION 21.803. PERMIT FEES.

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A PERMIT UNDER THIS SUBTITLE, THE COUNTY SHALL CHARGE, AND AN
APPLICANT SHALL PAY, A PERMIT FEE FOR A PERMIT ISSUED UNDER THIS SUBTITLE. THE AMOUNT OF
THE PERMIT FEE SHALL BE SET FORTH IN THE PERMIT ENTERED INTO UNDER SECTION 21.802 OF THIS

SUBTITLE.

SECTION 21.804. USE OF PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY,

4
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NOTHING IN THIS SUBTITLE SHALL OTHERWISE AFFECT OR LIMIT THE COUNTY'S PROPRIETARY RIGHT
TO CHARGE A SEPARATE FEE OR TO REQUIRE A SEPARATE CONSENT FOR ACCESS TO OR THE USE OF

THE PUBLIC RIGHTS-0OF-WAY,

SECTION 21.805. PENALTIES.

(A) Ture COUNTY MAY INSTITUTE ANY ACTION AT LAW OR EQUITY, INCLUDING INJUNCTION, TO
ENFORCE THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBTITLE OR THE PERMIT.

(B) ALTERNATIVELY, AND IN ADDITION TO AND CONCURRENT WITH ALL OTHER REMEDIES, THE
COUNTY MAY ENFORCE THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBTITLE OR THE PERMIT WITH CIVIL PENALTIES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 24 OF THIS CODE. A VIOLATION OF THIS SUBTITLE IS A CLASS C OFFENSE
AS PROVIDED IN SECTION 24.107 OF THIS CODE. EACH DAY THAT A VIOLATION CONTINUES IS A
SEPARATE OFFENSE. EACH SCOOTER THAT FAILS TO COMPLY WITH THE PERMIT IS A SEPARATE
VIOLATION,

(C) A PERSON WHO VIOLATES ANY PROVISION OF THIS SUBTITLE OR THE PERMIT IS GUILTY OF A

MISDEMEANOR AND, UPON CONVICTION, 18 SUBJECT TO A FINE WHICH SHALL NOT EXCEED $1,000.,00,

SECTION 21.806. SEVERABILITY,

IF ANY SECTION, SUBSECTION, SENTENCE, CLAUSE, PHRASE OR PORTION OF THIS SUBTITLE IS HELD
INVALID BY ANY COURT OF COMPETENT JURISDICTION, THAT PORTION SHALL BE DEEMED A
SEPARATE, DISTINCT AND INDEPENDENT PROVISION; AND THE INVALIDITY SHALL NOT AFFECT THE
VALIDITY OF THE REMAINING PORTIONS OF THE SUBTITLE AND FOR THIS PURPOSE, THE PROVISIONS

OF THIS ACT ARE DECLARED SEVERABLE.

Section 2. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Marviand that

the Office of Transportation shall provide a report to the County Executive and the County Council

upon completion of the first 6 months of the first permit’s term.

Section 23. And Be It Further Enacted by the County Council of Howard County, Maryland that
this Act shall become effective 61 days after its enactment.



CONFIDENTIAL
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Auditor’s Analysis

Amendment 8

Council Bill No. 3-2020
Amendment Proposed by: County Executive
Introduced: Januaty 6, 2020
Auditor: Michelle R. Harrod

Fiscal Impact:

There will be no fiscal impact resulting from the County Executive’s amendment.

Purpose:

Amendment 8 to Council Bill 3-2020 clarifies that a scooter is a vehicle and can be used for
transit activities on a County road,

Other Comments:

None.
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Auditor’s Analysis

Amendment 9
Council Bill No. 3-2020

Amendment Proposed by: County Executive
Introduced; January 6, 2020
Auditor: Michelle R. Harrod

Fiscal Impact:

The fiscal impact of Amendment 9 to Council Bill 3-2020 is the reduction in potential revenue
by $20,000. |

As introduced, CB3-2020 provides for up to four permits for vendors providing an electric
scooter sharing system at a fee of $10,000 each, This amendment reduces the maximurm number
of permits from four to two. Therefore, it reduces the potential revenue for a third and fourth
permit fee.

Purpose:

Amendment 9 clarifies that the Columbia Planning Area is the designated area where use of'a
scooter is permitted. It further reduces the maximum number of permits to two,

Qther Comments:

None,




CONFIDENTIAL
Office of the County Auditor

Auditor’s Analysis

Amendment 11

Council Bill No. 3-2020
Amendment Proposed by: County Executive
Introduced: January 6, 2020
Auditor: Michelle R. Harrod

Fiscal Impact:

There will be no fiscal impact resulting from the County Executive’s amendment.

Purpose:

Amendment 11 to Couneil Bill 3-2020 requires the permit holder to obtain and provide to the
County:

« Documentation that the Columbia Association (CA) allows the permit holder to operate
on CA pathways.

e An affidavit from private property ownets that grants the permit holdek the ability to
operate on their propeity.

This amendment further requires the permit holder to prohibit access to a scooter for persons
under the age of 18,

Other Comments:

None.
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Office of the County Auditor

Auditor’s Analysis

Amendment 12
Council Bill No, 3-2020
Amendment Proposed by: County Executive
Introduced: January 6, 2020
Auditor: Michelle R. Harrod

Fiscal Impact:

There will be no fiscal impact resulting from the County Executive’s amendment.

Purpose:

Amendment 12 to Council Bill 3-2020 requires the permit holder to do the following:

s Provide incentives for the use of helmets;
¢ Provide scooters in good working condition that meet safety and quality standards;
e Ensure the permit holder’s contact information is located on each scooter; and

o FEducate and ensure compliance with requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act.

This amendment further requires the Multimodal Transportation Board review and provide
recommendations on the form of the permit. Public Hearings shall take place for review of
operating zones,

Other Comments:

None.




CONFIDENTIAL

Office of the County Auditor
Auditor’s Analysis

Amendments 10, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17
Council Bill Neo. 3-2020
Amendment Proposed by: Deb Jung
Introduced: January 6, 2020
Auditor: Michelle R. Harrod

There will be no fiscal impact resulting from Councilmember Jung’s amendments. According to
the Office of Transportation (OOT), costs associated with creating the Operating Plan would be
covered by the permit fee collected.

Purpose:

The changes introduced by these amendments include:

A10 - Requiring that the applicant is a business in Good Standing and has demonstrated
ability to successfully operate a scooter sharing system;

Al13 - Establishing a one-year non-renewable permit;

Al4 - Defining reporting requirements for the program;

Al5 - Requiring that the OOT create an operations plan and maintain a web page that
includes the plan as well as permit holder contact information;

Al6 - Designating the program as The Pilot Howard County Scooter Sharing System
Act; and

A7 - Setting the initial fee at $10,000 which is in effect through June 30, 2020,

Other Comments;

The OOT indicated during the Council work session for this bill that proposed reporting
requirements could be handled with existing staff at no additional cost to the County.
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Sazers, Margery i} -

From: LINDA Wenge! <lwengel@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 9:06 PM

To: Joel Broida; Foehrkolb Lynn; Baker Jeryl; kevinafitzgeraldmred@gmail.com; Hillen Robin;
Dworkin Dean; Loeber Pat; Colavita Lisa; Eagan Lin; CouncitMail; Jung, Deb

Cc: Broida Joel

Subject: Re: Four screen shots did the trick to capture the article some were unable open from

the Washington Post about rental e-scooters in the District of Columbia

[Note: This email originated from outslde of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.] :

The Council has decided to limit permits to two companies.

From; Joel Broida <jbroidal@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 8:58:07 PM

To: Foehrkolb Lynn <ifoehrkolb@yahoo.com>; Baker Jeryl <V|EIagemanager@coiumblatowncenter org>;
kevinafitzgeraldmred @gmail.com <kevinafitzgeraldmred @gmail.com>; Hillen Robin <beausimon6@gmail.com>,
Dworkin Dean <dean-917@hotmail.com>; Loeber Pat <tcvillage@columbiatowncenter.org>; Colavita Lisa
<lisa@columbiatowncenter.org>; Eagan Lin <Lin.Eagan@ca-board.org>; Councilmail
<Councilmail@howardcountymd.gov>; Jung Deb <djung@howardcountymd.gov>

Cc: Broida Joel <jbroidai@gmail.com>

Subject: Four screen shots did the trick to capture the article some were unable open from the Washington Post about
rental e-scooters in the District of Columbia

Lynn.... | say, never say ever....it sometimes takes a work around. | understand your annoyance with ads and my major
annoyance is robocalls at dinner time or just after. We may solve that by purchasing a new set of four phone that
include an “cal! locker option.”

While in Baltimore today to be with Gail for an appointment at Hopkins and by chance we saw two of the 2-wheel e-
scooters. One was being ridden by a young man or ably on his way to work going east on Pratt Street, However, the
second one was unattended resting in the middie of the sidewalk which is a good example of some of the issues
concerning various heighborhoods in the District of Columbia.

Joe! Broida
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Lime, Bird, three others lose
appeals to operate scooters in D.C.

Oy Levi Arcilsine
Bl gy 27 51 54 PMET

Tha decealon by the District Department of Transpodation neans only Jutnp, Lyft,
Shfg andd 2pin can operide i the ity
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The scooter ciuppanies Lime i
sned Bird il e to feave the
District come April § after losing
their appeals to continne aperat-
ing In e eity.
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“The Pistriet Department of
Transportstien annvuneed in
Decenher that 1t had selected
four of the eight companies Lat
had heen operating fn the olly by
continue providing service under its vevised e-seooter program. Jump, Lyft,
Skip and Spin worn bids 1o deploy a combined total of up o 10,000 scoolers
i {he vity. Litoe and Bisd agspealed the deeision, as did theee other conypa-
slos — Helbiz, $heads and Clewr Mebility — who had hoped o aperate in
the District, Neither Boll or Razor, which had been operatlog in the eity,
choose 10 appeal the decision, Boll stopped operating at the end of Decem-
Ber, when its permil expived, a2l Rozor will eease apeealions al the end of
March.

“Having lewer companies enables us to mere effectively manage the progrmm
and create an casier nser expericnee for people whirare boping o access
these,” DDOT Dirccor Julf Morootian said jo oxplmining the decision.

FDLC, pesidents weigh Dy en the fubuee of eseootors in the Distriet]

“Wrre ibviousty disappointed by the inlisg aud are aetjvely expdorng waws
to continue serving PUstelet residents In 2020," o Line spokesman said,

“We're prond of owr partnership we've enjuverd with the Distriet, the complg-
nity orzanizations we sapgort, and our performance as the longest-serving
vplrator i tlie eily.”

Sinea their arrival In 2012, sceoters have bevome a popular aption for these
tooking tor aun easy way to move around the Distriet, which was one of the
first U8, eltivs 16 allow the services Lo aperate. And while the two-wheeled
vehieles hivva their share of dotraclars, there is an sign they are going iway,

1n October, the elty anneunced plus to reduce the number of scooler opera-
tars in e Disteiet 1o fong, Four slots were alio set astde for e-hike
npesatons. Thicteen scoater compinies axd Tive ebile vompanies ipplicd,
acerrding W DT An interegeney committes evalualed the spplivations
on a 198-point acale and seleeted the top polnt-earners — S, Lyft, Skip
and Spin, ‘
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The selection of Skip ralsed
same evebrows after one of itg
senoters caught Bre fist
sunrner, The company sospeinl-
vl aperatints for siv weeks and
acknowledged that past safety
fapses had vantribuled to the
el er e deveiniown and ans
ether at ils warehouse involving
hatteries. The elty allowed the i : i o
eng ey U res e ppetaldng I Anpust, saving 1 had demonsteated that it
waas daling "elear steps™ Yo visure 3 was Yoblawing hest safely pravtives,

Linder the new rules, the four companias can apply (o expand their feats on
a semiansnal basls, DPOT says it will grat expansions after evaluating a
compainy's perfornmee, For exampde, o eanpiny that stasts with 2,500
svanlers in Apeit enuld poteriadly lave 5,000 in secvive, ITad) foor compa-
ivs were to be approved for Uhe maximnnm exgansion, there could be

Ler 006 seooters operabing in the el

A part of their agreoment 1o.operite g the Distrist, the compnies nsst sl-
Tow DOOT to instal] GRS seackers on a random smnple of devices for re-
senech purposes wnd also mwst report within 24 hours any issue that could
alfeel public safety. That tnebudes erimbnnd activily, traffie crashes and fires
bvolving their desiees.

Fhemap Lafd, SKiv and Spvin avin Widds b preoicde seooter servfve m D
sose} ‘

The seaaler companies alsn will b regquired to provide scooters In adf eight
wards al the eity and will be Hmited o a maxiviom of 1,000 vehicles fn the
centeal business district, The pe2o pernit increpses to 2o the minhnum
nienber of vehicles hal must be deployed in each ward by 6 asn daily and
estaldishes “cquily™ 2ones, primarily enst of the Anaeestia River, where con-
panies will be reguived to deplay ol least 405 veliicles for use during the
marening rush hour.

. DY | (T v - . » - [ -
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As port of Lhe elforl (s bettey manage complaints of seonters ¢Juttering side-
willks, DHOT afficinds announved last menth They are instolling 100 off-side-
walk parking corrals for e-scooters and bicveles, The corenls will be placed in
the aven between stop signs and the st of parking zones 1o ensare that itle-
padly paorked eavy donot Blook ke visihibity of erosswalks and nterseelions.

The vorrnls were first piloted in
Imsiiness-Improvement districts
aned egmmercial avens whete
there wers: karge nunbers of
dockless vejelas, The new loca-
tions will be placed in reslden-
tinl arcas where sidewalks are
narrower aad more likely to bo
blocked when dockless scooters
or hikes are left on them. {Here
i a o of where the packing corrads will be placed.}

Fhis pust fuss been correeted ta reflect thel Bolt and Ruzar, Do componies
that had previonsly sperated in the District, opted net ta appeal the De-
vember decision, In addition to Lime and Bird, three other cogpseates, Hel-
hiz, Wheels andd Clevr Mobility did appeat DROTS deeision, bt subse-
sy fost,
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Sent from my iPad




Sayers, Margery

From;
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Joel Broida <jbroidal@gmail.com>

Tuesday, March 3, 2020 8:58 PM

Foehrkolb Lynn; Baker Jeryl; kevinafitzgeraldmred@gmail.com; Hillen Robin; Dworkin
Dean; Loeber Pat; Colavita Lisa; Eagan Lin; CouncilMail; Jung, Deb

Broida Joel .

Four screen shots did the trick to capture the article some were unable open from the
Washington Post about rental e-scooters in the District of Columbia

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the

sender.]

Lynn.... | say, never say ever....It sometimes takes a work around. | understand your annoyance with ads and my major
annoyance is robocalls at dinner time or just after. We may solve that by purchasing a new set of four phone that

include an “call locker option.”

While in Baltimore today to be with Gail for an appointment at Hopkins and by chance we saw two of the 2-wheel e-
scooters. One was being ridden by a young man or ably on his way to work going east on Pratt Street. However, the
second one was unattended resting in the middie of the sidewalk which is a good example of some of the issues
concerning various neighborhoods in the District of Columbia,

Joel Broida
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Gridlock

Lime, Bird, three others lose
appeals Lo operate scooters in D.C.

fig Leci Moo
Py 20 ol @54 PHET

The dociston by the Distelct Dopartoaent of Transpostation means only Jump, Lyfe,
Sidp and Sptn can operale o the olty
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The scooler companies Lime ey
il Bird wid] bave to tegve the
Dislret eomme Apeil 3 after losiog
thelr agpeals o eontinue operal-
fiy dn Hie iy

The Elistricl Nenariment of
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e District Preparunent of
Transportation announced in
December that it bad sclected
four of Lhe eight eompantes that
had been aperating in Uhe eity Ly
continue providing service wder its revised e-scooter progran. dunp, Ly,
Skip and Spin won bids to deploy a combined totad of up Lo 10,000 storers
B fhe eify, Livoe and Bird appealed the deeision, as did thiee other campa-
uies — Helbiz, Wheeds apd Clevr Mobility — who bad Boped to operatein
the District, Neither Boll or Razer, which had been operating in the eity,
ehoase to appeal the detision. Boll stopyred operating at the end of Decem-
By, whes ity permit expieed, anmd Rozor will cease apesions al the ond of
March.

“Having fewer companies enahies us to more effecttvely ninoge the progmm
and ereate an easier vser experience for people whe ave hoping 10 aecess
these,” DDOT Hivertor Jufi Murootian said in cxplaining the decslen,

Firgs, pesidents wolgh in on the fidure of e-seontors (n the tHstrict]

“Wo'ye ohwiously dissppointed by the ruling aud are sctively exploring ways
W comlinue serving Distriet residents in 2020," 9 Ginee spokesmun said.

“Wa're proud of our parinership we've enjoyed with the Dstrict, the commu-
nity osganizations we snppart, ind our perfbrmancee as the ongest-serving
ppeatie i e eily.”

Since thelr arrival in 2017, seonters have become s papudar option for those
touking for an easy way to move around the Pistriet, which was one of the
(it U8, ¢ities Lo allow the servieds 1o operate, Aud sehile e two-wheeled
veliielus have thelr share of dotraclors, thoene is e sign ey are going away,

111 Octeber, the ety announced plans io reduce the number of seocter epera-
tors In the Distriel to fanr, Foue slots were alsoe set astde for e-bike
pperaton. Thirtern scoter compuades and Gve e-bike vompanies applicd,
seead g bo DO, Aninterigency vommittes evalited the opplotivns
on @ 198-point scabe mid selected the top potut-enmers — Jump, Ly, Skip
and Spin.
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The seiection of Skijp raised
some evebrows after one of s
seroters cavghe five dast
snmer. The compny suspend-
vel aprratiens for six weeks aml
aekitowledged that past satety
lapses bad vontributled (o the
segtoter fire downtiown and an-
olhar at its warehouse iitvolving
hatteries, The eity allowed the
costpany L resurse npetting in Angust, saving 8 had denonstrated that &t
svit aling "clewy steps™ (o ensure 1 was Tollawdig hwsUsafely pravtives,

Linder the new rules, the four compamies can apply 1o axpand their flects on
a semiansual basis, BDOT suys it will grant expansions aftee evalualing a
company’s performanee, For exasmple, i crapany ot starls with 2,500
seooters i Aprib veuld potergindly Bive 5,000 in service. Il four compa-
nies were 1o be approved for Hw maximmm espansien, there could be
o000 it operating in the eity.

Ad pard of their agreeront L operde in the Disteie, the compemies masé sl-
Tow TIDOE b dnstabl GPS wackers on arandom saniple of deviees for re-
senrelt parposes and nlee must reperd within 24 hours any issue that coutd
affect public safety. That includes eriminal avtivity, traffic crashes sl fives
ivobving Hudr devices.

fodvmp, bafhs Ship and Spin sedn bds to proeicde seovter serelve i DU, in
2

Tl seanler companies aiso will ba regquired Lo provide scoolers b all eiglt
wards of the eity snd wilt be imited to o maximom of 1,000 vehicdles i the
cenlial business district, The 2o2o permit inereases to 20 the mininumn
nonbzr of vehicles thal must be degoyed i each ward by 6 aun. daily and
pabalbishes “ciuity” vones, pricanrly esst of the Anavostia River, where com-
panies will b required o deplay at least Joo velicles for use during the
mariing rash hour,
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As gt of the efford to Betler wamage eomplaints o seomers clhibering side-
wolks, PDOT afffelads suneumewl Jast month Lhey are installing 100 off-side-
walk parking corrls for e-scooters and bleycles, e corvals will bz placed in
bive avea Belween stop signs and the stort of parking renes o ensure that ille-
gally parked vis do not bloek the visibitity of crosswilks and inlersections,

Thie corrats were frst piloted in
husiness-improvernent disteiets
and convmereial avens where
there waire brge nunbers of
dockloss vehieles, The now lecs-
Hons will be placed i restden-
tiol areas wheve sidewalls are
parrower and mnre likely Lo be
blockest when dockless scaoters
or bikes are lefi on them., (Here
is a mnp of where the parking corrats will be placed))

This post fhas heen correctied toreflect thot Bolt end Razor, o comparies
that had previously aperated fn the Distriet, opted not ta uppeal the De-
cember decision. In addition to Lime aird Bivd, three othor compeantoes, Hel-
bz, Whevls and Clevr Mohitity did appeal DROTS decision, but sulsos
sl fost,

Lis | S AL e abaod ransiaerlaton wseos, mckichtg Tow poaple ot 310008
= or o Tt bepd dncludos Sinines and aorporls, a% well o3 e agoscies (e
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Sent from my iPad




Sayers, Margery

From: Joel Broida <jbroidal@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 3, 2020 12:13 AM
To: Foehrkolb Lynn; kevinafitzgeraldmred@gmail.com; Hillen Robin; Dworkin Dean; Baker

Jeryl; Loeber Pat; Colavita Lisa; Eagan Lin; Jung, Deb; Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail;
Milton.Matthews@columbiaassociation.org

Cc Broida Joel

Subject: The Washington Post: Lime, Bird, three others lose appeals tc operate scooters in D.C.

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Lynn et al., | was unable to attend the County Councll session this evening when the heavily amended CB3-2020 scooter
bill was on the agenda.

| sure hope that the Council was aware and considered the recent actions being taken by the District of Columbla by
making several significant changes to alter their e-scooter regulations and a remarkable reduction in the number of
scooter venders as well as a reduction in the number of available rental scooters.

Shame on us if we fail to learn from others successes and failures such as the one highiighted in the attached article
about e-scooters in DC. There is still time to make sure we have set this program with forethought as you well know. It

is essential that this endeavor is set up and carried out the first time. It it will cost you in credibility and other realms if
you ignore already known facts and truth.

Joel Broida, Howard Ceunty and Columbia Resident since 1970.

| thought you might like this story from The Washington Post.
Lime, Bird, three others lose appeals to operate scooters in D.C.
The decision by the District Department of Transportation means that starting April 1, only Jump, Lyft, Skip and Spin will

be allowed to operate in the city.

https://www.washingtonpost.com/transnortation/2020/02/27/Eime—bird—boIt-razor~!ose-am)eals~operate~scooters—dc/

Sent from my iPad




Sayers, Margery

From: joel hurewitz <joelhurewitz@gmail.com:>

Sent: Monday, March 2, 2020 1:24 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Eatough, Christopher; Gartner, Bruce; Sager, Jennifer; Kuc, Gary
Subject: Re: CB3-2020 Additional Clarifying Amendments are Needed

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Dear Council,

| generally support the proposed amendments to CB3. However, | still believe that for the sa ke of clarity and
completeness that a specific amendment is needed to include in Section 21.503 the electric scooter hearing under the
powers and duties of the Multimodal Transportation Board. None of the current enumerated powers clearly include the
electric scooter hearing. This is the section where the public would primarily look to find the powers of the board, not in
the subtitle on electric scooters.

Sincerely,
Joel Hurewitz

On Mon, Feb 3, 2020 at 5:43 AM joel hurewitz <joelhurewitz@gmail.com> wrote:

} Dear Council,

tn addition to the Columbia Village covenant provision, additional clarifying amendments to CB3-2020 in the spirit of
Amendment 1 are also appropriate,

. In places where electric scooters are to be regulated or prohibited, the provisions and signage requirements in Title 19,
* Subtitle 5 - Public Recreation on Private Lands and Section 21.403 need clarification. In particutar, electric scooter riders
are unlikely to understand that scooters are legally considered as bicycles when reading any sign that

prohibits bicycles.

" Section 21.503 should be amended to add a scooter permit public hearing to the Multimodal Transportation Board's
" duties and responsibilities.

- Title 28 should be amended to add scooters to the duties and reporting requirements of the Downtown Columbia
Partnership.

~ In addition, there does not appear to be a provision in CB3 to require that the Office of Transportation will
conspicuously post the permit, supporting documentation, complaint, and contact information on the Office's
¢ webpage.

! Please let me know if you have any questions,

+ Sincerely,

- Joel Hurewitz




CB3 E-Scooter Amendment Requests

Amendment File
Name/Status

Short Description

Explanation

"Columbia Planning Areq" zone for

- ldefining usage area

Drafting from the Administrafion. The Councilmember asked
for the map of the planning area to be attached but Ool
felt that this is a standard DPZ zoning map that didn't need
legislative definition/submission.

Amend Amendment 6 to task the

IMultimodal Transportation Board with

giving recommendations on the
content of the form of the permit.

Drafting from the Adminisiration.

Safety/CMJung Final
draft complete

Scooter conditicn

A permit holder shalt ensure that each scooter that the
holder provides to a user under this subtitle is in good
working condition and meets the safety and quality
standards that the Office of Transportation reguires.

Contact/CMJung
Final draft complete

Permit holder conlact information

Each scooter must include a prominent lable that provides
the name and contact information of the permit holder.

Fee/CMJung Final
draft NOT Complefe

Permit fee

$10,000 and shall be changed by Council




Report/CMJung Final
draft HOT compleie

Reporting requirements

The Office of Transportation shall submit to the County
Executive and, subject fo Section 22.1000 of the County
Code, the County Council a report on the operation of the
publicly accessible eleciric scooter sharing system. The
report shall include information about the activities of each
permit holder; the cost to the County of operating the
publicly accessible electric scoofer sharing system; an
anatlysis of any complaints related to the system received
by the public property owners, or governmental units; and
recommendations for changes fo the subtitle or permits. The
initial report under this section shall be sumbitted eight
months after the day the first permit is issued. Subsequent
reporis shall be issued each year on the eight-month
anniversary of the day the first permit is issued.

Pilot/CMJung Final
draft complete

Pilot

This subtitle is the Pilot Howard County Scooter Sharing
System Aci

Duties/CMJung Final
draft complete

Duties of OoT defined

The Office of Transportation shall develop an operations
plan fo carry out this subtitle. The Office of Transportation
shall have a website that includes the operations plan and
information about how to confact each permit holder.

Applicant/CMJung
Final draft complete

Applicant good standing

Proof safsifactory fo the Office of Transportation that the
applicant is a business entity in good standing and that
demonstrates that the applicant has the capacity and
experience to successfully operate a publicly accessible
electic scooter sharing system;

Final/CMJung Final
draft

Terms of permit

A permit expires one year after the day that the permit is
issued. A permit may not be renewed, however, a permit
holder may appily for a new permit. The Office of
Transporation may issue a second or subsequent permit with
an effective date that allows for continutiy of the business of
the applicant.




Revocation/CMJung
Final Draft Not
Compilete

Revocation

Office of Transportation may deny, suspend, or revoke G
permit issued under this subtitle if the applicant or permit
holder knowingly makes a false representation or false
statement in an application report or other document that
the permit holder submits or is required fo keep under this
subtitle; is convicted under the laws of the US or any state of
a felony or a misdemeanor that is directly related to the
fitness and quolﬁicoﬁoh of the permit holder fo engage in
the activiteis allowed under the permit; violates any
provision of this subfitle or any term or condition of the
permit; fails to maintain the insurance or bond required by
this subtitle; operates or atternpts to operaie a publicly
accessible electric scooter sharing system within the public
right-of-way without holding a permit fo do so. Before the
Office Transporation iakes any final action under subsection
A of this section, the office shall give the person against
whom the action is contemplated an opportunity for a
hearing before the office. Notice of the opportunity for a
hearing shall be sent by cerfified mail fo the last known
address of the person. The person may be represented.at
the hearing by counsel. If, after notice, the person against
whom the action is contemplated declines to participate in
a hearing or fdils to appear, the office may, nevertheless,
hear and determine the matter.
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Sayers, Margery

From: Steve Singer <sws@DedicatedResponse.com>

Sent: Saturday, February 8, 2020 6:11 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Ball, Calvin

Subject: CB3-2020

Attachments: Badeau 2019.pdf; Buehier AJPH.2016.pdf; Electric Scooters AJPH.2019.305499.pdf;

Trivedi_2019_oi_180307.pdf

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on finks or attachments if you know the
sender.}

Attached is a sample of four recent scientific articles (out of 15 found in a survey of PubMed, the National Institutes of
Health medical archive on February 2).

These articles link an increase in serious traffic injuries to the introduction of electric scooters,

This is not surprising; while driving in Baltimore over the past eighteen months, | have personally witnessed more than
half a dozen unsafe uses ~tiders nearly always without helmets, two middle-school children riding in tandem on one
scooter, an adult driving a scooter with a pre-schooler grinning and hanging on for dear life.

Caution should prompt the Council to amend this bill, asking health experts within the County government to:

a) evaluate the recent literature;

b) consult with colleagues in Baltimore City and other nearby
jurisdictions where scooters have been introduced;

¢) provide an informed, written report to the Council about how best
to mitigate safety risks.

Such a study and report should _precede_ the setup of _any_ permitting process or its approval,

— ~ — —
. 0

Steve Singer

9430 Riamendback Drive
Columbia, Maryland 21045-1812

Telephone: +1 410 730 8722
Email: sws@®DedicatedResponse.com
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Brief Report

Emergency department visits for electric scooter-related injuries after
introduction of an urban rental program

Austin Badeau, MD#, Chad Carman, DO b Michael Newman, MS?, Jacob Steenblik, MPH, MHA, BSN?,
Margaret Carlson, BS 3 Troy Madsen, MD**

2 Undversity of Utah Schaol of Medicine, Salt Lake City, UT, United States of America
b Sqlt fake Regional Medical Center, Salf Lake City, UT, United States of America

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Buckground: Providers in Salt Lake Clty emergency departments (EDs} anecdotally noted a significant number of
electronic scooter {e-scooter)-related injuries since the launch of e-scooter rentals in the downtown area in June
2018. The aim of this study was to quantify and characterize these injuries,

Methods: We reviewed the electronic medical records of the University of Utah ED and te Salt Lake Reglonal
Medical Center ED, Using a broad keyword search for “scooter,” we examined ali notes for ED visits between
June 15-November 15, 2017, and June 15-Novernber 15, 2018, and Identified e-scooter related injuries, The
2017 data pre-dated the launch of the e-scooter share programs in Salt Lake City and served as a control pedod.
Results: We noted 8 scooter-related injuries in 2017 and 50 in 2018, Injury types from the 2018 pericd included:
major head infury (8%); major musculoskeletal injury (36%); minor head injury {(12%); minor muscuioskeletal
injury {34%): and supesficial soft tissue injury (40%). 24% of patients presented via ambulance and 6% presented
as a trauma activation. 16% of patients required hospltal admission and 14% had an injury requiring operative re-
pair, 16% reported alcohol intoxication and none of the patients reported wearing a helmet at the time of the in-
jury.

Conclusion: Since the launch of e-scooter share programs in Salt Lake City, we have seen a substantial increase in
e-scooter refated trauma in aur EDs. Of particular note is the number of patients with major head injuries and
major musculoskeletal injuries.

Article history:

Recelved 1 April 2019

Received in revised form 29 Aprii 2018
Accepted 2 May 2019

© 2019 Elsevier Inc, Al rights reserved.

1. Introduction investigation would reveal an increase in the number of e-scooter re-

lated injuries presenting to urban ENs after the launch of the dockless

Modes of transportation in the United States continue to evolve with
our advancing technology and desire to find mere economical and envi-
ronmentally conscious mediums of traveling in cities. Perhaps none
mere evident of this are the “dockiess e-scooter share” electric scooters
(e-scooters) that have appeared on the sidewalks and siTeets of over
100 cities in 20+ states. [1]) While safety regulations between these e-
scooter companies and city officials who grant their business licenses
appear to have been discussed, there are a growing number of reports
from around the country highlighting the numerous injuries that have
occurred while riding e-scooters. [2-5]

Physicians in Salt Lake City emergency departments (EDs} noted a
significant number of e-scooter-related injuries since the launch of e-
scooters in the downtown area in June 2018, We suspect that emer-
gency departments around the country are witnessing a similar pattern
of ED visits related to e-scooter accidents. We hypothesized that eur

+ Corresponding authar.
E-mail address: troy.madsen@hscutah.edu (T, Madsen).

hitps://dolergA0.1816/.ajem.2019.05.003
0735-G757/© 2019 Eisevier Inc, All rights reserved.

e-scooter share companies in Salt Lake City. The aim of this study was
to quantify and characterize the nature of these injuties,

2. Methods

We conducted a retrospective review of the electronic medical re-
cord at the University of Utah Hospital Emergency Department and
salt Lake Regional Medical Center Emergency Department to evaluate
patients presenting to the emergency department with e-scooter re-
lated injuries between June 15-November 15, 2017, as well as June
15-November 15, 2018, The 2017 time period pre-dated the launch of
e-scooter share programs in Salt Lake City and served as a control arm
of our study. We recognized that e-scootess existed prior to the launch
of area rental programs and used this 2017 period as a baseline for
scooter-related injuries prior to the wider availability through rental
Programs,

The University of Utah Hospital Emergency Department is an urbar,
academic, Leve! 1 Trauma Center, located in Salt Lake City with
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Table 1

Patient presentation characteristics during the 2018 study perisd
Characteristic ) Average/% of total
Female gender 50%
Age 34 years (range: 18-72)
Arrival via ambulance 24%
Trauma activation 6%
Alcohol intoxication . 16%

. Helmet use 0%

approximately 50,000 patient visits per year. Salt Lake Regional Medical
Center is an urban comimuaity emergency department located in down-
town Salt Lake City with approximately 10,000 patient visits per year.

We queried EI records of the University of Utah Hospital and Salt
Lake Regional Medical Center for patients who presented to the ED dur-
ing the two study periods of June 15-November 15, 2017, and June 15-
November 15, 2018, by searching for oceurrences of the word “scooter”
within any text note generated during the ED encounter. We did not uti-
lize billing codes (International Classification of Diseases, Tenth Revi-
sion, Clinical Medification - ICD-10-CM) typically used to identify
patients in retrospective studies due to the lack of e-scooter accident
codes within ICD-10-CM.

‘The lead study investigators (AB, CM, TM), then reviewed individual
records generated through the broad search, including ED Triage Notes,
ED Provider Notes, History and Physicals, Consult Notes, and Discharge
Summaries. We excluded encounters that had been flagged due to the
use of the term “scooter” hut which involved knee scooters, mobility
scooters, Rascal® scooters, mopeds, motorcycles, and non-moterized
foot powered scooters (ie. Razor©).

We calculated the total number of e-scooter refated ED visits at each
institution for both study time periods. For patient encounters that met
the inclusion criteria in the 2018 time period, we collected basic patient
demographic data as well as details of the injury, We analyzed the data
utilizing descriptive statistics, with data presented utilizing percentages
for categorical variables and means for contintious variables (STATA v,
12.0, StataCorp, College Station, TX).

The primary study outcome was the number of ED visits related to e-
scooter related trauma during the two study periods. Our secondary
outcomes included: type and location of injury or injuries, whether
the patient was helmeted, whether the patient reported being intoxi-
cated at the time of the accident, the location of the accident (sidewalk,
bike lane, road, etc.), the patient's disposition frem the ED (horme,

Minor injury only
{(head,
musculoskeletal,
and/or soft tissue)
(56%)

admitted to the hospital, taken to the operating room), whether the
patient’s visit triggered a trauma activation, means of patient arrival
(private vehicle versus ambulance), and the type of e-scooter invalved
in the accident (privately owned, rental, or not reported).

3, Results

During the 2017 study peried, eight e-scooter related visits pre-
sented to the two EDs, During the 2018 study period, 50 e-scooter re-
lated visits presented to the EDs; 13 at Salt Lake Regional Medical
Center and 37 at the University of Utah Hospital, Half of patients injured
during the 2018 study period were female, with an age range of
13~72 years old and an average age of 34 years, (Table 1)

Injury types inctuded: major head injury (skult fracture and intracra-
nial hemorrhage) 4 patients {8%); major musculoskeletal injury (frac-
tures and dislocations): 18 patients (36%); minor head injury (closed
head injury/concussion) 6 patients (12%); minor musculoskeletal injury
(sprains and strains): 17 patients {34%); and superficial soft tissue in-
Jury (abrasions, hematomas, and lacerations): 20 patients {40%). Four-
teen patients (28%) presented with multiple injury types and thus
received more than one classification. (Fig. 1).

Twelve patients (24%} arrived to the ED via ambulance, Three pa-
tents (6%) were designated as trauma activations and had mobilization
of all of the associated personnel and resources, Eight patients {16%) re-
fJuired hospital admission and 7 patients {14%) had an injury requiring
operative repair, (Table 1).

Twenty-two (44%) patients reported that the accident occurred on a
sidewalk. Eight patients (16%) reported alcohol intoxication at the time
of the accident, and nene of the patients reported wearing a helmet at
the time of the injury. One patient {2%) reported that the e-scooter
was privately owned and was not a rental e-scooter. (Table 1),

4, Limitations

Limitations of this study include its retrospective design, single city
(though multi-center) patient population, and its #mited study period.
Due to its retrospective nature, this study relied on the accuracy and
completeness of the electronic medical record, As e-scooter related inju-
ries are a refatively new phenomenon in the ED we were not able to re-
liably use billing codes (International Classification of Diseases, Tenth
Revision, Clinical Modification — ICD-10-CM) typically used o identify
patients in retrospective studies. Instead we performed a string search
for “scooter” for every note associated with an ED encounter during

Major head injury (8%)

Major musculoskeletal
infury (36%)

Fig, 1, Injury types during the 2018 study period,
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the study petiods, Using this method, we feel we were able to accurately
measure our primary outcome.

Collecting complete informaticn on some of our secondary out-
comes was more limited by the retrospective nature of the study. In par-
ticular, we were limited by provider documentation when evaluating
whether the patient was wearing a helmet, whether the patient was in-
toxicated, the location of the accident, and whether the e-scooter was a
rental versus a personaily owned e-scooter.

Also fimiting this study was its single city patient population.
Thought the study involved two centers, they both serve the downtown
Salt Lake City area, City characteristics are an mportant consideration
when attempting to generalize the results of this study, For example,
city population, population density, city layout, topography, availability
of sidewalks, availability of bike lines, robust public transportation sys-
ten, and weather could a1l affect the incidente of e-scooter related
{rauma.

Lastly, this study was iimited by a five-month study period. The de-
ciston to Hmit our evaluation to give months was multifactorial. Given
the ever-increasing presence of e-scooters in our city and around the
country we felt a public health/safety responsibility to provide a timely
{even if Hmited) evaiuation of e-scooter related trauma seen atour in-
stitutions, Addifionally, given cold, snowy conditions during the winter
months In Salt Lake City we anticipated a significant decrease in e~
scooter usage following our stuzdy period. We even speculated that the
fleet of scooters may be removes during the winter months by their re-
spective companles, This of course means that the incidence we
witnessed during our 5-month period cannot be extrapolated to create
an expected annual incldence of e-scooter related trauma in Salt Lake
City. In more temperate climates (i.e, California, Texas, et¢,) we expect
that e-scooter use remains more consistent throughout the year,

5, Discussion

Since the launch of e-scooter share programs in Salt Lake City, we
have seen a 625% increase in e-scooter related trauma in our EDs. The
total number of e-scocter related trauma In our city is probably under-
represented in this study as many patients likely present to urgent care
clinics or primary care clinics as witnessed on the University of Texas at
Austin campus where 110 scooter-related injuries were treated at the
on-campus primary care clinic in a 3-month period. {5] We suspect
that EDS around the country in cities with similar scooter share pro-
grams are witnessing a similar pattern of ED visits related to e-scooter
accidents. This hypothesis has been borne out in recent studies and pub-
lications which have also observed a significant number of e-scooter re-
lated traumas. {2-G]

Of note, we saw a large number of patients with major/minor head
injuries and no patients reported helmet use, Cur findings de not appear
to be unigue; a simitarly designed study out of UCLA Medical Center also
reported 100 head injurles (46.2%) with only 4.4% of the total 249 pa-
tients wearing a hetmet, Lack of heimet use was again observed in
94.3% of riders during a public observation component of this study. {3

These fndings are particularly troubling given what the medical
community has learned about the short- and long-term sequelae of
head trauma (even “minor”) in the last decade, While e-scooter user
agreements and their respective companies publicly encourage helmet
use, recently passed legislation in California allows riders over
18 years old to ride without wearing a helmet. [7.8] Also concerning is
that 22 (44%) of the accidents in our study reportedly occurred on side-
watls which are prohibited from e-scooter use in Salt Lake Clty, In the

observational component of the UCEA study, 26.4% of riders were riding
on sidewalks, {3]

In conclusion, our study demonstrates a significant increase in e-
scooter related trauma since the launch of dockless e-scooters in Sait
Lake City. These injuries included a substantial percenitage of head inju-
ties and major orthepedic injuries, We anticipate a growing number of
e-scooter related trauma in our EDs and around the country as e-
scooter use continues to fncrease,
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Trends in Walking and Cycling Safety: Recent
Evidence From High-income Countries, With
a Focus on the United States and Germany

Ralph Buehler, PhID, and Johu Pucher, PhD

Objectives. To examine changes in pedestrian and cyclist fatalities per capita (1990-

2014) and per kitometer {2000-2010) in selected high-income countries, and In fatalities

and serious injuries per kilometer by age In the United States and Germany {2001-2008).

Methods. We used Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development data to
estimate S-year annual averages of per-capita fatalities relative to the 1930-1994 av-
erage. To control For exposure, we divided fatalitles and serious injuries by kilometers of
watking or cycling per year for countrles with comparable data from national household
travel surveys.

Results, Most countries have reduced pedestrian and cyslist Fatality rates per capita
and per kilometer, The serious injurles data show smaller declines or even Increases in
rates per kilometer, There are large differences by age group in fatality and serious injury
rates per kilometer, with seniors having the highest rates. The United States has much
higher fatality and serious Injury rates per kitometer than the other countries examined,

and has made the least progress in reducing per-capita Fatality rates.
Conclusions, The United States must greatly improve walking and cycling conditions. Al
countries should Focus safety programs on seniors and children. {Am ./ Public Health. 2017307

281-287, doir10.2105/AIPH.2016.303546)

mproved traffic safety for pedestrians and

cyclists is an important goal of public health
policiesin countries throughout the world."™
The World Health Organization (WHO) has
identified traffic injuries and fatalities as among
the world's 5 most important causes of un-
natueal death, with predictions that they will
become the leading cause by 2030.2 As of
2015, they were already the leading cause of
unnatural death among persons in the group
aged 15 to 29 years. Reducing pedestdan
and cyclist deaths and injuxies is obviously
a benefit in itself. In addition, however, safer
walking and cycling conditions have been
shown to increase levels of waltking and
cycling, especially among vulusrable or
risk-averse groups such as children, sendors, and
women. "™ Increasing walking and cycling
rates would help raise the low physical activity
levels in most developed countries, thus
contributing to improved public health >

The Organisation for Economic Coop-
eration and Development (OECD) issues

February 2017, Vol 107, No. 2 AJPH

annual reports with international compatisons
of traffic safety over recent decades.! The
OECD repotts falling rates of total traffic
fatalities per capita in most developed
countries, including the United States, where
traffic fatalities per capita fell by 46% from
1990 to 2014." There are large differences
among countries, however, and the United
States has suffered for many years from

a much higher traffic fatality rate per capita
than most other OECD countries. In 2014,
for example, the per-capita fatality rate in the
Uhnited States was 2 to 3 times higher than that
in most Western Furopean countries.” The
OECD’s published reports do not include

separate fatality rates for watking and
eycling over time. Nor do they control for
exposure rates such as the number of trips,
distance, or hours walked and cycled, which
are crucial in measuring the safety of these
2 nonmotorized modes.! Yet another gap
in the ORCD reports is the variation in
walking and cycling safety by age group.
Several studies suggest that children and
seniots are especially vulnerable to watking
and cycling injuries and fatatities. !

We first show trends in pedestrian and
cyclist fatalities per capita from 1990 to
2014 for 11 major OECD countiies on 4
continents to provide a broader context for
the narrower analysis of the United States
and Germany that follows. Most of the article
is devoted to a detailed analysis of changes
between 20012002 and 2008-2009 in
pedestrian and cyclist fatalities and serious
injuries per kilometer in the United States
and Germany, disaggregated by the same 4
age groups used in both coungries’ national
travel surveys: 5 to 14, 15 to 24, 25 to 64,
and 65 years and older. We focused on the
United States and Germany because their
2 most recent national travel surveys are al-
most identical in methodology and timing,
and because theiv data on faralities and serious
injuries are comparably defined.'? The 2
countries are similay in other respects as well:

- high per-capita incomes, high rates of car

ownership, nearly identcal rates of driver
licensing, extensive high-quality road net-
works, and similarly advanced systems of
emergency medical care, both at the crash site
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and in hospitals."*™* As noted in the Dis-
cussion section, however, there are large
differences in government policies toward
walking and cycling, thus highlighting the
importance of public policies in improving
pedestrian and cyclist safety.

METHODS

For annual data on pedestrian and cyclist
fatalities, we used the official national traffic
fatality data reported by each member
country to OECD, which expresses them
as annual totals as well as per-capita rates to
enable comparison among countries of dif-
ferent sizes.! For almost all countries, the
fatalities include deaths occurring within
30 days of the injury. The OBCD’s fatality
statistics are based on police reports, which
underestimate pedestrian and cyclist Gatalities,
as noted in our discussion of data Hmitations
fater in this article.'"'® Because only a few
countries have alternative sources of fatality
data, we used the OBCD data to ensure the
same definition of traffic fatalitiesand the same
reporting methed for all countries. Upon
special request by the authors, OECD provided
fatality data disaggregated by mode of travel
(e.g., pedestrian vs cyclist) and by age group
(5 to 14, 15 50 24, 25 to 64, and 265 y).!¢
Por per-capita comparisons, we used the
OECD's estimates of fatalities per 100000
population, based on fatality and population
data provided by countries to the QECD,

Especially in countdes with low cycking
levels, cyclist fatalities can fluctuate widely
from year to year because of small numbers,
To smooth out Auctuations and provide
more reliable estimates, we calculated 5-year
annual averages of fatalities per 100 000
population for both cyclists and pedestrians:
1990-1994, 1995-1999, 2000-2004,
2005-2009, 2010-2014. We only used the
OECD data since 1990 to include Germany,
which was reunified in 1996,

To focus on trends since 1990, we showed
all per-capita fatality rates relative to the
base pericd of 1990—-1994. This also con-
trolled indirectly (zlbeit imperfectly) for the
very different levels of walking and cycling
in the various countries. Expressing per
capita rates relative to 1990 avoids the unfair
comparison of countries with different
walking and cycling levels and focuses instead
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on the degree of improvement in each
country since 1990. It is only possible to
calenlate per-kilometer fatality rates for a few
countries with reliable exposure data from
comparable travel surveys, which explains the
widespread use of per-capita rates by in-
texnational organizations (such as OBCD)

to compare traffic safety among many
countiies,

‘Whereas the per-capita data are based on
population-level numbers, the per-kilometer
rates require sample estimates from national
travel surveys to calculate exposure levels.
The samples from such surveys are scaled
up to the population level by using repre-
sentative weights. In our analysis, we calcu-
tated total kilometers walked and cycled—by
age group and in total—over roughly the
decade of 2000 to 2010 (slightly different
survey years) for the United States, Germany,
the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and
Denmark,'! We divided those exposure
levels into the 5~ or 6-year annual average
pedestrian or cyclist fatalities for the period
bracketing each country’s survey years: the
2 years before, during, and after the US
and German surveys (which were both
conducted over a 2-year period), and the
2 years before, during, and after the UK,
Dutch, and Danish surveys {1-year survey
period}.

It was only possible to calculate confidence
intervals for the United States and Germany.
The authoss had access to the micro data
sets for both of their travel surveys, thus en-
abling calculation of confidence intervals and
a f test of the statistical sipnificance of dif-
ferences between the countries and over time.
Asshown in Table A in Appendix A (available
as a supplement to the online version of
this article at hitp://www.ajph.org), the
US and German travel surveys are highly
comparable, using the same methodology
and timing (20012002 and 2008-2009).
Access to the micro data sets for the United
Kingdom, the Netherlands, and Denmark
was denied to the authors, and the agencies
that conducted the surveys were not willing
to calculate the standard deviations of esti-
mates necessaty for our analysis,

Moreover, the British, Dutch, and Danish
surveys used slightly different ape categories
and survey years than those of the US and
German surveys, Thus, the remainder of
this articie focuses on the United States and

Germany. Nevertheless, we include Figrres A
and B in Appendix B, available as a supple-
ment to the online version of this article at
http:/ fwww.ajph.og, for readers who are
interested in the 5-country comparison of
fatality rates per kilometer, even though data
for the United Kingdom, the Netherlands,
and Denmark do not permit calculation of
confidence intervals, and thus do not enable
firm conclusions ehout statistical significance.

This article’s compatison of severe pe-
destrian and cyclist injury rates per kilometer
is limited to the United States and Germany
for the same reason. In addition, the United
Kingdom, the Netherlands, and Denmark
had definitions of severe injuries that were
not exactly comparable to those used in the
United States and Germany (overnight hos-
pitalization), but instead included lists of specific
kinds of injutes categorized as serious, often
in combination with'the hospitalization crite-
rion.! Forboth the United States and Gemmany,
we calculated 2-year annual averages of serious
injuries because both of their travel surveys
were over the same 2-year periods.

There is one difference in the severe injury
datz in the United States and Germany, The
German data are population-level numbers,
based on comprehensive, nationwide col-
lection of pelice reports combined with
hospital reports on the status of patients.?
The US data are sample estimates from the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s
(CDC’s) WISQARS injury database derived
from hospital reports and not police reports.™
The CDC uses representative weights to scale
up the sample results to population levels,
Thus, the US ratios of serious injuries to
kilometers walked or cycled are sample es-
timates ofinjuries divided by sample estimates
of kilometers traveled. The German ratio is
the population-level number of injuries di-
vided by a sample estimate of kilometers
traveled, Appendix C (available as a supple-
ment to the online version of this article at
hitp://www.ajph.org) provides details of the
methodology used to calculate fatality and
injury rates, confidence intervals, and a ftest of
statistical significance,

RESULTS

Figures 1 and 2 show trends in pedes-
trian and cyclist fatality rates per 100 000
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Without exception, all 11 countries suc-
ceeded in reducing pedestrian and cyclist
fatality rates per capita between the periods of
1990-1994 and 2010-2014. By far, the least
progress has been made in the United States.
Its pedestrian fatalisy rate per capita felt by 35%

2010-2014

compared with 49% in Canada, 52% in Japan,
and 63% to 75% in Australia and the 7
Western Buropean countries. Similarly, the
cyclist fatality rate in the United States fell by
30% compared with 46% in Australia, 47% in
Japan, 49% in Canada, and by 53% to 68% in
‘Westermn Europe, These per-capita rates do
not adjust for changes in walking and cycling
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levels over time, but the large percentage
reductions suggest improvement in walking
and cycling safety.

Table 1 shows pedestrian and cyclist fa-
tality rates per 100 million kilometexs
walked and biked in the United States and
Germany for 20012002 and 2008-2009,
disaggregated by the same 4 age groups in
each country: 5 to 14, 15 to 24, 25 to 64, and
65 yeass and older. In both survey periods,
fatality rates in the United States were sig-
nificantly higher than in Germany for all age
groups (P<.05). In 2008-2009, for the
population as a whole, pedestrian fatzlity vates
in the United States were about 5 times higher
than in Germany (9.7 vs 1.9) and more than
3 times higher for cyclists {4.7 vs 1.3).

There is, however, much variation among
age groups, The fatality rate for senior pe-
destrians is roughty twice as high as for the
population 2s & whole in both the United
States (21.5 vs 9.7) and Germany (3.8 vs 1.9).
Similarly, the fatality rate for senior cyclists
is much higher than average in both the
United States (7.6 vs 4.7) and Gexmany

Pedestrian Fatality Rates per 106 Million

km Walked (95% 1}

(4.2 vs 1.3). By comparison, children have
much lower fatality rates per kilometer
walked than the population as a whole in
both countries: 2.9 versus 9.7 (United Seates)
and 0.9 versus 1.9 (Germany). Children have
slightly Jower fatality rates per 100 miltion
kilometers cycled: 4.1 versus 4.7 (United
States) and 6.9 versus 1.3 (Germany). In both
the United States and Germany, fatality rates
per 100 million kilometers declined for both
pedestrians and cyclists and among ail age
groups from 20012002 to 2008-2009. The
declines were statistically sighificant except
for German pedestrians aged 15 to 24 years
and 25 to 64 years—for which rates fell only
slightly—and for US pedestdans and cyclists
aged 15 to 24 years and 65 years and older,
2 age groups with small sample sizes in the
National Household Travel Survey.'®

As already noted, we could not calculate
confidence intervals for fatality rates per 100
million kilometers estimated for the Neth-
erlands, Depmark, and the United Kingdom,
For their populations as a whole, however,
the fatality rates for the Netherlands and

Cyclist Fatality Rates per 100 Miftion km
Cycled {95% Q1)

Age Group 2001-2002 2008-2009 20012002 2008-2009
5-14y

United States 448 (11, 41 2.9 (2.6,3.2) 59 {53, 6.7) 4.1% (3.6, 4.8}

Gesmany 122011, 1.4) 0.9° (03, 19) 132 {11, 1.6) 8.5° 0.7, 1.0)
15-24y

United States 11.9 (8.8, 18,3} 9.6 (8.6, 10.8) 10.0 (4.2, 15.9) 4.2 (3.1, 6.6)

Germany 21 (18,25 2006822 10000813 06" 05,00)
25-64 y

United States 132 {13.1, 13.3} 9.6° (2.5, 9.7) 6.9% (6.7, 7.1} 4.7% (4.4, 5.0)

Germany 1.2 (11, 1.3) 1.1 (19,12 14 (12,18 0.9 (1.8, 0.9)
=65y

United States 23.9(23.2, 24.7) 21.5 (13.6, 51.2) 1.2 (10,1, 12.5) 7.6 (2.8, 12.4)

Germany 6.4° (58, 7.1) 3.8% (3.6, 4.0) 7.3% (6.1, 9.1} 4.2° (4.9, 4.4)
All

United States 1.6* (115, 11.7) 3.7 (3.5, 9.8) .8° {6.8, 6.9} 4.7 {47, 4.0)

Germany 26 (2.4, 2.7) 1.9% (1.7, 2.0 2.0° (1.8, 2.2) 13* 1.2, 1.5)

Note. Ci=confidence interval, Differences in fatality rates between the United States and Germany were
statistically significant (P«<.05) for all age groups and both survey periods.

Source. Calculated by the authors on the basis of data from the Grganisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development, the US Department of Transportation, and the German Federal Minlstry

of Transport, 1618

*These estimates indicate a statistically stgnificant {(P<.5) change batween 2001-2002 and 20082009,
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Denmark are so low, and their levels of
walking and cycling are so high (yielding large
sample sizes),?* that the estimated rates are
almost certainly statistically significantly
lower than those for the United States, Por
example, for all age groups combined, the
estimated pedestrian fatality rate per 100
million kilometers in 2010 was 1.2 in the
Netherlands and 2.5 in Denmark, compared
with 9.7 in the United States (Figure A in
Appendix B). Similarly, the estimated
cyclist fatality rate in 2010 was 1.0 in the
Nethedands and 1.1 in Denmark, compared
with 4,7 in the United States (Figure B in
Appendix B). The corresponding rates for
the United Kingdom in 2010 were 2.7 for
walking and 2.5 for cycling, also much lower
than in the United States. These estimates
suggest that the United States has, by far,
the most dangerous walking and cycling
among the 5 countries. We can only report
with 95% statistical confidence, however, that
walking and cycling fatality rates per kilo-
meter ate much higher in the United States
than in Germany,

Confirming the impottance of injuries, the
number of severe pedestrian and cyclist in-
juries (requiring overnight hospitalization) far
exceeds the number of fatalities. In 2008—
2009, the ratio of severe injuries to fatalities
for pedestrians was 8 to 1 in the United
States and 13 to 1 in Germany. The ratio is
many times higher for cycling: 44 to 1 in the
United States and 34 to 1 in Germany,

As shown in Table 2, the rate of serious
pedestrian injuries per 108 million kilometers
in the United States rose significantly fiom
70.4 in 28012002 to 72.9 in 2008-2009
(P<.05). In Germany, the rate fell from 29.4
to 24.4 (P<.05). The rate of serious cyclist
injuries fell from 230.5 to 207.1 in the United
States (P<.,05), and from 47.2 to 44.2 in
Germany (but not significantly at P<.05). For
their populations as a whole, the rate of severe
pedestrian injuzies in 200682009 was 3.0
times higher in the United States than in
Germany, and the rate of severe cyclist in-
juries was 4.7 times higher in the United
States. As with fatalities, however, there is
variation among the 4 age groups. Most
striking for the United States is the high severe
injury rate for senior pedestrians, almost twice
the nationai average {131.4 vs 72.9). More-
over, that rate rose signiftcantly from 2001
2002 to 2008-2009 (P<.05). Similarly, the
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Pedestrian Injury Rates per 100 Million km

Cyclist bnjury Rates per 100 Million km Cycled

Waiked (95% C1) {85% CIy

Age Group 2001-2002 2008-2009 20012002 2008-2009
514y

Upited States 24.5% (82,3, B8, 66.5° (64.0, 69.0) 392.9% {387.2, 398.6) 415.7° (408.6, 422.8}

Germany 3.2 (,692',,831), 74.8 (67.6, 33.7) 63,0 {53.6, 76.5) 55.9 (47.8, 67.3}
1524y

United States 76.2 {72.3, 80.1) 79.1 (75.7, B2.4) 305.2 2859, 3267} 176.0° {170.5, 181.6}

Germany 335 {28.7, 40.2) 32,5 (20.7, 351} 46,77 39.7, 56.7} 36.4° (32.4, 41.7)
25-64 y :

United States 62.2 (59.6, 64.7) 61.8 (60.1, 63.3) 141,5% {137.0, 145.9) 156,52 {152.7, 160.2}

Germany 16,87 (152, 18.7) 143" (133, 18.8) 2.8 {33.6, 46,1) 38,2 {35.0, 42.1}
=65y .

United States 98,67 (91,9, 105.7) 131.4% (125.5, 136.2) 35837 (312.3, 390.3) 337.3% (308.2, 368.4)

Germany 43,7 (39.8, 48.5) 3701}11{72755.7, 32.1) _ 77.1 (64.5, 95.?} - 8.5 (65.6_, nn
All

Unlted States
Germany

104 (65,6, 74.7)
29.4% (27.8, 31.3)

72.9° (1.7, 74.)
24.4 (107, 26.4)

230,57 (228.1, 232.8)
47.2 (43.0, 52.3}

207.17 {204.5, 209.6)
44.2 {20.4, 48.8)

Note. Cl= confidence Interval, Differences in sericus injury rates between the United States and Ger-
many were statistically significant (P05} for all age groups and both survey perfods, except for child

pedestrians.

Source. Calcuiated by the authors on the basfs of data from the Centers for Disease Control and
Preventlon, the German Federal OFfice of Statistics, the US Department of Transportation, and the

German Fedaral Minlstry of Transport. 7182223

*These estimates Indicate a statistically significant (P< .05) change between 2001-2002 and 2008-2009.

severe injury rate for cyclists in 2008-200% in
the United States was much higher for chil-
dren (415.7) and seniors (337.3) than the
national average (207.1). The rate for children
rose significantly over the decade, from 392.9
to 415.7 (P<.05). The rate for seniors fll
slightly (from 351.3 to 337.3), but not sta-
tistically significantly.

In Germany, child pedestrians in 2008
2009 had 2 walking injury rate 3 times as high
as the hational average (74.8 vs 24.4), even
higher than the rate for children in the United
States (66.5), the only instance in Table 2 in
which the serious injury rate in Germany is
higher than that in the United States. By
comparison, the serious injury rate for senior
pedestrians in Germany in 2008-2009 was
only slightly highex than the national average
(30.4 vs 24.4), and less than a fourth the
rate for seniors in the United States (131.4).
There is less variation among age groups in
cycling injury rates in Germany than in the
United States, but children (55.9) and senior
{68.5) cyclists have higher rates than the na-
tional average (44.2). Itis noteworthy that the
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injury rate for child cyclists in the United
States in 2008-2009 was more than 7 times
higher than in Germany (415.7 vs 55.9) and
that the rate for senior cyclists was 5 times
higher in the United States than in Germany
{(337.3 vs 68.5},

DISCUSSION

In all {1 countries shown in Bigures 1
and 2, pedestrian and cyclist fatality rates per
capita fell between 1990 and 2014, but the
smallest reductions were in the United States.
Moreover, fatality rates per kilometerin 2010
were much higher in the United States
than in Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark,
and the United Kingdom. Sericus injury
rates per kilometer were also much highex
in the United States than in Germany, the
2, countries with comparable injury data,

One possible explanation for greater
pedestrian and cycling safety in northern
European countties is the far more extensive
and better quality walking and cycling

AJPH RESEARCH

infrastructure in Europc.lz’zs“30 In contrast
with the United States, many northern
Yuropean cities have extensive auto-free
zones it much of their centers; most neigh-
borhood streets traffic-calmed with speed
limits of 30 kilometers per hour {20 miles per
hout) or less; sidewatks on both sides of almost
every street; pedestrian refuge islands for
crossing wide streets; cleatly marked cross-
walks, often raised and with special lighting;
and pedestrian signals at intersections and
midblock crosswalks with ample crossing
times, Facilitating safe and convenient cy-
cling, many northern Buropean cities have
extensive systemns of separate bikeways,
both on-road and off~read, often including
priority traffic signals and advance stop
lines for cyclists at intersections.”**! US cities
only began building separate bike facilities
in the 1990s, and, even currently, they lag
far behind northern Buropean cities in the
extent, quality, and integration of their
bikeways.13192431,32

In addition to better infrastructure, some
European countries provide mandatory traffic
education in schools—to teach safe walking
and cycling skilis—and require far stricter
motorist training and licensing than in the
United States.” Purther promoting traffic
safety, police enforcement of traffic regula-
tions is much stricter in northern Burope,
both for motorists and nonmotorists.”

Although pedestrian and cyclist safety is
much higher in Gennany than in the United
States, fatality rates per kilometer fell signif-
icantly in both couniries for their populations
as a whole between 2001-2002 and 2008~
2009, the 2 periods of their most recent
national travel surveys, By comparison, severe
injury rates per kilometer fell significantly
only for Genman pedestrians, while the
severe injury rate for US pedestrians rose.
Injury rates for both German and US cyclists
fel? slightly, but only statistically significantly
in the United States, In short, there has
been more improvementin reducing walking
and bicycling fatalities than serious injuries,
which greatly exceed the number of fatalities.

Maoreover, thexe is important and statisti-
cally significant variation in both fatality
and injury rates among the 4 age groups
examined in the United States and Germany.
Senior pedestrians and cyclists have 2 to 3
times as high a fatality vate per kilometer than
the populaticn as 2 whole. Seniors in the

Buefhler and Pucher Peer Reviewed Research 285




AJPH RESEARCH

United States also have much higher walking
and cycling injury rates than the population
as whole, but US chiidren have an even
higher cycling injury rate than seniors. In
Germany, children have, by far, the highest
walking injury rate—3 times the national
average—and children and seniors both have
cycling injury rates higher than the national
average, Our analysis conflrms the special
vulnerability of seniors and children when
walking and cycling, '

The falfing per-capita fatality rates in the
United States and Gemmany from 1990 to
2014 and flling per-kilometer fatality rates
from 20612002 to 2008-2009 do not
necessarily mean that walking and cycling
conditions have been getting safex. The
likelihood of fatal injury has fallen, but
serious injury rates have fallen less {or in-
creased). The difference in fatality end sedous
injury trends might be attributable to im-
proved emergency medical technology, both
at the site of the incident and at the hospital,
thus reducing the percentage of serious in-
juries resulting in death, Our findings are
consistent with those of the annual OBCD
reports on overall traffic safety trends, which
find that traffic ftalities per capita have de-
clined more than serious injuries from
2000 to 2014 in member countries for which
both fatality and serious injury data arve
available.!

The unknown degzee of reliability and
comparability of the fatality and injury data
fandamentally Iimit the conclusions that can
be drawn from the analysis. Police repotts
understate total pedestrian and cyclist fatalities
because they only include traffic crashes on
public roadways.'"' For example, the CDC’s
hospital-based statistics on pedestrian and
cyclist fatalities in the United States from 1999
to 2014 averaged 16% higher for cyclists and
21% higher for pedestrians than police-
reported fatalities,"*>>> Similarly, in the
Nethetlands, hospital fatality data from 1996
to 2014 were 11% higher than police data for
pedestrians and 18% higher for cyclisss.! In
short, it is likely that the calculated fatality
rates are nnderestimates for all countries. In
addition, the serious injury data for the
United States and Germany are only partly
comparable, They both rely on the same
criterion of'an overnight hospital stay, but the
US injury data (from CDC) are derived from
a representative sample of hospital reports,
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whereas the German data are collected
through a comprehensive national canvassing
of coordinated police and hospital
reports.?>*
There is yet another reason to interpret
the fatality and injury statistics with caution,
They do not control for differences in where
and how walking and cyding take place,
Because the vast majority of pedestrian and
cyclist fatalities are attributable to collisions
with motor vehicles, roadways are the most
lethal environment for walking and cy-
cling."*"?¢ Walking and cycling are safer
on completely separate off-road facilities,
such as mixed-use recreational paths, crin
car-free zones, traffic-calmed residential
streets {with slower speeds and less traffic),
and physically separated on-street facilities
(such as cycle tracks),! 330323435 Thyg the
provision of more and better separate facilities
is 2 key to improving overall walking and
cycling safety. Such facilities are especially
importaat for children and seniors, who are
most likely to be kifled or seriously injured

" if hit by a motor vehicle."**"*% 4ipy

CONTRIBUTORS

J. Pucher initiated the research and led the writing of the
article, R., Buehler had primary responsibility for the data
analysis and created the tables and figures. Both authors
conceptualized the analysis 2nd guided the study design and
data analysis. Both a2uthors participated in interpreting the
findings and reviewing successive dralts of the article.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors thank Veronigue Feypell of the Quganisation
for Economic Caoperation and Development (JECD;
International Transport Forum, Paris office} for having
provided us with annual fasality data from 1990 to
2014 for each of OECD’s member eountries, dis-
aggregated by age group and means of transportation.
We also thank the team of statisticians at the Virginia
Tech Depattment of Statistics and their Laboratory of
Enterdisciplinary Statistical Analysis for their assistance
with ourstatistical analysis at several stages, especially with
the calculation of standard errors, confidence intervals,
and levels of statistical significance for estimates of
fatality and sedous injury rates that are mtios of sample
estimnates, aned thus require a special methodology to
calculate statistical measures of reliability.

HUMAN PARTICIPANT PROTECTION
The analysis was based on statistical data se1s and did not
require human participants,

REFERENCES

1. Road Safety Annwal Report 2016, Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development, Intemational
Transport Forum, International Traffic Safety, Datam and
Analysis Division. 2014, Available at: http://dx.doi.org/
10.1787/intad-2016-en. Accessed November 9, 2016,

2. Globai Statuus Report on Road Safety 2015, Geneva,
Switzerland: World Health QOrganization; 2015,

3. Physical Acitvity and Healtlh: A Report of the Surgeon
General, Atlanta, GA: US Department of Health and
Human Services; 1996,

4. McDonald N. Children and cycling. Tn: Pucher J,
Buehler R, eds. City Cycling. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press;
2012; 235-255.

5. BuehlerR,, Gétschi T, Winters M, Movingtoward active
transportation: how policies can encourage welking and
bicycling, Adive Lising Researcit: Research Brief and Synthesis.
2316, Available at: hitp://activelivingresearch.org/sites/
default/files/AIR_Review_ActiveTransport_
January2016.pdf. Accessed September 12, 2016,

6. Pucher J, Dill ], Handy S. Infrastructure, programs,
and policies to increase bicycling: zn intemational review.
Prey Med. 2010;50(uppl 1):5106-5125.

7. Pedestrion Safety: A Read Safety Manual for Decision-Makers
and Practitioners. Wotld Health Organdzation. 2013.
Available at: hitp://www.who,int/roadsafety/projects/
manuals/pedestrian/en. Accessed November 3, 2015,

8. Bicyding and Walking in the United States: 2016 Beuch-
wmarking Report. Alliance for Biking and Watking, 2016,
Available at: http:/ v bikewalkalliance.org/

resources/benchmarking. Accessed November 9, 2016.

9. Jacobsen PL, Ragland DR, Komanoff C. Safety in
numbers for walkers and bicyclises: exploring the
mechanisms. fyf Prev, 2015;21(4):217-220.

10. Bassett DR Jr, Pucher ], Buehler R, Thompson DL,
Crouter SE, Walking, cycling, and obesity rates in
Burope, North America and Australia, J Phys Act Health.
2008;5(6):795-814.

11. Sanford T, McCulloch CE, Callcut RA, Carrclf PR,
Breyer BN, Bicycle trauna injuries and hospital admis-
stons in the United Stakes, 1998-2013, JAMA, 2015;
314(9):947-543,

12, Buehler R, Pucher J, Merom B, Bauman A. Active
travel in Germany and the US: contributions of daily
walking and cycling to physical activity. Am J Prev Aded.
201;41(3):241-250.

13, Pucher], Dijkstra L. Making walking and cycling safer:
lessons from Burepe. Transp Q. 2000;54(3):25-50.

14, Pucher ], Dijkstra L. Prometing safe walking and
cycling to improve public kealth: essons from The
Netherlands and Gennany. Am J Public Health. 2003;
93(9):1509-1516,

15. Lsk AC, Asgarzadeh M, Farvid MS. Database im-
provements for motor vehicle/bicyele crath analysis,
Iiyj Prev. 2015;21(4%:221-23C.

16, International compatison of cyclist and pedestsfan
traffic fatalities and fatality rates per 100,000 population by
age group, In: IRTAD Road Safety Database. Paris, France;
Crganisation for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, Intemational Transport Fonun, Intemational
Traffic Safety Data and Analysis Division; 2016,

17. German Nattonal Heusehold Travel Survey (MID), 2001
2002 & 20082009, German Federal Ministry of
Transport, 2010. Available at: hup://www.mobilitaet-
in-deutschland.de, Accessed November 9, 2016,

18. National Honselold ‘Travel Snnvey (NHTS), 2001-2002
& 2008-2009. US Department of Transportation.
2010. Available at: herp://nhts.oml.gov/index.shinid.
Accessed November 9, 2016,

19. Dytch National Travel Survey, Institute for Road Safety
Research, 2016. Available at: https://wanw swovanl/
UK/R.esearch/cijfers/ Toelichting-gegevensbronnen/
Personennobiliteit-UK.html. Accessed November 9,
2016.

AJPH February 2017, Vol 107, No. 2



20, Average distance travelled and average number of trips
by age, and mode; 2002, 2003, 2010, and 2014, In;
National Travel Surey. Department for Transport, 2016
Table NTS0605, Avaitable at: https://wwiw.gov.uk/
pgovemment/collections/national-travel-survey-
statistics, Accessed November 9, 2016.

21, Hansen AS, Jensen C. Traffic safety 2067-2010. In:
DTU Transport Report. 4, Technical University of Den-
mark, 2012;4. Available ae: hrtp://www.dtu.dk/
nyheder/2012/04/webnyhed _ny-rapport-om-risiko-i-
trafikken?id=5{4912¢7-dd%a-4aba-a23d-cfe540746bbe.
Accessed November 3, 2016,

22, Severe traffic injuries in Germany 1991-2014.

In; Traffic Safety i Gennany. German Federal

Statisticat Office, 2015. Table 5.6.3. Available at:
htips://ww,destatis.de/DE/Publikationen/
Thematisch/ TransportVerkehr/Verkehsunfaelle/
VerkehrsunfaelleZeitreiben. html, Accessed Noverber 9,
2016.

23. Web-based Injury Statistics Query and Reporting
System (WISQARS). Centess for Disease Control and
Prevention, Injury Data and Statistics Division. 2016,
Available at: hitps://www.cde.gov/injury/wisqars.
Accessed Noventber 9, 2016,

24, Buehler R, Pucher], Gerike R, Goetschi T, Reducing car
dependence in the heart of Burope: lesons from Gennany,
Austria, and Switzesdand, Trangp Rew, 2017;37(1):4-28.

25. Pucher J, Buehler R. Making cycling iresistible:
lessons from the Netherlands, Denmark, and Germany,
Transp Rev. 2008;28(1):495-528,

26, Achieving Traffic Safety Goals in the United States: Lessons
Front Other Nations, Transportation Research Board.
2011, TRB Special Report 300, Available at: httpi//
onlinepubs.trb,org/onlinepubs/se/sr300.pdf, Accessed
November 9, 2016,

27, Making utban mobility greener and safer. In: State of
European Cities in 2016. UN Habitat and Buropean
Union. 2016: 112-137. Available at: hiip://ec.europa.
cu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/
reports/2016/state-of-european-cities-report-2016.
Accessed November 9, 2016,

28. Hass-Klau C. The Pedestrian and the City. New York,
NY: Routledge; 2015.

29. Newmnan P, Kenworthy J. The Bnd of Automobile
Dependence: How Cities Are Moving Beyond Car-Based
Planning. Washington, DC: Tsland Press; 2015,

30, Teschke K, Harris MA, Reynolds CC, et al.

Route infrastructure and the risk of injuries to bicyclists:
a case-crossaver study, Amt J Public Health. 2032;102(12):
2336-2343,

31, LanzendorfM, Busch-Geertsema A, The cycling boom
in large Gemman cities—empirical evidence for successful
eycling campaigns. Trausp Policy, 2014;36(C):26-33.

32, Furth PG, Bicycling infrastructute for mass cycling:
2 trans-Adlantic comparisen, In: Pucher], Buchler R, eds.
City Cyeling, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press; 2012: 105140,

33, Traffic Safety Facts 20131 A Compilation of Motor Velicle
Crash Daia From the Fatality Analysis Reporting Systewr and
the General Bstintates Systent. US Department of Trans-
portation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion, 2013. Available at: https://crashstats.nhtsa, dot.gov/
Api/Public/ ViewPublication/812139. Accessed
November 9, 2016,

34, Luwsk AC, Furth PG, Morency P, Miranda-Moreno
LF, Willett WC, Dennerlein JT. Risk of injury for
bicyeling on cycle tracks versus i the street. I Prev, 20113
17(2):131-135,

February 2017, Vol 107, No. 2 AJPH

35. Lusk AC, Morency P, Miranda-Morene LF, Willewt
WC, Dennerlein JT. Bicycle goidelines and crash rates
on cycte tracks in the United States. Am J Public Health.
2013103 (7):1240-1248,

AJPH RESEARCH

Buehler ond Pucher Peer Reviewed Research 287




these findings to the lack of
disease-prevention services, such
as opioid agonist therapies and
SSPs in Puerto Rico.” These low
HIV prevalence numbers among
PWID in Puerto Rico may stem
from PWID's everyday practices
helping prevent HIV infection
despite sustained injection para-
phernalia shaxing. In a context of
increasing poverty, identifying
these practices and understanding
how they are maintained despite
all the contextual disincentives to
remain HIV safe may help save
lives through their systematic
dissemination.

A recent editorial in AJPH
addressed the negative impact that
the US law Puerto Rico Over-
sight, Management, and Eco-
nomic Stability Act (2016} has
over the economy and health of
Puerto Ricans.” It is also true that
the Puerto Rican government
could still significantly improve its
efforts to prevent disease, death,
and the structunally forced

US-bound migration of PWID
searching for services they lack in
Puerto Rico.? Science has con-
clusively shown that SSPs and
opioid agonist therapies save lives
{and governmental resources) by
preventing infections. To save
lives, the Puerto Rican govern-
ment must start supporting
evidence-based interventions:
opioid agonist therapies, S5Ps
and the distribution of naloxone
through 55Ps, methadone clinics
and prisons. Finally, the scien-
tific community concurs that itis
no longer medically sound to
deny HCV treatment 1o PWID.
We do not need more research
on the efficacy of these inter-
ventions. They work, The data
are conclusive. The political
inertia costs lives. AJPH
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Electric Scooters: Case Reports
Indicate a Growing Public Health

Concern

With the introduction of
rideshare electric “dockless™
scootess in 2017 by Bird Rides,
Inc, a new type of affordzble
transportation became available
to the public. Often seen along
the sidewalks and street corners of
downtown metropolitan areas,
these devices are stiategically
designed for the heavily con-
gested, urban population centers.
Patrons download an application
on theirsmartphone, enter bifling
information, and then link the
account to any available electric
scooter, Although commercially
available models exist with a top
speed of 50 miles per hour and

Febroeary 2020, Vol 110, No. 2 AJPH

a range of 75 miles, electric
scooters from Bird and Lime
travel at a top speed of 15 miles
per hour and have a range be-
tween 15 and 20 miles. On
completion, the rider leaves the
scooter along the sidewalk,
where it waits for the next in-
terested patron. Some of the
appealing aspects of these devices
include low cost, ease of acces-
sibility, and the ability to bypass
the often standstill traffic condi~
tions by using the bike lanes,
surface street, and sidewalk.
Over the past two years,
market demand has grown, with
multiple companies (e.g., Bird,

Lime, Spin, Uber, and Lyft) en-
tering the industry. Electric
scooters and their derivative will
become a $42 billion industry
by 2030." However, in parallel
with their growing popularity
has been an awareness of their
safety hazards. Reports across the
United States cite various types of
injures, from skin abrasions and
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ankle sprains to major injuries
including open fractures, trau-
matic brain injuries, and even
death.”™

RECENT
CATASTROPHIC
INJURIES

Cedars-Sinai serves a lasge
trauma catchment area in west
Los Angeles, California, which
represents ground zero for the
introduction of efeciric scooters
partly because of the high pe-
destrian traffic, toutist activity,
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and surrounding universities.®
Almost overnight, we experi-
enced a significant rise in tranma
actvations and hospital admis-
stons attributed to electric
scooters. In 2018, the total
nurnber of trauma activations
related to electric scooters at
Cedars-Sinai was 30; in 2019, we
will receive approximately 100,
By comparison, Los Angeles
County General Hospital, the
largest trauma center in Los
Angeles County, had zero elec-
tuic scooter—related trauma acti-
vations in 2018, whereas the
2019 estimate is 300,

Recently, two patients were
admitted to our institution after
catastrophic electric scooter—
related collisions. One patient
was an otherwise healthy 23-year-
old man who was 1iding 2 scooter
when he was struck by a motor
vehicte, which sent him flying
approximately 20 feet. On arrival
to Cedars-Sinai, the patient went
into a pulseless thythm, and we
initiated chest compressions.
Despite our best efforts, he was
declared dead soon after arrival.
This patient marks the ninth
known death linked with elec-
tric scooter use that has been
cited across the United States.*

Less than a few weeks after this
death, another patient experi-
enced a severe trawmatic brain
injury after being struck by an
electric scooter while in a cross-
walk. This 75-year-old gentle-
man had numerous skull fractures
with multiple intracranial hem-
orrhages and large-territory in-
farcts. After one month ia the
neurology intensive care unit, he
showed little recovery and was
eventually transferred to a long-
term-~care facility, flaccid in all
extremities,

Our experience serves as a
warning regarding the public
health safety ramifications asso-
clated with the use of these de~
vices. In particular, our second
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case shows that not only riders are
at risk for severe injury, which
constitute most of the emergency
department admissions (92%—
98%), butalso pedestrians.*” The
combination of mass and force
from an electric scooter tider can
be lethal, Pedestrian injures after
collisions with electric scooters
will likely increase as the industry
continues to expand and the
space on sidewalks becomes
increasingly congested with
scooters.

POLICY AND ACTION

Multiple cities have enacted
aws to try to curb the associated
dangers, In Atlanta, Georgia,
scooters were banned at night;
Nashville, Tennessee, weighed
banmning their use; and Santa
Monica, California, filed a law-
suit against one of the compa-
nies. In a comprehensive effort,
Los Angeles and other cities re-
leased a Vision Zero strategic
plan to reduce all traffic-related

deaths by 2025. The Vision Zero -

plan includes taffic safety pro-
tocols on how to reduce injuries
related to emerging mobility
devices such as electric scooters.
Although no easy solution exists
to reduce all hazards associated
with electiic scooters, safety
standards are necessary and fea-
sible to achieve zero deaths re-
lated to their use.

A fruitful discussion on this
topic must place the use of these
devices within the greater con-
text of other transportation de-
vices. In a theoretical sense, no
transportation device is without
risk. Motor vehicles, which
represent the most commonly
used means of transit, still con-
stitute the vast majority of
emergency department traumas,
with an estimated 89 related
deaths per day in the United
States.® Bicyclists and joggers are

the source of numerous hospital
admissions and deaths reported
each year.” However, these
types of travel are far more
ingrained in our society and
less likely to fall under scrutiny
than the recently introduced
electric scooters. We must
recognize that without an ob-
Jjective comparison of rider miles
or ride hours to the number of
severe.injuries incurred from
other types of transportation in
urban areas, the attributable
relative risk of scooters cannot
be fully described. As such,
it is important to be cautionary
ofany major, knee-jerk responses.
‘With that said, however, our
anecdotal experience and the
growing concem for the safety of
these devices require lawmakers
and stakeholders to take policy
steps to prevent injuries from
occurring, Qutright banning
electric scooters would represent
the most extreme form of action
and would be premature until
clear evidence exists that these
devices represent a greater danger
than other types of transporta-
tion. A ban would not only deter
innovation and ingenuity but
also fail to allow new innova-
tions to address these, and future,
safety hazards.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Our experience suggests that
several thoughtful, targeted in-
terventions may be necessary.
Because helmet use is limited
while riding electric scooters,
newer, more portable helmet
designs may lead to increased
use. Many ridexrs describe in-
juries during their first electric
scooter ride refated to their un-
expected speed, which suggests
that initial rides should have a
limit to the acceleration and top
speed. Other riders stated that
‘their injuries oceurred while

holding a bag or phone, which
indicates the need for a cage to
hold these items. Potholes or
other road hazards that led to a
crash snggest that improvements
in the electric scooter shocks
may reduce injuries.

One Important characteristic
worth stressing is how sifent
electric scooters are, Addition-
ally, they are typically dark in
color and do not have the
high-powered lights or reflectors
required by cars and motorcycles.
This combination makes scooters
particularly prone to collisions
with pedestrians. Simple inter-
ventions such as a noise alerting -
sound and additional lights or
reflectors could lead to a re-
duction in scooter versus pedes-
trian injuries. Dedicated paths
that separate electric scooters
from both pedestrians and auto-
mobiles also would provide sig-
nificant protection to both rides
and pedestrians.

Given the projected growth
of the electric scooter industry,
we predict that the injury bur-
den from these devices will
exceed other pedestrian- or
bicycle-related trauma and be
second only to automobile
collisions in related mortality.
Targeting zero deaths is an
achievable goal, and further dis-
cussion on how best to address
this growing public health
coneern is necessary, AJPH
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Abstract

IMPORTANCE Since September 2017, standing electric scooters have proliferated rapidly as an
inexpensive, easy mode of transportation. Although there are regulations for safe riding established
by both electric scooter companies and local governments, public common use practices and the
Incidence and types of injuries associated with these standing electric scooters are unkniown.

OBJECTIVE To characterize injuries assoclated with standing electric scooter use, the clinical
outcomes of Injured patients, and common use practices in the first US metropolitan area to
experience adoption of this technology.

DES!GN, SETTING, AND PARTICIPANTS This study of a case series used retrospective cohort
medical record review of alf patlents presenting with injuries associated with standing electric
scooter use between Septemnber 1, 2017, and August 31, 2018, at 2 urban emergency departments
associated with an academic medical center in Scuthern California, All electric scooter riders at
selected public intersections In the cammunity surrounding the 2 hospitals were also cbserved
during a 7-hour observation period in September 2018.

MAIN OUTCOMES AND MEASURES Incldence and characteristics of injuries and observation of
riders’ cornmon use practices.

RESULTS Two hundred forty-nine patients {145 (58.2%] male; mean [5D} age, 33.7 [15.3] years)
presented to the emergency department with Injuries associated with standing electric scooter use
during the study period, Two hundred twenty-eight (91.6%) were infured as riders and 21{8.4%] as
nonriders. Twenty-seven patients were younger than 18 years (10.8%). Ten ridets {4.4%) were
documented as having worn a helrnet, and 12 patients (4.8%} had either a blood alcohol level greater
than 0.05% or were perceived to be intoxicated by a physician, Frequent injuries included fractures
{79 131.7%3. head Injury ({00 [40.2%1), and contusions, sprains, and lacerations without fracture or
head injury (69 [27.7%3). The majority of patients (234 [94.0%]) were discharged home from the
emergency department; of the 15 admitted patients, 2 had severe injuries and were admitted to the
intensive care unit, Among 193 observed electyic scooter riders in the locdl community in September
2018, 182 (84.3%) were notwgaringa helmet.-

CONCLUSIONS AND RELEVANCE Injurles associated with standing electric scooter use are a new
phenomenon and vary in severity. In this stuey, helmet use was low and a significant subset of Injuries
occurred In patlents younger than 18 years, the minimum age pesmitted by private scooter company
regulations. These findings may inforrm public policy regarding standing electric scooter use,

JAMA Network Open. 2019;2(1):e187381. dol:1CIC0famanetworkopen. 20187381
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Key Polnts

Question What are the types of Injurles
associated with standing electric scooter
use and the characteristics and
behavioes of Injured patlents?

Findings Inthlsstudy of a case serles,
249 patients presented to the
emergency department with Injuries
assoclated with electric scooter use
during a t-year period, with 10.8% of
patients younger than 18 years and only
4,4% of riders documented to be
wearing a helmet. The most common
injuries were fractures {31.7%6), head
injurles (40,29}, and soft-tissue
fnjurles (27.7%6).

Meaning In this study, Injuries
associated with electrlc scooter use
were common, ranged In severity, and
suggest low rates of adherence to
existing regulations around rider age
and fow rates of helmet use,

& invited Commentary

4 Supplemental content

Author afflliations and article information are
listed at the end of this article.
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Introduction

Standing electric scooters first appeared in Santa Monica, California, in September 2017, when the
micromobility company Bird Rides, Inc, placed thousands of their scacters all around the city.! These
scooters were fmmediately popular with riders, presumably due to thelr ease of use, convenlence,
and [ow cost. The scooters are located and unlocked using a downloaded smartphore application,
rides are paid for by the minute, and the ride can be ended anywhere the rider decides. With a
maximum speed of 15 mph, these short-range electric vehicies consist of a narrow platform on
which the rider stands with 1 foot In front of the other and a waist-high rod with handlebars for
steering; after kicking off initially with 1 foot, riders accelerate and brake the scooter using triggers
activated with their thumbs.

Companies offering standing electric sceoters are rapidly expanding in the United States, For
example, Lime-S scooters are available in more than 60 US cities and 6 cities Internationally,® andin
April 2018, Bird Rides, Inc, announced more than 1 million completed rides.* Today, several major
companies, including Bird and Lime, offer dockless electric scooter services, and several other
companies, including the ride-sharing companies Uber and Lyft, have recently entered the market.”
Avallabiilty is projected to grow rapidiy, with market analysis showing that Lime was valued at $11
billion and its rival Bird was valued at more than $2 billion.5

The early personal transporters by Segway, introduced in 2001, were few [n number, expensive
ta use, restricted to tourist locations, and associated with a specific set of injuries.” In comparison,
many thousands of riders are now using standing electric scooters daity on US streets shared with
miiflions of pedestrians and drivers. Therefore, understanding the impact of rising scooter tse on
public health is more important than ever. Local laws regarding electric scocters are variable, with
most locales prohibiting riding on the sidewallc and requiring the use of helmets,® but no uniform set
of policies exists, and differences in enforcement further amplify this variation. The scooter rental
smartphone applications require riders o state that they will comply with state and local laws, show
proof of a driver's license, be older than 18 years, and use a heimet as part of their initial user
agreements, but it is unclear to what extent these requirements are followed, Debates over the role
of greater regulation of electric scooters continue in cities like San Francisco® and Santa Monica,
California.' Of note, a bill supported by Bird to remove the helmet requirement for riders aged 18
years and older was recently signed into [aw in California,"**illustrating the timeliness of this Issue as
well as the importance of garnering evidence to guide policy.

Glven our Institution's proximity to where these electric scooters were first available in the
United States, we have the unique ability to describe injuries associated with electric scooters that
were severe encugh to trigger an emergency department (ED) visit over the course of 1 year. We
report on the patient demographic and clinical characteristics of injuries associated with electric
scooter use evaluated in our institutlon's 2 EDs. Additionally, we conducted public observations to
describe cormon scaoter riding practices in the community near the 2 EDs,

Methods

Study Design

We retrospectively analyzed deidentified data from all patient encounters for standing electric
scooter injuries presenting to either of 2 £Ds affiliated with the University of California, Los Angeles
(UCLA), Ronald Reagan UCLA Medical Center and UICLA Medical Center-Santa Menica, We report
summary statlstics on the continuous and categorical varfables of interest. Additionally, we observed
a convenience sample of scooter riders to describe common use practices of standing electric
scooters in the community surrounding our hospitals (eAppendix in the Supplement). The UCLA
institutional review board approved all aspects of this study with waiver of informed patient consent.
The study was conducted using the Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in
Epidemiology (STROBE) reporting guideline.”?
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Data Collection

We identified all ED encounters for injuries associated with standing electric scooter use in patients
of any age by querying our unified electronic medical record for ED encounters between September
1, 2077, and August 31, 2018, that contained a clinician note with any of the non-case-sensitive terms
“scaoter "bird,” or "lime." Two of us (T.KT. and C.L.) reviewed the medical records to verify eligibitity
and excluded ED encounters that were not due to trauma assoclated with standing electric scooter
use, The eAppendix In the Supplement describes our process of determining Inclusion and data
abstraction, and eTable 1in the Supplement detalls how categories of injuries were assigned using
internatlonal Classification of Diseases, Ninth Revision, Clinical Modiffcation ((CD-9-CM)

diagnosis codes.

Statistical Analysis

in this descriptive study of a case series, we report proportions, calculate means and standard
deviations for normally distributed data, and calculate medians and Interguartile ranges for data that
were not normatly distributed,

Results

Two hundred forty-nine patients (145 [58.2%)] male; mean [SD] age, 33.7 [15.3] years) presented to
the emergency departrment with injuries associated with standing electric scooter use durlng the
study period (Figure: eFigure in the Supplement}, The demographic and Incident characteristics of
these patients are shown in Table 1, A majority of patients (152 [61.09]) were between the ages of 18
and 40, although ages ranged from 8 to 89, and 27 patients (10.8%) were younger than I8 years, Of
the 249 patlents, 228 (51.6%) were riders and 21{8.4%) were nonrider padestrians (11 hitby a
scooter, 5 tripped over a parled scooter, and 5 were attempting to lift or carry a scooter not in use).

Flgure, tdentifying Vislts for injuries Associated With Standing Electric Scooter Use

523 Emergency department encounters with medical record
entry contalning “scooter” OR “lime® OR *bird®

79 £xcluded
— “Blrd” or "Ume" referred toin a different context, such as
aname of a person or street or the animal or fruit

91 Excluded (wrang type of scooler)
48 Nonmotarized (eg, Razor)
18 Motorcycle or moped {eg, Vespa)
17 Mobility wheelchalr
& Knee scooter for injuries
2 Seoway

17 Excluded

References to standing electric scooters without traumatic
— event related to thelr Intended use (eg, assault using scooter
as weapen, lawsult agalnst scooter company, attempt to
sieal scooter)

13 Excluded
— Repeat visiis for the same patient event {eq, swture removal,
continued paln)

74 Excluded
=¥ Nonspeclilc type of scooter {Insufficient Information
available in chart)

249 Emergency department encounters for standing electric
scooter Injuries

[EI JAMA Network Open, 2013;2(1):e187381, dol:10.1001/jamanetworltopen.2018.7381
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A majority of ED visits (141 [56.6%]) occurred during the fate afternoen and evening hours, between
3emand T pm, ‘

Arnong scooter riders, the most commeon mechanisms of injury were fail (183 riders [80,2%]).
collision with an object (25 riders [11.0%]), and being hit by a moving vehicle or object (20 riders
[8.8%1). Only 10 riders were documented as wearing a helmet, constituting 4.4% of alt riders or
11.8% of riders whose helmet use status was documented, Twelve patients (4.8%) had physician-
documented intoxication or a blood alcohol levei greater than 0.05%.

Table 2 describes the ED evaluation and injury characteristics of patients presenting with
injuries associated with standing efectric scooter use. The majority of patients (200 [80.3%])
received imaging in the ED, with the most common imaging studies being radiographs or computed
tomography of the digtal upper extremity {36.5%), computed tomography of the head (29.7%), and
radiographs or computed tomography of the distal lower extremity (20.1%). A total of 8.4% of
patients underwent a trauma-protocol computed tomography scan (head, cervical spine, chest,
abdomen, and pelvis}, indicating high concem for serious injury. Two hundred thirty-four patients
{94.0%) were discharged home from the ED.

Table 1, Patlent and Accident Characteristics for ED Visits Asscciated With Standing Electric Scooters
During a 1-Year Period

Ne. {%) .

Characterlstic Riders {(n = 22B) Nonriders (n = 21)  Tokal (N = 245)
Demaographic Characteristles
Age,y o )
s N T e L R N X B C o 27(10.8)
18-25 ST T T Tseesy 1648 620249
25-40 T o . - . 85 (37.3) -5 (23.8) T . 90 {36.1)
Mn-e4 T o -51-(2-2.4) BT (4’)‘.5) 61{24.5)
=65 T T T spyy 0 4a 9(3.6)
Male o T 134058 11(52.4) 145 {58,2)
Accldent Characteristics
Mechanism oflnjurs-' '
Rider
Fail, no specific detalis 183 {80.2) NA NA
Collision with an obJect 25(11.0) NA NA
Hit by a vehicle or moving cbject 20(8.8) NA NA
Nonrider
Hit by scooter NA 11(52.4) NA
Tripped over scooter In road NA 5(23.8) NA
Other? NA 5(23.8) NA ‘
Mechanism of ED transport
Self-presented ) 151(66.2} 17 (81.0} 168 (67.5)
Emergency medical services ' 77{33.8) 4(15.1) 81{32.5)
Emeigencv medical Sefvl__ces trau{n'a activatlon 20(8.8) 0 20(8.0) Abbreviatlons; ED, emesgency department; NA, ot
Time of day ) )  applicable.
7 AM-3 P N 57 (25.0 8(38.1) 65(26.1) 2 Other mechanisms Invalved 4 pecple injuring foot
3rm-11PM 130{57.0} 11 (52.4} 141 {56.6) while attempting to lift or manipulate scooter and 1
11 PM-7 AN 41(18.0) 2(9.3) 43(17.3) person who Injured thelr hand while trying to
Helmet use® lift scooter.
Uninown 144{63.2) NA NA 5 Numbers for nonriders are not calculated, as they
No helmet 74 (32.5) NA NA would not be wearlng helmets. One nonrider was a
bieyclist wearing a helmet who was hit by a scaoter,
Wearlng a helmet - lot44) NA NA < Patlents were conslderad not intoxicated unless
Drug or aleohot Intoxication® ) therewas physiclan documentation of Intoxlcation
Blsod atcofinl fevel »0.05% or subjectively Indicated 12(5.2) 0 12{4.8} or blood alcohol testing with a resuit of greater
by physician than 0.05%.
[5 JANMA Network Open, 2013;2(1):e187381. dol: 10100 famanstworkopen, 2018.7381 January 252013 4/9
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Table 2. Emergency Department Resource Use and Injury Characteristics

Characteristlc

No. {%)}

Riders (n = 228}

Ronedders (n = 21)*

Total (N = 240)°

Triage acuity

1:Most concerning

5: Least concerning
Missing®
'Iinﬁglﬁg" s
Recelved any radiograph or CT
Recelved extremity radiograph er CT

Upper extremity
Distal
Proximat
Lowier extremi ty
Distal
Proximal
Recelved other zadlugréphy orCTe
Cheﬁtra-d'lograph o
T
Head
Head and cervical spiné

Head, cervicat spine, chest, abdomer,
and pelvis

Face
Cervical Eplne
Abdomen
Chest
1) length of stay for dlsr;hargad patlents® '
Patlents dlscharged, No. ' ’
<4h
*4h
ED dlspusitloh
Home
Admit to floor or observation
ntensive caraunit '
|nj‘uﬁfcharac1erisﬂcsd '
Anyfrécture ‘
Uﬁper exiremﬂy
Distal
Proximal
Lower extrem-lhty
Distal
Proximal
Facial
Vertebralcolumn
Thorace
Headimjury
MIhdﬁ]éadrln-jﬁry‘
Int'rraic'réﬁiai héﬁorrﬁage

'Cuntuﬁlbris, Sprains, and lacerations withno

fratture or head injury

7 4’0’(7177.5)

- 2(0.9)

Ce7(382)
o
CE3{27.5)

2009
26 (11.4)
52 (22.8)
139{61.0)
5(2.6)
3(1.3)

183 (80.3)

B7(38.2)
73'9 (17.7'1)7

a8
21(9.2)

66 (28.9)
44(19.3)
21(9.2)

23 (10.1)
45(19.7)
22096y
118.2)

214

156 (727.9)
58 (22.1)

214(93.9) _
1253
©2{0.9)

71(31‘._1')‘_'

EGEE

15 (6.5}

9 (ji,O)
3(1.3)
127(5.3) )

3(13)

2004

0
0
7(333)
14 {66.7)
o
)

17 (31.0)
4(19.0)
3 (1'4_.3) '

3(14.3)
2 i9¢5}

3wy

8{38.1)
1{4.8)
i}

2(3.5)
1048
;

¢}

20

) T 19(95.0)

1(5.0) ,

20 (95.2)
168)
0

g ('_38‘1)

1(4.8)
208

2(9.5)
.
2(9.5)
s

148

8(380)

B 'fs (38.@7);
L
6(28.5)

" 46(18.5)

. “ 08

2(0.8)
26(10.4)
59(23.7)
153 (61.4)
6(2.4)
3(L2)

200 (80.3)

91(36.5)
42(16.9}

" 58{20,1)

'23{8.2)

43(17.3)

74(20.7)
45 (18.1)
21(8.4)

25(10.0)
22(8.8}
16

234

T 175(70.3)
" 59(23,7)

234 (94.0)

' 13 (s.i)_ _

2'(0.8)_
79 (31.7)

31(12.5)

17(68)

11(4.4)
3{1.2)
14 (5.6)

408
100440.2)
95 (38,2)

500

s9(20.7)

(continued}
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Table 2. Emergency Department Resource Use and Injury Characterlstics (continued)

Ne. (%)

Characteristic Riders (n = 228)° Nongiders {r = 21)* Total (N = 249)*
Dislocations

Major! T Te@ey o Tege

Minor® T T e T 28
Procedurat sedation for fracture reduction 838 0 8(32)
or joint dislocatien
Laceratlens o T esasy 6(28.6) 71(28,1)
Major.lntra-abdnfn]na'[orIntrathnrac'icin'j:uﬁé's“ T 3(19) 0 o 3(1.2)

Abbreviations: CT, computed tomography; ED, emergency department,

# Unless otherwise noted.

b 3 Cases were missing an aculty; on review, all 3 were frauma activations.

© Proportions calculated based only on discharged patients.

¢ Categorles are not mutually exclusive,

© Minor head Injuries Include all closed head Injuries without skul fracture or intracranial hemorrhage.
f Malor dislecations Inciude dislocations of the faw, hlps, shoulders, elbows, knees, and ankles,

8 Minor disiocations included distocations of the fingers or foot.

b Major Intra-abdominal of Intrathoracle Injurles were defined as any Internat injury of the thorax, abdemer, and petvis
represented by Internationa! Classification of Diseases, Ninth Revisfon, codes 860 to 869, The 3 cases inchuded a splenic
laceration and 2 lung contusions,

Among the 15 patients (6.0%) who were admitted or transferred, 13 patients were admitted to
afloor or observation bed and 2 patients to the intensive care unit (one with traumatic subarachpoid
hemeorrhage, the other with a subdural hematoma). The reasons for hospitalization for the 15 patients
admitted were orthopedicinjuries (n = 5), intracranial hernorrhage (n = 5), major intra-abdeminal or
intrathoracic Injuries {n = 3), cervical spine fracture (n = 1), and concussion (n = 1.

The most common injuries were fracture (79 patients [31.7%]), head injury (100 [40.2%]}, and
contusians, sprains, and lacerations without fracture or head injury (69 [27.7%]). Common fracture
locations included the distal upper extremity (31 [12.5%]), proximal upper extremity (17 [6.8%]).
distal lower extremity (17 [4.4%1). and face (14 [5.6%]). There was 1open fracture, Elght patients
(3.2%) received procedural sedation in the ED for reduction of a fracture or dislocation, Ninety-five
patients (38.2%) sustained a minor head injury (head Injury without intracranial hemerrhage or skull
fracture), and 5 patients (2.0%) had an intracranial hemorrhage. Five of 95 patients (5.3%) with a
minor head injury were documented as wearing a helmet durlng the incident, while none of the 5
patients with an intracranial hemorrhage had such documentation. Three patients had injuries to the
intrathoracic or intra-abdominal organs, specifically pulmonary contusion, preumothorax or
hemothorax, and splenicinjury.

A total of 193 scooter riders were observed during 3 public observation sessions, and the
following unsafe riding practices were observed: no helmet use (182 riders [94.3%]), tandem riding
(15 riders [7.8%]), and failure to comply with traffic laws (18 siders [9.3%]). as shown in eTable 2 inthe
Suppiement, Additionally, many riders were observed to be riding on the sidewall (51 riders
[26.49%1), where scooter use is prohibited. :

Discussion

To our knowledge, this Is the first study examining the infury patterns and clinical outcomes of
patients presenting to the ED after incidents involving standing electric scooters. This rapidly
expanding technology is a disruptive force In short-distance transportation, and policy makers
seeking to understand associated risks and appropriate regulatory responses should seriously
consider its effects on public heaith. Riders share roads with fast-moving vehicular traffic but appear
to underestimate hazards; we found that 94,3% of observed riders in our community were not

@ JAMA Network Open, 2019;2(1):¢187381. do}: 10,1003/ Jamanetworkopen.2018 7381 January 25,2019 68
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wearing a helmet. Unsurprisingly, injuries associated with standing electric scooter use are prevalent,
with 249 patients presenting to the ED aver the cotirse of 1 year in our study of 2 EDs, Comparatively,
in a post hoc analysis prompted by the review process, we identified 195 visits for bicyclist injuries
({CD-10 V10-V19) and 181 visits for pedestrian injuries (/CO-10 VOO-V09) during the same time period
at the 2 EDs, Scooter injuries documented in this study were mostly minor, but could also be severe
and costly, with 6.0% of patients admitted to the hospital, and 0.8% admitted to the intensive

care enit.

Like standing electric scooters, personal transporters [aunched by Segway offered a novel and
convenient means of short-distance transportation, but came with a serious risk for orthopedic and
neurclogic trauma.**® Segway-related Injuries commonly included upper and lower extremity
fractures, but some were severe, including reported cases of intracranial hemorrhage requiring
admisslon to the intensive care unit.'® We noted simflar patterns of injury with standing electric
scooters. However, uniike Segway transporters, standing electric scooters could have substantial
impact on public heaith given their low cost, papularity, and accessibility.

While riders of electric scooters in California are required to be at least 16 years old by state faw
and 18 years old by company rental agreements,™® we found that 10.8% of electric scooter injuries
were [n patients younger than 18 years. This suggests that current self-enforced regulations imposed
by private electric scooter companies may be inadequate. Although California law required helmet
use while operating electric scooters during tha entire study period, only 4.4% of injured scooter
riders were documented to be wearing a helmet, A newly passed California law will make helmet use
optional for efectric scooter riders older than 18 years on January 1, 20192, it is unclear how this
change in pelicy will affect rider practices and injury patterns.

Limitations

White this [s the first study, to our knowledge, of traurna assoclated with electric scooter use to
provide data on a full year of ED visits, our study Is retrospective and therefore necessarily limited to
available clinical variables. Future worlk would benefit from efforts to improve ED clinician
documentation of relevant incident characteristics, such as helmet use. We likely underestimated the
number of electric scooter-associated injuries for several reasons. We excluded 74 ED encournters
where it was suspected, but not clear, that an electric scooter was invoived, and we did not Include
outpatient visits te urgent care or primary care ciinics for minor injuries, Additionally, scooter use and
availability raplidly Increased toward the end of our study period, evidenced by the fact that most
associated injuries occurred during the later manths of the study {eFigure in the Supplement), We
were also unable to evaluate the geographic and urban planning factors influencing the incidence
and severity of these injuries. Future worlc should incltde prospective data collection and examine
the effects of bikeway availability and speed limits, which may modify the occurrence of injuries
assoclated with electric scooter use, |t would alse be meaningful to characterize the costs incurred by
patients and the health care system from trauma associated with electric scooter use, This
descriptive study was unable to identify any risl factors for injury; future work could use data from
private scooter companies to calculate the rates of injury based on number of trips, distance traveled,
and demographic characteristics of scooter users,

Conclusions

Standing electric scooters are a novel, innovative, and rapldly expanding form of transportation with
the potential to alleviate traffic congestion, provide affordable transportation to residents of alf
incomes, and reshape how commuters travel the "last mile” to irome or worle. Cur findings provide
Insight into the public heatth and safety risks associated with this rapidly growing form of
transpertation and provide a foundation for modernizing public policy to leep pace with this trend.

ﬁl JAMA Network Open, 2019;2(1):2187381. da¥10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2018.7381

Downloaded From: ttps:/finmanctwork.com/ by a Johins Hopkins University User on 02/05/2020

January 25,2019

9




JAMA Networl Open | Emergency Medicine fnjuries Associated With Standing Electric Scooter Use

ARTICLE INFORMATION
Accepted for Publication; Novernber 29, 2018.

Published: fanuary 25, 2019, doi:10.1001/jamanetworkopen, 2018.7381

Open Access: This is an open access articie distributed under the terms of the CC-8Y License. © 2019 Trived| TK
et al. JAMA Network Open.

Corresponding Author: Tarak K, Trivedi, MD, MS, Natlonal Clinician Scholar Program, University of Californis, Los
Angeles, 100 Glendon Ave, Ste 800, Los Angeles, CA 50024 (tktrivedi@mednet.ucia.edu).

Author Affiliations: Veterans Administration, Greater Los Angeles Healthcare System, Los Angeles, Califoraia
{Trived!, Liu); National Clinician Schotars Program, University of Califorala, Los Angeles, Los Angeles, California
(Trivedi, Lie, Eimore); Department of Emergency Medicine, University of Califoraia, Los Angeles (Trivedi, Wheaton,
ireger, Yap, Schriger); Department of Surgesy, Stanford University, Stanford, California {Liu); Department of
Surgery, University of California, Los Angeles {Liu); Office of Health Informatics and Analytics, UCLA Health,
University of California, Los Angeles (Antenlo); Divisior: of General Internal Medicine and Health Services Research,
University of Cafifornia, Los Angeles (Elmere).

Authar Contributions: Drs Trivedi and Liu had full access to all of the data in the siudy and take respansibility for
the integrity of the data and the accuracy of the data analysls.

Concept and design: Trived!, Antorio, Wheaton, Kreger, Yap, Schriger. Elmore.

Acquilsition, analysis, or Interpretation of data: Trivedt, Liy, Antonio, Wheaton, Kreger, Yap, Schriger.
Drafting of the manuscript: ‘rivedi, Liu, Antonle, Wheaton, Kreger, Yap, Schriger.

Critical reviston of the monuscript for important intellectual content: Trivedi, Liu, Wheaton, Kreger, Yap,
Schriger, Elmeore,

Statistical analysis: Trivedi, Antonic, Wheaton, Schriger,

Obtained funding: Eknore.

Administrative, techlcal, or materlal support: Trivedi, Schriger.

Supervision: Schriger, Elmare.

Conflict of Interest Disclosures: Nonereported,

Funding/Support: Drs Trivedi and Liu were supported by the UCLA National Clinician Scholars Program at the -
David Geffen School of Medicine at UCLA, Drs Trivedi and Liu are supported by the VA Office of Academic
Affiliations through the VA/National Clinlcian Scholars Progeam. Or Schriger's time was supperted in part by a grant
from the Korein Foundation.

Role of the Funder/Sponsor: The funders had no role in the design and corduct of the study: collection,
management, analysis, and interpretation of the data; preparation, review, or approval of the manuscript; and
deciston to submit the manusceipt for publication.

Disclaimer: The contents do not represent the views of the US Department of Veterans Affalrs or the US
government,

REFERENCES
1. Hall M. Bird scooters flying around town. Santa Monica Daily Press. bttp:jfwww.smdp.com/bird-scooters-flying-
around-town/152647. Published September 25, 2017, Accessed September 13, 2018,

2. Hollister 5, Holtand B, Serrels M, Little M. The electric scooter war continues. hera's how they worlk {FAQ). CNET.
https:ffwww.onet.com/news/electric-scooters-biles-dockless ride-share-bird-lime-jump-spin-scoot/. Published
May 30, 2018. Accessed November 12, 2018.

3. Lime. Locations, hitps:/fwwwli.me/locations. Accessed September 13, 2018,

4. Bird. Bird siders fiy one million rides. hitps:fiwww.bird.co/press/bird-riders-fly-ona-milion-rides/. Published April
22, 20148, Accessed September 13, 2018.

5. McFarland M. Lyft Jaunches a scooter service. Uber s close behind. CAN, https://money.cin.com/2018/09/06/
echnology/lyft-scooters-denver-uberfindex.hirnl. Published September 6, 2018. Accessed Septemnber 13, 2018,

6. O'Brien C. Lime VP on company's meteoric rise to $1 billion vatuation. VentureBeat, https:/iventurebeat.com/
208807102 ime-vp-on-companys-meteoric-Tise-to-1-billlon-valuation/, Published July 2, 2018, Accessed September
13,2038,

7. Boniface K, MclKay MP, Lucas R, Shaffer A, Stikka N. Serious injuries related to the Segway personal transporter:
a case series. Ann Emerg Med. 2011,57(4):370-374, doi10.I016/ . annemergmed. 2010.05.551

8. City of Santa Monica Planning and Urban Development. Scooter and bike share services. hitps://www.smgov.
net/Departments/PCDf Transportation/Shared-Mobltity-Services/. Accessed September 18, 2018,

{?] JAMA Network Open. 2019;2(12:¢187381. dek10.1001/lamanetworkopen.2018.7381 January 25,2019 8/9

Downloaded From: https:/fjamanetivori.comy/ by a Yohns Hopkins University User on 02/05/2020



JAMA Network Open | Emergency Medicine

injurles Assoclated With Standing Electric Scooter Use

9. Said C, Sernoffsky E. Bye:bye, SF Scooters as Bird, Lime, and Spin go anhiatus. San Francisco Chronicle. https:if
www.sfchronide.com/business/article/ Bye-bye-SF-scooters-as- Bird- Lime-and-Spln-go-on-12966874.php. Published
June 5, 2018, Updated June 5, 2018. Accessed September 13, 2018,

10. Newberry L. Birdand Lime deactivate scooter services I Santa Monlca for a day in protest, Los Angeles Times.
http:i/www.iatimes.com/]ocal,’fanowﬂa-me-En-santaAmonica-scaoter-suspension-lOlBOBM-stow.htm?. Published
August 14, 2018, Accessed September 13, 2018,

11. Flora H, Chen P, Glaria T, Low E. AB-2989 Motorlzed scaooter: use of helmet: maximum speed, Cafifernia
Legislative Information. https:/ieginfo.legisiatura,ca gov/faces/blfiTextCllent xhimizbifl id=201720180AB298S,
Published August 31, 2018, Accessed September 13, 2018,

12, Gomez L. Riding an e-scooter without a helmet to bedegal in California. what could go wrong? San Diego Unfon-
Tribune, https:ffwww.sandiegouniontribune comjopinicn/the-conversation/sd-california-helmets-optlonal-for:
elactric-scocters-20180920-htmistory,html. Published September 20, 2018, Accessed November 12, 2018,

13. von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, Pocock 5J, Getzsche PC, Vandenbroucke JP; STROBE Initiative. The
Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studles in Epidemiology (STROBE) statement: guldefines for
reporting cbservational studies. Loncet. 2007;370(8596):1453-1457. doin10.1016/50140-6736{07)61602-X

14, Pousmand A, Liao J, Pines JM, Mazer-Amirshahi M. Segway personal transporter-refated Injuries: a systematic
literature review and implications for acute and emergency care. J Emerg Med., 2018;54(5):630-635. doi:10.1016/}.
Jemermed. 201732,019 :

15. Ashurst J, Wagner B. Injuries fallowing Segway personal iransporter accidents: case report and revlew of the
fiterature. West J Emerg Med. 2015;16(5):693-695. doki10.5811/westjem.2015.7.26549

16. Rolder B, Busch €, Spitaler R, Hertz H, Segway® related Injuries in Vienna: report from the Lorenz Bhler
Trausma Centre, Eur f Trauma Emerg Surg. 2016;42(2):203-205, dei:10.1007/s00068-015-0532-%

17. State of California Department of Motor Vehicles. Motorized scooter registration, hitps:{fwww.dmv.ca.gov/
portalfdmv/detalljve/scocters. Updated 2018. Accessed August 9, 2018,

18. Thomson Reuters Westlaw, FindLaw. Californla Code, Vehicle Code—VEH § 21235, https:ffcodes findlaw.com/
¢afvehicle-codefveh-sect-21235 htmi, Published March 9, 2008. Accessed August 9, 2018,

SUPPLEMENT.

eAppendix. Supplemental Methods

eTable 1. {CD-9 Codes and Other Criteria Used to Generate injury Categories

eTable 2. Observation of Rider Behaviors and Pediatric Rlders

eFigure, Case Freguency by Date, Definite Cases (Included) vs Unclear Cases (Excluded)

[5 JAMA Network Cpen. 2019;2{1):2187381, dol:10.1001/|amanetwoerkoper:. 2018.7381

Tnwnloaded Bran: hétns:/Aiamanehvork.coni/ by a Johns Hepldns University User on 02/05/2620

January 25, 2019

5/9




Sa!ers, Margery

From: Joel Broida <jbroidai@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, February 8, 2020 1:59 PM
To: Ball, Calvin; CouncilMaii; HCCA; Foehrkolb Lynn; Fitzgerald Kevin; Hillen Robin; Dworkin

Dean; Baker Jeryl; Loeber Pat; Colavita Lisa; Lin.eagan@ca-board.org;
Mitton.Matthews@columbiaassociation,org; Columbia Association Board

Cc: Broida Joel; HCCA; sws@dedicatedresponse.com; bhawkins@jhmi.edu; Berla Nancy

Subject: More background information related to CB-3 2020

Attachments: Badeau 2019.pdf; trivedi_2019_ci_180307 pdf; Electric Scooters AJPH 2019.30549%.pdf;
Bughler AJPH.2016.pdf

[Note: This email orlginated from outslde of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

In light of the pending proposal the introduction | though the attached items might be of interest to you all. Being a now
retired two wheel Segway owner/user, incidentally these devices are classified by the State of Maryland as PERSONAL
MOBILITY DEVICE(S), not vehicles, | say now retired because both my wife and i have difficulty in getting on and off of
the Segways, are at risk for falling when getting on and off them, and that's not good for anyone, and so we sold them
back to our dealer in Annapolis who uses them for tourist tours. By the way, there is a new Segway equipped with a
seat made for aged and/or disabled people.

Back to CB-3....| urge you to require e-scooter venders include 3 and/or 4 wheel scooters and require docking stations
for all of their rental scooters. Other jurisdictions have already allowed rental scooters to be left almost anywhere by
the riders which is problematic. In some cases these jurisdictions have been able to terminate the rental sttcontracts
for this or other reasons. Worst case, the contracts were poorly written and just had to live with.

Regardless of the kinds of e-scooter services you agree to.....please include “user training” and wearing of “approved
safety helmets”. Also, there is already an ongoing “bike rental service” with docking stations operating in and around
Downtown Columbia and possibly at locations throughout Howard County. What has been learned from this experience
that might well be applicable to an e-scooter rental service. No reason to reinvent the wheel, doing otherwise might
well prevent bad things from happening to good peopie like....falls, injuries, or even fatal events like those cited in the
attachments.

What's the rush to vote on CB-3 2020 anyway? Scooters will not alleviate the need for or the use of motor vehicles,
parking space for motor vehicles, street and roadway repairs, public transit services, use of fire and rescue services in
Downtown Columbia or for that matter the whole of Howard County.

That's my 2 cents more. .
Respectfully submitted,

Joel Broida, Resident of Columbia and Howard County since 1972
5400 Vantage Point Road, Apt.413

Columbia, MD 21044

jbroidal @gmail.com

420.993.1033

443.996,0095 cell




Sent from my iPad



CH 13- Joae

Sayers, Margery

From: Jung, Deb

Sent: Saturday, February 15, 2020 12:05 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW: Scooters

Deb Jung

Council Chair, District 4

Howard County Council

3430 Court House Dr., Ellicott City, MD 21043
410-313-2001

Sign-up for my District Update here,

From Sherrl Lazas <sherri lazas@gmall com>
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 10:29 PM

To: Jung, Deb <djung@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: Scooters

[Note: This emall originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Hello Councilwoman Jung,

I'm a county resident who lives in the Columbia downtown area and I've only heard of the idea of county scooters this
evening. My grown children now live in areas where shooter rentals are prominent and | myself have enjoyed these as a
means of quick and easy transportation. I'd love to see these in Columbia and | support the bill CB3-2020.

Thank you,

Sherri Lazas, Realtor
240-899-2521 {c)
Cummings & Co. Realtors
410-883-0033 (o)




Sa!ers, Margery ' — .

From: Jung, Deb

Sent: Saturday, February 15, 2020 12:02 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW:

Great to hear from you. Thanks so much for contacting me with your support for the biil.

Deb Jung

Council Chafjr, District 4

Howard County Council

3430 Court House Dr,, Ellicott City, MD 21043
430-313-2001

From; Tam <tamara.bream@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 3, 2020 9:40 AM

To: Jung, Deb <djung@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: :

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.]

Good morning Ms, Jung.

I'am writing to express support in the expansion of transportation options in down town Columbia.
You may recall that we met at the DTC happy hour. My husband and | move into Governors Grant. Thank you for your
continued support.

Tamara Pié
10234 Brighton Ridge Way
Columbia, MD 21044

Sent from my iPhone
410-599-9096
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Howard County Office of Transportation
3430 Court House Drive m Ellicott City, Maryland 21043 m 410-313-0702

Bruce Gartner, Administrator bartner@howardeountymd.goy
FAX 410-313-1655
TDD 410-313-2323

Date: January 2, 2020
To: Members of the Howard County Coungif

pes
From: Bruce Gartnet, inistrator,

Subject: Staff Testimony for Council Bill 3-2020, Electric Scooter Sharing Permits

oward County Office of Transportation

Council Bill 3-2020 represents the enabling legislation for an electric scooter sharing permit process and
fee, to be managed primarily by the Howard County Office of Transportation.

Electric scooter sharing systems are now operational in Baltimore City, Montgomery County and
Washington D.C. Electric scooter sharing companies have recently expressed interest in operating in
Howard County, specifically in the areas of Downtown Columbia and Gateway Business Park.

Encoutaging the use of transportation options other than the single occupancy vehicle has been a priority
of the Ball Administration in response to an overwhelming citizen concern about the negative impacts of
traffic congestion. In addition to lessening congestion, the use of transit, walking, biking and other
alternatives such as e-scooters are just a few options that promote outdoor activity, healthier lifestyles
and increase mobility options. The use of e-scooters are becoming more prevalent across the region and
the County has an opportunity to safely their use encourage through a permit process.

To provide permission for a scooter sharing company to operate in public areas, such as pathways,
 streets, sidewalks and bike lanes, most jurisdictions create a permit process. Howard County is
developing a permit process, based on best practices and on the experiences of Baltimore City,
Montgomery County and Washington D.C. The permit will dictate the parameters that the scooter
sharing companies must operate under, including the speed of the scooters, where they can be parked,
minimum and maximum quantities, operator response time, data sharing, insurance requirements and
permit fees. An enforceable permit process is the best option Howard County has of encouraging the
safe and responsible use of this new shared use mobility option that shares both public and private
spaces for transportation such as roadways, sidewalks, pathways and other public spaces.

Council Bill 3-2020 also clarifies the definition of electric low speed scooters, bringing the County Code
into agreement with the State Code, where electric low speed scooters are defined the same as bicycles
and follow the same regulations for use.

The electric scooter shating system permit process will be managed by the Howard County Office of
Transportation and is expected to begin in May of 2020. Information regarding electric scooter permits,
including the permit terms and conditions, application scoring process and permitted vendors will be
posted on the Office of Transportation website. The draft terms and conditions for the permit are

 attached as Exhibit A.

The Office of Transportation supports Council Bill 3-2020 and recommends adoption by the County
Council.




Exhibit A:

DRAFT: TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR THE PERMIT TO OPERATE A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE

ELECTRIC SCOOTER SHARING PROGRAM ON PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY IN HOWARD COUNTY

Article |, Definitions

For the purposes of this permit, the following terms, phrases, words, and their derivations, shall have the
meaning given below, unless more specifically defined within a specific article or paragraph of this document.
When not inconsistent with the context, words used in the present tense include the future and past tense, and
words in the singular number include the plural number, The words “shall” and “will” are mandatory and “may”
is permissive. Words not defined shall be given their commeon and ordinary meaning.

A. Publicly Accessible Electric Scooter Sharing System: a program providing electric Scooters for short-term
trips without requiring the installation of any infrastructure within Howard County other than the deployment of
vehicles or utilizing a docking system for charging that is deployed and maintained by the permit holder with the
written approval of a property owner.

B. Scooter: a motorized electric transportation device with tandem wheels and a standing platform that is
available to the public for rental through a rental system that can be parked with or without a physical dock. A
Scocter shall be considered an “electric low speed Scooter”, as defined in the Maryland Annotated Code,
Transportation Arlicle, Section 11~117.2.

C. Scooter Parking Area: the following areas where Scooters may be pérked, provided that a minimum 4-foot
clear zone for pedestrians is maintained at all times:

1, On a public sidewalk;
2. In the public right-of-way between the sidewalk and the curb; and

3. At a bike rack, if the bike rack is located in the public right-of-way but somewhere other than a public
sidewalk, or the public right-of-way hetween the sidewalk and the curb.

4, At a docking station or other approved location on private property, with explicit written permission
of the private property owner,

D. Speed Governor: a device that ensures the motor of a Scooter is incapable of propelling the vehicle at a rate
of speed in excess of the mandated speed limit on level ground.




Article 1. Responsibilities of Permit holder
A. Fleet

1. Permit holder may operate Scooters, the countywide total of which shall not be less than 100 Scooters and no
more than 200.

2. Permit.holder shall certify that all Scooters deployed are equipped with a Speed Governor that ensures the
vehicle will not travel in excess of fifteen (15) miles per hour on level ground.

3. Permit holder shall ensure each Scooter is in working order, well maintained, and clean.

4. Permit holder shall affix its logo to each Scooter in Howard County so that it is clearly visible and shall not
allow other logos or advertisements to appear on any Scooter.

5. Permit holder shall provide at minimum a toll-free telephone number, emall, and website address on each

Scooter stating how to report an incorrectly parked Scooter. This information shall also be provided in a format
readable by the visually impaired.

6. Permit holder shall display a unique identification number on each Scooter deployed.

7. Permit holder understands that Scooters are included within the legal definition of “bicycle” under Section 11-
104 of the Transportation Article, MD Annotated Code. Therefore, Scooters are specifically allowed to operate

in the same locations as bicycles. in Howard County, this includes on sidewalks except where signs are posted to
prohibit use.

8. Permit holder shall certify that all Scooters deployed meet the ANSI/CAN/UL Standard for Electrical Systems
for Personal E-Mobility Devices (UL Standard 2271 or 2272), in addition to any applicable federal or state safety
laws or regulations. As an alternative to certification of UL Standard 2271 or 2272, permit holder may submit
documentation demonstrating that Scooters meet a standard that provides equivalent safety protections.

9. Permit holder shall inform users of all applicable State and County taws and regulations, including, but not
limited to, those regarding speed fimits, parking, age restrictions, helmet usage and sidewalk riding, Permit
holder shall also provide safety tips to users. This information must be provided on program app and website.
Permit holder must attend a minimum of two (2) community events per year to educate potential users on laws,
regulations, and safety tips regarding Scooters. Al users must explicitly confirm that they are aware of all
applicable laws, regulations, and safety tips before using a Scooter.

10. Permit halder must ensure Scooters can be located and unlocked usmg a smartphone application, or by
manually entering a customer’s account number.

11. Permit holder must have the ability to restrict Scooter use and Scooter parking in private areas that are not
specifically permitted through electronic geofencing.

12. Permit holder must provide Howard County with access to its smart phone application used to rent trips,
that allows certain Howard County employees to unlock any improperly parked Scooters for the purpose of
moving such vehicles to the nearest available proper parking location.

13. Permit holder must provide Howard County with at least five {5) account logins for which rentais will be free
of charge, for testing purposes only.

14. All Scooters must be equipped with on-board GPS technology that does not obtain spatial information by
relying on a customer’s smart phone.



15. GPS data shall be transmitted from all Scooters at a minimum of every 90 seconds while in use to ensure
accurate location data is conveyed.

16. GPS data shall be transmitted from all Scooters at a minimum of every 60 minutes while parked fo ensure
accurate location data is conveyed.

17. Permit holders shall not require customers to grant location services from their smart phones, and shall not
require access to contacts, photos, or other personal files. Permit holders may request that customers “opt in”
to granting location services for improved functionality, provided that failure or refusal to grant location services
shall not result in a customer being unable to use the permit holder’s Scooters,

18, Permit holder shall ensure customer data privacy and that operator policles are in accordance with Howard
County’s data privacy policies. Permit holder shall not share any personal data of customers who use their
mobility services with third parties (e.g. advertisers, investors etc.). Exceptions to this prohibition include third
parties with whom the permit holder has contractual agreements to conduct business transactions {e.g,, '
payment processing), or when data sharing may be required by Howard County, state or federal law. Permit
holder shall provide clear notification to customers and to Howard County about what data will be accessed and
explain how and why data will be used. '

19, Permit holders are required to turn off access to their Scooters daily between the nighttime hours of
midnight to 5am.

20. Permit holder shall cooperate with Howard County requests to suspend or alter service and remove Scooters
from public space during extreme weather events, health emergencies related to communicable diseases, or
special events.

21. Within thlrty (30) calendar days of receipt of a Permit, permit holder shali file an operational plan with OOT.
Operational plans shall include, at a minimum:

a. Hours and days of operation, and any limitations thereon.
h. Communication methods for educating users about safe operations and proper parking.
¢. Procedures for ensuring that the Scooters are safe for use and well maintained.
d. Procedures for responding to extreme weather events and special events.
e. Procedures for responding to complaints.
B. Parking
1. Scooters must be parked:
a. To maintain a pedestrian travel space to a width of at least four (4) feet,
b. To maintain unimpeded access to entrances to private property or driveways.
¢. To maintain unimpeded access to bus stops and shelters.
e. To maintain vehicular travel area for any vehicle,
f. To ensure the Scooter remalns upright.
g. Outside of any protected tree planting or landscaped area.

h. On public property or on private property with the expressed written consent of the private property
owner,




2. Permit holder will use all of its communication platforms to educate users on proper Scooter parking and will
track, verify, and incentivize proper parking.

3. Permit holder will remove improperly parked Scooters in accordance with local law and without prior notice
from Howard County.

4. When a Scooter is incorrectly parked (i.e., violates any term of paragraph 1 of this section}, Permit holder shall
move that Scooter within two (2) hours of notification, including notifications through its communication
platforms,

5. If a Scooter has not moved from the same location for five (5) consecutive days, permit holder will relocate
the vehicle to another location.

5. Permit holder shall not allow parking of Scooters or trips to terminate on property that is not public right-of-
way within Howard County, without the consent of the property owner.

7. Permit holder shall only distribute Scooters in operating zones 1, 2 and 3, as shown in Exhibit A. Scooter trips
may terminate outside of zones 1, 2 and 3, but a new trip will not begin outside of these zones. Permit holder
shall move Scooters parked outside of these operating zones back into an operating zone within 24 hours.

C. Permit Fees and Performance Bond

1. Permit holder agrees to pay an annual application fee of ten thousand dollars (510,000} per permit. The
permit fee is applicable to the timeframe stated in article IVa of this document. If more than half of the permit

timeframe has passed at the time of permit acceptance, the permit fee is reduced to five thousand dollars
($5,000).

2. Permit holder agrees to provide a ten thousand dollar (510,000) refundable bond or other security
acceptable to the Howard County Office of Transportation (OQT) to be retained in the event the permit holder
fails to remove from the public right-of-way Scooters that are unsafe, unpermitted, or abandoned, or if Howard
County must remove, relocate, impound, or store Scooters due to improper parking, safety hazards, or any
other violation of these regulations or the terms and conditions of these terms and conditions. If the bond is
completely depleted, the permit holder agrees to provide an additional ten thousand doliar {$10,000} bond.

3. The Administrator of OOT may require compensation from the Permit holder’s hond to recover all costs and
penalties. The Administrator shali provide written notice to the Permit holder stating the reasons for and the
amount required and advising the Permit holder that any objection must be submitted, in writing, no later than
seven (7} calendar days after the date of the written notice. The Administrator shall provide a notice of
reconsideration in writing and shali send such notice to the Permit holder three (3) calendar days before the
Administrator inltiates withdrawal from the security bond, if applicahble.

4. If permit holder’s permit is revoked, any fees paid for the current or past months of operations will not be
refunded by Howard County.

5. A permit issued is not assignable or transferrable to or shareable with any other business or person not
identified in the Permit application.

D. Data and Reporting

1. Permit holder shall provide a publicly accessible application program interface, clearly posted on the
company’s website that shows, at minimum, the current location of any Scooters available for rental at all times. .
To protect customer privacy, vehicle locations should not be included for vehicles on an active ride,



2. Permit holder will follow Mobillity Data Specification {(MDS) to describe mobility vehicle trips and their routes,
location and status of each vehicle at any point in time and historicaily. Al trip data must be anonymized,

3. Permit holder shall provide a monthly report within 5 business days of the end of the month, using a template
approved by Howard County. Monthly report will include data on Scooter usage, reported crashes, vandalism,
theft, maintenance and repairs, customer service, and compilaints,

4, Permit holder will notify the OOT within 24 hours of vendor notification of any reported crash or injury
involving the permit holder's Scooters that results in personal injury.

5. During the permit period, OOT may require the permit holder to conduct a user survey. Survey questions shall
he submitted to OOT for review prior to initiating the survey. Survey results shall be shared with OOT.

E. Criminal Investigation

1. In the event a permit holder's Scooters are suspected to be involved in criminal activity, permit holder will
provide the Howard County Police Department with any available data pertaining to the recent locations of
Scooters and customer Information pertaining to recent rentals Scooters.

F. Insurance

1. At all times during the term of this Permit and any use of the public right-of-way by Permit holder pursuant to
this Permit, Permit holder shall maintain the insurance coverage set forth below:

a. Commercia! General Liability insurance coverage of One Million Dollars {$1,000,000) per occurrence with
Howard County as an additional insured;

b. Workers’ Compensation Insurance coverage for all employees involved in operations pertaining to this Permit
including Employer’s Liability Insurance coverage of at least One Hundred Thousand Poliars ($100,000) per
occurrence. Permit holder agrees to comply at all times with the provisions of the Workers” Compensation laws
of the state of Maryland. '

G. Indemnification

1. Permit-holder shall defend, indemnlfy and hold harmless Howard County Government, its officers, directors,
employees, agents, servants, successors, assigns and subsidiaries {collectively “the Indemnified Parties”), from
and against any and all losses and liabilities, penalties, fines, forfeitures, demands, claims, causes of actlon, suits,
costs and expenses incidental thereto (including cost of defense and attorney’s feas), which any of the
indemnified Parties may hereafter incur, be responsible fo'r, or pay as a result of any and all legal liabilities
associated with the use of the public right-of-way by Permit holder’s vehicles, provided that Permit holder shall
not be so obligated in the event that the claim or occurrence at issue arose out of the gross,negligence or willful
misconduct of the indemnified Parties or any ane of them.

2. Permit holder also agrees to hold harmless Howard County Government and its officers and employees for
any loss or damage to persons ar property, arising out of or in any way related to Permit holder’s use of the
public space, public tight-of-way, or public structure.

H. Advertising

1. Permit holder shall not advertise or publish Howard County Government’s participation in or endorsement of
the program in Permit holder’s marketing or promotional materials without Howard County'’s prior written
consent.

2. Permit holder shall not utilize its Scooters for the sale or display of third party advertising.




1. Anti-competitive behavior

Permit holder agrees not to engage in anti-competitive behavior with other Publicly Accessible Electric Scooter
Sharing System operators, including falsifying data and sa botaging vehicles.

I. Revocation of Permit

1. Howard County may revoke the permit holder’s permit for failure to comply with any of these terms and
conditions,

2. In the event Howard County revokes the permit holder’s permit, permit holder shall remove its Scooters from
public space within fifteen (15) business days. Howard County may impound Scooters that are not removed
from public space.

3. Howard County, in its sole discretion and without prior notice, may remove Scooters from the public right-of-
way if an emergency arises. In such instances, Howard County will attempt to notify the permitted operator as
soon as reasonably practicable thereafter.



Article 11, Key Officials and Contact Persons

All notices, requests, modifications, and other communications that are required to be in writing shall be
personally delivered or mailed via first class mail or emailed to the addresses helow:

Howard County Office of Transportation
Administrator: Bruce Gartner

3430 Court House Drive, Ellicott City, MD 21043
410-313-0702 (office)

bgarther@howardcountymd.gov

Article IV. Effective Date, Term of Permit, and Modification

A. The Permit shall be effective on May 2, 2020, and shall remain In effect until May 1, 2021.

B. Any modification of this Permit shail be valid only if approved by OOT in writing.

Article V. Required and Standard Clauses

A. Monitoring and Records. Permit holder will be subject to scheduled and unschedufed monitoring reviews to
ensure compliance with all applicable requirements, OOT shall maintain records of all actions taken pursuant to
the Permit and these terms and conditions and shall make records available to Permit holder for inspection, if
requested.

B, Assignment. No transfer or assignment of the Permit, or of any part thereof or interest therein, directly or
indirectly, voluntarily or involuntarily, shail be made unless such transfer or assignment is first approved in
writing by OOT,

¢. Confidential Information. OQT and Permit holder will use, restrict, safeguard and dispose of all information
related to the Permit and these terms and conditions, in accordance with ail relevant federal and local statutes,
regulations, policles. Information received by either OOT or Permit holder in the performance of responsibilities
assoclated with the Permit and these terms and conditions shall remain the property of OOT.




Article V1. Affirmations

A. Authority. Permit holder has the power to enter into this Permit and the undersigned has full power,

authority and legal right to enter into this Permit and to undertake the implementation of the Permit
contemplated herein.

B. Good Standing. Permit holder certifies that it has is registered to do business in, and is and shall remain In
good standing in, the State of Maryland.

Article Vil. Termination

Notwithstanding the provisions in Article IIl and the Revocation clause of the Permit, OOT may terminate the

Permit and these terms and conditions in whole or in part by giving 30 days advance written notice to Permit
holder.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the undersigned has caused these presents to be executed on the date specified below.
By signing below, [Permit holder NAME] agrees to be bound by these terms and conditions.

[Permit holder NAME]

By: Date: {NAME] Authorized
Representative — [Permit holder NAME]




Exhibit A: Maps of Operating Zones

Zone 1:

Electrlc Scooter in Downtown Columbia Area
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Zone 2:

Electric Scooter in Oakland Mills Area . _ _ @
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Zone 3:

Electric Scooter in Columbla Gateway Area @

o

_:'_é_ ERLLIL M HY
[T

BRI
;f!%r.b o




Sayers, Margery

From; Jeryl Baker <villagemanager@columbiatowncenter.org>

Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 10:40 AM

To: Gartner, Bruce; Jung, Deb; CouncilMail; Phillip Dodge; Lynn Foehrkolb; Kevin Fitzgerald
Subject: Scooter Legislation

Attachments: Scooter Legislation.docx

[Note: This emall originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments If
you know the sender.]

Good morning Council Members and others involved in the proposed CB No. 3-2020,

The Town Center Community Association Board has been discussing the upcoming scooter
legislation and we would like to submit the attached letter listing our concerns for your
consideration. We look forward to working with you to make this the best program it can be for all
our residents. Thank you.

feryf Baker
Village Manager, Executive Director

Town Center Community Assoclation
Historic Oakland Manor

5430 Vantage Point Road

Columbia, MD 21044

410-730-4744 phone

410-730-1823 fax
villagemanager@columbiatowncenter.org
www.columblatowncenter.org
www.historic-oakland.com
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COLUMBIA COUNCIL
Llin Eagan

Town Center Community Association

CB No. 3-2020 Scocter Legislation

The Columbia Town Center Association Board recognizes forthcoming innovations in
short trip transportation. If thoughtfully implemented, new options could provide benefits
to the residents of Columbia. We have questigns that we would like addressed in the
County Councll Bill No 3-0202 or as part of the scooter permitting process:

Are there existing laws or codes that cover all dockless permits? Some cities now
have dockless bikes, scooters, and even mopeds.

How were the designated areas of operation identified? Do the boundaries take
into consideration other modes of transportation like nearest bus stops?

Are four permit holders the right amount? It appears that a maximum of 800
scooters will be allowed. How was this number determined? It's unclear if this an
appropriate amount.

We are concerned for safety of pedestrians on narrow paths, sidewalks, and
shared multi-use paths. Could there be a lower than 10 mph limit as seen in other
jurisdictions? Could residents ask that certain paths or sections of paths have no
scooter {dismount) signs added?

Wili scooters be allowed on Little Patuxent Pkwy as a connection from East and
West Columbia, and Gateway?

Who will monitor scooters left on public sidewalks or anywhere else?

How will the county monitor for violations? Are there new enforcement
requirements for the Police?

Will there be new signage or road striping that indicates where scooters are

“allowed or dis-allowed?

Will the county provide a public information campaign, including do’s and don’ts
for riders?

How does the county measure success? Will permit holder’s data be shared with
County Dept of Transportation?

We ask that you all give serious consideration to the inclusion of three-wheel
scooters equipped with seats and seat belts provided for disabled and/or aged
Columbia and other Howard County Residents.

These thoughts are given in an effort to preserve resident safety and the high quality
of life we enjoy in Columbia Town Center.

5430 Vantage Point Road, Columbla, MD 21044 w ColumbiaTownCenter.org
P410.730.4744 F410.730.1823 E VilageManager@ColumblaTownCenter.org
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Lisa Markovitz
The People’s Voice — Ellicott City
CB3

it is commendable to consider alternate forms of transportation for those who
cannot afford a car, and/or need to supplement public services, or even improve
something very locally; however, when a new method of public use of rights of
ways is under consideration, the public will want to have detailed assurances to
address multiple concerns.

Many sidewalks lead to nowhere and have gaps, or aren’t really wide enough for
pedestrian shared usage with bicycles or scooters. The definition in the Bill
equating the scooters to bicycles, depending on the State definition there, would
be helpful where bicycles are disallowed, having those same rules, but there may
be areas where scooters should be considered differently than bicycles. There will.
be issues here with CA rules, and scooter definitions, as usage increases with the
permit addition of stations.

Maybe a new type of definition for this mode of transportation should be defined
5o as to capture any safety needs separately.

“The-language regarding the permit procedure, should have additional
requirements like volume, placement location and more details about requiring
private property permissions. Important issues like minimum driver ages, and
helmet requirements, should be in the code and not just on the planned permit
form,

Also, how is the concern that scooters will be left lying around going to be
addressed?

Thank you.




HOWARD COUNTY COUNCIL
AFFIDAVIT OF AUTHORIZATION
TO TESTIFY ON BEHALF OF AN ORGANIZATION

I, ng./q- W/éolﬂ ﬁ , have been duly authorized by

(name of individual)

ﬂ"-@ @MQA’ Ud\h(:? to deliver testimony to the

{name of nonprofit organization or government board, commission, or task force)

County Council regarding C/é % 2v2o to express the organization’s
(bill or resolution number)

support for / opposition to / request to amend this legislation.
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Printed Name: L;J SN /(/lN‘ﬂl:Ol/ﬁLL

\

Signature:

)

S il
Date: / /@{/%w

Organization: W kpea\o (6\5 U 3\;(-6

Organization Address: 3bo= SQ‘M_‘C}‘)LW‘S Lare — S\J ‘e D
cllicott Chy D 21063

Number of Membets: E 59&’)’ C WX

Name of Chair/President: &éﬂ;& /(‘4/41' ﬁé\/f’h./

This form can be submitted electronically via email to councr‘lmail@gmwardémmgymti goy no later than Spm
the day of the Public Hearing or delivered In person the night of the Public Hearing hefore testifying.




Sayers, Margery

From: ‘ Jessica Bellah <jessica.bellah@columbiaassociation.org>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 441 PM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: Testimony CB3-2020, Electronic Scooters

Attachments: CB3-2020 CA testimony escooters.pdf

[Note: This emall originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments If
you know the sender.]

Good Afternoon,
On behalf of Columbia Association, please find attached to this email written testimony for Council Bili 3-2020.

Thank you,
Jessica

Jessica Bellah, AICP

Senior Community Planner

Phone: 410-715-3166

Email; Jessica.Bellah@ColumbiaAssoclation.org
ColumbiaAsscciation.org

"The information transmiited is intended enly for the petson o which It is addressed and may conlain proprietary or privileged material, Any review, re-
transmission, dissemination or other use of or action taken in reliance on this information by a person other than the intended reclplent Is prohibited. If you recelved
thls information In error, please contact the sender and delste the Information, Thank you for your cooperation.”




Associatio

6310 Hiilside Court, Suite 100
Columbia, MD 21046-1070
#10-715-3000, Fax 410-716-3042
ColumbiaAssoclation.org

January 17, 2020

The Honorable Deb Jung
Chairperson

Howard County Council
3430 Courthouse Drive
Elicott City, MD 21043

Re: Council Bili 3-2020 - Electric Scooter Sharing System

Dear Chairperson Jung and Members of the County Council:

Columbia Association is pleased to share our support for Council Bill 3-2020, which empowers the
Office of Transportation to establish and administer a permit process to manage electronic scooter
sharing in Columbia, )

Columbia Association (CA) appreciates the efforts the Office of Transportation has made to inform
and work with our staff on this topic. CA sees value in providing the community with & seamless and
safe user experience related to e~scooter operations. We believe the proposed permit process is
the most appropriate tool to manage the integration of this new transportation option.

We encourage you to approve CB 3-2020, and we look forward to working with the Office of
Transportation in advancing transportation choice throughout the community.

Sincerely,

MiltorNyV. Matth
President/CEQ
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Sayers, Margery

From: Jones, Opel

Sent: Wednesday, February 5, 2020 8:49 PM
To: Sayers, Margery

Subject: FW: Scooters

From: Michelle Stewart <birdmiller48 @gmail.com>

Sent; Thursday, January 23, 2020 4:09 PM

To: Walsh, Elizabeth <ewalsh@howardcountymd.gov>; Jones, Opel <ojones@howardcountymd.gov>; Righy, Christiana
<crigby@howardcountymd.gov>; lung, Deb <djung@howardcountymd.gov>; Yungmann, David
<dyungmann@howardcountymd.gov>

Subiect: Scooters

[Note: This emall originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

PLEASE do not allow electric scooters on our Columbia lake pathways. It is already sometimes treacherous to the
strollers {walkers) and baby strollers, dog walkers, etc. to have bikes whizzing by - we do NOT need more people/kids
whizzing by on scooters without a word of warning as many unfortunately do.

Not a good idealll

Michelle Stewart
Lake Elkhorn




Saxers, Margery

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Walsh, Elizabeth

Monday, February 3, 2020 4:19 PM
CouncilMail

Jones, Diane

FW!: CB3 - Electric Scooters

FY], I sent this to Bruce just now, | don’t think the scooter legislation is where it needs to be to pass tonight, so wiil be
moving to table. | hope that some of you please join me in getting more of the details right before allowing permitting fo

proceed.

Liz Walsh, Council Member
Howard County Council
Serving District 1: Ellicott City, Dorsey's Search, Elkridge & Hanover

3430 Court House Drive
Ellicott City, MD 21043
410.313.2001

From: Walsh, Elizabeth

Sent: Monday, February 3, 2020 4:16 PM

To: Gartner, Bruce <bgartner@howardcountymd.gov>
Subject: CB3 - Electric Scooters

Good afternoon, Bruce: Wanted to let you know: I'm not opposed to the concept generally, | just don’t think the bill is
where it needs to be—amended or not—to do it right. I'll be moving to table tonight so we can resolve together in the

next few weeks.

tiz Walsh, Council Member
Howard County Council
Serving District 1: Ellicott City, Dorsey's Search, Elkridge & Hanover

3430 Court House Dtive
Ellicott City, MD 21043
410.313.2001




Sa!ers, Marger!

From: joel hurewitz <joelhurewitz@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 3, 2020 5:43 AM

To: Counciliviail

Cc: Eatough, Christopher; Gartner, Bruce; Sager, Jennifer; Kuc, Gary
Subject: CB3-2020 Additional Clarifying Amendments are Needed

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments If
you know the sender.]

Dear Council,

in addition to the Columbia Village covenant provision, additional clarifying amendments to CB3-2020 in the spirit of
Amendment 1 are also appropriate.

In places where electric scooters are to be regulated or prohibited, the provisions and signage requirements in Title 19,
Subtitie 5 - Public Recreation on Private Lands and Section 21.403 need clarification. In particular, electric scooter riders

are unlikely to understand that scooters are legally considered as bicycles when reading any sign that prohibits bicycles.

Section 21.503 should be amended to add a scooter permit public hearing to the Multimodal Transportation Board's
duties and responsibilities.

Title 28 should be amended to add scooters to the duties and reporting requirements of the Downtown Columbia
Partnership.

In addition, there does not appear to be a provision in CB3 to require that the Office of Transportation will conspicucusly
post the permit, supporting documentation, complaint, and contact information on the Office's webpage.

Piease let me know if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

loel Hurewitz




Sazers, Margerz . - . -

Fron: joel hurewitz <joelhurewitz@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, February 2, 2020 10:43 PM

To: CouncilMail

Cc: Ball, Calvin; Eatough, Christopher; Gartner, Bruce; Sager, Jennifer
- Subject: CB3-2020 Columbia Village Covenant Amendment Needed

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments If
you know the sender.] '

Dear Council,

The amendments for CB3 address many points omitted from the draft of the bill. However, | believe that is also
necessary to address the issue that approval from the Architectural Committee from the appropriate Columbia Village
Community Associations might be needed, especially for example, if the scooter companies wish to put docking stations
on the Kimco properties in the village centers.

During the break in the Council Work Session, | spoke with the representative from Spin. [ tried to explain that
Architectural Committee approval might be needed in addition to any agreements with the private property owners. He
stated that they would not operate on private property without permission. | said that was missing the point and that
possibly approval from the Columbia Village Community Associations might also be needed. Because of this unique
requirement, | think is imperative that these out-of-state companies be on notice that Architectural Committee approval
might be necessary.

Therefore, | propose that the following language be added as Amendment 1 to Amendment 4;

(15} A REQUIREMENT TO OBTAIN COOPERATION OF A PRIVATE PROPERTY OWNER TO ACQUIRE ANY NECESSARY
APPROVALS FROM THE ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE OF THE APPROPRIATE COLUMBIA VILLAGE COMMUNITY
ASSOCIATION (PURSUANT TO THE COVENANTS, DEEDS, AGREEMENTS, AND/OR DECLARATIONS OF RECORD AND ANY
RULES OR GUIDELINES PURSUANT THERETO) AND TO SHARE WITH THE COUNTY THE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION'S
APPROVAL AT THE TIME OF THE PERMIT APPLICATION AND AS THEY ARE OBTAINED THROUGHOQUT THE TERM OF THE
PERMIT, AND

Fknow that the Council, especially Councilwoman Rigby with her past membership on the Kings Contrivance Village
Board, recognizes the role that the village covenants play in land use in Columbia. The Wilde Lake Board has 3 short
discussion on e-scooters scheduled for Monday evening. As a member of the Harper's Choice Board, | had the scooter
covenant issue placed on the agenda for the Board meeting on Tuesday; | hope to have the Board endorse the language
for Amendment 1 to Amendment 4.,

If the Councit would like to have this input from the Columbia Villages, | urge the Council to delay taking final action on
CB3 this month.

I would appreciate if you could have your offices respond Monday afternoon with your general thoughts on including
the Columbia Village covenant language in the bill and the sense of the Council on whether there will be a final vote on
the bill at Monday's Legislative Session.

As always, | am happy to discuss this topic further,

Sincerely,



loel Hurewitz




Sayers, Margery

From: MAK-BLK <circle5064@verizon.net>
Sent: Saturday, February 1, 2020 5:26 AM
To: HOWARD-CITIZEN @yahoogroups.com; Ifoehrkotb@yahoo.com;

kevinafitzgerald@outiook.com; beausimoné@gmail.com; dean-917 @hotmait.com;
villagemanager@columbiatowncenter.org; tevillage@columbiatowncenter.org;
Covenants@Columbiatowncenter.org; beertrekker@hotmail.com

Ce: jbroidal@gmail.com; Bali, Calvin; CouncilMail; howard-citizen@yahoogroups.com,
stukohn@verizon.net; nancyberla@gmail.com ‘
Subject: RE: [HOWARD-CITIZEN] Electric Scooters: Case Reports Indicate a Growing Public Health

Concern | AJPH | Vol. 110 Issue 2; CB3-2020 scooters

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if
you know the sender.]

Nick, all it takes is a Google search of the accidents and deaths from these scooters to realize how dangerous they are
but it's HoCo so why not add scooters and folks who can't safely ride them to our congested roads and our walking
paths. What could go wrong.

Remember we only have one hospital, one ER and despite many dedicated professionals just not enough room or
personnel to now add scooter accident victims,

Why listen to reason, health and safety concerns when you can then ignore residents complaints because it's already out
there.

Maria Alvarez

On Saturday, February 1, 2020 Nick Nichols beertrekker <HOWARD-CITIZEN @yahoogroups.com> wrote:

Joel you righteous manl

I'm sure the Council has thought about all the negatives Joel as our elected officials are known to care deeply about
what their constituents and the easily passified public fee! about such important matters.

Their track record is impeccable when it comes to weighing evidence and then ighoring it.

So while you're cautionary words I'm sure scare them more than the Corona virus, | assure you that like cancer scooters
are inevitable.

I look forward to seeing them clog our pathways around lakes and inside and outside movie theaters and Mall areas.
MPP, around schools, a dumpster near you etc. soon,

If you need evidence of an idea whose time should never have come it's rental bicycles in Ellicott City where there are no
places for people to ride bikes because the sidewalks are for people and the cars are not forgiving, neither are the hilis
but hey those pretty white bikes lock great sitting there on the La Palapa parking lot don't they?|
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But | digress...
An inglorious cancer of scooters will come soon to make Columbia even more utopian!

This response inspired by Quentin Tarantino,
Nick Nichois Woodstock

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

~~~~~~~~ Original message -~

From: "Joel Broida jbreidal@gmail.com [HOWARD-CITIZEN]" <HOWARD-CITIZEN@yahoogroups.com>

Date: 1/31/20 10:36 PM (GMT-05:00)

To: Foehrkalb Lynn <lfoehrkolb@yahoo.com>, Fitzgerald Kevin <kevinafitzgerald@outlook.com>, Hillen Robin
<beausimonb@gmail.com>, Dworkin Dean <dean-817@hotmail.com>, Baker leryl
<villagemanager@columbiatowncenter.org>, Loeber Pat <tcvillage@columbiatowncenter.org>, Colavita Lisa
<Covenants@Columbiatowncenter.org>

Cc: Broida Joel <jbroidal@gmail.com>, Ball Calvin <CalvinBall@howardcountymd.gov>, Councilmail
<Councilmail@howardcountymd.gov>, HCCA <howard-citizen@yahoogroups.com>, Kohn Stu <stukohn@verizon.net>,
Berla Nancy <nancyberla@gmail.com> .
Subject: [HOWARD-CITIZEN] Electric Scooters: Case Reports Indicate a Growing Public Health Concern | AJPH | Vol. 110
Issue 2; CB3-2020 scooters

FYl ... suggest that the Howard Couniy Council use caution in the consideration of CB3-2020 two-wheel scooters for use
on multi- modal pathways and on public streets and roads.

Regards to all.

Joel Broida, Resident of Columbia and Howard County since 1970
5400 Vantage Point Road, Apt.413

Columbia, MD 21044

410.992.1033

443,996.0095

jbroidal@gmail.com

https://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/abs/10.2105/AIPH.2019.305499

Sent from my iPad

Posted by: Nick Nichols <beertrekker@hotmail.com>

Reply via web post e Replyto sender » Replyto group e Start a New Topic e Messages in this topic {2)

NQTE 1: When you choose REPLY, it will go to the entire group.
To send to one member, enter that address in the TO window.
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© NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserve; assertions should be

verifled before placing reliance on them,
VISIT YOUR GROUP

* Privacy « Unsubscribe » Terms of Use




Saxers, Margem

From: Nick Nichols <beertrekker@hotmail.com>

Sent; Saturday, February 1, 2020 437 AM

To: HOWARD-CITIZEN@yahoogroups.com; Foehrkolb Lynn; Fitzgerald Kevin; Hillen Robin;
Dworkin Dean; Baker Jeryl; Loeber Pat; Colavita Lisa; Nick Nichols

Cce: Broida Joel; Ball, Calvin; CouncilMail; HCCA; Kohn Stu; Berla Nancy

Subject: RE: [HOWARD-CITIZEN] Electric Scooters: Case Reparts Indicate a Growing Public Health

Concern | AIPH | Vol. 110 Issue 2; CB3-2020 scooters

[Note: This emall criginated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments If
vou know the sender.]

loel you righteous man!

I'm sure the Council has thought about all the negatives Joel as our elected officials are known to care deeply about
what their constituents and the easily passified public feel about such important matters.

Their track record is impeccabie when it comes to weighing evidence and then ignoring it.

So while you're cautionary words I'm sure scare them more than the Corona virus, | assure you that like cancer scooters
are inevitable,

| look forward to seeing them clog our pathways around lakes and inside and outside movie theaters and Mall areas.
MPP, around schools, a dumpster near you etc. soon.

If you need evidence of an idea whose time should never have come it's rental hicycies in Ellicott City where there are no
places for people to ride bikes because the sidewalks are for people and the cars are not forgiving, neither are the hills
but hey those pretty white bikes look great sitting there on the La Palapa parking lot don't they?|

But | digress...
An inglorious cancer of scooters will come soon to make Celumbia even more utopian!

This response inspired by Quentin Tarantino.
Nick Nichols Woodstock

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

-~ Qriginal message -----—-

From: "Joel Broida jbroidal@gmail.com [HOWARD-CITIZEN]" <HOWARD-CITIZEN @yahoogroups.com>

Date: 1/31/20 10:36 PM {GMT-05:00)

To: Foehrkolb Lynn <ifoehrkolb@yahoo.com>, Fitzgerald Kevin <kevinafitzgerald@outlook.com>, Hillen Robin
<beausimoné@gmail.com>, Dworkin Dean <dean-817@hotmail.com>, Baker Jeryl
<villagemanager@columbiatowncenter.org>, Loeber Pat <tcvillage @columbiatowncenter.org>, Colavita Lisa
<Covenants@Columbiatowncenter.org>

Cc: Broida Joel <jbroidal@gmail.com>, Ball Calvin <CaIV|nBaH@howardcountymd gov>, Councilmail
<Councilmail@howardcountymd.gov>, HCCA <howard-citizen@yahoogroups.com>, Kohn Stu <stukchn@verizon.net>,
Berla Nancy <nancyberla@gmail.com>



Subject: [HOWARD-CITIZEN] Electric Scooters: Case Reports Indicate a Growing Pubtic Health Concern { AJPH | Vol. 110 .
Issue 2; CB3-2020 scooters

FYl...... suggest that the Howard County Council use caution in the consideration of CB3-2020 two-wheel scooters for use
on multi- modal pathways and on public streets and roads.

Regards to all,

Joel Broida, Resident of Columbia and Howard County since 1970
5400 Vantage Point Road, Apt.413

Columbia, MD 21044

410.992.,1033

443.596.0095

jbroidal@gmail.com

https://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/abs/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305499

Sent from my iPad

Posted by: Joel Broida <jbroidal@gmail.com>

Reply via web post e Raplyto sender  Replyto group ¢ Starta New Topic ¢ Messages in this topic (1)

NOTE 1: When you choose REPLY, It will go to the entire group.
To send to one member, enter that address In the TO window,

NOTE 2: HCCA does not take responsibility for the content of messages posted on the listserve; assertions should be
verified before placing reliance on them.
VISIT YOUR GROUP




Sayers, Margery

I
From: Joel Broida <jbroidal@gmail.com:
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 10:36 PM
To: Foehrkolb Lynn; Fitzgerald Kevin; Hilien Robin; Dworkin Dean; Baker Jeryl; Loeber Paf;
Colavita Lisa ‘
Cc Broida Joel; Ball, Calvin; CouncilMaii; HCCA; Kohn Stu; Berla Nancy
Subject: Electric Scooters; Case Reports Indicate a Growing Public Health Concern | AJPH | Vol.

110 Issue 2; CB3-2020 scooters

[Note: This email originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments if you know the
sender.}

FYI ...... suggest that the Howard County Council use caution in the consideration of CB3-2020 two-wheel scooters for use
on multi- modal pathways and on public streets and roads.

Regards to all.

Joel Broida, Resident of Columbia and Howard County since 1970
5400 Vantage Point Road, Apt.413

Columbia, MD 21044

410.952.1033

443,996,0095

jbroidal@gmail.com

https://ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/abs/10.2105/AJPH.2015.305499

Sent from my iPad



Sayers, Margery

From: Lisa Schlossnagle <lisabmrss@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 31, 2020 7:37 AM

To: CouncilMail

Subject: CB3-2020 - support bill, oppose amendment 3

{Note: Thls emall originated from outside of the organization. Please only click on links or attachments If
you know the sender.}

Good morning,

| have been to cities with sharable e-scooter services. The provide an easy, low-cost mode of transportation to a variety
of people for a variety of purposes. These services also come with their own set of problems. it seems to me that the bill,
through the proposed permit process, attempts to prevent many of these problems and/or provide a mechanism for
remedy when the problems arise. | support the bill and the amendment to keep the initial program smaller than the
original bill proposed. | also support the amendment to establish an annual review process that includes a public
hearing. »

However, | am opposed to amendment 3, which would restrict e-scooter use to people age 18 and over. People age 16
and 17 should be allowed to rent and use these sharable scooters, too, as many of them are also driving cars. | don't see
a compelling reason for the higher age limit on e-scooters.

Sincerely,
Lisa Schiossnagle




P,

CONFIDENTIAL
Office of the County Auditor

Auditor’s Analysis

Amendments 1 thru 7

Council Bill No. 3-2020
Amendment Proposed by: County Executive
Introduced: January 6, 2020
Auditor: Michelle R. Harrod

endment 2 to Council Bill 3-2020 is the only amendment which has a fiscal impact to this
legislation. The fiscal impact of Amendment 2 is the reduction in potential revenue by $20,000.

As introduced, Council Bill 3 provides for up to four permits for vendors providing an electric
scooter sharing system at a fee of $10,000 each. Amendment 2 reduces the maximum number of
petmits from four to two. Therefore, reduces potential revenue for a third and fourth permit fee,

Purpose:

Amendment 1 clarifies under Section 18.207 of the County Code that a scooter is classified as a
vehicle.

Amendment 2 reduces the number of annual electric scooter sharing system permits to two.
Amendment 3 prohibits a person under the age of 18 from having access to a scooter.

Amendment 4 requires the permit applicant to obtain an agreement from Columbia Association
(CA) or other private propetty owners to operate on CA pathways or on private property.
Furthermore, this agreement must be shared with the County at the time of permit application.

Amendment 5 requires a permit holder to encourage the use of helmets through incentive
programs.

Amendment 6 requires a public hearing in which permits are reviewed by the Multimodal
Transportation Board.

Amendment 7 requires the Office of Transportation provide a repott to the County Executive
and County Council upon completion of the first 6 months of this program.

Other Comments:

The Office of Transportation has confirmed there are no additional costs expected from these
proposed amendments.




