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CAUSE NO.

IW. IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF
Plaintiff,
(
HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
O
)
&

LYFT, INC. d/b/a LYFT DRIVES TEXAS,
INC., and KENNETH KELLEY,

L L L L LT LT L L L L

Defendants. ICIAL DISTRICT

9
PLAINTIFF’S ORIGINAL PETIT@Q;
9

Plaintiff, J W. (“Plaintift”), files this Original Petitiomplaining of Defendants, Lyft,

Inc. d/b/a Lyft Drives Texas, Inc. and Kenneth Kelley@@cﬁvely “Defendants”), and alleges as
follows: \%
L INT@DUCTION
1. Plaintift was employed aéxa driver for Lyft. In the course and scope of her
employment for Lyft, she was abdu¢téd at gunpoint, terrorized, and sexually assaulted by a
passenger in her vehicle. As a @, Plaintift has suffered, and will continue to suffer, severe
mental anguish, emotional c@\; and psychological trauma.
2. Unfoﬂu@, Plaintiff’s experience of being attacked while driving for Lyft is
tragically commonogﬁer than taking reasonable precautions in support of its drivers, Lyft has
intentionally aystematlcally failed to protect them. Plaintiff’s survival story is merely one

example @? epidemic of Lyft drivers who have been the victim of sexual assaults and other

violent crimes while on the job.



11. DISCOVERY CONTROL PLAN
3. Plaintiff intends to conduct discovery under Level 3 of Texas Rule of Civil
Procedure 190.4 and requests this Court enter an appropriate Scheduling Order so that discovery
may be conducted under Level 3. q

&%\ﬁ

4. Plaintiff affirmatively pleads that this suit is not governed by t%@edited-acﬁons

)
process in Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 169 because Plaintiff seekséﬁhonetary relief over
N
$250,000. @’&

Q"
I. CLAIM FOR RELIEF
5. Pursuant to Tex. R. Civ. P. 47(c)(5), Pla@f seeks monetary relief over
$1,000,000. S
@
Iv. PAR@ES
6. Plaintiff, J W. (“Plaintift”), is ag@vidual residing in Fort Bend County, Texas.
0
The last three digits of Plaintiff’s driver’s 1@ are 037; the last three digits of her Social Security

number are 785. While in the course a@ scope of her employment as a driver for Lyft, Plaintiff

)
Q.

was abducted at gunpoint and s%@ assaulted by a passenger, Defendant Kenenth Kelley.

7. Defendant Lyf%g\h{c. d/b/a Lyft Drives Texas, Inc. (“Lyft”), is a corporation
organized and existing L@()@%e laws of Delaware, whose principal office is located at 548 Market
Street, #68514, Sag@nsisco, California 94104. Lyft is registered to do business in Texas and
may be served Wg@@process by serving its registered agent for service of process, CT Corporation
System, l@@ryan St., Ste. 900, Dallas, Texas 75201-3136. At all relevant times, Lyft owned,

operated, and controlled its ride-hailing software application (the “Lyft App”) and employed

Plaintiff.
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8. Defendant Kenneth Kelley (“Kelley”) was formerly an inmate at the Harris County
Sherriff’s Department Jail — 701 N. San Jacinto (JA07), a facility in Harris County, Texas. Kelley
was recently indicted by a federal grand jury, ordered detained, and remanded to the custody of
the Attorney General for confinement in a federal corrections facility. Pursuant to {@é Civ. Prac.

S
& Rem. Code § 17.029, Kelley may be served with process by serving the 1@9 at the facility
)
designated to serve as an agent for service of civil process on inmates c@ﬁned in the facility.
N
Kelley abducted Plaintiff at gunpoint and sexually assaulted her Wohi%%he was working in the
NS
course and scope of her employment as a driver for Lyft. @©
9. Plaintiff expressly invokes her right under Rul¢™28 of the Texas Rules of Civil
Procedure to have the true name of any of the above I@@ams substituted at a later time upon
)
the motion of any party or of the Court. §
V. JURISDICﬁ@N AND VENUE
0

10. The Court has subj ect-ma@sdicﬁon over the lawsuit because the amount in
controversy exceeds this Court’s minit@m jurisdictional requirements.

11. This Court has per@l jurisdiction over Lyft, a nonresident defendant, because it

)
purposefully availed itself (%tﬁé privileges and benefits of conducting business in Texas.
Q
Furthermore, Lyft com t@% tort, which is the subject of this suit, in whole or in part in Texas.
)
Tex. Civ. Prac. & ge@cwe § 17.042(2).
N>

12. ?@e is no basis for federal-court jurisdiction over this matter, as Plaintiff has not

pleaded, I@@@es she intend to plead, any claim cognizable under federal law or any federal code,

regulation, rule, statute, or otherwise. Moreover, this action may not be removed because one or

more Defendants are citizens of Texas. 28 U.S.C. § 1441(b)(2).
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13.  Venue is proper in Harris County, Texas pursuant to Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code
§ 15.002(a)(2), as Defendant Kenneth Kelley, a natural person, resided at 5015 Tavenor Ln.,
Houston, Texas 77048 in Harris County, Texas at the time the cause of action accrued.

VI. FACTS &\%
A. Lyft’s Ride-Hailing Business @@

14.  Lyft operates a ride-hailing transportation service in whiclol @&;jmers may request
and pay for on-demand rides, either for themselves or their guests ( ?rs”) by using the Lyft
App. In response to rides booked through the Lyft App, Lyf@@ hired millions of drivers
(“Drivers”) who provide on-demand transportation to Riders @ughout the country.

15.  Lyft has diversified its services and prod%@%ws since its founding in 2012, but by
far the largest portion of its business during the ti@fgme relevant to this action consisted of
providing ride-hailing services through the L}%%pp. Of the various ride-hailing options Lyft
offers, the largest and most popular is a@&§on in which Lyft Drivers with non-commercial
drivers’ licenses provide on-demand f@es to Riders via the Lyft App using ordinary passenger
vehicles that are owned, leased,féi\@&nted by the Drivers. In some cases, the Drivers obtain the
vehicles through business par%\r?associated with Lyft, while in other cases, the vehicles used are
the Drivers’ personal V@@Q?

)

16. To g@a‘[e its ride-hailing business, Lyft maintains a downloadable software
application, the@@@ App. To open an account, the Rider needs only a valid phone number, email
address, an ment method (e.g., credit card, PayPal, gift card, etc.). The Rider need not upload
a photo ID to verify his or her identity; instead, the Rider may use an alias or fake name. After

logging in with a smartphone, Riders can request rides by entering a destination in the Lyft App.

Lyft then pairs the customer with a Lyft Driver who is working in the area.
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17.  For the customer, the Lyft App displays an estimated time of arrival for the Lyft
Driver to arrive at the Rider’s pickup location. The Lyft App notifies the Rider when the Driver is
about to arrive and provides general information about the Driver, including the Driver’s first
name, vehicle type, license plate number, and rating. In contrast, Drivers are %rgvided little
information about Riders, aside from a name selected by the Rider, and@the Rider has

@)

consented—a picture. During the criminal attack underlying this lawsuité%lzaintiff was paired
N
with a Rider who provided a fake name, rather than his true iden&v Furthermore, Lyft did

not provide Plaintiff with any identifying photo of the Rider. ©\

18. After a ride is complete, the Lyft App promptg/both the Rider and Driver to rate
each other. If Drivers receive low ratings from their Oi@%, Lyft can and does take retaliatory
measures that can impact Drivers’ income and may r@l?in termination of their employment with
Lyft. Similarly, Lyft has the ability to suspe&%% terminate a Rider’s Lyft account based on
complaints received from Drivers. Q§

19.  Fares for Lyft rides ar;@ald directly by customers to Lyft vis-a-vis the payment
method linked to their Lyft acc%@t all relevant times, Lyft set the fares for each ride subject
to a proprietary formula that %ﬁé shared with Lyft Drivers. After Lyft receives this payment, it
deducts a service fee fr @Qfare (again, subject to its own proprietary formula) before it remits
the remainder to thoe@ver. As Lyft’s ridesharing revenue is derived from these fees, the success
of its business r@éi%ssarily depends on maintaining a large network of available Drivers.

20@@" o become a Lyft Driver, applicants are required to upload their driver’s license

information, as well as information about their vehicle’s registration and insurance. Applicants

must also pass a background check and complete a driver screening. Once a prospective driver
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successfully completes the application stages, the Driver must sign contracts or “Service
Agreements” with Lyft or one of its subsidiaries.

21.  When driving for Lyft, Drivers are not engaged in their own transportation
business. For instance, Riders cannot request specific Lyft Drivers; instead, Lyft %&igns rides to

Drivers. Lyft’s guidelines further forbid Drivers from picking up any Riders th& not book their

)
travel through the Lyft App, including forbidding Drivers from accepting street hails and soliciting
N
payment of fares outside the Lyft system. . §
NS

22.  Lyft Drivers are expected to accept all ride reques‘%@nle they are logged on to the

Lyft App. Drivers who reject or cancel too many ride reque@@%sk facing discipline, including
suspension or termination. §

23. Though Drivers technically have tl@poﬂunity to reject or “cancel” any given
ride, in practical terms, Lyft does not provide th@\ver with sufficient information regarding any

0

given Rider to determine if the Rider—o@ guest Rider—is a substantial risk to the Driver’s
safety. For example, in addition to refl@'ng to provide verified identifying information regarding
any given Rider, Lyft declines ‘?@ide detailed information regarding the number of negative

O

reviews a Rider has received f&@}m past Drivers. Nor does Lyft notify the Driver if any complaints
Q
regarding the Rider hav&lj@inogged through Lyft’s customer-service department. Lyft does not
)
collect nor provideoad%information whatsoever on any guest Rider the accountholder intends to
| e O
bring on the nd@@ssend in his/her place.
B. L}@@Knowledge and Intentional Disregard of the Risk to Drivers’ Safety
24, In October 2021, Lyft released its Community Safety Report (“Safety Report”),

which provided limited statistical findings regarding safety issues affecting Lyft users in 2017-
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2019.! The Safety Report only included statistical data on motor vehicle fatalities, physical assault
fatalities, sexual misconduct, and sexual violence. Moreover, the Safety Report contained
information regarding only the five types of sexual violence Lyft deemed “most serious.” Lyft

provided no statistics whatsoever regarding serious sexual misconduct that do%ﬁnot involve
touching (such as masturbating in a Lyft car or threatening to rape a Lyft user o&%ﬂly motivated
touching of non-sexual body parts). Nevertheless, Lyft reported over 4,90@;:idents of serious
sexual violence.” And, the Safety Report identified Drivers as accomﬁi?g for 38% of reports

C\
across the five most serious sexual assault categories.’

9

25.  Notincluded in Lyft’s Safety Report was stati@%al data on carjackings, in which

Drivers are kidnapped, assaulted, and/or robbed by Od@% Just three months preceding Lyft’s
Ox
Safety Report, an analysis by The Markup reveale&sleast 124 ride-hail and delivery drivers

<

who had been carjacked in the United States (@e previous year and a half.* According to the
0

data, eleven of those drivers were killed a@ems were severely or permanently injured.’ Many
of the drivers were elderly, immigra@s, and women.® “Police departments nationwide have

reported an overall surge in ca;iéﬁi@xgs during the pandemic, and these incidents appear to be

97

happening to ride-hail drivers%t;af especially high rate.
R

&

@

%\@

! S%thached Exhibit 1 (Lyft Community Safety Report).

2 Id atpp. 6-7.

3 Id atapp..p. 1.

4 See attached Exhibit 2 (Dara Kerr Uber and Lyﬁ Drzvers Are Bemg Car]acked at Alarmmg Rates,
THE MARKUP (Jul 22 2021) i ELOLE weanaloontn? b

{
’\n‘w\‘i'\ $AOATT
AVETE-Qre- o g-an \ \

. PR
eano- v ite
1T Wil

Sld atp. 3.
6 Id
7Id atp. 1.
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26. The explanation offered for this surge of violence against rideshare drivers was the
passengers’ ability to remain completely anonymous on the Uber and Lyft platforms by using fake
names and no profile photo, which is sometimes referred to as a “phantom profile.”® Because

passengers can also use spoofed email addresses, phone numbers, and untraceable payment
<
methods (e.g., prepaid cards and gift cards), they are given a level of ano(ng@v that makes
)
them feel comfortable committing the crime.” According to a professor@lohn Jay College of
N

Criminal Justice, “When you remove the ability for potential offendegs@&remain anonymous, that

NS
will often have a crime reduction effect.”!” Despite outcry fromﬂrl@share drivers on this safety

issue—including a petition signed by more than 1,800 drivers@@@ﬁ)an use of fake names—Lyft still
O
permits use of fake names by Riders.!! §

~ &
Pro ce@UBER and lyft Drivers from fake
name riders and underage riders.

N

Petition to Ban Use of Fake Names by Riders

8 Id atpp. 4-5.
*Id.
1974
“[d.
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27. Since this 2021 analysis by The Markup, there have been increasing reports of
carjackings across the nation, including in Houston, and many of the victims are rideshare
drivers.!? Although keenly aware of the risk of carjackings, sexual assault, and other violent crimes
against its Drivers—and that Rider anonymity incentivizes such crimes—Lyft ha%fgiled to take

simple steps to prevent these attacks, such as requiring verified identifying in&ion for Riders
)
to use the Lyft App. 69

28. By contrast to the safety measures meant to protect Ricj}e%%e majority of its Driver
“protections” (e.g., the 24/7 Critical Response Line to report safe@mncidems) are not designed
with the intention of preventing attacks. In practice, they servémiostly as a means of keeping Lyft
apprised of attacks on Drivers after they occur. Mor%@&wen when Drivers notify Lyft of an
attack, Lyft fails to offer them any meaningful r@ss, does not report the incident to law

0,
enforcement, and will not cooperate with law cement absent a subpoena, warrant, or court

0
order. §
N

C. Plaintiff’s Kidnapping and A@l@

N
29.  On or about June 2@@023, Plaintiff was working part-time as a driver for Lyft. At
@)
approximately 6:30 p.m., she % ceived a ride request in Missouri City, Texas.

Q@Q

12 See Marceli @emto ct al., Heatmap Shows Where Car]ackzngs Are Happenzng Most in Houston,

KHOU NEews (] @14 2022), avallable at i Jousion-
8 i gates/285-3al cotabelll: see also Amy Yee,

a’ Gas Costs BLOOMBERG (Aug 3, 2022), avallable at
MY S *\ ‘Cx\\‘l -COSIy ‘\\‘ g e

3 see also J ohn Diaz et al., 1 Lost My Faith’ Uber Drzver Describes Brutal Attack by Passengers
Who Were chkea’ 0ut of His Car, KHOU NEWS (Nov. 29, 2022) avallable at

I e
MISOIVEDR \\\\‘l i@ AWV EE

BEWS \.ll \}‘\"‘\f?‘ <

< see also Markle Martin, Drivers Lured Into Danger in Brazen Rza’eshare Robberzes NEWS
NATION NOW (Feb 2 2023) available at } ¢

X 3 e 108 g see also Devan Markham et al. Car]ackzng Rates Up
21% Across 30 MLUOI’ NEWS NATION NOW (Mar 27, 2023), available at

:: \\\\\\ DEWE

13 See Exhlblt 1 p. 3
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30.  Plaintiff initially rejected the ride, as she planned to return home for the evening to
be with her family. However, through the Lyft App, the company sent her a warning that declining
rides can result in penalties for drivers, including loss of the ability to drive for the company. A
minute later, a second ride request came through from the same passenger. Feel%gﬁcoerced by
Lyft’s warning, Plaintiff accepted the ride. The passenger was Defenda@@énneth Kelley
(“Kelley™), although he used a fake name on the Lyft App. ©\J

31 After picking up Kelley, Plaintiff overheard him k%mg a sexually explicit
conversation on the phone, as he was seated directly behind her. P@uff politely asked Kelley to
slide over to the passenger side of the vehicle, but he said he wagifine where he was. Plaintiff asked
Kelley to please hold the conversation until he exite(l7 t@/ehide, but he continued the vulgar
discussion in front of her. @O

32. As Plaintiff approached the dro ;@ location, Kelley pulled out a gun, cocked it,
held it to her head, and said, “DRIVE, B*@ or I will blow your guts out of the car!” Plaintiff
panicked and starting begging for him? @@o kill her, telling him he could have the vehicle or her

credit card. Kelley said he did not any of that right now, and that the only thing he was taking

was her @
S

33.  Plaintiff instan y began to pray out loud. She also tried reasoning with him, asking
@
if he had a mother, a @er or kids, and if he would want them to be in a similar situation. Kelley
moved the gumg%\@er ribcage and told her that she better not mess up because he was on a
mission—thdt if she made one wrong move, he would blow her out of the car.
34.  Plaintiff then received another ride request, but Kelley instructed her to cancel it

and turn off the Lyft App. Plaintift did as he said and kept driving toward South Houston.
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35. With the gun still pointed at her ribcage, Kelley asked Plaintiff if she was married.
She responded no, but that she had children at home, and she begged him to let her go back to
them. Ignoring her pleas, Kelley asked Plaintiff if she would agree to come back and pick up him
later. Wanting to appease him, Plaintiff told him she would. Kelley also made her&rﬁomise not to
tell the police. She agreed, and Kelley proceeded to put his number into her p @and called it so

\J
that he had her number as well. @

36.  While Plaintiff was still driving, Kelley began to smok%n the back seat. Plaintiff
asked him to stop because it was making her feel sick. Kelley then @red the vape into her mouth
and told her to “smoke it and shut up.” Seeing that he was bec@%%ng agitated, Plaintiff complied.

37. After instructing her to exit the highw%@§ley started telling Plaintiff about all
the sexual things he planned to do to her, includin @lding a gun to the back of her head while
having sex with her from behind. Terrified, P@ff prayed that she would make it out of the
situation alive so she could return home t hildren.

38.  Kelley directed her to i@@-end street where Plaintiff believed Kelley would rape
and kill her. Plaintiff saw in the tig@seat a backpack filled with guns. Kelley told her to get out
of the car, which she did. Kell \\th/en forced Plaintiff to give him a hug, grabbing her buttocks and
pressing his groin again @Q—all while pointing the gun at her ribcage. Kelley told her to promise
she would come bacl%»d pick him up as soon as he called. She agreed, and Kelley told her to get
out of there beﬁéf@@‘[hey shoot your sh*t up.” Plaintiff jumped into the driver’s seat and sped off
as Kelley @d away with the gun still in his hand.

39. As soon as Plaintiff got to a safe place, she called the police, and officers and an

ambulance responded to the scene. Plaintiff also immediately reported the kidnapping and assault
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to Lyft. Houston police utilized the information provided by Plaintiff to track down and apprehend
Kelley.
D. Kelley’s Previous Attacks on Rideshare Drivers
40.  Unfortunately, Plaintiff was not the first victim of Kelley. Along v%hﬁhis five co-

conspirators, Kelley had been on a crime spree abducting, robbing, and assaulti@\;@@ieshare drivers
)
for almost three months. N
Q\QQ

N

41. According to public court records, the first aggravated @mapping and aggravated
NS

robbery by Kelley took place on April 3, 2023.!* Based on inform u@ and belief, that victim was

a Lyft Driver,"” and he immediately reported the incidzlg?% Lyft; however, Lyft failed to
O
promptly deactivate Kelley’s account or negligently p@ed him to create a new Lyft account
»

using similar information. @

42.  Due to Lyft’s negligent failure @§§§mely supply data to the police and prevent
Kelley from continuing to use the Lyft @ Kelley abducted and robbed at least four more
rideshare drivers—one of which Wasv@dyft Driver—before he victimized Plaintiff via the Lyft
App.'® Because the first victim r c d his attack to Lyft, the company had actual knowledge of
Kelley’s propensity for VioleI%\.C% was therefore foreseeable to Lyft that Kelley would similarly
kidnap and rob other L@@%ers at gunpoint, which he did.

43, Kello@rrenﬂy has ten pending felony cases in state court for aggravated robbery
with a deadly Wg@fggn or kidnapping.!” Kelley was also recently indicted by a federal grand jury

on eight m@i@of participating with his co-conspirators in robberies of Uber or Lyft drivers and

14 Exhibit 3 (Kelley State Indictment for First Victim).

15 Exhibit 4 (Houston Police Report for First Victim).

16 Exhibit 5 (Federal Indictment); Exhibit 6 (Kelley State Indictment for JW.).
17 Exhibit 7 (Detention Order), p. 4.

Plaintiff’s Original Petition Page 12



carrying a firearm in connection with each of these separate robberies.'® The Order of Detention
signed by U.S. Magistrate Judge Christina A. Bryan states as follows:

The charged offenses demonstrate that the Defendant represents a serious danger
to the community. Testimony at the hearing connected Defendant Kelley to eight
of nineteen similar robberies of Uber/Lyft drivers in which drivers were held at
gunpoint, forced to drive the Defendants around to various locations and withdraw
money from ATM’s, provide passwords and/or transfer money to Defgjg@ﬁts, and
on one occasion, forced to perform oral sex on Defendant Kelley while being held
at gunpoint. These incidents were not isolated and required coo}%hnatlon and
planning. The incidents placed the drlvers lives in jeopardy an& drivers were
threatened and feared for their lives.' @

44.  Given that Kelley and his co-conspirators commi%@lineteen similar aggravated
robberies of rideshare drivers—including multiple Lyft dﬁ&—within a nearly three-month
period, it was foreseeable to Lyft that Kelley and his coé@pirators would continue to utilize the
Lyft App to victimize Drivers, including Plaintiff. E@iver, Lyft failed to take reasonable steps
to prevent Kelley and his co-conspirators from g the Lyft App or to warn its Drivers that there
were violent criminals abducting, robbing@ssaulting Drivers in the Houston area.

45. As aresult of the kidnaj@ing and sexual assault perpetrated by Kelley—which was
facilitated by Lyft’s negligent f?@o take reasonable steps to protect its drivers—Plaintiff has
suffered severe mental anguish%érfotional distress, and psychological trauma. Plaintiff is currently

in therapy to address theﬁé@%aumatlc stress disorder symptoms she experiences as a result of this

incident, 1nclud1ng,0 b@}ao‘[ limited to, nightmares, anxiety, intense fear when driving in her daily

life, distrust of s paranoia, and social withdrawal.
O
§ VII. CAUSES OF ACTION

A. Count 1 - Negligence of Lyft

46.  Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

8 Id atp. 3. See also Exhibit 5.
19 Exhibit 7, p. 4 (emphasis added).

Plaintiff’s Original Petition Page 13



47.  Lyft has a duty to exercise ordinary care in providing a reasonably safe workplace

for its Drivers like Plaintiff.

48.  Lyft breached this duty of ordinary care to Plaintiff in many ways, including, but

not limited to the following: (

a.

h.

N
Failing to provide Drivers with verified information regarding’the identity of
their Riders and all guests; \J

Permitting Riders like Kelley to use fake names anc@% anonymous payment
methods such as pre-paid gift cards; @

Failing to provide Drivers with details of g‘[ safety violations and/or
complaints made against their Riders and any-guests;

Failing to immediately deactivate Kelle@yf‘t account after learning that he
committed a violent crime against a t Lyft Driver, or permitting Kelley to
create a new Lyft account using simifay information;

fety features to deter crime and protect
d to, dashcams, in-car recording devices, and

Failing to implement adequa
Drivers, including, but not limfi
audio surveillance technol

Failing to warn its Dr@s in the months preceding Plaintiff’s kidnapping and
assault that there ¢ violent criminals abducting, robbing, and assaulting
Drivers in the Q\L@@l area;

Failing to ti supply data to law enforcement to end the criminal spree by
Kelley an(&fis co-conspirators and prevent Plaintiff’s kidnapping and assault;

and @Q

Fad\\g%%o create a safe work environment for its drivers.

49. Tbe@}aches by Lyft proximately caused Plaintiff’s injuries and resulting damages,

which were a @eseeable result of such negligence. Sexual assault, kidnapping, carjacking, and

other violent’crimes are a generally foreseeable consequence of the nature of the work involved in

the rideshare industry, and Lyft is well-aware of this risk due to its own research as well as

significant civil litigation and media coverage arising from such crimes in recent years.
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50.  Additionally, given that Kelley’s first victim—a Lyft Driver—reported his attack
to Lyft, the company had actual knowledge that Kelley had a propensity for violence and was a
specific threat to Lyft Drivers, including Plaintiff. Consequently, it was foreseeable to Lyft that
Kelley may commit similar violent crimes against other Drivers if given access t%ﬂ%e Lyft App.
Thus, Plaintiff’s injuries and damages were a foreseeable result of Lyft’s negl@ in permitting
Kelley to continue using the Lyft App. . & .

B. Count 2 — Gross Negligence of Lyft . @%&
NS

51.  Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs as %@ly set forth herein.

52.  Each and all of the foregoing negligent acts al@@ﬁ)missions, taken singularly or in
combination, constitute grossly negligent conduct on té@@ﬁ't of Lyft in that such conduct, when

9

viewed objectively from the standpoint of Lyft at th@xne of its occurrence, involved an extreme
degree of risk, considering the probability and r%@'tude of the potential harm to others; and which
0
Lyft had actual, or subjective awareness @ risk involved, but nevertheless, proceeded with
conscious indifference to the rights, sa@y, and welfare of Plaintiff.
53.  Lyft’s gross neg}%%%e was a proximate cause of Plaintiff’s injuries, and her
©
injuries were the foreseeable @El{ of such gross negligence.
Q
54. Because é}@% conduct amounts to gross negligence, Plaintiff seeks exemplary
)
damages under Tex. % Prac. & Rem. Code Ann. 41.001 ef seq.
N
C. Count @%ﬁ@egligent Undertaking of Lyft
55 §Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.
56. To the extent Lyft contends that it does not owe a legal duty to Plaintiff, she asserts

a cause of action for negligent undertaking.

Plaintiff’s Original Petition Page 15



57.  When Lyft designed and implemented safety features for its Drivers in the Lyft

App, it undertook to perform services that it knew or should have known were necessary for

Plaintiff’s protection.

58.  Lyft failed to exercise reasonable care in performing those services i&cluding, but

'

not limited to, the following ways: @

a.

©

Failing to provide Drivers with verified information re@wing the identity of
their Riders and all guests; 0&\
N

Permitting Riders like Kelley to use fake nam@%/or anonymous payment
methods such as pre-paid gift cards; o

Failing to provide Drivers with details past safety violations and/or
complaints made against their Riders an&@/ guests;

Failing to immediately deactivate I@éy’s Lyft account after learning that he
committed a violent crime again ‘@aother Lyft Driver, or permitting Kelley to
create a new Lyft account usiti@yilar information,;

Failing to implement a%@te safety features to deter crime and protect
Drivers, including, but notdimited to, dashcams, in-car recording devices, and
audio surveillance tecéiogy;

Failing to warn i Vers in the months preceding Plaintiff’s kidnapping and
assault that thére.were violent criminals abducting, robbing, and assaulting
Drivers in th uston area;

Failing t@ely supply data to law enforcement to end the criminal spree by
Kell is co-conspirators and prevent Plaintiff’s kidnapping and assault;

an&v

S \/(,70
h, \@}?mg to create a safe work environment for its drivers.

&
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59.  Plaintiff relied on Lyft’s performance of those services—i.e., its design and
implementation of safety features for Drivers in the Lyft App—in electing to work as a Driver for
Lyft. %

60. Additionally, Lyft’s performance of those services increased Pl%&ff’ s risk of
harm by incentivizing criminal attacks by anonymous Riders, failing to follon policies on
deactivation of unsafe Rider accounts, and creating a false sense of securoit@@\errivers.

61.  Thebreaches by Lyft proximately caused Plaintiff’s inj @\and resulting damages,
which were a foreseeable result of such negligence. Sexual assa%@idnapping, carjacking, and
other violent crimes are a generally foreseeable consequence @e nature of the work involved in

N

the rideshare industry, and Lyft is well-aware of thii7 1@ due to its own research as well as
%)

significant civil litigation and media coverage arising fsom such crimes in recent years.

62.  Additionally, given that Kelley C{%@s‘[ victim—a Lyft Driver—reported his attack

0
to Lyft, the company had actual knowled@t Kelley had a propensity for violence and was a
specific threat to Lyft Drivers includi@aintiff. Consequently, it was foreseeable to Lyft that
Kelley may commit similar Violfe_(%@lmes against other Drivers if given access to the Lyft App.
Thus, Plaintiff’s injuries and d&?ages were a foreseeable result of Lyft’s negligence in permitting
Q
Kelley to continue usin HeLyft App.
©
D. Count 4 — E@%Imprisonment by Kelley
N
63. @n iff incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.
64§Kelley acted willfully when he detained Plaintiff at gunpoint using violence and

threats that inspired a reasonable fear of injury to her person.

2 Since Lyft’s founding in 2012, Lyft has claimed that it maintains a “safe community” of users, that
“Safety 1s [Lyft’s] top priority,” and that the company created and implemented “features and policies to give
[drivers] peace of mind™ and “help everyone have a safe ride from beginning to end.” See, e.g., Exhibit 1, p. 1
(“Safety 1s fundamental to Lyft.”)
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65. The detention was without Plaintiff’s consent, as it was accomplished by force and
intimidation.
60. The detention of Plaintiff was without legal authority or justification.
67.  Kelley’s false imprisonment of Plaintiff was a proximate caus%%f Plaintiff’s
S
<
)

68.  Plaintiff seeks exemplary damages under Tex. Civ. Prac. & l@n Code Ann. 41.001

<,

injuries, and her injuries were the foreseeable result of such detention.

et seq., as Kelley acted with malice towards Plaintiff. @%&
NS

E. Count 5 — Assault by Kelley @

@5@

69.  Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs@yif fully set forth herein.

70.  Kelley acted intentionally, knowingl}z7 ® recklessly in sexually assaulting

9

Plaintiff. N

71.  When Kelley touched Plaintiff’ %@tocks and pressed his groin against her while

0

holding a gun to her ribcage, he made con@th her person.

72.  Kelley knew or reason@ly should have believed that Plaintiff would regard the

Y

contact described above as offens@

73. Kelley’s assaul%gf/Plaintiff was a proximate cause of Plaintiff’s injuries, and her

Q
injuries were the forese l@%sult of such assault.
O
74. Plaig@eeks exemplary damages under Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code Ann. 41.001
o O
et seq., as Kell@%d with malice towards Plaintiff.
&
® VIII. DAMAGES
75.  Plaintiff incorporates the preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth herein.

76.  Defendants’ conduct proximately caused injury to Plaintiff, which resulted in the

following damages:

Plaintiff’s Original Petition Page 18



a. Past and future mental anguish;
b. Past and future loss of earning capacity;
c. Past and future medical expenses.
77. The sum of Plaintiff’s damages is within the jurisdictional limits of, kLCourt
IX. INTEREST C}@

78.  Plaintiff seeks pre-judgment and post-judgment interest as @bonzed by law.

79.  Plaintiff also claims damages in the amount of legal 1n@> as allowed by law on
all pecuniary and non-pecuniary damages as found by the jury at @ammum legal rate allowed
by law: (a) accruing from a date beginning 180 days after tl@a‘[e Defendants received written
notice of this claim or on the date of filing suit, whiche<7 e@%curred first, until the time judgment
against the defendant is rendered and (b) after judgm@i?mtil same is paid.

X. JU Q§EMAND

80.  Plaintiff demands a jury tri@ has tendered the appropriate fee.

@ PRAYER

81.  Forthese reasons tlff asks that she be awarded a judgment against Defendants
O
for the following: %
=
a. Actu@é@n ges;
)

b. E)g%»plary damages;

g@ejudgment and post-judgment interest;

@@1 Court costs; and

e. All other relief to which Plaintiff is entitled.

Plaintiff’s Original Petition Page 19



Respectfully submitted,

BL1ZZARD GREENBERG, PLLC
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Safety reports are handled by a dedicated team of Lyft Safety Specialists who respond
to rider and driver concerns and pursue ways to create safer ride experiences. Since its
creation, the team has increased in size and scope to about 400 team members?.

All members of this Safety feam who work with riders and drivers undergo six wee Nﬂ&f’
specialized training to prepare them to respond to rider and driver safety repor@ls
training covers a variety of topics, including how to identify and respond to em@ ncy
situations, advocate for riders and drivers on the Lyft platform, be an effective listener, and
listen to and speak with survivors®? of sexual assault and harassment. At | 6 hours

are devoted to training Specialists to work with survivors. That includes o@—hour Victim
Assistance Certification course from the National Organization for Victi ssistance (NOVA),
the oldest national organization of its kind focused on promoting, a cing and enforcing
victims' rights. The NOVA training covers foundational topics for viciim ‘assistance, including
trauma-informed care, crisis intervention, and communication oré%z—escoloﬁon skills.
Specialists must maintain their Victim Assistance Certification t gh 32 hours of continuing
education units every two years. §
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The data in this report is based on feedback from rid%@md drivers in the Lyft community.
Our customer support process is designed to makeiteasy for riders and drivers to report
any experience on the Lyft platform. @

There are a number of ways that safety incid@an be reported to Lyft:

« In-app safety features, like Smart . enforcement outreach

Trip Check-in and Emergency Help, @eguquor inquiries

supported by ADT « Insurance claims

@ Ongoing news and social media
Q fracking

«  Post-trip, in~app support allowing
riders and drivers to be contacted vi

phone or email
s 24/7 Critical Response Line @
« - Two-way rating and mandat
secondary feedback s «%
« = Lyft.com's Help Cenfer@&@ 1 form

We take all sofe@por’rs seriously and ensure that Lyft Safety Specialists are trained to
respond to incidghts in a respectful and appropriate manner. When we receive feedback
through one of the channels above, we have a variety of mechanisms in place to quickly
identify reports that detail a safety incident and assign them to a Specialist. Specialists
generally follow a specific set of steps for the types of incidents detailed in this report:

Take Immediate Action: As a first step, Specialists freeze the account of the alleged offender
— either the rider or driver — as well as the accounts of others involved while we investigate
internally.

Gather Information: Specialists reach out fo the reporting party*® to gather information
and provide support as needed. Specialists also contact those who might have relevant

Lovfantes ot
QLITETY N




information, as identified by the reporting party (e.g., a shared ride passenger).

Evaluate: Lyft investigates safety reports through correspondence with drivers and

riders, third-party statements, route data, timing details and police reports. Based on

this evaluation, Lyft determines how we can best support the reporting party and the
appropriate course of action for handling the incident. Generally speaking, individuals who
are accused of committing the types of incidents detailed in this report will be permanently
removed from the Lyft community, preventing them from riding or driving in the fu’rt%ﬁ

N

Work with Law Enforcement: Our approach to working with law enforcement is dé&igned to
protect riders’ and drivers’ personal information and ensure adherence to qp@ le laws.
We require a subpoena or other valid legal process before disclosing personal information
to law enforcement. It is our policy to respond to 100% of valid law enforce t requests.
Information on what qualifies as a valid request is detailed in the Appendix?.

It is not Lyft's standard process to proactively report safety inciden’rs enforcement,
recognizing that the decision to report and when fo do so is a dee% personal one. This
policy gives survivors as much agency as possible when deciding@%ﬁ ether and how to
report an incident. This survivor-led approach to reporting is co@i tent with guidance from
numerous sexual violence prevention and survivor support o@izoﬁons, including RAINN

!

and It's On Us. @

Provide Resources: Where appropriate, Specialists also %wde additional resources to
those who report safety incidents to Lyft, including m g those individuals aware of how
to reach organizations that provide a variety of se . These services include counseling,
emotional support and crisis intervention, as well nformation on how to report incidents
to law enforcement.
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Our work doesn’t end w @repor’r is resolved. Safety team members analyze reports to
identify root causes omd@velop critical insights about ways we can enhance safety on the
Lyft platform based o veir direct work with riders and drivers. Members of the Safety team
share that inform with our Community Safety Product team - a group of engineers,
designers, user** éxperience researchers, analysts and safety experts — who use these
frontline insig (o develop new features and evolve existing ones.
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This report includes data about three categories of safety incidents reported on the Lyft
platform in the United States from January 1, 2017 to December 31, 2019: motor vehicle
fatalities, fatal physical assaults and five subcategories of sexual assault.

We were thoughtful and intentional in our decisions about what data to include in this
report. In ferms of specific data points, we sought to provide the public with the metrics
needed to understand Lyft safety within the context of the industry and the scale of our
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platform. For all categories included in the report, we've focused on the total number of
reported incidents, as well as the incident frequency rate®®, which is a comparison of the
number of completed U.S. trips”® in which an incident was reported to have occurred, to the
total number of completed U.S. trips.

When evaluating change in incident frequency over time, we focused on the change across
the whole data range (2017 to 2019), in order to provide the clearest trend. We also included

data from 2019 in order to provide a more recent look into the Lyft platform. \C?

)
Each year, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) provid@ data on

vehicular fatalities through the Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS). @ompqred its
data on motor vehicle fatalities in 2017, 2018 and 2019 with FARS data forieach year. To abide
by a uniform reporting method, Lyft calculated the rate of fatalities pe‘r@ million Vehicle

Miles Traveled (VMT). Crashes that did not result in fatalities were e ed so that our data
could be directly compared to the FARS dataset. Additional de’roils@ou’r the FARS database
are in the AppendixC. &)
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This category is defined as a fatal physical altercation ir@g an individual using the
Lyft platform€. For the purposes of this report, the incidentmust have occurred between
individuals that were matched through the Lyft app a ithin 48 hours of the end of the
ride. While not included in this report, physical assa hat do not result in a fatality are
addressed by our Specialists following the protoc * escribed above.

In November 2018, RALIANCE, a national se@al violence prevention organization,
announced the Sexual Misconduct and Viglence Taxonomy, a new form of categorization
that created a uniform standard for ting and classifying reported safety incidents that
has been used so far by app-base panies. Lyft categorizes incident reports according
to this faxonomy to better understand, analyze, prevent, respond to and address safety
incidents on the platform. %

The taxonomy classifies se @@soul’r and misconduct into 21 categories. This report
includes five of the most serigus categories of sexual assault: Non-Consensual Sexual
Penetration; Attempted -Consensual Sexual Penetration; Non-Consensual Kissing of a
Sexual Body Part; Nonz=Cdnsensual Touching of a Sexual Body Part; and Non-Consensual
Kissing of a Non-S Body Part. The full taxonomy and definitions of these terms can be
found in the Appe “. In preparing for this report, members of Lyft's Safety Analytics team
collected, classified’and audited existing data in accordance with the taxonomy. These team
members rec@ annual faxonomy training to maintain their expertise in classification.
Details of data<lassification and auditing processes are in the Appendix®.
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To ensure that data collection, classification and analysis were as accurate as possible, Lyft
worked with external experts. The Chertoff Group, an internationally recognized leader in
security and risk management advisory services, analyzed how Lyft trains its Specialists to
handle reported safety incidents, as well as our overall classification effort. RALIANCE
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analyzed how Lyft classifies and processes safety reports. Executive summaries from their
reports are in the Appendixt.
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The data in this report reflects incidents that were (a) reported directly to Lyft, (b) brought

to our attention through law enforcement, or (c) identified through proactive investigation
(including regular monitoring of news reports and social media). We recognize thatsgxual
assault is chronically underreported, and it can sometimes be months or years be a
survivor is ready to come forward and report what happened - if they choose so at all.
Knowing this, Lyft included any incident reported in 2017, 2018 and 2019, regcr@s of when
the incident was reported to have occurred. Lyft intentionally uses broad definitions, as
detailed by the taxonomy, to classify instances of sexual assault. Q&\
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From 2017 to 2019, over 99% of trips occurred without any reporte @fe’ry incident. The
safety incidents referenced in this report account for 0.0002% o@rips. In addition to the
total number of reported incidents, the below charts detail th quency of safety incidents
by type, using three different representations: rate per 100 mitli

2017 @ 078 0.000006%
2018 34 @ 0.72 0.000006%
Q\
2019 49 @é 079 0.000006%
Nt

Comparison of Lyft rate to national rate
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Consensual Kissing of a Non-Sexual Body Part 293

%

onsensual Touching of a Sexual Body Part

nsensual Kissing of a Sexual Body Part 203 oi&g
Attempted Non-Consensual Sexual Penetration 114 & 1%
s {%\@&w

2017-2019 @Q@

Non-=Consensual Kissing of a Non-Sexual Body Part ~1in:3,000,00

on-Consensual Touching of a Sexual Body Part ~1in 80@§

mm—

Non-Consensual Sexual Penetration é ~1in 5,000,000
2017-2019 ©@

Non=Consensual Kissing of a Non=$
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We know that effective policies and features can help to significantly decrease safety
risk. We use ride datq, real-world feedback and conversations with experts o identify key
moments before, during and after the ride where something could go wrong — and we build

tools to prevent, intervene in or address those situations. \C?
Making sure that everyone who drives with Lyft meets our @
Before the Ride rigorous driver standards, and our riders and drivers agree to
our Community Guidelines. %

N

BACKGROUND CHECKS: @

first ride, driver applicants in the U.S.
cidents”. Administered through a third-
checks, we follow a comprehensive criminal

Applicant Background Checks: Before giving
are screened for criminal offenses and drivi
party company that specializes in chkgro%
screening process that includes:

» Social Security number trace @E%\Qﬁ
+ Nationwide criminal search @
N
» County court records search %
» Federal criminal search O

» U.S. Department of Justi -state sex offender registry search

)
Driver applicants must also pass a DMV record check to ensure their driving meets Lyft's
standards. Once applicants pass initial screenings and are approved to drive, they are
subject to annual nal and DMV record checks, as well as continuous monitoring.

Annual Checks: conduct annual screenings of every driver, using the same
disquqlificq’ri@ andards for active drivers as we do for driver applicants.

Continuous Monitoring: Lyft also conducts continuous criminal monitoring and driving
record checks on all active drivers. This notifies Lyft of new criminal convictions or driving
offenses as soon as they are reported, enabling Lyft to remove ineligible drivers quickly.

Lyft's driver screening process adheres fo — and in many cases goes beyond - all applicable
local regulations and requirements.

Any driver who does not pass the initial background check, annual checks and continuous



monitoring is barred from driving with Lyft. A summary of offenses that prevent someone from
driving with Lyft is in the Appendix©.

Industry Sharing Safety Program: We are always looking for ways to further protect the
community. Earlier this year, in an effort to further enhance the safety of the entire industry,

we partnered with Uber to launch the Industry Sharing Safety Program, a first-of-its-kind
effort to share information about the drivers who are deactivated from rideshare and

delivery platforms for the reasons detailed in this report. The program enables the sharing of
information to equip other participating companies with the information needed fo%&fe action
on their own platforms.

COMMUNITY SAFETY EDUCATION:

In order to drive with Lyft, all drivers must complete
a community safety education course*. The course,
created in consultation with RAINN, the leading
anti-sexual violence organization in North America,
emphasizes Lyft's Community Guidelines and the
prohibition of sexual misconduct of any kind. In
addition, topics covered include the importance of
respecting other people’s boundaries, strategies
for defusing uncomfortable situations, and how to
report incidents to Lyft and access support. Lyft was

the first rideshare company to launch education ®

like this. 0\

——

completed our safety education course, and
drivers must do so before giving their first ré

All current drivers on the Lyft platform have gg
w

3 3 SRy 3
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COMMUNITY GUI NES:

Before riding ordriving with Lyft, everyone must agree to conduct themselves in accordance
with our Co ity Guidelines. Offenses that violate these Guidelines can and do lead to
users being deactivated from our platform.

VERIFYING THE RIDE:

As soon as a rider and driver are matched through the Lyft app, the rider is able to see their
driver’s information to ensure they get into the correct car. In the app, riders can see photos
of the driver, license plate number, and the make, model and color of the car. Riders are also
reminded of their ride’s license plate via text or push notification, based on their notification
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settings. Hundreds of thousands of drivers also
have Lyft Amps, devices on their dashboards
that light up to match the color in the rider’s
app and allow riders to easily find their ride at
CROSS-STREET DROP-OFF AND PICKUP

Riders may request a pickup or dro
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DEN CONTACT INFORMATION AND

IDE HISTORY:
able to call or text one another through the

The app hides contact information for both
app, personal information, including real
location, whether it's a specific address or a
cross-street, after the ride is complete.

the rider and driver before
phone numbers, are not revealed. Drivers

after the ride. While riders and drivers are
are also not able to see a rider’s drop-off
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critical to work with a diverse set of subject matter experts. We are committed to listening to

As we work to identify and implement safety solutions for our growing community, it is
their expertise, and developing partnerships with leading organizations in security, mental
health, domestic violence, law enforcement and other fields.

In late 2019, we convened a group of external experts for a candid conversation ab

safety for riders and drivers. This group included leaders from sexual assault and
prevention organizations, as well as local and national law enforcement offici

an extremely productive first meeting, we formed our new Safety Advisory Co

The Council provides Lyft with critical, expert external perspectives to id

opportunities fo enhance safety, work through complex safety decis

any unintended consequences of feature or policy changes. To date

Council on our background check process, community safety ed
technology, our incident response process, integration with ADT
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. Just as importantly, we are committed

vers

continue to consult with experts, collaborate with industry-leading partners and develop
to our community every step of the way.

safety tools based on insights from riders and dr

We will never stop working to make Lyft the safest platform for our community, and we will
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« Lyft's Safety team: This feam is currently comprised of nearly 400 specialists who respond to rider and driver concerns
and pursue ways to create safer ride experiences'.

¢ Use of the terms “survivor” and “victim”: Both of these terms refer to individuals who have experienced a sexual
assault. In this report, we use the term “survivor.” We discussed and validated this approach with anti-sexual violence
experts, including representatives at RAINN and It's On Us. There is one exception to this approach: when discussing
our program with the National Organization of Victims Assistance, we use the term “victim” for consistency with NOVA's

terminology. \%ﬁ
+ Reporting parties: All safety reports are classified according to “reporting party” to track wht@r’red the incident.
«  The majority of incidents are reported by drivers or riders?. &;\J

« A portion of incidents are reported by third parties®. Such third parties may be& are not limited to, law
enforcement officials, regulators, family, friends or media reports.
o@

«  Between 2017 and 2019, the reporting parties across the five sexual ass@ca’regories included in this report
were ds follows: Drivers: 38%; Riders: 52%; Third parties: 10%. @’@

o Lyft users: The term “user” refers to anyone using the Lyft app. In this re user” or "users” encompasses both riders
and drivers. @

+ Incident frequency rates: The prevalence rates for sexual assau@ fatal physical assaults are calculated based on
the raw number of reports of incidents and raw number of fot ides (X = incidents/rides). For brevity, rates have
been rounded to the nearest ten or hundred thousandth of GE cent (as applicable) and rides have been rounded to

.rre <
the nearest tenth of a million. &\

o Lyft “trips” or “rides”: For the purposes of this report, " and “rides” refer to rides given or taken on our core
rideshare platform in the U.S., including Lyft, Lyft %, Black, Lyft Black XL, LyftLux and Lyft Shared (formerly known as

Lyft Line) rides. This report does not include ride n on Lyft's Bikes, E-bikes, or Scooters.

SR Loy Rnforosmant @
We share critical data with law enforcem% ugh a careful legal process.

Process for requesting information fro L\i/ Every case is unique, but we abide by the same general principles. Before we
can disclose any records, we requtre.@

« Valid and sufficient legal pro@n the form of a subpoenag, issued in connection with an official criminal investigation.

» Asearch warrant issued under the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure or an equivalent state warrant.

« Asshowing of probable i fo compel our disclosure of cerfain communications between people using Lyft or GPS

QO
location informatio A

e Exceptions may b e for emergency and exigent requests, where a user has provided consent, or for requests not
requiring a warr. where other legal or regulatory standards apply.

Submitting a request to Lyft: Requests are submitted to the Lyft team through the Law Enforcement Online Request System.
Lyft is unable to process broad, vague or unduly burdensome requests, including requests:

« Forrecords of all drivers in a large geographical area.
« For records of all cars of a particular make and model in a large geographic area.

« To search for users by name only.




Seeking data for overly broad time periods.

To ensure a prompt and detailed response, requests should be:

Typed.

Signed and stamped by the appropriate law enforcement officer who is empowered by local law to represent the law
enforcement unit that is making the request.

In compliance with local and U.S. law.

Addressed fo Lyft, Inc. directly. @C\?ﬁ

Information to include in the request: C}@@
)

@
Potential business records stored by Lyft:

How Lyft handles emergency requests:

All known email addresses, names and aliases of the data subject or all known physical a sses and telephone
<

<

Requester’'s name, department, title, address, phone number and official governmgr‘%all.

numbers of the data subject.

The nature of the crime, investigation or specific event that fook place. @

9

What information is requested and why, and how it pertains fo the inves’riga@.
The Non-Disclosure Order issued by a court or relevant legal authority (h@icable}

S

Specific date/time/location(s).

The act or law under which the data is being requested.

&

We maintain information per our Privacy Statements and Te%@gf Service. When riders and drivers sign up and use Lyft,
certain information may be obtained and maintained, in@g: phone number, email address, name, account start and

end date, registration IP address, status, rating, paym &thod, and customer service communications. For drivers,
additional details may include: license plate, vehicle i ation, address, insurance information, agreements, a photo
and some GPS location data. K

@ovide the best evidence. We email users a receipt after each trip

Law enforcement may find that a user can di
2

with detailed information including: date, ’riQm' kup and drop off locations, route, distance, duration, fare breakdown,
method of payment and user names.

O

N/

While we respond to all inquiries ptly, some situations require expedited support. We work fo expedite requests

when there is an immediate tfiregtof death or serious bodily harm. When evidence of such a situation is provided, we
may produce information i% theabsence of a subpoena or warrant. In such events, we require valid and sufficient legal

process be produced withif

Requestors should s @emergency requests through the Law Enforcement Online Request System accessible on the
Lyft website, select e

O

ree days of production of the information.

rgency disclosure butfton, and upload a detailed description of the emergency.

Lyft's User Discl@olicyz It is our policy to notify users before producing their information to law enforcement unless:

We are prohibited by law.

We believe the subject’s account has been compromised, notice could go to the wrong person, or notice would be
counterproductive or would create a risk fo safety.

It is an emergency request and prior notice would be impractical (in which case we may provide notice after the fact).
If the officer does not want their request disclosed, they must provide an appropriate court order prohibiting notice
or demonstrate that the request meets one of the exceptions above. Without appropriate non-disclosure authority or
sufficient justification for non-disclosure, Lyft may disclose the request to the user and provide the user three days to
object fo the request.




Motor Vehicle Fatalities:

How we classify crashes in accordance with the Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS): FARS is an annual, nationwide
report on fatal motor vehicle traffic crashes. FARS data is available to the public and contained in a database that is
operated by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)*.

(
« FARS data includes specific details about every incident, including the make and model of the car, ngd?a’re, time and
location of the crash and the driver's vehicle identification number (VIN). \@@
e For the purposes of this report, we reviewed the FARS database for 2017, 2018 and 2019 fo m Jcrash details from our
Lyft dataset to corresponding FARS records. &9

<

« Crashes for which we were unable to find a corresponding FARS record were excludeggm the report.

<
Use of the term “crash”: For the purposes of this report, we adhere to the defini’rion@@msh" used by the U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) and National Highway Traffic Safety Administrdtion, for inclusion in the FARS

database. @D@
9

« That definition is as follows: “a crash must involve a motor vehicle ’rraveli@@% a trafficway customarily open to the
public and must result in the death of at least one person (occupant gg

crashs” @
9
How fatality rates are calculated: @

icle or a non-motorist) within 30 days of the

« Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): The national standard for c
vehicle miles traveled. VMT refers to the amount of mil

ting motor fatality rates uses a measurement unit of

iveled by all vehicles over a certain period of time.
« National VMT: Reflects all miles traveled by all yehicles in the U.S.
e Lyft VMT: Reflects all miles traveled during a r@ btained through the Lyft app, which includes the miles traveled
after accepting the ride, but before pickin the passenger.
« The fatality rates presented in this report é%@fhe number of fatalities per 100 million VMT.

How we determine if a fatal crash was re to the use of the Lyft platform: A fatal crash was included if it met the

following criteria: %
-
« The crash involved a vehicle e .- in a ride obtained through the Lyft app, or traveling to a pickup location after a
ride was accepted. Fault for the ¢rash is not considered here.
« The fatality or fatalities oc&%ed within 30 days of the crash.
o“\,\o

S d related to the use of the Lyft platform even if the fatalities were not occupants in the vehicle

A fatal crash could be
engaged in a ride on yft platform.

Fatal Physical A@ﬁ: This category is defined as a fatal physical altercation involving an individual using the Lyft

platform. A fatal sical assault is determined to be Lyft-related if it meets the following criteria:

« The incident occurred between individuals who were matched through the Lyft app, and

¢ The incident occurred within 48 hours of the end of the ride.




While not included in this report, physical assaults that do not result in a fatality are addressed by our Safety Specialists.
Sexual Misconduct and Violence Taxonomy:

In November 2018, RALIANCE announced the Sexual Misconduct and Violence Taxonomy, a new form of categorization
that created a uniform standard for reporting and classification of reported safety incidents for the rideshare industry. Lyft
categorizes incident reports according fo this taxonomy to better understand, analyze, prevent, respond fo and address
safety incidents.

included in the report.

\k\\\\ \\ \\\\

The taxonomy classifies sexual assault and misconduct into the below 21 categories. The final five ca’r%ﬁes below are

N

.

N N\
Staring or Leering: Someone gazes at a user in dn unpleasant, unco cble, prolonged or sexual manner.
N

L -_—_—_—_
Staring or leering is constant and unwavering. This includes viewing both sexual and non-sexual body parts.

Comments or Gestures: Asking Personal Questions: Someon 6%3 specific, probing and personal questions
of the user. This would include questions about the user’s pe@al life, home address, contact information (e.g.
phone, email, social media), romantic or sexual preferen&%

<

AN

Comments or Gestures: Comments About Appearancésé? meone makes uncomfortable comments on the

user’s appedrance. This includes both disparagin éﬁé\g omplimentary comments.

Comments or Gestures: Flirting: Someone mak%erbally suggestive comments to the user about engaging
in romantic or non-romantic activities. This als@cludes non-verbal, suggestive flirting, including becoming
physically close to a person in a way the us@el’r was sexual or flirtatious.

£,
Comments or Gestures: Explicit Gesh@omeone made sexually suggestive gestures at the user.

Comments or Gestures: Explicit Co@nfs: Someone described or represented sexual activity or body parts in

a graphic fashion. %

Displaying Indecent Materiq@gecen’r material, including pornography or other sexual images, wds seen by
the user. @

Indecent Photogrqplgy@wout Consent: Someone has taken, without consent, an inappropriate photograph of
a user’s sexual bogiy@ (e.g. down shirt, up skirt, efc.).

Soliciting Sexua : Someone directly asks for a kiss, displays of nudity, sex or contact with a sexual body part

(breast, butto nitals). This could be a direct solicitation or a solicitation in exchange for money or favors.

qufurbcﬁl Indecent Exposure: Someone has exposed genitalia and/or is engaging in sexual acts in
presence of a user. This excludes public urination where no sexual body part (buttock, penis, breast) was

exposed.

Verbal Threat of Sexual Assault: Someone directed verbal explicit/direct threats of sexual violence ot a user.



)
R

SANALY

Attempt k@ nof come into contact with,
any non-sexudl body part thand, leg, thigh) of the user, and the user ived the aftempf to be sexual
Attempted Kissing: - : r bite but did not come into

i - ser

mouth with a sexual organ or sexual body part. This excludes kissing with tongue.
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Determining if an incident was Lyft-related: A reported incident is determined fo be Lyft-related if it matches either of the
following descriptions:

« The reported incident occurred during a ride obtained through the Lyft app, or

« The reported incident occurred within 48 hours of a ride’s completion, between individuals who were matched through
the Lyft app

For the purposes of this classification effort, Lyft did not implement time-specific limitations. Lyft in Iu ny incident
reported in 2017, 2018 or 2019, regardless of when the incident was reported to have occurred. Lyf@\ed all incidents
i

that were reported to have occurred during a Lyft ride as Lyft-related, even if it occurred betwe duals who were not

matched through the Lyft app (e.g. between a rider who called the ride and their guest rider). J

Within Lyft, this work was spearheaded by Lyft's Safety Analytics team, whose goals W@:

« Classify Lyft safety reports in accordance with the taxonomy provided by the IA;CE

« Provide standardized datq, the time frame and categories to match what hd@een released by our largest U.S. peer

company
« Classify to a consistently high degree of accuracy. &@
« Ensure an effective audit process. Q

In order to do that, we: §@

« Required all auditors to receive mandatory, in-person traj W|’rh audit project leaders before the classification
process began. This included a fraining from Lyft's le m, self-care training and extensive taxonomy-specific
training. All auditors were also required to read the fu LIANCE report on taxonomy and worked for several days on
practice audits and calibrations. &

ort and at no point were required to render a personal judgement on

« Provided strict guidance to auditors on how to ¢lassify reports in accordance with taxonomy. This ensured auditors had a
careful set of steps to follow when analyzing

the validity of a report.

« Required auditors to participate in mulfiplg calibrations each week with audit team leaders to measure for variance.
Those with consistently low calibration scores were asked to leave the auditing group.

« Required auditors to participate m@ ly spot-checking sessions, where individuals were asked to re-audit a section

of anonymized already—clc155|
classification processes.
o @

ractions. This helped ensure accuracy and help all auditors adhere to the same

A N

O
To ensure data coIIec’ri@d analysis were as accurate as possible, Lyft's internal teams also worked with external experts.
The Chertoff Group, c@w ernationally recognized leader in security and risk management advisory services, conducted

an analysis of ho @’rroins its Specialists to handle reported safety incidents, as well as our overall commitment to
classification. R CE, a national sexual violence prevention organization, analyzed how Lyft classifies and processes
safety reports. Both groups provided the same services for our peer company’s U.S. safety report. The executive summaries
from each group are included at the end of the appendix.
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Before giving their first ride, driver applicants in the U.S. are screened for criminal offenses and driving incidents. The
only exception to the process detailed in the report is in the State of New York, where the New York Taxi and Limousine
Commission (TLC) oversees licensing and permissions for all rideshare drivers.




Today, any driver who does not pass the initial background check, annual check and continuous monitoring is barred from
our platform. Drivers may be ineligible to drive on the Lyft platform if background check results reveal:

Driving-related incidents®

« Any major violation in the past three years (like driving on a suspended license or reckless driving).

« Any DUl or other drug-related driving violatfion in the last seven years.

« Any driving-related convictions in the last seven years (like a hit-and-run or felony involving a vehicle).
« More than three minor violations in the past three years (including collisions and traffic light viola’ri%

SN

Criminal incidents’ @
©

« A conviction at any time of a disqualifying violent crime (such as homicide, kidnapping,@@n trafficking, arson,

« Adriver is listed on the National Sex Offender Registry database.

burglary, carjacking, robbery, or aggravated assaulf). Kj
« A conviction at any time of a sexual offense (such as rape, sexual assault, or child g graphy).
« A conviction at any time of an act of terror. @
« A conviction of driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs in the past sev ars, or longer in some jurisdictions.

« A conviction of a disqualifying fraud-related offense in the past seven yea most jurisdictions, although this time
frame may be longer, or shorter, in certain jurisdictions.

« A conviction of a disqualifying drug-related offense in the past seve@s for most jurisdictions, although this time
frame may be longer, or shorter, in certain jurisdictions. OO‘

« A conviction of a disqualifying theft or property damage offens@ghe past seven years for most jurisdictions, although
this time frame may be longer, or shorter, in certain jurisdicfi
Q
Laws governing disqualifying convictions vary significan@risdicﬁon, and the above list is not inclusive of all

disqualifying convictions. Drivers may be found ineligipl rive with Lyft based on other types of records.

Lyft uses a mulfi-tiered criminal screening process, fc@ta’red by two of the top background check companies in the
country. This process provides Lyft with compreh%@e criminal history reports using personally identifiable information

(PII) to search wide-ranging national and loc ces. We do noft use fingerprint-based checks for two core reasons:

fingerprinting relies on a federal database unreliable and incomplete, and it is shown to have potential

discriminatory effects on minority communiti

Unreliable and incomplete database %erprin’r—based background checks rely on the FBI's Criminal Justice Information
System, a database of state- and munjci

)

+ Notall records in the FBI abase are complete: States and counties have no mandate to update the database with

ality-submitted arrest records. This database is often incomplete.

final case outcomes, m “/@ the database often lacks up-to-date records and final court dispositions - whether

someone was char%%@wicfed or acquitted. A ;

dispositions. Instea elying on a singular database and biometric features, Lyft's comprehensive background check
process pulls fro @I’riple criminal databases and inputs.

¢ The FBI dat @
are subject to Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA)?, which requires consumer reporting agencies to ensure their

vt estimated that up fo 50% of arrest records lack final

is not subject to the same regulations: Our independent, third-party background check companies

background check information is accurate, up-to-date and complete. In contfrast, FBI records are not subject to
consumer protection laws including the FCRA. These records often lack Pll and are not subject to the same accuracy and
completeness standards.

+ Not all records are included in the FBI database: Some records do not meet the standards for inclusion in the database




because the fingerprints are poor quality. Some may become missing or lost when transferred between departments.

Discriminatory against minority communities: Fingerprint-based background checks have shown to have a discriminatory
impact on communities of color.

« Nearly 50% of African American men and 44% of Latino men are arrested by age 23 nationwide®, and one-third of felony
arrests do not result in conviction®. Basing background checks on incompletfe arrest records with no final disposition is
unfair and discriminatory to communities of color, who are more likely to come info contact with the police.

» Fingerprint-based background checks also require applications to be fingerprinted at a location with notary services.
This places an additional burden on applicants in rural areas and small towns, who are forced to TQ long distances to

complete this process. \@@
)

Maintaining and ensuring a welcoming and diverse community has always been critical to Ly{f@ecause it is possible
to conduct comprehensive initial background checks, annual checks and continuous moni without the use of

fingerprinting checks, there is no reason to use a screening technique that would ’rhrea’reﬂéjhe diversity of our community.
<
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Jordan Brooks, Executive Director of the United State of Women (USoW). Ms. Br @ is the former Deputy Executive
Director and Policy Advisor to the White House Council on Women and Girls i Obama Administration. As Executive
Director of USoW, Ms. Brooks leads the national organization’s efforts to co e, connect and amplify voices in the fight for
full gender equity. Lyft and USoW share the view that equitable fransportetionis crucial to the advancement of women, who
deserve safe and reliable options when it comes to getting around. OO\

Jay Brown, Senior Vice President of Programs, Research and Trai at Human Rights Campaign (HRC). Mr. Brown is a
longtime advocate for transgender equality, with over 20 years perience. As the largest national lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender and queer (LGBTQ) civil rights organization, HR @/oca’res for a world where LGBTQ people are ensured of
their basic equal rights. At HRC, Mr. Brown oversees pro ning that spans a range of issues, including the workplace;
children, youth and LGBTQ families; health and aging;,HIWand AIDS; religion and faith; and the global LGBTQ movement.
Lyft has partnered with HRC since 2017, when HRC b %e one of our first national LyffUp partners. Since then, Lyft and
HRC have collaborated on a variety of initiatives to e@mce LGBTQ equality in our workforce and company policies, on our
platform for riders and drivers, and ex’rernally@’rh public policy advocacy and Pride campaigns.

Melanie Campbell, President and CEO of tional Coalition on Black Civic Participation and Convener of the

Black Women's Roundtable (BWR). Ms. Cc ell is a leader in the social justice movement, who has spent over 20 years
advocating for civil, youth and women’ hts. As convener of the BWR, Ms. Campbell brings together some of the nation’s
most influential Black women leader iscuss and advocate for policies that support and advance women. Ms. Campbell
was instrumental in the appoint f Black women to key positions within the Obama Administration, and is a recipient
of the Congressional Black CaucusFoundation’s Emerging Leaders Legacy Award for her work on election reform. Lyft has
partnered with BWR in resgocg%t

(
\

nce member, BWR has helped extend critical transportation resources, such as food access,

o the COVID-19 pandemic, providing access to thousands of rides nationwide through the
BWR network. As a LyftUp
to vulnerable seniors. (3O

Kym Craven, Execu@irector at the National Association of Women Law Enforcement Executives (NAWLEE). Ms. Craven
has over 30 ye xperience in law enforcement, with a focus on public safety and community engagement initiatives.
Throughout her cdreer, she has advised over 350 municipalities and state agencies. Lyft and NAWLEE have partnered on a
number of initiatives, working together to address roadway safety, gender issues, transportation equity, human trafficking
and domestic violence.

Dwayne A. Crawford, Executive Director at National Organization of Black Law Enforcement Executives (NOBLE). Mr.




Crawford’s experience lies in executive law enforcement policies and administration. As NOBLE's Executive Director, he is
responsible for overseeing NOBLE's external and internal activities. Lyft and NOBLE have focused on a number of efforts,
including transportation equity, Lyft's background check policies and driver and rider safety.

Tracey Vitchers, Executive Director, and Silvia Zenteno, Director of Education and Training, at It's On Us. It's On Us was
founded in the Obama administration as a sexual assault prevention initiative aimed at college campuses. Ms. Vitchers was
selected to lead It's On Us as a nonprofit organization following its departure from the White House. Vitchers is a nationally
recognized expert on youth sexual violence, with unique experience developing technology to combat sexual assaulf. Ms.
Zenteno is a survivor activist and an expert in national campus sexual assault programs. Her work is rooted in improving
access fo sexual assault response and prevention services for students to ensure they are relevant an%&%cﬁve. It's On Us
is Lyft's newest partner on safety, launching a new initiative this year to amplify safety education c@ ridesharing on

college campuses.

©
Jessica Leslie, Interim Vice President of Victim Services at RAINN. Ms. Leslie has spent more 15 years advocating
and providing leadership in the fields of gender equality and gender-based violence. Ms. L provides strategic and
operational leadership fo the National Sexual Assault Hotline and public and priva’re—ge clients, including Lyft, as well as
the victim services clinical and training programs. NS

Sheriff John Whetsel, Chair of the National Sheriffs’ Association’s Traffic Safety mittee. Sheriff Whetsel has over 50
years of experience in law enforcement and a passion for road safety. Sheriff V\@sel served as the Sheriff of Oklahoma
County for 21 years and is the former President of the International Associatj Chiefs of Police. Lyft works closely with
Sheriff Whetsel as part of our ongoing partnership with the National Sheri& ociation. Lyft and NSA have worked
together on programs for roadway safety, safe elder mobility, anti-h @afﬁcking efforts and supporting victims of
domestic violence. As part of that work, the NSA is currently managir%e local county grants, which provide rideshare

transportation to victims of domestic violence and crime victim s@s.

Sheriff Kathy Witt, Sheriff of Fayette County, Kentucky. Unde@r f Witt's leadership, Fayette County provides a variety of
services fo strengthen its public safety response including es’ric Violence and Victim Services Division. As part of this
work, Fayette County is a current recipient of Lyft's NSA rship grant, which provides transportation for crime victim
services and domestic violence victims. &
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In 2018, RALIANCE published a Sexual Misconduct and Violence Taxonomy'
(Taxonomy) to track and codify reports of sexual misconduct and sexual assault.
RALIANCE developed the Taxonomy for organizations to identify and track
reports of sexual misconduct and sexual assault within their systems for
purposes of resolution and accountability, as well as to inform t j internal
sexual violence prevention efforts. \@)

In 2019, Lyft Inc. (Lyft) initiated training on and use of th T\Jonomy in order to
better understand, analyze, prevent, respond to, and ac@p}ess reported safety
incidents on the Lyft platform. Although Lyft has Iong@ processes in place to
identify, track, and ensure follow-up of these repo @application of the
Taxonomy strengthened their training and syst of review. They applied the
Taxonomy retrospectively from 2017 to 2019 @d now seek to share publicly the
data from their Taxonomy application for th@ years. To ensure high quality

application of the Taxonomy, Lyft sought.gdidance from RALIANCE, a national
partnership to end sexual violence. Lyf& ested RALIANCE validate their
Taxonomy application to identifie ts. This report shares evaluation
findings. J

TR0 o ron o e
SPurpose & )

0
The purpose of this w@to evaluate Lyft’s codification of reported cases of
sexual assault. RALIA%C onducted an external expert validation of trained Lyft

auditors’ applicatio the Taxonomy to reports identified in their Safety
Report from 201@ 2019.

Q\Qﬁ
5 ope I
A T T

N/
Extern lidation of Lyft auditors’ application of the Taxonomy in coding types
of s assault involved (1) independent coding of a randomly selected
S ple of identified reported incidents from 2017 to 2019, and (2) statistical

calculations of level of concordance or agreement between Lyft auditors and

o @xternal expert auditors on coded data. We conducted multiple iterations of

N

“review as batches of reports were coded by Lyft by year, with a final batch
consisting of a randomly selected oversampling of reports from five codes
included in Lyft’s Safety Report.

Three external expert coders independently coded each report. The expert
coders included representatives from RALIANCE, Urban Institute, and a
researcher from an academic research center with sexual violence prevention
and intervention expertise. All expert coders had a minimum of four years of
experience working in the area of sexual violence prevention and intervention
research or practice. External coders met to discuss any disagreement in coding
to achieve full concordance on all reports, to allow for comparison with the Lyft
auditor codes.

RALIANCE.ORG



Of the sexual violence reports identified and coded by Lyft over the 2017-2019
period, RALIANCE randomly selected approximately 9% of all reports for
externally validated coding. Assuming a 5% error rate, the sample size was
selected to assume outcomes are 95% accurate (i.e., fit within a 95% confidence
interval). [This means we have 95% confidence with an error of 5% that our
random selection from this sample would yield comparable report outputs with
regard to the types of Taxonomy codes identified for validation with
replication.] A higher than required sample size was reviewed in order to not
only ensure a high confidence in random selection for the total sample but also
for the subsample of reports with the five codes in Lyft's Safety %ﬂf%ort. For this
subsample of the five codes, RALIANCE externally validated 13%@ eports.
Assuming a 5% error rate, the validated sample size reflectﬁaccuracy.

)

Once all external expert coding review and discussion w mplete, we
compared expert codes to Lyft auditor coding to asse Y ncordance, and then
reviewed discordant codes to determine if there w mbiguities in response.
In cases of ambiguity, where Lyft auditors categori a higher tier report than
did external auditors, and we found justification higher tier or equivalent
categorization, we supported concordance %@the Lyft team.

Subsequently, we found very high conc ce (94% and higher) between Lyft
and external auditor coding. Howeve ensure that rate of concordance
accounts for agreement attributa chance, we also conducted a Cohen

Kappa statistic at each |terat|on eV|ew for each batch annually and for the
final batch of oversampled fi % es. Kappa statistics across all years and for
our oversampled final batc kappa=0.87-0.94, again indicating high
concordance and thus@extemal validation of Lyft auditor reviews.

LN

of these data as noted above, RALIANCE believes Lyft is
these data to determine the nature of reports. The approach
used can or quality generation of data for public reporting and as the
basis of id ifying reports for response. We recommend continued use of the
Taxon coding process in place.

°{7@ampling and statistical calculations were conducted by Urban Institute (2020)
@%\@j and Anita Raj, Ph.D. (2021).
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Executive Summary

The Chertoff Group LLC (TCG) was retained by Lyft, Inc. (Lyft) to conduct a strategic-level evaluation of
Lyft’s application of a sexual misconduct and sexual assault taxonomy, independently developed by
RALIANCE, to the U.S. rideshare platform incident data set as identified by its team and its classification
of incidents of physical assault or theft and robbery that result in fatality (“fatal physical as§aults”). Lyft
undertook this program to help the company and other key stakeholders better understa& and address
the prevalence of these incidents within its U.S. rideshare platform. C}

)

The TCG team was tasked with using its past experience overseeing the normaliz and categorization
of large incident and criminal justice system data sets to (1) notionally define ke oject risk and
performance factors as they related to the classification; and then (2) evaly e extent to which these

factors have been incorporated into and mitigated by the company’s ap . In developing criteria,
TCG leveraged authoritative U.S. Government strategic requirements @anning guidance for how to
translate desired outcomes into supporting capability descriptions, ré’%rce components (the ways and
means of operationalizing a capability), and evaluative measures is, a means of verifying that the

capability in question is operating as intended). §

In particular, we developed evaluation criteria based on th@fe resourcing categories that, in our
experience, taken together define an effective capabilitg@mile all aspects of Lyft’s program are, of

course, important, we determined that the following, ation factors were of acute significance:

The extent of leadership’s commitmen e taxonomy classification project;
The adequacy of training and educati@ r the frontline auditors who validated the classification
against Lyft’s larger incident data set@nd
® The successful implementation @e technological systems to support the program.
O
With respect to these critical factq@a er a thorough examination of Lyft’s activities (including review of
relevant documents; multiple in%ﬁéws with Lyft personnel; and a literature review) we reached the

following conclusions: @Q

e Thereisa substar@ commitment within leadership to the taxonomy classification project,
reflected in th%/d of attention given to the project by senior leadership (including at the
Co-Foundtgr(o 'Oident level), in the alignment of safety management performance evaluations to
key safe trics and, going forward, in the creation of a new management structure for safety
issues, @ety metrics are tracked at the Board-level, and the Executive Leadership Team is

br@&peciﬁcally on the taxonomy classification effort every two weeks.

g and education for front-line auditors were treated as a critical factor by the program
managers, resulting in the deployment of meaningful resources to the effort. While this novel

e Trai

taxonomy program is difficult to train for, we found that Lyft devoted significant effort to the
development of the program; to the implementation of the taxonomy; and to evaluative
measures that ensured alignment between auditors and program objectives.

® We also found that Lyft created a unique machine learning (ML) capability that was able to

vectorize text from multiple sources and correlate it to relevant and non-relevant incidents.




Further, Lyft’s Technology and Safety teams worked closely in creating their Engineering 2020
Support Plan as part of the company’s technology roadmap. We have made several
recommendations below for how Lyft could improve validation of effectiveness of its technology
systems.
In Lyft’s program we noted that there was: buy-in and resourcing of the effort from Lyft executives;
recognition of the challenges and opportunities associated with implementing the classification system;
establishment of defined objectives for the program; and creation of an integrated team%@ft staff
including Lyft associates who were the end-users of this taxonomy system. Lyft made%@ icant efforts
uJL plementation
of select federal incident-based data systems with which we are familiar, Lyft’s taxonomy was created

using a dynamic process and we expect it will continue to grow and improve oy me.

N

In addition, we made the following general observations: Q@

to align their taxonomy project with the RALIANCE taxonomy. Lastly, as with succes

¢ Lyft had a meaningful taxonomy-related doctrine and policy d%lopment process, although it
requires greater formality (as described in the body of our rt);

e Initial efforts to manage the taxonomy program have co ed to evolve with the creation of a
Safety Council and Safety Leadership Committee who be well-positioned to manage the
taxonomy effort going forward; @

Adequately trained staff were assigned to the ta@mmy audit program;
Lyft is supplementing internal resources with, ide expertise through the establishment of a

Safety Advisory Council and the establishm f a consultative relationship with RALIANCE;

Sufficient funding was in place for the
Suitable standards and processes we
the classification process for the inci@mt data set as identified by its team;
e Lyft used an Internal Audit team @valuate its processes and technology controls, making
appropriate observations fo%@%uous improvement; and
& We understand that Lyft n y created education modules for drivers to encourage a better
@ies of appropriate behavior, but also made those modules

?

inplace to help ensure the accuracy and calibration of

understanding of the boun
mandatory as a condi@

company that has @
O

f driving with Lyft — we noted Lyft was the first US ride-hailing
uch education mandatory.

It should be noted tha the retroactive nature of this project carries several important limitations with it:
first, sexual assault @sexual misconduct suffer from chronic underreporting across sectors, and no
classification eff n categorize incidents that simply are not reported. Second, the specificity of
retroactive cl ation is — by its nature — limited by the level of detail captured during the underlying
incident respanse process. Third, there are inherent limitations in identifying relevant data sets out of IT
architectures and business processes not originally designed to capture this data.

Based on our initial review and follow-up discussions, we made some recommendations to Lyft to
strengthen its retrospective classification effort, including keyword sampling to verify automated natural
language processing safety classifications as well as exclusions based on other block factors (e.g.,




purportedly inapplicable Submission Reasons, Resolution Reasons and other uncategorized tickets),
which we understand that Lyft has implemented.

As regards Lyft’s forward-looking program, we also made some recommendations to Lyft to strengthen
its program planning and implementation. In addition to the need for a more formalized policy process
and better change management practices, we recommend that Lyft:

e Augment its data model to have greater granularity of information —e.g., on vict%@nd
perpetrator attributes — and therefore greater utility; \

o Formalize a feedback loop to intake associates so that lessons learned from@ taxonomy
program can be incorporated into initial screening; . (?9

o Consider expanding classification efforts to Spanish-language reportszig\z e extent volumes of
Spanish-language reports grow; and o @

& Work to assure continued stability in the auditor cadre to enabl \tinuity within the project, as
Lyft has done with auditor leadership and its auditor training @gram.

9

We believe such measures will not only benefit efforts to classify i ents according to the RALIANCE
taxonomy and assault-related fatalities, but also broader initia {% characterize safety incidents of a
critical nature — for example public health events and serio@%-fatal criminal activity (e.g.,
carjackings).

&
As the Lyft taxonomy classification project matures, \%ggest that it: a) adopt a more formal policy
structure around the taxonomy effort to provide &ance and policy guidance in a documented
manner; and b) adopt a more rigorous change gement process to document the consideration,
adoption, and deployment of modifications e‘\ e taxonomy classification system.

Notwithstanding these issues, based on @examination of Lyft’s program (and as limited in the next
paragraph), our opinion is that Lyft’ offorts to apply the taxonomy to the incident data set identified
by its team for 2018 and 2019 were reasonable and made in good faith. Because the 2017 classification
effort was not fully completed d m‘g/our review period, we were unable to conduct a complete review
of this effort, but the training, @%ration and audit leadership being applied to the effort is consistent
with the 2018-2019 appr &e are further of the opinion that, given the time and resource
constraints that necess rmtend any effort to characterize a database of this size, scope, and
complexity, the baselingtaxonomical analysis is, when supplemented with our recommendations, a
reasonable starti @t for the iterative process of further taxonomical development and application to
other databasesﬁ%

Limitation ‘gw.ﬁ%rk: Given the limited scope of the review requested by Lyft, our opinion is restricted to a
qualitative assessment of the taxonomy classification program as of the date hereof to evaluate the
reasonableness of Lyft’s application of the taxonomy to its selected data set and the company’s
identification of fatal physical assaults as they relate exclusively to the company’s U.S. rideshare platform
for the 2018-19 timeframe. In addition, Lyft did not ask us to extend this review to its Canadian rideshare
platform, or any other historical timeframes. Our review did not evaluate the initial screening or
response process per se. Nor did the company ask us to conduct any quantitative analysis of the
underlying incident data set or the data as categorized using Lyft’s methodologies, as we understand that




such a review was conducted by RALIANCE. Lyft also did not ask us to evaluate Lyft’s substantive efforts
to prevent, respond to, or otherwise address sexual harassment, sexual misconduct, sexual assault, and
fatal physical assaults —or more general safety risks — in its platform.

About The Chertoff Group Team: The Chertoff Group is an internationally recognized leader in security
and risk management advisory services and applies its unmatched industry insights around security
technology, global threats, strateqgy and public policy to enable a more secure world. It st%%from the
proposition that there is no such thing as risk elimination and the firm helps clients und
address the fundamentals of security risk management. Members of The Chertoff G, @f
team included: Thomas Bush, an advisor to The Chertoff Group and former Assist S irector of the
Criminal Justice Information Services (CJIS) Division of the Federal Bureau of Inw@ation (FBI) who spent

nd risk and
ssessment

much of his career designing, managing, and evaluating case management s s, including the design
and management of the FBI case management system and N-DEx, the ng database of criminal
justice data; Joseph Ford, an advisor to The Chertoff Group, former Associgate Deputy Director of the FBI

and former Chief Security Officer for Bank of the West, who has exte experience in the use of case
management systems both in law enforcement and commercial en ments; Adam Isles, a Principal at
The Chertoff Group and former Deputy Chief of Staff at the U.S. rtment of Homeland Security (DHS)

who works with clients across industries to build security ri%@‘qg@mgement programs and was the
principal drafter of the firm’s security risk management me : ology, which was approved by DHS for
SAFETY Act designation in 2017; and Paul Rosenzweig, @ior advisor to The Chertoff Group and former
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy at DHS who has’ sive knowledge on data management and has
developed policy, strategic plans, and global approgghes to homeland security, ranging from immigration
and border security policies to avian flu and int: jonal rules for data protection. The Chertoff Group
report was reviewed by Michael Chertoff, thegEgecutive Chairman of The Chertoff Group, a former
Secretary of Homeland Security, and federal @ge on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, and
Jayson Ahern, a Principal at The ChertQOf up and former acting Commissioner of U.S. Customs and
Border Protection at DHS.
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