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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

ANSEL DAVIS, an individual,

Plaintiff, CASE NO.
VS.

UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,
a California corporation,

Defendant.
/

COMPLAINT

Plaintiff, ANSEL DAVIS, on behalf of himself and all others similarly situated (hereinafter
“Plaintiff”), sues Defendant, UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC. (hereinafter “UBER”), and alleges:

NATURE OF THE CASE

1. Defendant is a taxi rideshare company, that provides transportation services to the
public throughout the State of Florida, including but not limited to Broward County, Florida.
Because it is primarily engaged in the business of transporting people, Defendant is a covered
entity under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (the “ADA”), and relevant related
implementing regulations.

2. Plaintiff is blind and uses a guide dog to navigate. Because he is blind, Plaintiff
cannot drive, and depends on third party services, including UBER, to travel locally. In this case,
UBER has repeatedly, consistently, and incessantly failed and/or refused to transport Plaintiff,
only because he is accompanied by a guide dog. This conduct by UBER violates the ADA.

3. Defendant has been sued repeatedly (by other blind and visually impaired
individuals) for the same issues that are raised in this case and Defendant has itself acknowledged

(to Plaintiff) that the conduct here at issue is unlawful (and promised that it would be remedied).
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Those promises, however, have been hollow meaningless boilerplate, and Defendant’s drivers
continue to refuse to transport Plaintiff because of his guide dog. Defendant is directly responsible
for complying with its own non-delegable duty to adhere to ADA requirements and is also
vicariously liable for ADA violations of its drivers.

4. Each instance of unlawful discrimination by UBER has left Plaintiff, who is blind,
stranded away from home with no transportation (to say nothing of the humiliation and rejection
of being repeatedly abandoned by drivers). Plaintiff has also been charged for rides he was not
given (because the driver refused to take his service animal), charged cancelation fees for rides
illegally canceled by UBER drivers themselves, and UBER has failed to make promised
compensatory payments or to immediately refund wrongful cancelation charges.

5. This conduct is continuing, despite multiple lawsuits against UBER by others
experiencing the same issues, and constant empty promises to cure. Defendant is clearly undeterred
and unmoved by litigation aimed at rectifying this misconduct, and at this point, it is clear that
only a punitive damage award might possibly cause UBER to take effective action to cure this
persisting misconduct.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. This is an action for declaratory and injunctive relief brought pursuant to Title 111
of the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. § 12181, et seq., as well as damages and punitive
damages pursuant to Chapter 768, Florida Statutes. This Court is vested with original jurisdiction
over Plaintiff’s ADA claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 and 8 1343, and supplemental

jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s state law claims pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1367.
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2. Venue is proper and lies in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 81391 in that all or
most of the transactions or occurrences giving rise to this lawsuit occurred in Broward County,
Florida, which is located within this District.

3. Defendant, UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC., is subject to the personal jurisdiction
of this Court; Defendant is and has been violating the civil rights of blind persons in this District
through, inter alia, its pattern of conduct set forth herein. Defendant is providing services to
consumers throughout this District and causing damage to certain of those consumers whose civil
rights are violated. Defendant employs drivers throughout the State of Florida, including within
Broward County, Florida, to provide transportation services, is registered to do business in Florida,
and maintains a registered agent in Plantation, Florida, which is located in Broward County.

THE PARTIES

4. Plaintiff, ANSEL DAVIS, was and is over the age of 18 years, sui juris, and a
resident of Broward County, Florida.

S. Plaintiff has at all material times suffered from a “qualified disability” under the
ADA. Plaintiff is blind. He requires a guide dog to avoid obstacles and to otherwise navigate and
traverse unknown terrain. Because he is blind, Plaintiff cannot drive, and is reliant on other forms
of transportation, including UBER, to travel locally.

6. Defendant, UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC., was and is a for-profit Delaware
corporation, which is registered to do business, and is doing business, in Florida. Defendant uses
its smartphone application software to arrange rides between passengers and its drivers, much like
the way in which a taxi dispatcher coordinates rides between passengers and its taxi drivers.

7. On at least a dozen occasions (that he specifically complained about to UBER),

Plaintiff called for a ride through his UBER app, only to have the assigned driver refuse him service
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because he was accompanied by a guide dog. Many of these instances have been witnessed by
third parties, one instance resulted in a police report in which the officer at the scene determined
that the UBER driver violated Florida law by this conduct, and one instance was documented by a
freelance journalist — and every instance left Plaintiff stranded away from home, delayed,
scrambling to find alternative transportation (sometime from strangers), and/or forced to expend
money on alternate travel methods. Adding insult to injury, Plaintiff has been charged cancelation
fees, for rides that were illegally canceled by UBER drivers. Defendant has acknowledged these
issues, and represented that the issues would be cured, but never to any effect. Defendant also
promised payment as compensation to Plaintiff, which was never actually paid.

8. These issues persist unabated, notwithstanding Defendant’s actual knowledge of
the problem, and feckless promises to cure these issue. Defendant has failed to effectively enforce
any policy or procedure requiring compliance with the ADA as it relates to service animals, has
failed to remove drivers from its system when they willfully cancel rides based on disability
(service animal), failed to effectively train new and existing drivers to comply with their obligation
to transport service animals, and failed to protect Plaintiff (and others) from discrimination
perpetrated by UBER drivers even after being put on repeated specific notice that this was and is
a recurring problem.

FACTS

9. Plaintiff is blind and is a resident of Broward County, Florida. Plaintiff uses a guide
dog to navigate in unfamiliar places, and to otherwise assist with the challenges presented by his
inability to see. Plaintiff cannot drive and therefore depends on third parties for transportation.

Plaintiff uses UBER services for local rides.
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10.  Over the past five (5) years, Plaintiff has been discriminated against by Defendant
on a consistent basis, through the chronic failure of UBER drivers to allow Plaintiff to be
accompanied by his guide dog, and by denial of services to Plaintiff based on his service animal.
A screenshot from Defendant’s app showing the number of complaints that Plaintiff has lodged
regarding discrimination by UBER drivers is attached as Exhibit “A.”

11. By way of specific illustrations, on June 1, 2022, Plaintiff was waiting to be picked
up by an UBER driver in Plantation, Florida. His guide dog was under his control, on a leash with
guide dog harness, and was clearly marked as a service dog. See Police Report dated June 1, 2022,
attached as Exhibit “B.” Plaintiff heard a notification from his phone that the UBER driver had
arrived. Plaintiff heard the driver speaking to a nearby bystander, who indicated to the driver that
Plaintiff was the passenger. Exhibit “B.” The driver specifically stated that he would not allow
Plaintiff’s service dog into the vehicle, at which point the bystander protested that the dog was a
service animal, and that Plaintiff is blind. Exhibit “B.” The driver refused, and left, stranding
Plaintiff with no ride, standing by the side of the road.

12.  Police officers were called, and officers at the scene concluded that “the Uber driver
clearly interfered with the rights of an individual with a disability by denying him admittance to a
public accommodation.” Exhibit “B.” The police officers then drove Plaintiff to his destination,
since he was now stranded, and police also helped him to get a refund from UBER, which had
charged him a fee for the ride that he was denied. Exhibit “B.” The police then attempted to
access UBER’s “Law Enforcement Response Team” so that they could identify the driver, but
conveniently for Defendant, the system was not working. Exhibit “B.”

13. OnJuly 8, 2022, Plaintiff had just finished a haircut and called for an UBER to take

him home. He asked people in the barbershop to look out for the UBER and to let him know when
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