Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea • City of Del Rey Oaks • City of Monterey • City of Pacific Grove
City of Salinas • City of Sand City • City of Seaside • Monterey Peninsula Airport District
County of Monterey

Board of Directors Regular Meeting
July 28, 2014
MST Conference Room
One Ryan Ranch Road, Monterey, CA 93940
10:00 A.M.

1.

2.

CALL TO ORDER
1-1.

Roll Call.

1-2.

Pledge of Allegiance.

CONSENT AGENDA
2-1.

Review highlights of the agenda. (Carl Sedoryk)

These items will be approved by a single motion. Anyone may request that an item be
discussed and considered separately.
2-2.

Minutes of the regular meeting of April 28, 2014. (Deanna Smith) (pg. 1)

2-3.

Receive April – June 2014 Financial Statements. (Angela Dawson) (pg. 7)

End of Consent Agenda
3.

SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS

4.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA

Members of the public may address the Board on any matter related to the jurisdiction
of The Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority but not on the agenda. There is a time
limit of not more than three minutes for each speaker. The Board will not take action or
respond immediately to any public comments presented, but may choose to follow-up at
a later time, either individually, through staff, or on a subsequent agenda.

5.

COMMITTEE REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS

No action is required unless specifically noted.
5-1.

Receive update from RTA staff. (Carl Sedoryk and Hunter Harvath)
(pg. 11)

5-2.

Ad Hoc Nominating Committee minutes from June 20, 2014.
(Carl Sedoryk) (pg. 27)

6.

BIDS/PROPOSALS

7.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

8.

9.

10.

7-1.

Conduct public hearing regarding the application of MC & SONS, LLC of
Monterey County d/b/a DGTC TAXI and consider approval of the
application. (Hunter Harvath) (pg. 29)

7-2.

Conduct public hearing regarding the application of Jerome B. Sindano of
Monterey County d/b/a THE OTTERS and consider approval of the
application. (Hunter Harvath) (pg. 33)

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
8-1.

Receive status of RTA start-up costs and repayment. (Hunter Harvath)
(pg. 37)

8-2.

Adopt FY 2015 RTA Operating Budget. (Hunter Harvath) (pg. 41)

NEW BUSINESS
9-1.

Conduct Election of Officers. (Carl Sedoryk) (pg. 45)

9-2.

Appoint Ad Hoc By Law Review Committee. (Carl Sedoryk) (pg. 49)

REPORTS & INFORMATION ITEMS

The Board will receive and file these reports, which do not require action by the Board.
10-1. Receive April – June 2014 Report from RTA Administrator.
(Hunter Harvath) (pg. 51)
10-2. Staff Announcements.
10-3. Recent articles related to Transportation Network Companies. (pg. 63)

11.

COMMENTS BY BOARD MEMBERS
11-1. Reports on meetings attended by board members at RTA expense
(AB1234).
11-2. Board member Comments and Announcements.
11-3. Board member Referrals to TAC or future agendas.

12.

CORRESPONDENCE
12-1. Request for RTA start-up cost reimbursement – City of Carmel-by-theSea. (pg. 81)

13.

CLOSEDSESSION

As permitted by Government Code §64956 et seq. of the State of California, the Board
of Directors may adjourn to Closed Session to consider specific matters dealing with
personnel and/or pending possible litigation and/or conferring with the Board's MeyersMilias-Brown Act representative.
14.

RETURN TO OPEN SESSION

15.

ADJOURN
NEXT MEETING DATE: October 27, 2014 at 10:00 am
LOCATION: Monterey-Salinas Transit, 1 Ryan Ranch Rd. Monterey, CA 93940
NEXT AGENDA DEADLINE: October 14, 2014

Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Board after distribution of the agenda
packet are available for public inspection at the Monterey-Salinas Transit Administration office at 1
Ryan Ranch Road, Monterey, CA during normal business hours.
Upon request, the Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority will provide written agenda
materials in appropriate alternative formats, or disability-related modification or
accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to enable individuals with disabilities to
participate in public meetings. Please send a written request, including your name, mailing
address, phone number and brief description of the requested materials and preferred
alternative format or auxiliary aid or service at least three working days prior to the meeting.
Requests should be sent to Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority – c/o Deanna Smith, MST,
One Ryan Ranch Road, Monterey, CA 93940 or dsmith@mst.org. Taxi-related materials and
information are available on ww.mryrta.org.
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting

MONTEREY COUNTY REGIONAL TAXI AUTHORITY
MINUTES
April 28, 2014
10:00 a.m.
One Ryan Ranch Road, Monterey

Present: Fernando Armenta
Tony Barrera
Victoria Beach
Kristin Clark
Alan Cohen
Libby Downey
Alvin Edwards
Mary Ann Leffel
David Pendergrass

County of Monterey
City of Salinas
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea
City of Del Rey Oaks
City of Pacific Grove
City of Monterey
City of Seaside (10:12am)
Monterey Peninsula Airport District (10:26am)
City of Sand City

Absent:
Staff:

Hunter Harvath
Carl Sedoryk
Michael Hernandez
Kelly Halcon
Tom Hicks
Deanna Smith
Dave Laredo
Heidi Quinn

Asst. General Manager/Finance & Administration
General Manager/CEO
Asst. General Manager/COO
Director of Human Resources/Risk Management
CTSA Manager
Executive Assistant/Clerk to the Board
De Lay & Laredo
De Lay & Laredo

Public:

Roy Graham
Kathi Krystal
Michael Cardinalli
John Cardinalli
Tom Mancini
Talib Salamin
Luis Lomelli

TAC Representative
TAC Representative/Associated Taxi
Salinas Yellow Cab
Salinas Yellow Cab
TAC Representative
Serra Yellow Cab
Green Cab

Apology is made for any misspelling of a name.
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1.

CALL TO ORDER
1-1.

Roll Call.

1-2.

Pledge of Allegiance.

Director Downey called the meeting to order at 10:03am and Roll Call was taken.
Director Beach led the Pledge of Allegiance.
2.

CONSENT AGENDA
2-1.

Review highlights of the agenda.

Mr. Sedoryk reviewed the highlights of the agenda.
2-2.

Minutes of the regular meeting of January 27, 2014.

2-3.

Receive January - March 2014 Financial Statements.

2-4.

Receive FY 2013 Audit of the RTA.

Director Downey pulled item 2-3 for discussion.
Director Pendergrass made a motion to approve the Consent Agenda
without item 2-3 and was seconded by Director Armenta. The motion passed
unanimously.
Director Downey asked Mr. Harvath to provide details on RTA start up cost
repayment by jurisdiction. Mr. Harvath provided a handout detailing each jurisdiction’s
request for repayment of their original contribution and the amount each jurisdiction has
paid toward outstanding start-up costs, which exceeded initial contribution. To date, the
cities of Carmel and Pacific Grove have not stated whether they request repayment.
Director Edwards arrived at 10:12 am.
Directors Beach and Cohen asked RTA staff to draft a letter detailing the start up
cost contribution, additional amounts owed, and repayment details, and send it to them
personally with a copy sent to city staff. Directors Beach and Cohen will discuss with
their fellow city council members and mayors.
Mr. Harvath will have a more comprehensive detail available at the next RTA
Finance Committee meeting.
Public Comment – none.
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Director Barrera made a motion to approve item 2-3 and was seconded by
Director Edwards. The motion passed unanimously.
3.

SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS

4.

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA
No public comment.

5.

COMMITTEE REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS
5-1.

Receive update from RTA staff.

Mr. Harvath directed the board to a new chart that will be a part of the quarterly
RTA Administrator report on page 33. The chart tracks taxi driver and vehicle permit
fees on a rolling annual basis. He informed the board that while most permit appeals are
upheld, RTA staff recently overturned an appeal, allowing the driver to obtain an RTA
permit. He believes this is a testimony to staff’s objectivity.
Director Leffel arrived at 10:26 am.
The agenda includes the results of the RTA annual audit and an update on
taxicab company insurance compliance. Staff has been in conversations with an
individual who is working within the RTA jurisdiction as an Uber driver. Staff has also
received notice of two moving violations last quarter involving MST’s leased accessible
taxis and is continuing to monitor the situation.
Public Comment – none.
6.

BIDS/PROPOSALS

7.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

8.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
8-1.

Discuss RTA jurisdiction over taxicab company business practices and
provide direction to staff.

Mr. Sedoryk provided a summary of staff’s findings and recommendation, noting
that the RTA JPA and other enabling documents do not designate any authority or
powers to regulate business practices related to driver recruitment. The JPA could be
amended to stipulate this authority, but it would require a unanimous vote of the board.
The RTA Administrator has reported only four driver transfers during this fiscal year.
Director Clark and Barrera asked for more information on which cab companies
were requesting increased regulation.
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Director Armenta stated that he had requested additional research into the issue,
but he did not believe there was support among the board to pursue.
Director Beach stated that she was interested in whether there was any illegal
activity being conducted. Mr. Sedoryk stated he was not aware of illegal activity.
Public Comment
Kathi Krystal disagreed with the number of reported driver transfers, stating she
know personally of one driver who has transferred four times, and other who have had
multiple transfers. Staff will look into the discrepancy.
John Cardinalli stated that his company, Salinas Yellow Cab does not directly
solicit drivers, but that the drivers come to him and he offers incentives.
Roy Graham believes the problem began because Salinas Yellow Cab has a
monopoly of drivers and cabs in the area and has overpowered smaller companies,
decreasing competition in the market. He does not believe the RTA should regulate on
recruitment, but does support a moratorium on increasing the number of cab and drivers
to allow the smaller companies to compete.
Luis Lomelli stated that Salinas Yellow Cab has been actively soliciting his
drivers since the beginning of the RTA. They have held meetings with their drivers and
solicited within the cabs, offering lucrative incentives to transfer. He stated that Salinas
Yellow Cab has lied, and even though he has asked for help, he has received no help.
He stated the RTA seems to be in the business of making money and not helping the
cab owners.
Director Downy asked if RTA General Counsel had anything to add. Mr. Laredo
stated that cab company owners could control driver transfers by requiring a “no
compete” clause requiring a time period between leaving one company and transferring
to a competitor. This self-regulation is common. He did not believe it would be easy for
the RTA to regulate this issue.
Talib Salamin stated that driver transfers are common in the industry across the
country. He believes this is an independent driver’s right, and that contracts between
companies and their drivers are a common way to minimize transfers. He is not aware
of any county limiting this practice.
Close Public Comment
Director Cohen and Pendergrass do not support regulating this practice. Director
Beach thanked staff for the research and information. Director Barrera liked the idea of
“no compete” contracts.
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Director Edwards asked if a motion was required. Mr. Laredo stated that no
motion was required. Director Downey stated that she believed in was the consensus of
the board to take no action on this issue and asked if any member of the board
protested the consensus. No protest was entered.
9.

NEW BUSINESS
9-1.

Approve preliminary FY 2015 operating budget and refer to Finance
Committee for review.

Director Downey asked the difference between legal notices and legal services.
Director Edwards advised staff to raise permit fees on an incremental basis
rather than waiting several years and then raising them by a high percentage, resulting
in “sticker shock” for companies and drivers. Mr. Harvath stated that the RTA is more
than covering its costs and sees no need to increase permit fees this year, nor does
staff believe there will be a need to raise fees by a large percentage in the future.
Director Downey mentioned that the Monterey Police Department could only
charge for the cost of service and could not make a profit.
Director Armenta stated that he would like to see a line item included for a
Customer Comment Card. He does not believe relying on the cards distributed at the
airport provided jurisdiction-wide responses. Staff will amend the draft FYT2015 budget
to include this item for review by the Finance Committee in July.
Public Comment – none.
Director Cohen made a motion to approve the preliminary FY 2015
operating budget, including the recommendation to add an allocation for a
Customer Comment Card, and refer to the Finance Committee for review. The
motion was seconded by Director Edwards and passed unanimously.
10.

REPORTS & INFORMATION ITEMS
10-1. Receive January – March 2014 Report from RTA Administrator.

Mr. Harvath stated that MST has three accessible taxis available for lease to
permitted RTA cab companies and the RFQ is available on the RTA website.
Director Edwards asked staff to send letters notifying all cab company owners in
case there were some who did not have internet access.
10-2. Receive update on taxi dispatching company insurance compliance.
Public Comment – none.
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11.

COMMENTS BY BOARD MEMBERS
11-1. Reports on meetings attended by board members at RTA expense
(AB1234).
11-2. Board member Comments and Announcements.
11-3. Board member Referrals to TAC or future agendas.

Director Leffel asked staff to place an item on a future agenda to discuss limiting
the use of MST accessible vehicles for persons without disabilities.
Director Beach asked staff to place an item on a future agenda to discuss better
coordination of accessible taxis and the RIDES buses. Mr. Sedoryk will follow up with
her for more details.
12.

CORRESPONDENCE
12-1. UberX, Lyft prompt state insurance regulator hearing.
12-2. As Uber, Lyft, Sidecar grow, so do concerns of disabled.

13.

CLOSEDSESSION

14.

RETURN TO OPEN SESSION

15.

ADJOURN
There being no further business, Chair Downey adjourned the meeting at 11:11a.m.
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting

To:

Board of Directors

From:

H. Harvath, Deputy Treasurer

Subject:

Quarterly Financial Report: April – June 2014

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive and accept the quarterly financial report of the Monterey County
Regional Taxi Authority.

DISCUSSION:
The current (4th Quarter of FY 2014) financial report of the Monterey County
Regional Taxi Authority (RTA) is attached for your review.
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting

To:

Board of Directors

From:

Carl Sedoryk, General Manager/CEO

Subject:

Update on Transportation Network Companies (TNC)

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive update on recent CPUC actions taken to address issues surrounding the
operating practices of transportation network companies (TNC).
DISCUSSION:
A report by the California state legislature report provides the following history of
transportation network companies. The Internet and the proliferation of smart phones
have transformed many aspects of life and commerce, including how to access private
transportation options. Instead of hailing a cab or calling a reservation car service, a
growing number of consumers are using new app-based services that connect drivers
with passengers. With GPS and geolocation technology as the foundation of the
business model, companies such as Uber, Lyft, and RideShare enable customers to
use an app that alerts participating drivers in the area of the need for a ride. Drivers
with their TNC app turned on get a notification on their smartphones and can accept or
reject the ride request. The customer can see photos of responding drivers and their
vehicles, as well as customer ratings of each driver and choose to accept or reject the
driver. When a passenger and driver make a “match,” the ride is provided, and
payment is made electronically via smartphone, with drivers getting a portion based on
each TNC’s policy.
App-based ride services originated in California and began operation in the Bay
Area in 2012. Uber, the largest ride service company, is now available in more than 100
cities in 35 countries and was recently valued at about $17 billion. Drivers with these
new services use their own vehicles and most have other jobs, providing transportation
services to supplement their income. Lyft reports that 54 percent of its drivers have a
full-time job and 30 percent work part-time, with more than a third driving less than 5
hours a week and only 10 percent driving more than 30 hours per week. Some drivers
turn on their app and accept riders in their spare time or provide service only on
weekends and evenings, usually in busy entertainment districts when "surge" fares are
in effect.
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Uber has two models: Uber drivers who are licensed limousine drivers; and
UberX drivers who use their own vehicles. Many taxi drivers also are signing up with
TNCs to supplement taxi income, while some are even switching fulltime to the new
model.
The CPUC regulates many types of transportation including "passenger stage
corporations" and "charter carriers" that transport persons by motor vehicle for
compensation on a pre-arranged basis. The "Charter-Party Carriers Act," first enacted
in 1961, contains numerous special provisions, exclusions, classifications, and permits
for a wide range of transportation modes, including: a limousine with seating capacity up
to eight passengers; a bus with capacity up to 15 passengers; a large bus with 16 or
more passengers; as well as vehicles used for nonprofit ridesharing, round-trip
sightseeing, youth camps, farm worker transportation, motel guests, hot air balloon ride
passengers, school children, and more.
Insurance and other requirements vary depending the size and use of vehicles
and other factors. Taxicabs are excluded from the definition of charter-party carrier, with
the key distinction being that charter-party carrier transport must be pre-arranged
through written contract or telephone and may not be obtained by street hails. Thus,
taxis are exempt from CPUC regulation and instead are regulated by cities and
counties. Airports also have regulations and requirements for all types of vehicles.
The last major revision of the "Passenger Charter-Party Act" was in 1990, in
response to what news reports called a "Gold Rush-like boom in the limousine industry,"
following the Olympics in Los Angeles when chauffer service proved profitable. Taxis
and licensed limousine operators called for more regulation and enforcement against
"bandit" limousine operators who were operating without licenses and commercial
insurance and who, according to the Los Angeles Checker Cab Company, "represent a
threat to healthy competition in the transportation industry and to public safety and
welfare." Airports especially responded with increased enforcement, claiming the
CPUC had abdicated its enforcement. AB 1506 (Moore) clarified CPUC and airport
enforcement including, but not limited to, revised requirements applicable to limousines.
After a September 2013 decision, the CPUC began regulation of the app-based
ride services. The CPUC exercised its jurisdiction over charter-party carriers, but
created a distinct new category called Transportation Network Companies (TNCs). In
order to balance innovation, consumer choice, and public safety, they tailored specific
new rules in response to the introduction of these new technologies into the existing
industry. The decision required TNCs to obtain a permit from the CPUC, conduct
criminal background checks of drivers, establish a driver training program, implement a
zero-tolerance policy on drugs and alcohol, conduct vehicle inspections, and obtain
authorization from airports before conducting any operations on or into airport
property. The decision also required each TNC to maintain commercial liability
insurance policies, providing not less than $1 million per-incident coverage for incidents
involving vehicles and drivers "while they are providing TNC services.”
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Several incidents in recent months, including a death on New Year's Eve in San
Francisco, brought to light a serious gap in insurance coverage in connection with TNC
service. While the CPUC decision required coverage while "providing TNC services,"
the debate has centered on how exactly to define providing TNC services, generally
described involving three distinct periods:


Period 1 - driver turns app on while waiting for a passenger match



Period 2 - match is accepted but passenger is not yet picked up



Period 3 - passenger is in the vehicle until passenger leaves the vehicle.

On April, 2014, after an investigative hearing, the California Department of
Insurance notified the CPUC of its conclusion that "As long as TNCs are encouraging
non-professional drivers to use their personal vehicles to drive passengers for a profit, a
risk for which personal automobile insurance is not available, TNCs should bear the
insurance burden." CDI found that a drivers' existing personal automobile insurance
does not cover TNC-related driving and that adding TNC exposure to the personal
automobile insurance pool may increase personal automobile insurance rates stating,
"CDI concludes that personal auto insurers should not be mandated to cover a risk
which is associated with the business model of the TNC." The CDI recommended that
the $1 million primary commercial liability insurance should apply to all three periods.
The CPUC issued a proposed decision on June 11, 2014, to clarify "providing
TNC services" as whenever the TNC driver has the open and/or is available to accept
rides from a subscribing TNC passenger, thereby applying the $1 million commercial
insurance requirement as primary during all three periods. The proposed decision also
required medical payment coverage in the amount of $5,000, comprehensive and
collision coverage in the amount of $50,000, and uninsured/underinsured motorist
coverage in the amount of $1 million per incident. The CPUC's proposed decision found
that a TNC may satisfy the insurance requirements with its own policy or in combination
with a TNC driver's policy, specifically written for that purpose, further stating "We
encourage the insurance industry to create new products specific to TNC drivers." The
CPUC plans to convene a workshop by September 2014 to get an update on TNC's
commercial insurance policies and how these policies have performed.
On June 10, 2014, the CPUC President sent letters to each TNC with a CPUC
permit admonishing them for violating rules regarding services provided at airports. The
letter describes concerns raised by five major airports that TNC drivers have been
operating at airports without permits and are not complying with rules in the TNC
decision. According to the letter, many TNC drivers lacked proof of insurance and at
least two lacked valid driver's licenses. On some occasions, airport officers have
observed a TNC driver using the account of another registered driver.
The Taxicab Paratransit Association of California is challenging the California
PUC regulations, and in May of 2014 filed two separate court actions, one with the state
Supreme Court and another with the Third Appellate District Court of Appeal. The suits
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argue that the PUC failed to consider environmental impacts and overstepped its
authority by asserting jurisdiction over the type of on-demand transportation service
provided by taxicabs, which are regulated by local governments.
The California state legislature is currently wading into the disputes with two bills
that would impose various requirements on TNCs. AB 612 by Assemblyman Adrin
Nazarian, D-Sherman Oaks, would require transportation network companies like Uber
and Lyft to provide $1 million insurance coverage for enrolled drivers at all times. It
would also require that drivers submit to fingerprint background checks done through
the state Department of Justice, and that companies get "pull notices" from the state
Department of Motor Vehicles concerning drivers who get arrested for violations of
certain traffic laws, such as driving while intoxicated.
AB 2293 by state Assemblywoman Susan Bonilla, D-Concord, establishes
guidelines for regarding insurance coverage for Transportation Network Companies
(TNCs) to ensure personal and financial safety of consumers. Specifically, this bill:
1) Codifies the California Public Utilities Commission's (PUC) definition of TNC.
2) Requires TNCs to inform drivers about the insurance coverage and limits
offered by the TNC when providing TNC services and that a driver's personal
auto coverage may not provide coverage when operating as a TNC.
3) Defines when personal and commercial auto insurance is in effect.
4) Clarifies that commercial automobile insurance coverage has the duty to defend
and indemnify when the TNC driver is on duty.
Both bills have passed through the State Assembly and are currently set for
hearings in State Senate Appropriations Committee on August 4, 2014.

ATTACHMENT 1:

Letters from CPUC President, Michael R. Peevey, to Lyft, SideCar,
Summon, UberX, and Wingz operators.

Prepared by: _____________________
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting

Ad Hoc Nominating Committee
MINUTES
June 20, 2014
1 Ryan Ranch Rd. Monterey, CA
Present:

Directors Clark, Pendergrass, Cohen, Edwards

Absent:

None

Others:

Carl Sedoryk, General Manager/CEO

1. Call to order.
Director Clark called the meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.
2. Public comment on matters not on the agenda.
No public comment.
3. Recommend FY 2015 Officers for election and staff appointments.
Director Clark reported that Ms. Downey offered to serve if no one else expressed
an interest. Director Clark also reported that she had received interest in officer
positions from Mary Ann Leffel and Tony Barrera.
Director Pendergrass made a motion to recommend Director Leffel for
position of chair and was seconded by Director Edwards. The motion passed
unanimously.
The group discussed options for vice-chair and appeared to have unanimous
concerns about having a single director hold the duties of an elected officer on both the
MST and RTA boards simultaneously. Mr. Sedoryk stated that there were no
restrictions in the bylaws that prevented a board member from serving on the MST and
RTA boards simultaneously.
Director Cohen made a motion to recommend Director Edwards as vicechair and the motion was seconded by Director Pendergrass.
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Director Edwards said that he would serve if this was the wish of the committee;
however, he felt that it would be inappropriate for him to vote for himself while serving
as a member on the Nominating Committee.
The motion passed 3-0 with Directors Clark, Pendergrass, and Cohen
voting aye, and an abstention from Director Edwards.
Director Clark made a motion to recommend non-elected officers and
appointments to the Board and was seconded by Director Edwards. The motion
passed unanimously.
Director Clark asked staff to place an item on the next RTA agenda requesting
the RTA board to appoint an Ad Hoc Bylaw Review Committee to consider whether a
single board member should be allowed to simultaneously hold an officer position on
both the MST and RTA Boards.
4. Adjourn.
There being no further business, Director Clark adjourned the meeting at 1:30
p.m.
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting
To:

Board of Directors

From:

Hunter Harvath, Deputy Treasurer

Subject:

New Taxicab Company Owner Permit Application – MC & SONS, LLC

RECOMMENDATION:
1. Conduct public hearing regarding the application of MC & SONS, LLC d/b/a
DGTC TAXI to provide taxi services in the Monterey County Regional Taxi
Authority (RTA) jurisdictions.
2. Approve application of MC & SONS, LLC as a new taxi dispatching company.
FISCAL IMPACT:
Potential company permit fee revenue to the RTA in the amount of $1,000 for the
first cab dispatched, $300 for each additional cab dispatched.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
Your Board approves applications for new Taxicab Company Owner permits.
DISCUSSION:
Staff received an application for a new taxicab company permit from MC &
SONS, LLC d/b/a DGTC TAXI. The company owners, Chanchal M. Singh and Manjeet
Kaur, submitted substantial documentation as required by the Monterey County
Regional Taxi Authority Regulations and have passed the Department of Justice
criminal background check. Mr. Singh indicates that he is the owner of East Market
Shell and Quickstop in Salinas and has submitted financial documentation showing the
financial stability of his businesses. In addition, he has provided proof of $1 million
insurance, which is required by the RTA regulations.
Section 22.4.2 of the Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority Regulations
states, “The RTA shall review the application and the recommendation from the
Authority staff to determine if it appears there is a need and necessity for the taxicab
services proposed, and whether the applicant meets the requirements of the RTA
Regulations and ordinances.” Furthermore, section 22.4.3 of the RTA regulations
states that the following findings must be made:
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22.4.3.1 – The applicant is financially responsible as determined by the RTA
Staff finding: Financial documentation (Profit & Loss statements and
Balance Sheets) has been submitted by the applicant attesting to the fact
that the company has the financial resources to support taxi operations.
22.4.3.2 – The applicant is of good moral character consistent with federal, state,
and local laws for the public services that will be provided by the owner.
Staff finding: Department of Justice (DOJ) background checks were
successfully completed on both applicants, which documented that the
applicants are of good moral character as required under this Section.
22.4.3.3 – Existing taxicab business are not adequately serving the public with
respect to taxicab services.
Staff finding: In a letter dated April 25, 2014, (Attachment) Mr. Chanchal
cited inadequacies in the quality of services provided and the lack of credit
card payment options by existing taxicab companies in the area. He
identifies strategies he would employ with his taxicab company to address
those inadequacies.
22.4.3.4 – Such additional taxicab service will not result in a greater hazard to the
public or create substantial traffic or parking problems
Staff finding: Also in his April 25th letter, Mr. Singh states that as his
company grows, he “will get better place[s] for all cars to be parked in
allocated place[s] instead [of] hanging out on the street corners and
parking in other businesses parking lots.”
As Mr. Singh has met the four findings as detailed above, staff recommends
approval of this application for a new taxi company at the July 28, 2014, meeting of your
Board.

Attachment: April 25, 2014 Letter from Chanchal M. Singh
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting
To:

Board of Directors

From:

Hunter Harvath, Deputy Treasurer

Subject:

New Taxicab Company Owner Permit Application – Jerome B. Sindano

RECOMMENDATION:
1. Conduct public hearing regarding the application of Jerome B. Sindano d/b/a
THE OTTERS to provide taxi services in the Monterey County Regional Taxi
Authority (RTA) jurisdictions.
2. Deny application unless complete financial documentation is submitted to
RTA staff by 8:30AM on July 28, 2014.
FISCAL IMPACT:
Potential company permit fee revenue to the RTA in the amount of $1,000 for the
first cab dispatched, $300 for each additional cab dispatched.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
Your Board approves applications for new Taxicab Company Owner permits.
DISCUSSION:
Staff received an application for a new taxicab company permit from Jerome B.
Sindano d/b/a THE OTTERS. The company owner, Jerome Sindano, has submitted
items of documentation as required by the Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority
Regulations and has passed the Department of Justice criminal background check. Mr.
Sindano claims that his past record of making payments to other taxi dispatching
companies he has worked for (Sal’s, Coastal Yellow Cab, Salinas Yellow Cab)
demonstrates his financial capacity to start a taxi dispatching company of his own.
Aside from that information, he has not submitted any other documentation regarding
his financial history or assets.
Section 22.4.2 of the Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority Regulations
states, “The RTA shall review the application and the recommendation from the
Authority staff to determine if it appears there is a need and necessity for the taxicab
services proposed, and whether the applicant meets the requirements of the RTA
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Regulations and ordinances.” Furthermore, section 22.4.3 of the RTA regulations
states that the following findings must be made:
22.4.3.1 – The applicant is financially responsible as determined by the RTA
Staff finding: Sufficient financial documentation has not been submitted
by the applicant to demonstrate financial responsibility to start up a taxicab
dispatching company. With previous new company applicants, staff has
required financial documentation such as prior years’ corporate tax
returns, corporate profit & loss statements, a letter from a Certified Public
Accountant attesting to the fact that the company owner has the financial
resources (such as a substantial line of credit secured by interests in real
estate or other assets) to support operations, etc. After several
discussions with Mr. Sindano about this matter, he was not able to
produce substantial documentation beyond his claims to have paid
approximately $20,000 in fees to previous taxicab dispatching companies
and the $15,000 value of his vehicles.
22.4.3.2 – The applicant is of good moral character consistent with federal, state,
and local laws for the public services that will be provided by the owner.
Staff finding: A Department of Justice (DOJ) background check was
successfully completed on Mr. Sindano, which documents that the
applicant is of good moral character as required under this Section.
22.4.3.3 – Existing taxicab business are not adequately serving the public with
respect to taxicab services.
Staff finding: Mr. Sindano cited several examples of inadequate taxi
services he has observed in the area:
 Not enough cabs during special events, causing no shows of cabs
during periods of high demand. (He cited the California Roots,
Beer, Jazz and Reggae festivals at the Fairgrounds as instances
when this occurred.)
 Inadequate service availability between hotels and the airport,
especially late at night or when flights are delayed.
22.4.3.4 – Such additional taxicab service will not result in a greater hazard to the
public or create substantial traffic or parking problems
Staff finding: Mr. Sindano indicated that each of his cab drivers would
take his/her vehicle home with them so that there would not be a parking
problem. In addition, he stated that if his company grows to more than
three vehicles, he would find a parking garage for those cabs.
Section 4 of the RTA Regulations requires continued 24-hour operation of the
taxi dispatching business:
“Every person holding an owner’s permit under the provisions of these
Regulations shall regularly and daily operate the taxicab business within the
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Regional Taxi Authority Area to the extent reasonably necessary to meet public
demand for such service on a 24-hour-a-day basis. Failure to comply with this
provision shall constitute abandonment of service and the RTA, after a noticed
public hearing, may revoke the owner’s permit if a violation of this section is
demonstrated. The RTA Board of Directors, under its sole discretion, may elect
to grant an exception to the 24-hour-a-day requirement.”
In that regard, Mr. Sindano has requested that your Board grant an exception to
this 24-hour-a-day dispatching requirement. In lieu of 24-hour dispatching, he proposes
that his taxi driver(s) would use mobile phone(s) to respond to calls for service.
While Mr. Sindano has met three of the four findings required to grant a company
permit, the lack of documentation of financial capacity has resulted in staff
recommending that your Board deny his application at this time. If Mr. Sindano is able
to submit this missing documentation in the coming week, staff may be able to
reconsider its recommendation at the July 28, 2014, meeting of your Board.
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting
To:

Board of Directors

From:

Hunter Harvath, RTA Deputy Treasurer

Subject:

RTA Start-up costs

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Receive status of RTA start-up costs and repayment.
FISCAL IMPACT:
Additional RTA start-up costs owed to MST total $127,427, less $18,922 in MST
staff time forgiven to the RTA by MST, for a net amount of $108,505 owed by the RTA
member jurisdictions to MST.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
According to Section 4 of the RTA Joint Powers Agreement, “…the RTA may
request Parties to pay pro-rata costs relating to formation of the RTA, and to meet cash
flow requirements during the period for which taxi fees may not fully cover start-up
costs. It is the intent of the Parties to recoup these costs from taxi fees and rebate, in
full, all funds advanced to the RTA by the Parties to the Parties.” As such, at the April
22, 2013, meeting, your Board directed staff to seek pro-rata payment of these
additional start-up costs from RTA member jurisdictions.
DISCUSSION:
At the April 22, 2013 meeting of the RTA, your Board adopted the following prorata share distribution for the additional start-up fees incurred by the agency during its
formation:


$3,723 each for smaller jurisdictions with little population and few if any hotel
rooms: Airport District, Del Rey Oaks and Sand City.



$8,723 each for medium-sized jurisdictions with modest population and hotel
rooms: Carmel-by-the-Sea, Pacific Grove and Seaside.



$23,723 each for larger jurisdictions with greater population and/or many
hotel rooms: Monterey City, Monterey County and Salinas

Since that meeting, staff, with the assistance of your Board, has made
substantial progress in securing payment, or at least partial payment from most RTA
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member cities and the County of Monterey. To date, the only city that has not made at
least a partial payment is the city of Pacific Grove.
The attached spreadsheet details the additional start-up fees incurred by the
RTA but paid by MST, as well as the status by jurisdiction of the amounts paid to date
and still owed. Overall, the jurisdictions have paid back MST $74,431 in additional startup fees of the $127,427 owed to MST as of the FY 2012 audit. To date, Monterey and
Seaside still owe two of their three installment payments, while the city of Pacific Grove
still owes its full payment in the amount of $8,723, for a total of $30,353.
From the original $127,427 audited figure, MST has forgiven $18,922 in staff time
incurred during the start-up phase of the RTA. In addition, Monterey, Salinas, Sand City
and Monterey County have all indicated that they will not be seeking repayment of these
additional start-up fees. Once all outstanding payments have been received from
Monterey, Seaside and Pacific Grove, the RTA will owe a total of $29,892 to the four
jurisdictions requesting – or assumed to be requesting – payback: Carmel, Del Rey
Oaks, Pacific Grove and Seaside.
Once the FY 14 Audit is conducted, staff will return to your Board with a
recommendation as to when repayment of start-up fees could begin, a proposed
payback schedule, and how those payback funds would be generated.

ATTACHMENT: RTA Start-up costs spreadsheet
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting
To:

Board of Directors

From:

Hunter Harvath, Deputy Treasurer

Subject: RTA FY 2015 Budget
RECOMMENDATION:
Adopt FY 2015 RTA Operating Budget.
FISCAL IMPACT:
$55,400 in revenues and $45,800 in expenses, leaving $9,600 available to
reimburse outstanding start-up fees owed to MST and RTA member jurisdictions and/or
to add to an agency cash reserve account, pending direction of your Board.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
Article XIII. Budget Process, Section a., of the RTA Bylaws states:
“For each fiscal year…the Board shall adopt an Authority budget for
capital and operating expenses, as well as capital and operating
revenues.”
In addition, Article XIII, Budget Process, Section b. states:
“The Board shall adopt at least a preliminary budget by June 30
which shall serve as the tentative Authority budget pending
adoption of a final budget. A final budget shall be adopted no later
than August 30 of each year.”
DISCUSSION:
Section 4: Administrative Costs of the Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority
Joint Powers Agreement states:
“It is the intent of the Parties to establish and collect fees from taxi
operators which are sufficient to cover the administrative costs of
the RTA, the premium cost for any liability insurance coverage
carried for the benefit of the RTA and the cost of services to be
provided by MST to the RTA.”
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As of December 2011, the city of Monterey, via subcontract to MST, is
responsible for conducting vehicle and driver permitting. That service is self-funded
through fees charged by the city to drivers and vehicle owners.
The remainder of RTA’s administrative costs, including holding Board and
Technical Advisory Committee meetings, procuring liability insurance for board
members, legal fees, as well as processing permits and enforcing regulations for taxi
dispatching companies, must be generated through annual permit fees levied on taxi
dispatching companies. Based on the current fee structure approved by your Board of
$1,000 per dispatching company (which includes the first vehicle dispatched) and $300
per additional vehicle dispatched, staff is estimating revenues for FY 2015 to be
$55,400, the same as the projected year-end FY2014 revenues generated by taxicab
company permit fees.
On the expense side, staff responded to input from your Board at the April 28th
meeting and added $2,000 to develop a customer comment card. Other than that item,
staff is holding expenses constant for the preliminary FY 2015 budget. Staff will be
seeking additional input from the RTA Finance Committee during its meeting
immediately before the July 28th Board meeting. Any additional information and
recommendations from committee members will be presented to your Board for
consideration and action.

Attachment: Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority Draft Final FY 2015 Budget
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ATTACHMENT 1

Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority
FY 2015 Draft Operating Budget

FY 2014
Budget

Revenue:

FY 2015
Budget

%
Change

Permit Fees:
$9,000
$54,900

$8,000
$47,400

-11%
-14%

TOTAL REVENUE

$63,900

$55,400

-13%

RTA Admin Staff

$6,000

$6,000

-

Agenda production:
Postage
Audit
Legal Notices
Customer Comment Card
Website Admin
Board meeting stipends
Subtotal Administration

$3,000
$500
$4,000
$3,500
$0
$1,000
$1,800
$13,800

$3,000
500
$4,000
$3,500
$2,000
$1,000
$1,800
$15,800

-

Legal Services

$15,000

$15,000

-

$9,000

$9,000

-

TOTAL EXPENSES

$43,800

$45,800

-

CASH ADDED TO RESERVES

$20,100

$9,600

1st Vehicle Fee
Subsequent Vehicles

$ 1,000 ea
$ 300 ea

Expenses:
Labor:
Administrative:

Legal:

Insurance:
Insurance

43

-52%

Blank Page

44

9-1

Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting
To:

Board of Directors

From:

C. Sedoryk, General Manager/CEO

Subject:

Election of Officers for FY 2015

RECOMMENDATION:
1. Conduct Election of Officers.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
The Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority (RTA) Bylaws require your Board
to conduct an annual election of officers at the first regular meeting in July of each
calendar year.
DISCUSSION:
Article VI (a) of the RTA Bylaws reads:
“The Board shall elect a Chair, Vice-Chair, and appoint a Secretary, Deputy
Secretary, Treasurer, Deputy Treasurer, and make other required appointments
at the first regular meeting in July of each calendar year to serve until the first
regular meeting in July of the next succeeding calendar year…The Chair shall
serve a maximum of two (2) terms, after which a one year (1 year) break is
required before being eligible to serve again.”
The RTA Nominating Committee met on June 20, 2014, to nominate Directors to
serve as Board Chair, Vice-Chair, and to make other staff appointments for FY 2015.
The recommendations of the Nominating Committee are included as an attachment to
this report.
Attachment: FY 2015 Officers and Appointments

Prepared by: _____________________
Carl G. Sedoryk
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ATTACHMENT 1

RTA Nominating Committee Recommendations for
Officers and Appointments to Serve
Fiscal Year 2015

Officer Recommendations:
Chair
Vice-Chair

Mary Ann Leffel
Alvin Edwards

Non-elected officers and appointments:
Secretary to the Board
Deputy Secretary to the Board

Carl G. Sedoryk
Deanna Smith

Treasurer
Deputy Treasurer

Carl G. Sedoryk
Hunter Harvath

General Counsel

David C. Laredo
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9-2

Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting
To:

Board of Directors

From:

Carl Sedoryk, General Manager/CEO

Subject:

Appoint Ad Hoc Bylaw Review Committee

RECOMMENDATION:
Authorize Board Chair to appoint members to an Ad Hoc Bylaw Review
Committee to review and recommend changes to the bylaws of the Monterey County
Regional Taxi Authority.
FISCAL IMPACT:
None.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
Your Board may adopt changes to bylaws with a majority vote.
DISCUSSION:
At the June 20, 2014, meeting of the RTA Nominating Committee, Director Clark
asked staff to place an item on the next RTA agenda requesting the RTA board to
appoint an Ad Hoc Bylaw Review Committee to consider whether a single board
member should be allowed to simultaneously hold an officer position on both the MST
and RTA Boards.
MST staff is also requesting that the Nominating Committee consider discussing
retiring the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) as a standing committee and, instead,
re-establishing it as an Ad Hoc Committee. During the formation of the RTA, the TAC
was extremely active and instrumental in providing valuable information on issues
related to the taxi industry, as well as making recommendations for consideration by
both RTA staff and Board members. This collaborative effort between the TAC, your
Board, and RTA staff resulted in the development of sound governance and
administrative processes, including the establishment of the RTA and TAC Bylaws; RTA
Regulations; the Equipment, Safety, Security, and Operational Policy (ESSOP), and
efficient administrative procedures implemented by RTA staff and the Monterey Police
Department.
This success has resulted in fewer recommendations by your board for
consideration by the TAC. Creating an Ad Hoc TAC would reduce RTA staff time to
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maintain TAC membership and ensure compliance with FPPC and TAC Bylaw
requirements including the filing of Form 700 and AB 1234 requirements.
To this end, it is recommended that an Ad Hoc Bylaw Review Committee be
appointed to refine the current bylaws and recommend new bylaws specific to the
purposes and practices of the RTA. Current committee members were appointed at the
December 11, 2011, meeting of your Board and consist of Directors Cohen (Chair),
Clark, Edwards, and the previous representative from the City of Salinas, Director
Sanchez.
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Agenda #
July 28, 2014 Meeting

To:

Board of Directors

From:

H. Harvath, MST Assistant General Manager – Finance & Administration

Subject:

RTA Administrator Report, April – June 2014

RECOMMENDATION:
Receive and accept the RTA Administrator Report for the months of April through
June, 2014.

DISCUSSION:
The current RTA Administrator Report for the Monterey County Regional Taxi
Authority (RTA) is attached for your review.

ATTACHMENT 1:

RTA Administrator Report

ATTACHMENT 2:

RTA Administrator Incident Detail
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ATTACHMENT 2

Monterey County Regional Taxi Authority
INCIDENT LOG - FY 2014
June 2014
Incident 1: At 9:09pm on June 4 a RIDES passenger using a taxi voucher called Serra Cab to pick her up
from Front and Harvest Streets in Salinas and take her to Nob Hill. Passenger states the driver called and
told her he could not locate her. She told him she would be right out and as she was approaching the
cab, she was struck by a bicyclist and fell to the ground. As she was on the ground her cell phone rang
but she had lost her glasses and could not answer. She began to yell to the driver that she was on the
ground next to the cab, but he took another call and left. She then called Serra Cab back but they said
they were busy and unable to pick her up. She then called Salinas Yellow Cab and was transported to
Nob Hill, but the cab driver did not wait for her. She feels that the Serra Cab driver should have offered
assistance to her and the Yellow Cab driver should have waited at Nob Hill to take her home.
Incident Update – MST’s CTSA Manager was informed of this complaint and is working with the cab
companies to resolve the issue.
Incident 2: At 1:30pm on June 18 an individual, who wishes to remain anonymous, reported that he was
a former employee of Serra Cab and stated that the company is using a wheelchair accessible van to pick
up regular passengers at the Monterey Airport. He claims Serra Cab keeps the van there day and night.
He also said the company tells the taxi drivers to keep the meter off when they are picking up
passengers they don’t want to show paying the $3 charge because MST only pays the company $2.75.
He said the van has a camera inside and he thinks it is illegal because it invades the passengers’ privacy.
Incident Update – The complaint was forwarded to the Monterey Airport personnel who confirmed that
Serra Cab is allowed to use the wheelchair accessible van for non-wheelchair customers as long as there
aren’t any customers with disabilities who need transportation.
Incident Update – Serra Cab owner, Talib Salamin, responded to RTA staff that he will investigate the
issue immediately and acknowledged that his company is committed to giving persons with disabilities a
first priority. He stated that he does not allow drivers to turn their meters off. He requested the van
number and will correct any inappropriate practices he discovers.
Incident Update – MST staff received a phone message from an individual named Jake, who stated that
he was following up on his complaint and that he did not observe any changes in Serra Yellow Cab’s
practices. He did not leave contact information and the Monterey RTA Administrator stated that the
complaint was to be filed as anonymous, and no contact information was provided.
Incident 3: At 5:10pm on June 14 an anonymous passenger was picked up by Central Coast Taxi. The
passenger submitted a complaint that the taxi was dirty and sounded like it was falling apart and was
“chop-shopped.” The passenger told the driver, reported to be an Asian male approximately 30 years
old, to go to the Pebble Beach Highway 1 gate and provided him the home address. The driver did not
know where the street was, so the passenger told him to proceed to Pebble Beach and he/she would
direct him. The driver was confused between Monterey and Pebble Beach. The passenger corrected him
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and guided him to El Bosque, during which time the driver made two incorrect turns. The driver then
passed the passenger’s house at approximately 45 miles per hour. The passenger told him to slow down
and the driver backed up to the passenger’s house. The passenger was charged a $23 fare, which was $7
higher than Yellow Cab had charged two weeks prior.
Incident 4: A citizen of Monterey filed a verbal complaint against a Salinas Yellow cab driver for being
extremely rude and unsympathetic to her needs.
Incident Update – RTA staff at Monterey PD resolved this issue. The customer did not want to file an
official complaint.

May 2014
Incident 1: Complaint stated that on May 6 a passenger was picked up at Monterey Airport and taken to
Rosedale Inn in Pacific Grove. The cab driver gave her a business card with $30 written on it along with
his name. The passenger asked the driver and contacted Green Cab for a better receipt so she could get
a reimbursement from her employer.
Incident Update - the issue was resolved on May 12 with passenger reporting that she had obtained a
better receipt. RTA staff forwarded the complaint to the owner of Green Cab requesting that drivers
have proper receipts at all times.
Incident 2: A cab driver is claiming that the owner of the company is not enforcing his drivers to renew
their permit. This cab driver is paying all his fees for his own permits but the owner is not enforcing
these rules on other drivers.
Incident Update – staff is following up on the complaint.

April 2014
No incidents reported.

March 2014
Incident 1: A citizen filed a police report against a taxicab driver for using offensive words.

February 2014
Incident 1: Complaint stated that on 2/5/2014 a passenger was picked up by a Yellow Cab #37 at the
Sand City McDonalds and taken to the vicinity of Larkin & Franklin. The passenger provided a taxi
voucher and $3.00 co-pay. At the final destination, the meter showed $14.00, but the cab driver wanted
to collect additional funds, even after the passenger advised that the voucher was good for a $17.00
fare. The driver kept the meter running and demanded more money. The passenger declined to pay an
additional fare. (Date Submitted to MST: 2/7/2014)
Incident Update – the owners of Yellow Cab were informed on 2/10/2014 and are reviewing the
incident.
Incident Update – Yellow Cab informed MST that during the disagreement, the driver called dispatch
and they notified him of his mistake. The driver did not continue to request an additional fare and claims
hetried to apologize.
Yellow Cab stated that they have put the voucher policy in writing and have discussed with drivers, but
there is still a language barrier with some drivers. They will make a note of the incident in case the cab
number shows up in a future complaint.
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Incident 2: Two complaints were submitted to Monterey PD regarding Uber’s services. A maroon vehicle
serviced by Uber with a license plate of 6CD6145 has been spotted in Carmel picking up clients.
Incident 3: Three Complaints have come in regarding Paul Shaw and his business practices.

January 2014
Incident 1: Complaint stated that after dropped off at 6:45 p.m. on 1/9/2014 by Yellow Cab #10, the
passenger realized she had left behind her breadbox in the taxi. She called Yellow Cab and was told the
taxi would return with her item. The driver never returned, even after the passenger called back several
times. The passenger stated that Yellow Cab is not cooperating. (Date Submitted to MST: 1/15/2014)
Incident Update – the owners of Yellow Cab were contacted about this complaint.
Incident Update – Yellow Cab owner John Cardinalli responded that dispatch records show that the
driver returned back to 800 Casanova two times trying to deliver the item. The driver and dispatch
center made multiple attempts to reach the customer. The driver returned to the same place he
dropped off, with no success in returning the item. Yellow Cab management will be discussing the issue
with the driver directly to confirm details. As soon as contact is made Yellow Cab will arrange another
attempt to have the item or items returned ASAP.

December 2013
Incident 1: Complaint submitted to MST states that on December 11, 2013, at 1:00 p.m., a woman
obtained a taxi voucher from the Sally Griffin Senior Center. This was her first time using taxi vouchers
and she missed her appointment because the taxi did not show up. She kept calling the operator and
was told the taxi was on his way but it never showed up. She thinks the driver was not familiar with the
area of did not know where the senior center was. The taxi company called was Central Coast Cab.
(Date Submitted: 12/11/2013)
Incident 2: A complaint was submitted that Monterey Peninsula Checker Cab vehicle #29 was not in
compliance of the approved color scheme set forth by the MCRTA. (Complaint Submitted: 11/13/2013)
Incident Update – Due to staffing changes, the complaint will be followed up in January.
Incident Update – Due to staffing changes, the complaint will be followed up in February.
Incident 3: A complaint was submitted that most of the cab companies do not have Taxi Driver

Permits displayed on the dashboard as required.
November 2013
Incident 1: Complaint submitted to MST states that on November 11, 2013, at 9:30 a.m., a Central Coast
Cab taxi driver named Roger, engaged in two cell phone conversations while transporting three people
in an MST-owned accessible van. The driver held the cell phone to his ear while he drove. (Date
Submitted: 11/12/2013)
Incident 2: A complaint was submitted that Monterey Peninsula Checker Cab vehicle #29, was not in
compliance of the approved color scheme set forth by the MCRTA. (Complaint Submitted: 11/13/2013)
Incident Update - Due to staffing changes, the complaint will be followed up in December.
Incident 3: On November 11, a driver of Green Cab was arrested for driving under the influence while
operating an MST owned wheelchair accessible vehicle while providing service to a senior/ADA voucher
recipient.
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Incident Update – On November 12, MST sent a letter to Green Cab providing 30 days notice that per
RTA regulations, MST will be cancelling both MOU’s – the lease and their participation in the taxi
voucher program.
Incident Update – Additionally, per the RTA regulations, MST sent a letter to the driver himself notifying
him that his taxi driver permit was suspended immediately. MST provided a copy of the letter to Green
Cab.
Incident Update – The Salinas PD was notified of the driver permit suspension and after consulting the
RTA regulations and the City of Salinas attorney’s office, MST was informed by Sergeant Gerard Ross
that an officer would go to the home of the driver to revoke his RTA driver permit. Confirmation of
permit revocation has not been received to date.

October 2013
Incident 1: Complaint submitted states that Taxicab Vehicles from Salinas Yellow Cab, Green Cab,
Orange Cab and Sal’s Taxi are operating within the City of Salinas with expired permits. These
unpermitted vehicles are said to operate in the E. Market Street/ Kern Street area. (Date Submitted:
10/03/2013)
Incident Update - Letters will be sent to each Company containing the names and taxicab numbers with
expired permits.
Incident 2: Complaint submitted states that a former Salinas Yellow Cab driver, by the name of “Jessie”,
is operating as a Taxicab in an unmarked yellow vehicle. The driver operates in the City of Salinas,
primarily at the Natividad Medical Center, Monterey County Juvenile Hall and at the Filipino Market on
E. Alvin Drive. (Date Submitted: 10/03/2013)
Incident Update - Based on the information provided, a former Salinas Yellow Cab by the name of Jessie
Lapid, was found to have left the company in February 2013. Mr. Lapid is not permitted to operate
within the MCRTA jurisdiction. If the vehicle, with license plate: 8X52381 and VIN: 89047, is found to be
operating as a taxicab, please issue citation and forward to the Monterey Police Department.
Incident 3: Complaint submitted states that approximately six unmarked vehicles are operating as
Taxicabs in the City of Salinas. The vehicles range in color from White, Green to Yellow. The vehicles are
former Taxicabs, are no longer permitted and are without company decals. (Date Submitted:
10/09/2013)
Incident Update - Due to the lack of information, I am unable to retrieve any names or license plate
numbers. If unmarked vehicles are found to be operating as Taxicabs in the City of Salinas, please issue
citations and forward to the Monterey Police Department.
Incident 4: Complaint submitted states that Sal’s Taxi Cab #6, Green Cab #38, and half the fleet of
Salinas Orange Cab are operating within the City of Salinas with expired MCRTA Permits. These vehicles
frequent the Natividad Medical Center and Monte Mart Shopping Center (located on E. Alisal Street/S.
Sanborn Road) in Salinas. (Date Submitted: 10/31/2013)
Incident Update - Based on the complaint submitted, the mentioned vehicles were searched on the
MCRTA database. Results are as followed:


Sal’s Taxi Cab #6 was not found to exist on the MCRTA database.



A letter was mailed on 09/06/13 informing Luis Lomeli of the expired permit for Green Cab
#38 (License Plate # 60561D1, VIN # 05606. No effort has been made by Green Cab to permit
the taxicab vehicle.
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Attempts to retrieve a Driver and Vehicle Roster, from Salinas Orange Cab co-owner Francisco
Garcia, have been unsuccessful.

Incident 5: Incident submitted (by a passenger) states that a MCRTA Taxicab Driver made negative
remarks and used disrespectful language while en route to their destination. The MCRTA Taxicab Driver
drove erratically and failed to stop at two red lights in downtown Monterey. The passengers felt unsafe
and terminated the fare after one mile. (Incident Date: 10/31/2013)
Incident Update - Due to the description of the incident, Serra Yellow Cab was contacted and
information was requested. The incident is currently being investigated and the information will be
released to the MCRTA as it is gathered.
Incident Update – After contacting the owner of Serra Yellow Cab, he agreed to provide us with a video
of the incident that occurred on the 31st of October. However, video was not provided to the Police
Department due to a malfunction of the video equipment. Driver was identified and he gave me his
version of the incident. I informed him if he felt threatened at anytime, then he should contact the
Police Department to document the incident.

September 2013
Incident 1: Michael Cardinalli, Salinas Yellow Cab owner, reported that a taxi driver was finger printed
for an RTA permit on July 31, 2013. As of September 11, 2013, the driver had not been approved.
Incident Update – On September 11, 2013, Karen Faurot of the Monterey Police Department (MPD)
responded to Mr. Cardinalli, explaining that the MPD could not approve the applicant for a permit until
a current LiveScan report was received from the California Department of Justice (DOJ). She explained
that although the LiveScan had taken an unusually long time to process, the average DOJ processing
time is approximately 8 days. An information update request for the LiveScan report was submitted to
the DOJ on August 29, 2013. On September 5, 2013, the DOJ responded that they are working to
resolve the delay and complete the transaction. Once completed, MPD will process the application as
quickly as possible.
Incident 2: The following complaint was sent to the Monterey Peninsula Airport regarding taxi service at
11:20 a.m. on 9/19/2013:
“This was the worst cab experience I have ever had. Not only did the driver not speak English, he also
did not understand English nor could he read English. As we exited the airport, this guy had no clue
about where to go or how to communicate. We demanded that he take us back to the airport but he
refused. I had written directions. He was finally able to put the info into his gps but that took serval
minutes as we waited on the side of the highway. Sorry I did not get cab number. He said he was from.
El salvador. We were eventually taken to our destination the spindrift in monterey. This guy should not
be on the road. Shame on you!”
Incident Update – Ken Griggs, Manager of Airport Operations investigated the incident and sent the
following email to John Cardinalli of Salinas Yellow Cab:
“Thanks for taking initiative on this. Both cabs operated during that time frame, however now that I
looked at you cab's information, SYC #14 dropped off at the airport at 10:43am. Monterey County #14
picked up at 11:36am, so I'll check with the other Mike.
Incident 3: Salinas Yellow Cab customer reported a fraud charge on her credit card statement. Customer
spoke to the owner of the company and the issue was resolved. (Submitted: 09/25/2013)
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Incident 4: Complaint submitted states that Salinas Orange Cab #04 (License Plate: 8V92790) is
operating in Salinas without the valid MCRTA permits. The complaint also states that the driver is
unlicensed. Attempts to contact the company owner are unsuccessful. Salinas Orange Cab #04 frequents
the Natividad Medical Center, Foods Co. Shopping Center, Monterey-Salinas Transit Center in Salinas.
(Submitted: 09/26/2013)
Incident 5: Complaint submitted states that Green Cab and Salinas Orange Cab have unpermitted
vehicles and drivers. Compliance checks should be done at Natividad Medical Center, Foods Co., MST
Transit Center, and the Greyhound Bus Station. (Submitted 09/26/2013)
Incident 6: Complaint submitted states that a “Black and Yellow” SUV is operating as a taxi cab within
the City of Monterey. The SUV is reportedly picking up fares at the following locations: Hyatt, Portola
Plaza, and the Monterey Regional Airport. Information has been forwarded to the Monterey Police
Department for further investigation. (Submitted 09/26/2013)

August 2013
Incident 1: Complaint submitted by citizen. Complaint stated that company, Salinas Yellow Cab, verbally
abused her over the telephone and in person. Citizen stated that the dispatch service was
unprofessional due to the fact that she was handicapped and needed assistance from a guide dog.
Citizen stated that several drivers refused to transport her and the guide dog. She was given the
telephone number for Hunter Harvath. (Submitted 08/07/2013)
Per regulations;
21.1. Refusal of service limitations
No driver of any taxicab shall refuse to carry any person seeking transportation and tendering the
fare for the service within the RTA area unless the vehicle is already in service, the person seeking
transportation is unruly, boisterous, or intoxicated, or where the person seeking transportation is
known to the driver to have been unruly, created problems of a confrontational nature or
refuses/has refused in the past full payment.
Incident 2: A complaint was submitted stating that Salinas Orange Cab, Cab #04, License Plate: 8V92790
(Expired MCRTA Vehicle Permit) is being driven (in the City of Salinas) by a non-permitted driver.
(Submitted 08/22/2013)
Incident 3: A complaint was submitted stating that Sal’s Taxi Co, Cab #24 has no MCRTA Vehicle Permit.
Incident Update - Sal’s Taxi Co. Cab #24 has submitted documentation and received a MCRTA Vehicle
Permit (Exp. 08/2014). (Submitted 08/22/2013)

July 2013
Incident 1: Received a complaint for Salinas Orange Cab #08 (License Plate 43265G1), Driver Antonio
Zepeda. The driver is allowing his son to operate his permitted vehicle at night. The son of Antonio
Zepeda is not permitted with the MCRTA and has made no attempt to apply for a permit. (MCRTA
received multiple complaints for this driver/vehicle in June 2013). (Complaint submitted: July 11, 2013)
Incident 2: A Driver, who was denied a MCRTA Driver Permit, requested that the fees paid be returned
to him. The driver was reminded that the application clearly states:
“… that any fees paid will not be refunded in the event that my permit is denied or revoked.”
The driver understood the information and retracted his request. (Request submitted: July 22, 2013)
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Incident 3: A MCRTA Taxicab Driver suggested that a safety glass be installed inside taxicabs, to separate
the taxicab driver from the backseat passenger. This suggestion comes after another Taxicab Driver is
stabbed while operating within the RTA jurisdiction. (Suggestion submitted: July 31, 2013)
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