WASHI NGTON METROPCLI TAN AREA TRANSI T COVM SSI ON
SI LVER SPRI NG, MARYLAND

ORDER NO. 12,118

IN THE MATTER OF: Served August 18, 2009
ANGEL ENTERPRI SE | NC, Tradi ng as ) Case No. MP-2009-049
THE ANGELS, Suspension and )

I nvestigati on of Revocation of )
Certificate No. 1312 )

This matter is before the Conmm ssion on respondent’s application
for reconsideration of Oder No. 12,095, served July 17, 2009, which
assessed a civil forfeiture against respondent and revoked Certificate
No. 1312.

Certificate No. 1312 was rendered invalid on March 29, 2009,
when the $1.5 mllion primary WWATC |nsurance Endorsenment on file for
respondent term nated w thout replacenent. Order No. 11,903, served
March 31, 2009, noted the automatic suspension of Certificate No. 1312
pursuant to Regulation No. 58-12, directed respondent to cease
transporting passengers for hire under Certificate No. 1312, and gave
respondent thirty days to replace the term nated endorsenent and pay
the $50 late fee due under Regulation No. 67-03(c) or face revocation
of Certificate No. 1312.1

Respondent paid the late insurance fee on April 23 and
submtted a $1.5 million primry WHATC |Insurance Endorsenent on
May 15. The suspension was accordingly lifted in Oder No. 12,001,
but because the effective date of the new endorsenent was April 24,
2009, instead of March 29, 2009, the order directed respondent to
verify cessation of operations as of Mrch 29, 2009, and corroborate
w t h cont enporaneous records, in accordance with Regul ati on No. 58-14.
Respondent did not respond. Order No. 12,061, served June 26, 2009,
accordingly directed respondent to show cause why the Conmm ssion
should not assess a civil forfeiture agai nst respondent and/or suspend
or revoke Certificate No. 1312.

Respondent thereafter produced invoices showi ng that respondent
did not cease operating on March 29. The Comm ssion in turn found in
Order No. 12,095, that there was no evidence in the record indicating
respondent had contacted the Conmission to ascertain whether the
necessary WWVATC | nsurance Endorsenent had been filed before continuing
to operate on and after March 29, as required by Regul ati on No. 58-11.

! The order also noted that respondent owed a 2009 annual report pursuant
to Regulation No. 60-01 and a $100 late fee pursuant to Regulation No. 67-
03(a) for failing to file the annual report on or before February 2, 2009.
Respondent subsequently tendered the report and associated | ate fee.



The Commission also found that the record showed respondent continued
operating after receiving the Comm ssion’s cease and desist order on
April 17.

Order No. 12,095 accordingly assessed a civil forfeiture of
$4, 250 for seventeen days of unauthorized operations. Al but $1, 200
was suspended in recognition of respondent’s production of inculpatory
records. Oder No. 12,095 also assessed a forfeiture of $250 for
respondent’s failure to tinely produce the docunents required by O der
No. 12, 001. Finally, Oder No. 12,095 revoked Certificate No. 1312
because respondent had operated not only while suspended but while
uni nsur ed.

Respondent tinmely filed an application for reconsideration of
Order No. 12,095 on July 22. The application is supported by tinely
paynment of the $1,450 net forfeiture on July 23 and tinmely filing on
July 27 of a newWy executed $1.5 million primary WJWATC | nsurance
Endorsenent with a revised effective date of March 29, 2009.

Under Title Il of the Conpact, Article X II, Section 4(a), an
application for reconsideration of a Conmi ssion order nust be filed
within thirty days of its publication and state specifically the errors
claimed as grounds for reconsideration.

Respondent sumarily asserts that the Conmi ssion should not
have assessed a forfeiture and revoked Certificate No. 1312, but
respondent does not contest the Commission’s findings in Order
No. 12, 095. I ndeed, respondent adnmits receiving notice from the
Conmmi ssion that respondent’s insurance had been cancelled, that the
ensuing insurance filing was nade |ate, and that there was a gap in
cover age. Respondent does not contend that it stopped operating at
anytime — including after receiving the Conmi ssion’s cease and desi st
order. The application for reconsideration is therefore denied.

However, considering that respondent has tinely paid the net
forfeiture and closed the gap, we will reopen this proceedi ng on our own
initiative and reinstate Certificate of Authority No. 1312,2 subject to
a one-year period of probation.?

IT IS SO ORDERED.

BY DI RECTION O THE COW SSI ON; COWM SSI ONERS CHRI STI E AND BRENNER:

WlliamsS. Mrrow, Jr.

2 See In re Westview Med. & Rehab. Servs., P.C. Inc., No. MP-07-070, Order
No. 11,002 (Dec. 13, 2007) (sane).

3 See id. (sanme).



Executi ve Director



