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

ORDER NO. 12, 328

IN THE MATTER OF: Served March 5, 2010

| NDI VI DUAL DEVELCPMENT, | NC., WWATC ) Case No. MP-2010-007
No. 324, Investigation of Violation)
of Regul ation No. 61 and Operation )
of Unsafe Vehicles )

On Decenber 14, 2009, a Comm ssion staff nenber observed two of
respondent’s vehicles operating in the Mtropolitan District. Nei t her
vehicl e displayed respondent’s name or WWATC approved trade nane as
requi red by Comm ssion Regul ation No. 61.

On Decenber 15, 2009, staff wote to respondent requesting that
respondent submit a list of its current vehicles on or before January
5, 2010, and that respondent present its vehicles for inspection on or
before January 19, 2010.°1 Respondent did not respond, and the
Conmission initiated this investigation in Oder No. 12,300, served
February 2, 2010. The order noted the failure of two of respondent’s
vehicles to display respondent’s name and directed respondent to
present all of its vehicles for inspection by Conm ssion staff.

In response, respondent has produced a Comri ssion letter dated
February 1, 1996, granting respondent a partial vehicle marking
wai ver . The letter states that respondent’s WHATC nunber nust be
di splayed on respondent’s vehicles but not respondent’s nane.
According to Commission records, the request for waiver was predicated
on t he foll owi ng st at erent from respondent’s t hen Acti ng
Adm ni strator, Hobart Goins. At the time, respondent was known as W
Care Project Inc.

W Cares’ facilities are located in residential
nei ghbor hoods where it is not typical to have one’s nane
on the outside of one's vehicle, whether it’'s a car or
van. Qur Vans are for the use of that facility only, to
transport those residents to and fromtheir destinations.
Any nanmes or nunbers on the vehicle would stigmatize the
facility and the residents.?

! staff also requested that respondent produce copies of any and all safety
i nspection certificates for vehicles not displaying a safety inspection
sticker.

2 See In re W Care Project Inc., No. AP-95-45 notion filed January 23,
1996.



The partial waiver was confirned by Comm ssion order in Cctober
1996 when the Comm ssion granted permission to VOCA Corporation of
Washi ngton, D.C., then WWATC Carrier No. 342, to nmnage respondent’s
operations. 3

VOCA obtained a simlar partial waiver for its own residential
facility vans in July 1996 based on the sane stigmatization argunent.
The Conmi ssion revoked VOCA's partial waiver in 2003.* The Conmi ssion
noted that since granting the partial waiver to VOCA in 1996, the
Commi ssion had “issued operating authority to nunerous other carriers
that provide identical service under the sane conditions as [VOCA] but

wi t hout any waiver of Regulation No. 61.” Those carriers had “not
conpl ained of any stigmatization.” The Comm ssion further observed
t hat :

The real issue here is whether adding *“VOCA
Cor porati on of Washi ngt on, D.C” woul d i npart a
stigmatizing effect not conveyed by respondent’s WATC
nunmber. The display of respondent’s |egal nane certainly
would be nmore visible than just the WHATC nunber, and
thus might attract nore attention, but respondent could
permssibly mnimze the visual inpact by registering
VOCA as a trade name and displaying that name alone in
close proximty to the WVMATC nunber already in place. W
do not see what negative connotation could be derived
from such a nondescript nane.

The Conmission received no stigmatization conplaints after
revoking VOCA's partial waiver in 2003. Like VOCA, respondent is free
to adopt a short trade nanme for display on its W/ATC vehicles to
mnimze the visual inmpact. W will therefore give respondent 30 days
to show cause why respondent should not be required to conply wth
Commission regulations to the same extent as other carriers in
respondent’s cl ass.

THEREFORE, |IT IS ORDERED: That within 30 days of the date of
this order, respondent shall show cause why the partial vehicle
mar ki ng wai ver granted on February 1, 1996, shoul d not be revoked.

BY DI RECTI ON OF THE COW SSI ON; COWM SSI ONERS BRENNER AND CHRI STI E:

WlliamsS. Mrrow, Jr.

5 1In re W Care Project Inc. & VOCA Corp. of Wash., D.C., No. AP-96-47
(Cct. 24, 1996) (directing W Care’'s vehicles to “display WWATC No. 324
only).

4 VOCA ceased operating in 2006. See In re VOCA Corp. of Wash., D.C,
No. AP-06-054, Order No. 9454 (Apr. 5, 2006) (terminating authority).
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