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

ORDER NO. 13, 285

IN THE MATTER OF: Served May 24, 2012
HONEYWELL TRANSPORTATI ON LLC, ) Case No. MP-2012-023
Suspensi on and | nvestigation of )

Revocation of Certificate No. 1662 )

This matter is before the Conmmi ssion on respondent’s failure to
respond to Oder No. 13, 220, served April 5, 2012, di recting
respondent to submt a statenment verifying cessation of operations as
of March 13, 2012, and corroborate the statement with copies of
respondent’s pertinent business records.

| . BACKGROUND

Under the Conpact, a WATC carrier my not engage in
transportation subject to the Conpact if the carrier’'s certificate of
authority is not “in force.”' A certificate of authority is not valid
unless the holder is in conpliance with the Conm ssion s insurance
requirenents.?

Commi ssion Regulation No. 58 requires respondent to insure the
revenue vehicles operated under Certificate No. 1662 for a m ni mum of
$1.5 mllion in conbined-single-limt liability coverage and naintain
on file with the Conmission at all tines proof of coverage in the form
of a WWATC Certificate of Insurance and Policy Endorsenment (WATC
I nsurance Endorsenent) for each policy conprising the nininmm

Certificate No. 1662 was rendered invalid on March 13, 2012,
when the $1.5 mllion primary WJ/ATC | nsurance Endorsenment on file for
respondent termnated w thout replacenent. Order No. 13,213, served
March 29, 2012, noted the automatic suspension of Certificate No. 1662
pursuant to Regulation No. 58-12, directed respondent to cease
transporting passengers for hire under Certificate No. 1662, and gave
respondent thirty days to replace the term nated endorsenent, submt a
valid 2012 Annual Report, and pay the $100 |ate fee due under
Regul ati on No. 67-03(c) or face revocation of Certificate No. 1662.

Respondent subsequently paid the late fee and submitted an
acceptable 2012 annual report on April 5, 2012, which displayed a
street address for respondent natching the address on two repl acenent

WVATC | nsurance endorsenents — a $1 mllion primary and a $500, 000
excess — filed earlier on March 19, 2012, but rejected at that tine
! Conpact, tit. Il, art. X, § 6(a).

2 Conpact, tit. Il, art. X, § 7(g).



because no matching address was on file wth the Conmmssion as
required by Regulation No. 58-04(b). Once a matching address was on
file with the Commi ssion, those endorsenents becane acceptable, and
the suspension was lifted in Oder No. 13,220 on April 5, 2012
Because the effective date of the new endorsenents is March 14, 2012,
however, instead of March 13, 2012, the order gave respondent 30 days
to verify cessation of operations as of March 13, 2012, in accordance
with Regul ation No. 58-14. And because respondent’s only tariff is
for service rendered to the public, the order gave respondent 30 days
to corroborate the verification with copies of respondent’s pertinent
busi ness records.

Respondent has yet to respond.

1. ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

Considering that respondent has not denied operating its
vehicle(s) on and after the suspension date, and considering that
respondent has failed to produce the required docunents, respondent
shall have 30 days to show cause why the Conmi ssion should not assess
a civil forfeiture against respondent, and/or suspend or revoke
Certificate No. 1662, for knowingly and wllfully conducting
operations under an invalid/ suspended certificate of authority and
failing to produce docunents as directed.?

THEREFORE, | T IS ORDERED:

1. That respondent shall have 30 days to show cause why the
Conmi ssion should not assess a civil forfeiture against respondent,
and/or suspend or revoke Certificate No. 1662, for knowngly and
willfully violating Article X, Section 6(a), of the Conpact,
Regul ati on No. 58, and the orders issued in this proceeding.

2. That respondent may submit within 15 days from the date of
this order a witten request for oral hearing, specifying the grounds
for the request, describing the evidence to be adduced and expl ai ni ng
why such evi dence cannot be adduced without an oral hearing.

BY DI RECTI ON OF THE COWM SSI ON; COWM SSI ONERS BRENNER AND HOLCOMVB:

WlliamsS. Mrrow, Jr.
Executi ve Director

3 See In re Oalekan Salami, t/a Startime Ventures, No. MP-08-147, Order
No. 11,690 (Nov. 19, 2008) (sane).



