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

ORDER NO. 15, 615

IN THE MATTER OF: Served May 27, 2015
PRI ME TRANSPORTATI ON SERVI CES, ) Case No. MP-2015-043
INC., Suspension and |nvestigation )

of Revocation of Certificate )

No. 749 )

This matter is before the Commi ssion on respondent’s response
to Order No. 15,502, served April 10, 2015, revoking Certificate No. 749
pursuant to Article X, Section 10(c), of the Conpact.

Under the Conpact, a certificate of authority is not wvalid
unless the holder is in conpliance with the Conmission' s insurance
requirenents.? Commi ssion Regulation No. 58 required respondent to
insure the revenue vehicles operated under Certificate No. 749 for a
m nimum of $5 mllion in conbined-single-limt liability coverage and
mai ntain on file with the Comm ssion at all times proof of coverage in
the form of a WWVATC Certificate of Insurance and Policy Endorsenent
(WVATC | nsurance Endorsenent) for each policy conprising the mninmm

Certificate No. 749 was rendered invalid on March 7, 2015, when
the $5 mllion primry WATC |nsurance Endorsement on file for
respondent terninated without replacenent. Order No. 15,444, served
March 9, 2015, noted that Certificate No. 749 would be subject to
revocation if respondent failed to file the necessary insurance
endorsenent(s) and pay a $100 late fee on or before April 8, 2015.
Respondent filed the necessary insurance endorsenent(s) in tinely
fashion on March 12, 2015, but failed to pay the late fee.
Consequently, Certificate No. 749 was revoked in accordance wth
Regul ation No. 58-15(a) in Oder No. 15,502 on April 10, 2015.
Respondent filed a response on April 24, 2015, and a request for
reinstatement on May 11, 2015.

Title Il of the Conpact, Article XII, Section 4(a), provides
that: “A party to a proceeding affected by a final order or decision of
the Conmmission may file within 30 days of its publication a witten
application requesting Conmi ssion reconsideration of the nmatter
i nvolved, and stating specifically the errors clained as grounds for
t he reconsideration.”

“When seeking reconsideration of a revocation for failure to
conply with Regulation No. 58, a carrier nust file both the

! Conpact, tit. Il, art. XIl, 8§ 7(g).



application and the necessary endorsenment(s) wthin the 30-day
statutory filing period.”? Respondent, therefore, had until My 11,
2015, to file an application for reconsideration and pay the late fee.
The application was tinely filed, but respondent has yet to pay the
$100 late fee - despite an email remnder from the Conmi ssion on

April 24, 2015.°2

Accordingly, the application for reconsideration is denied.

T IS SO ORDERED.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COWM SSIQON, COW SSI ONERS BRENNER, HOLCOMB, AND
DORMBJ G,

WlliamsS. Mrrow, Jr.
Executi ve Director

2 1n re Exact Enters. Inc., No. MP-15-029, Order No. 15,589 (May 15, 2015);
In re E.B. Linmb. and Transp. Servs. LLC, No. MP-08-201, Oder No. 11,795
(Jan. 13, 2009); In re Lee Coaches, Inc., No. MP-07-224, Order No. 11,170
(Feb. 26, 2008). See also Regulation No. 58-15(b) (Executive Director nay
reinstate certificate only if necessary endorsenent(s) and late fee paynent
are tinmely tendered).

3 Respondent faxed credit card information to the Conmission on May 11, but
the Conmi ssion is not authorized to accept credit card paynents by fax.
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