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

ORDER NO. 16, 710

IN THE MATTER CF: Served Novenber 30, 2016

JONATHAN LEE GERITY SR, Trading as )
Rl VERSI DE TRANSPORTATI ON, )
Suspensi on and | nvestigation of )
Revocation of Certificate No. 2735 )

Case No. MP-2016-036

This mtter is before the comission on the request of
r espondent for reconsi deration of O der No. 16, 574, served
Sept enber 15, 2016, which assessed a civil forfeiture of $44,750
agai nst respondent and revoked Certificate No. 2735 for respondent’s
knowing and wllful violations of the Conpact, and regulations and
orders thereunder, including 69 days of uninsured operations.

Under Article XlIl, Section 4, of the Conpact, a party affected
by a final order or decision of the Comm ssion nmay file within 30 days
of its publication a witten application requesting Conmi ssion

reconsideration of the matter involved.® The application nust state
specifically the errors claimed as grounds for reconsideration.? The
Commi ssion nmust grant or deny the application within 30 days after it
has been filed.? If the Conmission does not grant or deny the
application by order within 30 days, the application shall be deened
denied.* If the application is granted, the Conm ssion shall rescind,
nodi fy, or affirm its order or decision with or without a hearing,
after giving notice to all parties.® Filing an application for
reconsideration may not act as a stay upon the execution of a
Commi ssion order or decision, or any part of it, unless the Conm ssion
orders otherw se.®

| . DI SCUSSI ON

Respondent’ s application for reconsi deration of O der
No. 16,574 was tinely filed on Septenber 23, 2016. There is no
specific allegation of error, per se. Respondent nerely repeats the
argunment that we addressed in Oder No. 16,574, that respondent was
unaware hi s operations were uninsured for 69 days.

As noted in Oder No. 16, 574, r espondent hol ds WWVATC
Certificate No. 2735 as a sole proprietor trading as Riverside
Transportation. Respondent has yet to produce evidence of any
i nsurance policy namng respondent as the insured for any of the 69

days in question. The only evidence of insurance produced by
! Compact, tit. Il, art Xill, § 4(a).
2 Conpact, tit. Il, art XIIl, § 4(a).
3 Conpact, tit. Il, art XiIl, § 4(b).
4 Conpact, tit. Il, art XiIl, § 4(c).
> Conpact, tit. Il, art XIIl, § 4(d).
6 Conpact, tit. Il, art XIIl, § 4(e).



respondent for the 69 days is a copy of correspondence from
Progressive Casualty Insurance Co. regarding a policy that respondent
obtained not in his name but in the nanme of Riverside Transportati on,
Inc., which has never held WVWATC authority. Based on this evidence,
produced by respondent hinself, we held in Oder No. 16,574 that
“respondent obtained the Progressive policy for the wong entity.” The
application for reconsideration does not dispute this hol ding; indeed,
it does not address this holding at all.

1. CONCLUSI ON

When the signatories and Congress approved the Conpact, they
desi gnat ed nonconpliance with Comr ssion insurance requirenments as the
single offense that would automatically invalidate a certificate of
authority.’ They could not have sent a clearer nessage that maintaining
proper insurance coverage is of paranount inportance under the
Conpact . 8

Conmi ssion Regul ation No. 58 required respondent to insure the
revenue vehicles operated under Certificate No. 2735 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 Endorsement (W/ATC
I nsurance Endorsenent) for each policy conprising the mninmm Under
Regul ati on No. 58-04(a), a WVMATC Endorsenent nust display the carrier
nane, and any trade nane, on file with the Conm ssion. Having obtained
the Progressive policy for the wong entity, respondent failed to
comply with Regulation No. 58. Order No. 16,574 contains no error;
i ndeed, respondent does not claim any error was nmade. Respondent’ s
claimed ignorance of his failure to mamintain conpliance with WATC
i nsurance requirenents does not provide a basis for reconsideration of
Order No. 16, 574.

Accordingly, the application for reconsideration is denied
wi thout prejudice to respondent’s right to reapply for operating
authority after waiting 180 days fromthe date of this order.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

BY DIRECTION OF THE COW SSI ON;, COWM SSI ONERS HOLCOVB, DORMSJO,  AND
RI CHARD:

WlliamsS. Mrrow, Jr.
Executi ve Director

” Conpact, tit. Il, art. X, § 7(g).

8 In re Royal Limp. LLC, No. MP-15-119, O der No. 16,289 at 4-5 (Apr. 4,
2016); In re Exquisite Linmp. Serv. LLC, No. MP-15-152, Order No. 16,153 at 3
(Jan. 22, 2016); In re Sam Investnent Inc., No. MP-14-015, Order No. 15,692
at 3 (June 18, 2015).
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