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Case No. MP-2024-116 
 

This matter is before the Commission on respondent’s response to 
Order No. 21,312, served May 2, 2025.  

 
I. BACKGROUND 
Under the Compact, a WMATC carrier may not engage in 

transportation subject to the Compact if the carrier’s certificate of 
authority is not “in force.”1  A certificate of authority is not valid 
unless the holder is in compliance with the Commission’s insurance 
requirements.2 

 
Commission Regulation No. 58 requires respondent to insure the 

revenue vehicles operated under Certificate No. 3613 for a minimum of 
$1.5 million in combined-single-limit liability coverage and maintain 
on file with the Commission at all times proof of coverage in the form 
of a WMATC Certificate of Insurance and Policy Endorsement (WMATC 
Insurance Endorsement) for each policy comprising the minimum. 

 
Certificate No. 3613 was rendered invalid on December 19, 2024, 

when the $1.5 million primary WMATC Insurance Endorsement on file for 
respondent terminated without replacement.  Order No. 21,080, served 
December 19, 2024, noted the automatic suspension of Certificate No. 3613 
pursuant to Regulation No. 58-12, directed respondent to cease 
transporting passengers for hire under Certificate No. 3613, and gave 
respondent 30 days to replace the terminated endorsement and pay the 
$100 late fee due under Regulation No. 67-03(c) or face revocation of 
Certificate No. 3613. 

 
Respondent thereafter paid the late fee and submitted a $1.5 

million primary WMATC Insurance Endorsement, and the suspension was 
lifted in Order No. 21,121, served January 17, 2025.  However, because 
the effective date of the new endorsement is January 15, 2025, instead 
of December 19, 2024, leaving a 27-day gap in required insurance 
coverage, the order gave respondent 30 days in accordance with Regulation 
No. 58-14(a) to: (1) verify cessation of operations from December 19, 
2024, to January 17, 2025; and (2) produce copies of respondent’s 

                                                           
1 Compact, tit. II, art. XI, § 6(a). 
2 Compact, tit. II, art. XI, § 7(g). 
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pertinent business records from October 1, 2024, to January 17, 2025. 
Respondent did not respond.  

 
Pursuant to Regulation No. 58-14(b), Order No. 21,174, served 

February 20, 2025, accordingly gave respondent 30 days to show cause why 
the Commission should not assess a civil forfeiture against respondent, 
and/or suspend or revoke Certificate No. 3613. 

 
In response to Order No. 21,174, respondent submitted: (a) a 

signed statement from its CEO, Adeoye Akiode; (b) copies of respondent’s 
bank statements for the period beginning October 1, 2024, and ending 
January 31, 2025; and (c) copies of respondent’s credit card statements 
for the period beginning August 3, 2024, and ending February 2, 2025. 

 
In his statement, respondent’s CEO admitted that he continued 

operations for Uber during the suspension period.  This is consistent 
with respondent’s bank statements, which show more than more than $350 
in purchases at gasoline stations in or near the Metropolitan District 
and more than $4,500 in deposits from Uber in seven separate transactions 
during the 27-day suspension period. 

 
In Order No. 21,312 we found that the record supports a finding 

that respondent operated on at least six days while suspended and 
uninsured and one day while properly insured but still suspended.  
Accordingly, Order No. 21,312 gave respondent 30 days to show cause why 
the Commission should not assess a civil forfeiture against respondent, 
and/or suspend or revoke Certificate No. 3613, for knowingly and 
willfully conducting operations under an invalid/suspended certificate 
of authority and failing to produce documents as directed. 
 

II. RESPONSE TO ORDER NO. 21,312 AND FINDINGS 
On May 12, 2025, respondent’s CEO, Adeoye Akiode submitted a 

signed statement, admitting that during the suspension period he 
continued operations through Uber and Lyft.  Mr. Akiode further asserts 
that “the Commission does not require a WMATC permit to operate on these 
platforms and given that the Uber application process lists the WMATC 
permit as optional across all categories, I believe my actions were in 
compliance.”   

 
Mr. Akiode misapprehends the scope of the Commission’s 

jurisdiction.  Subject to certain enumerated exceptions, the Compact 
“shall apply to the transportation for hire by any carrier of persons 
between any points in the Metropolitan District.”3  A person may not 
engage in transportation subject to the Compact unless there is in force 
a Certificate of Authority issued by the Commission authorizing the 
person to engage in that transportation.4  This Commission has long held 
that Uber Black and Uber Black SUV service, which is performed by 

                                                           

3 Compact, tit. II, art. XI, § 1. 
4 Compact, tit. II, art. XI, § 6(a). 
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commercially-insured companies meeting local livery regulations, is 
transportation for hire subject to the Compact.5 

 
We expressly note that the Commission has previously held that 

UberX and Uber Comfort trips performed in vehicles with a seating 
capacity of nine persons or less meet the definition of bona fide taxicab 
service in Regulation No. 51-09(b) and a WMATC certificate is not 
required to render such service.6 

 
Article XI, Section 3(f) of the Compact, in conjunction with 

Article XI, Section 1(b), of the Compact, excludes from the Commission’s 
licensing jurisdiction “taxicabs and other vehicles that perform a bona 
fide taxicab service.”7 

 
Regulation No. 51-09 defines bona fide taxicab service as 

follows: 
 

51-09. (a) Other vehicles that perform a bona fide 
taxicab service means vehicles other than taxicabs 
used to perform a service that is: 
 
(i) transportation intended in good faith to be 
provided only between points selected at will by 
the person or persons hiring the vehicle in which 
such transportation is provided; 
 
(ii) conducted in a vehicle subject to the 
exclusive use of the passenger or single party of 
passengers hiring the vehicle for the entire time 
such vehicle is under hire; 
 
(iii) priced at rates based on the duration and/or 
distance of the transportation rendered; 
 
(iv) conducted in a vehicle engaged solely in 
rendering or performing transportation as 

                                                           

5 See In re Espoir LLC, t/a Espoir, No. MP-19-015, Order No. 19,596 (Nov. 2, 
2021) (assessing forfeiture for performing Uber “Black” and “Black SUV” service 
while WMATC certificate was suspended); In re A & W Servs., LLC, No. MP-16-120, 
Order No. 17,101 (July 17, 2017) (assessing forfeiture for performing Uber 
“Black Car,” “SUV,” and “uberXL” service while WMATC certificate was suspended.)   

6 In re Emerald Exec. Transp., Inc., No. MP-19-162, Order No. 19,788 at 3-4 
(June 7, 2022). 

7 Although a WMATC Certificate of Authority is not required to perform bona 
fide taxicab service, under Article XI, Section 1(b) of the Compact, the 
Commission’s regulatory jurisdiction encompasses the rates, charges, 
regulations, and minimum insurance requirements where the vehicle used to 
perform bona fide taxicab service has a seating capacity of 9 persons or less, 
including the driver, and provides interstate transportation within the 
Metropolitan District.  
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described in subparagraphs (i), (ii), and (iii) 
above; and 
 
(v) conducted in a vehicle having a seating 
capacity of nine persons or less, including the 
driver. 
 
(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), vehicles 
with a seating capacity of nine persons or less, 
including the driver, are performing a bona fide 
taxicab service when they are used in affiliation 
with a transportation network company as defined 
by and duly authorized by Maryland or Virginia, or 
a private-vehicle-for-hire company as defined by 
and duly authorized by the District of Columbia. 

 
Regulation No. 51-09(b) operates independently of Regulation 

No. 51-09(a).  Hence, transportation service meeting the definition of 
Regulation No. 51-09(b) qualifies as bona fide taxicab service even if 
it does not meet the definition of Regulation No. 51-09(a).8 

 
  Respondent does not assert that the trips provided during the 

suspension period were limited to UberX and Uber Comfort, nor has 
respondent produced business records that would corroborate such a 
claim.9  In fact, respondent asserts it does not maintain any such 
records.  Accordingly, on this record we find that respondent has failed 
to establish that the trips performed during the suspension period fall 
within the bona fide taxicab service exemption to our jurisdiction under 
the Compact.   

 
 Respondent next argues that its vehicle was continuously insured 

throughout the suspension period, but has provided no evidence to support 
such a claim.  In any event, the record is clear that respondent has 
failed to file a WMATC Insurance Endorsement evidencing coverage from 
December 19, 2024, to January 14, 2025, as required under WMATC 
Regulation No. 58-03.  A WMATC Insurance Endorsement extends significant 
protections to the public beyond those contained in an underlying policy, 
and the absence of those protections puts the public at serious risk of 
non-recovery.10 

 

                                                           

8 In re Rulemaking to Amend Reg. Nos. 51-09 & 58-02(b), No. MP-15-198, Order 
No. 16,416 at 4 (June 9, 2016). 

9 See generally Order No. 19,788 (finding trips to be exempt from the 
Commission’s licensing jurisdiction where Uber payment statements detailing the 
time, category of Uber service, base fare, and additional charges indicated all 
trips corresponding to payments from Uber fell into the categories of UberX or 
Uber Comfort service.)  

10 See In re Protector Transp. Servs. LLC, No. MP-24-100, Order No. 21,448 
at 2 (Aug. 5, 2025) (detailing protections provided by WMATC Insurance 
Endorsement). 
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Lastly, respondent argues that any violations committed were not 
knowing and willful.  We find this defense unavailing.  “Knowingly,” for 
purposes of assessing a civil forfeiture under the Compact, means with 
perception of the underlying facts, not that such facts establish a 
violation.11  Thus, the Commission has held that unauthorized operations 
were knowing and willful violations despite a professed “good faith” 
belief that the transportation at issue was not subject to Commission 
jurisdiction, where that belief was not supported by Compact precedent.12 

 
The terms “willful” and “willfully” do not mean with evil purpose 

or criminal intent; rather, they describe conduct marked by careless 
disregard of whether or not one has the right so to act.13  Employee 
negligence is no defense.14  “To hold carriers not liable for penalties 
where the violations . . . are due to mere indifference, inadvertence, 
or negligence of employees would defeat the purpose of” the statute.15 

 
We therefore find that respondent’s unlawful operations on at 

least six days while suspended and uninsured16 and one day while properly 
insured but still suspended17 were knowing and willful.   

 
III. ASSESSMENT OF FORFEITURE AND REVOCATION OF AUTHORITY 
A person who knowingly and willfully violates a provision of the 

Compact, or a rule, regulation, requirement, or order issued under it, 
or a term or condition of a certificate shall be subject to a civil 
forfeiture of not more than $1,000 for the first violation and not more 
than $5,000 for any subsequent violation.18 

 
The Commission may suspend or revoke all or part of any 

certificate of authority for willful failure to comply with a provision 
of the Compact, an order, rule, or regulation of the Commission, or a 
term, condition, or limitation of the certificate.19 

 
In setting the daily forfeiture amount, we take into 

consideration Commission precedent that distinguishes between carriers 
operating without authority and without adequate insurance, on the one 
hand, and carriers operating without authority but with adequate 

                                                           

11 In re Wash. Shuttle, Inc., t/a Supershuttle, No. MP-11-099, Order 
No. 14,114 at 4, 7 (July 31, 2013). 

12 In re W & T Travel Servs. LLC, t/a WTTS, No. AP-08-162, Order No. 11,933 
at 8 (Apr. 9, 2009).  

13 In re C & G Transp. LLC, No. MP-23-041, Order No. 20,682 (Apr. 2, 2024). 
14 Id. 
15 United States v. Illinois Cent. R.R., 303 U.S. 239, 244, 58 S. Ct. 533, 

535 (1938). 

16 The dates are December 19, 23, 27, 30, 2024, and January 6, 10, 2025. 

17 The date is January 16, 2025. 
18 Compact, tit. II, art. XIII, § 6(f). 
19 Compact, tit. II, art. XI, § 10(c). 
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insurance, on the other.20  The Commission metes out stiffer sanctions 
for operating without adequate insurance.21  For operating unlawfully but 
with the requisite WMATC Endorsement(s) on file, the Commission normally 
assesses a civil forfeiture of $250 for each day of unauthorized 
operations.22  The Commission assesses $500 per day of unauthorized 
operations and revokes a respondent’s certificate of authority when a 
carrier operates without the requisite WMATC Endorsement(s) on file.23 
 

Accordingly, we shall revoke Certificate No. 3613 and assess a 
forfeiture against respondent in the amount of $250 per day for one day 
of operations while suspended but properly insured and $500 per day for 
six days of operations while suspended and uninsured (or $3,000), for a 
a total forfeiture of $3,250.  

 
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED: 
 
1. That pursuant to Article XIII, Section 6(f), of the Compact, 

the Commission hereby assesses a civil forfeiture against respondent in 
the amount of $3,250 for knowingly and willfully violating Article XI, 
Section 6(a), of the Compact, Regulation No. 58, and the orders issued in 
this proceeding. 
 

2. That pursuant to Article XI, Section 10(c), of the Compact, 
Certificate of Authority No. 3613 is hereby revoked for respondent’s 
willful failure to comply with Article XI, Section 6(a), of the Compact, 
Regulation No. 58, and the orders issued in this proceeding. 

 
3. That within 30 days from the date of this order respondent 

shall: 
a. pay to the Commission by check or money order the sum of 

three thousand five hundred dollars ($3,250); 
 

b. remove from respondent’s vehicle(s) the identification 
placed thereon pursuant to Commission Regulation No. 61; 

 
c. file a notarized affidavit and supporting photograph(s) 

with the Commission verifying compliance with the preceding 
requirement; and 

 
d. surrender Certificate No. 3613 to the Commission. 

 
                                                           

20 Order No. 20,682 at 4. 

21 Id. 
22 In re Burlington Brew Tours, LLC, No. MP-16-136, Order No. 16,854 at 3 

(Mar. 1, 2017). 
23 Id. at 3-4.  But see In re Boss Transp. & Trucking, LLC, t/a Boss Transp. 

& Fam. Servs. LLC, No. MP-22-043, Order No. 20,187 at 4 (May 8, 2023) (declining 
to revoke certificate of authority of carrier that operated while suspended and 
underinsured but maintained $1 million primary insurance coverage throughout 
the suspension period); In re Ceepco Contracting, LLC, No. MP-17-136, Order 
No. 17,616 at 4 (May 17, 2018) (same). 
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BY DIRECTION OF THE COMMISSION; COMMISSIONERS LACKEY, ROGERS, AND LINTON: 

 
Jeffrey M. Lehmann 
Executive Director 

 
 


