Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado

Decision No. R16-0821
PROCEEDING No. 16M-0508TR

R16-0821Decision No. R16-0821
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

PROCEEDING16M-0508TR NO. 16M-0508TR
IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF Denise Kennedy to reverse AN initial driver disqualification determination pursuant to RULE 6105 of 4 ccr 723-6.
RECOMMENDED DECISION OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 

Steven H. Denman
granting petition
Mailed Date:  September 6, 2016
TABLE OF CONTENTS

1I.
STATEMENT

II.
FINDINGS OF FACT
4
III.
ISSUES
8
IV.
APPLICABLE LAW
9
A.
Burden of Proof.
9
B.
Applicable Statutes and Rules.
10
V.
DISCUSSION
12
VI.
CONCLUSIONS
14
VII.
ORDER
15
A.
The Commission Orders That:
15


I. STATEMENT
1. On 
June 28, 2016, 
Denise Kennedy

 LINK Excel.Sheet.8 "C:\\Users\\shdenman\\Google Drive\\16M-0508TR\\Copy of form Inputs.xls" "210 Timeline NO rebuttal!R31C5" \a \t  (Petitioner or Ms. Kennedy) filed a letter asking the Commission to reverse an initial determination by Commission Staff (Staff) disqualifying her from continuing to drive for a luxury limousine company on the basis of a fingerprint-based criminal history record check, pursuant to Rule 6105 of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 723-6 (2016).  During the Weekly Meeting held 
July 20, 2016, the Commission construed Ms. Kennedy’s letter as a Petition to reverse initial driver disqualification determination and initiated the instant Proceeding.  

2. The Commission referred this matter to an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) for resolution by minute entry during the Weekly Meeting held on 
July 20, 2016

 LINK Excel.Sheet.8 "\\\\RIO\\div3\\puc-alj\\Form Inputs.xls" "210 Timeline NO rebuttal!R33C5" \a \t .  

3. Also on June 28, 2016, Petitioner filed a letter seeking a waiver of Rule 6105(l) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6, which provides that, “If the driver is disqualified and prohibited from driving, the driver may, within 60 days of Commission staff’s notification, file a petition with the Commission for qualification determination.”  By Decision No. R16-0697-I (mailed on July 26, 2016), Ms. Kennedy’s second letter was construed to be a Motion for Waiver, pursuant to Rule 1003(b) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure, 4 CCR 723-1 (2015), of the 60-day deadline in Rule 6105(l) for filing a Petition asking the Commission to make the driver qualification determination and to reverse the disqualification.  Based upon averments in Petitioner’s Motion for Waiver, the ALJ found good cause to waive the usual 14-day response time to the Motion, pursuant to Rule 1400(b) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure, 4 CCR 723-1. 

4. By Decision No. R16-0697-I, pursuant to § 40-6-101(1), C.R.S.,
 the ALJ found that assertions in Petitioner’s Motion for Waiver demonstrated good cause to grant the requested waiver of the 60-day deadline in Rule 6105(l) and to proceed to the merits of the Petition.  
5. Pursuant to Rule 6105(l)(I) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6, upon a driver’s filing of a petition for qualification; the Commission Staff shall be an indispensable party.  
6. Therefore, Decision No. R16-0697-I found that Petitioner, Denise Kennedy, and the Staff are the Parties to this proceeding.  Ms. Kennedy was also advised that, while she may appear in this proceeding to represent her own interests without an attorney (that is, pro se), she may also retain counsel to represent her.
7. At the time Decision No. R16-0697-I was issued, the appropriate burden of proof could not be assigned based on information filed with the Commission in this proceeding.  
As a result, the Decision adopted the following process in this case:  (a) Staff has the burden of 
going forward to demonstrate the basis or bases for its initial disqualification determination; 
and (b) after Staff has presented its case-in-chief, Petitioner will present her case.  Decision 
No. R16-0697-I further directed the Parties to file, and to serve on each other, their 
lists of witnesses and copies of their exhibits to be presented at hearing.  Finally, Decision 
No. R16-0697-I scheduled the evidentiary hearing on the Petition for August 29, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. at the Commission. 
8. On August 5, 2016, the Staff, through counsel, filed its list of witnesses, 
a summary of the witnesses’ testimony, and copies of exhibits, as directed by Decision 
No. R16-0697-I.  Trial Staff also served its pre-filing on Petitioner by first-class U.S. mail.

9. On August 19, 2016, Petitioner, pro se, filed a list and copies of her exhibits to be presented at the hearing.  Petitioner served her pre-filing on Staff by hand-delivery.  

10. The hearing in this matter was convened as scheduled on August 29, 2016.  Staff appeared through its counsel.  Petitioner appeared pro se.  Staff presented the testimony of Ms. Alison Torvik and offered Hearing Exhibits No. 1, 2, 3 and 4 and Confidential Hearing Exhibits 1C, 2C and 4C, which were admitted.  Petitioner testified on her own behalf.  Petitioner offered Hearing Exhibits 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11, all of which were admitted.  
11. At the conclusion of the hearing, the ALJ closed the evidentiary record and took the matter under advisement.  

II. FINDINGS OF FACT

12. Staff witness Alison Torvik is a Business Analyst employed by the Commission in the Transportation Section.  Ms. Torvik testified in detail about the investigation she conducted that led to the initial disqualification determination of Ms. Kennedy.  Staff follows established procedures to conduct a fingerprint-based criminal history background check when a driver’s fingerprints are submitted to the Commission.  Ms. Torvik followed those procedures in her investigation that led to the initial disqualification determination.  

13. On April 21, 2016, Ms. Torvik issued the disqualification letter to Petitioner, advising her she was disqualified to drive for a limited regulation passenger carrier and/or taxi carrier.  (Hearing Exhibit 4.).  

14. The Petitioner, Denise Kennedy, started working at Sunset Luxury Limousines in Westminster, Colorado as a chauffeur in late 2012.  She was employed by Sunset Luxury Limousines when she received Commission Staff’s initial disqualification determination.  

Ms. Kennedy is a single mother of three children who are 16, 12, and 10 years of age.  The well-being of her children has been one of her primary concerns.  She has her own 

15. home and a car.  Ms. Kennedy asks the Commission to reverse the initial disqualification determination so that she can work as a driver for Sunset Luxury Limousines.  

16. In 2012 Ms. Kennedy was married to her ex-husband, who she characterized as a “very high risk criminal.”  

17. Scott Hutchinson, Psy. D., is Ms. Kennedy’s therapist, who has worked with her on and off for the past seven years.  Dr. Hutchinson believed that Ms. Kennedy’s ex-husband was “a very manipulative, scary man who got her to act in very uncharacteristic ways.”  (Hearing Exhibit 11.)  
18. On or about August 8, 2012, Ms. Kennedy’s ex-husband stole a check owned by another person in the amount of $19,600.  He forged the owner’s name and signed the check over to Ms. Kennedy, who then endorsed the check and deposited it into her bank account.  Ms. Kennedy testified that she committed these acts because her ex-husband threatened her life, the lives of her children, and her family.  In other words, she acted under duress.  

19. On August 30, 2012, Ms. Kennedy obtained a Protection Order against her 
ex-husband from the County Court in Adams County, Colorado, based on domestic abuse.  The Protection Order against her ex-husband was made permanent on February 3, 2016.  (Hearing Exhibit 2.)

20. On February 25, 2013, Ms. Kennedy was arrested and charged with four offenses in Adams County, Colorado, Case No. 2013CR406:  (1) identity theft;
 (2) theft involving anything of value from $1,000 to $20,000;
 and (3) two counts of forgery of a check or commercial instrument.
  (Hearing Exhibit 1, pp. 3-4, and Hearing Exhibit 3.)

21. Ms. Kennedy testified that her ex-husband was a co-defendant in Adams County Case No. 2013CR406.  He has been incarcerated for these crimes, presumably as a result of his conviction of one or more of the offenses.  

22. On September 23, 2013, Ms. Kennedy pleaded guilty to a violation of 
§ 18-5-902(1)(a), C.R.S., a class four felony, and on November 15, 2013, she was sentenced to three years’ supervised probation.  The other three charges were dismissed by the District Attorney.  (Hearing Exhibit 3.)  

23. Ms. Torvik testified that when her investigation revealed that Ms. Kennedy had been convicted of a class 4 felony within four years prior to the criminal history background check, she had no discretion and had to disqualify Ms. Kennedy.  Ms. Torvik testified, however, that nothing else in her investigation would affect Ms. Kennedy’s ability to drive under the Commission’s rules.   

24. A condition of Ms. Kennedy’s probation is that she must make restitution of the amount of $19,600 involved in the crime.  She has been paying $350.00 per month per a payment plan, and as of the date of the hearing still owed approximately $6,000.  Since her 
ex-husband has been incarcerated while she has been on probation, Ms. Kennedy alone has been paying the restitution payments.  Ms. Kennedy testified that her probation may be extended for up to two years, since it may take her two more years to pay the restitution amount in full.
25. Another condition of Ms. Kennedy’s probation is that she must have a job.  She testified that having a job is essential for her to continue to pay restitution.  Without a job, she cannot pay it and risks a violation of the conditions of her probation.  

26. Ms. Maureen Dahl is Ms. Kennedy’s probation officer.  Ms. Dahl reports that Ms. Kennedy is compliant with all probation conditions; is always on time for her probation appointments; is prepared with requested paperwork; is always respectful; and without failure continues paying back restitution monthly to the victim.   Ms. Dahl concludes that Ms. Kennedy “has demonstrated that she has turned her life around and is repairing harm to her victim and the community.”  (Hearing Exhibit 10.)

27. Dr. Scott Hutchinson, Ms. Kennedy’s therapist, opines that Ms. Kennedy “is very unlikely to repeat the mistakes of her past,” and he has “the utmost trust in Denise to act in responsible and sensible ways in the future.”  (Hearing Exhibit 11.)

28. The owner of Sunset Luxury Limousines is Mr. Darren Weidenhamer.  He characterizes Ms. Kennedy as a “kind and generous person,” who was a “model chauffeur.”  He states that Ms. Kennedy achieved her CDL license in order to be able to drive every vehicle in his company’s fleet.  Mr. Weidenhamer asks the Commission to give Ms. Kennedy a second chance to be part of his chauffeur team.  (Hearing Exhibit 6.)

29. Mr. Kevin Harold was Ms. Kennedy’s supervisor at Sunset Luxury Limousines.  He met Ms. Kennedy in December of 2012 after she separated from her ex-husband and began working for that company.  Mr. Harold describes her character as “professional, honest, humble, and caring.”  She showed responsibility by always being on time and providing customer service to patrons of Sunset Luxury Limousines, including resolving customer complaints.  Mr. Harold recalls that Ms. Kennedy took several classes to help raise her self-esteem and that she volunteered for several charities, including Make-A-Wish and Susan Komen.  (Hearing Exhibit 7.)

30. Mr. Mike Woods, owner of Woody’s Lawn Sprinkler and Landscape, was a customer of Ms. Kennedy’s at Sunset Luxury Limousines.  He states that Ms. Kennedy “has always displayed exceptional professionalism,” and he reports that she “has her life on the right track now.”  Mr. Woods characterizes her as a “hardworking, reliable, honest person” who has “learned and paid the penalties for her mistake.”  (Hearing Exhibit 9.)

31. Ms. Kennedy also offered letters from two friends, Murphy S. Phillipi and Andrea Sippel, who have known her for the past three years, and who support her efforts to reverse the initial driver disqualification determination.  (Hearing Exhibits 5 and 8, respectively.)

32. There is no evidence that Ms. Kennedy had any criminal record before 2012.  (See Hearing Exhibit 1.) 
33. Since her probation started, Ms. Kennedy has had no convictions or arrests for any crimes, and has not even had any other interactions with law enforcement officers.  
III. ISSUES
34. Whether Staff’s initial disqualification, under § 40-10.1-110(3)(a), C.R.S., of Petitioner Denise Kennedy, as a driver for a passenger carrier
 regulated by the Commission, should be reversed?

35. Whether Rule 6105(f)(II)(D) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6, should be waived to allow the Petitioner, Denise Kennedy, to be employed as a driver for a passenger carrier regulated by the Commission?

IV. APPLICABLE LAW 
A. Burden of Proof.  
36. Rule 6105(l)(I) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6, sets forth assignments of burdens of proof when a driver, who has been disqualified and prohibited from driving, petitions the Commission for a qualification determination, depending on the grounds for the initial disqualification.  

37. Staff bears the burden of going forward to demonstrate the reasons for its initial disqualification determination under Rule 6105(f) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6.  (Decision No. R16-0697-I, ¶ I.11, at 4.)  According to the testimony of Ms. Torvik, the sole basis for the initial disqualification of Ms. Kennedy was her conviction of a class 4 felony on September 23, 2013, as required by § 40-10.1-110(3)(a), C.R.S., and Rule 6105(f)(II)(D).  

38. Therefore, Petitioner has the burden of proving either that she “is of good moral character based upon all surrounding facts and circumstances or that disqualification is not supported by fact or law.”  (Rule 6105(l)(I)(A), of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6).  Petitioner must satisfy this burden of proof by a preponderance of the evidence.  (Section 13-25-127(1), C.R.S.; § 24-4-105(7), C.R.S.)  The preponderance standard requires the finder of fact to determine whether the existence of a contested fact is more probable than its non-existence. Swain v. Colorado Department of Revenue, 717 P.2d 507, 508 (Colo. App. 1985).  A party has met this burden of proof when the evidence, on the whole, slightly tips in favor of that party.  

B. Applicable Statutes and Rules.  
39. Section 40-10.1-110(1), C.R.S., provides that:

An individual who wishes to drive either a taxicab for a motor carrier that is the holder of a certificate to provide taxicab service issued under part 2 of this article or a motor vehicle for a motor carrier that is the holder of a permit to operate as a charter bus, children's activity bus, luxury limousine, Medicaid client transport, or off-road scenic charter under part 3 of this article shall submit a set of his or her fingerprints to the commission.  

40. Pursuant to § 40-10.1-110(3), C.R.S., the individual:

whose criminal history record is checked pursuant to this section is disqualified and prohibited from driving motor vehicles for the motor carrier described in subsection (1) of this section if the criminal history record check reflects that:

(a) The individual is not of good moral character, as determined by the commission based on the results of the check . . . .
41. A driver is not of good moral character and shall be disqualified and prohibited from driving, if the driver has a conviction in the State of Colorado, within the four years preceding the date the criminal history record check is completed, of any class 4 felony under Articles 2, 3, 3.5, 4, 5, 6, 6.5, 8, 9, 12, or 15 of Title 18, C.R.S.  (Rule 6105(f)(II)(D) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6.)  

42. The automatic disqualification and prohibition against driving for a passenger carrier, imposed on an individual who has been convicted of a class 4 felony in the four years preceding the completion of a criminal history record check, demonstrates the Commission’s obligation to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the traveling public.  

43. Pursuant to § 40-10.1-110(4), C.R.S., the Commission “shall consider the information resulting from the criminal history record check in its determination as to whether the individual has met the standards set forth in section 24-5-101 (2), C.R.S.”  

44. Rule 6105(l)(I)(D) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6, implements § 40-10.1-110(4), C.R.S., and requires that the Commission will consider the standards in § 24-5-101(2), C.R.S., when deciding whether to grant a petition to reverse Staff’s initial disqualification determination based on moral character.  

45. Section 24-5-101(2), C.R.S.,  provides that: 

Whenever any state or local agency is required to make a finding that an applicant for a license, certification, permit, or registration is a person of good moral character as a condition to the issuance thereof, the fact that such applicant has, at some prior thereto, been convicted of a felony or other offense involving moral turpitude, and pertinent circumstances connected with such conviction, shall be given consideration in determining whether, in fact, the applicant is a person of good moral character at the time of the application.  The intent of this section is to expand employment opportunities for persons who, notwithstanding that fact of conviction of an offense, have been rehabilitated and are ready to accept the responsibilities of a law-abiding and productive member of society.  
(Emphasis added.)  
46. When construing this statute, the Colorado Supreme Court has explained that § 24-5-101(2), C.R.S., “is an expression by the general assembly of a public concern that persons who have been convicted of felonies . . . should not be deprived of the right to gainful employment solely due to their past activities.”  Beathune v. Colorado Dealer Licensing Board, 198 Colo. 483, 485, 601 P.2d 1386, 1387 (1979).  The Court also has instructed that the effect of a licensing statute and § 24-5-101, C.R.S., 

when read together, is that a prior felony conviction standing by itself is not sufficient to warrant the denial . . . of a license.  Rather, the pertinent circumstances must be considered to determine the moral character of the applicant.  

Colorado State Board of Medical Examiners v. Jorgensen, 198 Colo. 275, 279, 599 P.2d 869, 872 (1979) (emphasis added).  

47. Thus, § 24-5-101(2), C.R.S., and Rule 6105(l)(I)(D) together allow the Commission, in each individual case, to exercise its discretion in determining whether a disqualified driver, petitioning for reversal of the initial disqualification determination, is of good moral character.  
48. Finally, the Commission may, for good cause shown, grant waivers or variances inter alia from Commission rules.  As to waivers, Rule 1003(a) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure, 4 CCR 723-1, states that: 

In making its determination, the Commission may take into account, but is not limited to, considerations of hardship, equity, or more effective implementation of overall policy on an individual basis.  The Commission may subject any waiver or variance granted to such terms and conditions as it may deem appropriate.  
V. DISCUSSION
49. The record establishes that Staff’s initial determination of disqualification was warranted by Petitioner’s conviction of a class 4 felony on September 23, 2013, within the four years preceding the completion of the criminal history record check on March 27, 2016.

50. Pursuant to Rule 6105(l)(I)(A), 4 CCR 723-6), Ms. Kennedy has the burden of proving either that she “is of good moral character based upon all surrounding facts and circumstances or that disqualification is not supported by fact or law.”  

51. Petitioner did not attempt to establish that the initial disqualification was not supported by fact or law.  Rather, at the hearing, Petitioner’s evidence focused on proving that she “is of good moral character based upon all surrounding facts and circumstances.”  Ms. Kennedy’s testimony and exhibits addressed the pertinent circumstances underlying her plea of guilty and resulting conviction of a class 4 felony, on her acceptance of responsibility for her offense, and on her efforts at rehabilitation.  Thus, whether Ms. Kennedy remains disqualified to drive for a passenger carrier hinges on the mandate that the ALJ consider the Petition under the standards of § 24-5-101(2) C.R.S. and Rule 6105(l)(I)(D).  

52. Ms. Kennedy testified credibly about the pertinent circumstances that led to her prior conviction of a class 4 felony, resulting in the initial disqualification determination, and provided credible evidence describing her moral character and efforts to be rehabilitated while on probation.

53. Ms. Kennedy has taken responsibility for the actions which led to her conviction for the class 4 felony.

54. Since her conviction, Ms. Kennedy has complied with all the conditions of her probation, including making monthly restitution payments and having a job.  

55. Notwithstanding her conviction of a class 4 felony, Ms. Kennedy has “turned her life around,” in the words of Probation Officer Ms. Dahl.  Substantial evidence in the record demonstrates that Ms. Kennedy is rehabilitated and is “ready to accept the responsibilities of a law-abiding and productive member of society.”  (Section 24-5-101(2), C.R.S.)

56. Ms. Kennedy has had no further convictions, arrests, or any interactions with law enforcement since 2013.

57. The undersigned ALJ notes that Ms. Kennedy is the sole means of support and care for her three children.  Reversal of the Staff’s initial disqualification determination will enable Ms. Kennedy to resume her position as a driver for Sunset Luxury Limousines, thereby enabling Petitioner to continue supporting her children.  It will also enable her to continue paying the restitution required as a condition of her probation.  

58. The evidence presented by Ms. Kennedy is substantial and under § 24-5-101(2), C.R.S., satisfies her burden to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that Staff’s initial disqualification under § 40-10.1-110 (3)(a), C.R.S., should be reversed.

59. In addition, based upon substantial evidence provided by Ms. Kennedy, the undersigned ALJ finds good cause under Rule 1003(a), 4 CCR 723-1 to waive the disqualification of Ms. Kennedy as a driver of Commission-regulated passenger carriers under Rule 6105(f)(II)(D), 4 CCR 723-6.
 

VI. CONCLUSIONS

60. The Petitioner, Denise Kennedy, has shown by a preponderance of the evidence that Staff’s initial disqualification under § 40-10.1-110 (3)(a), C.R.S., should be reversed.

61. The Petitioner has shown good cause to allow a waiver of Rule 6105(l)(I)(D) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6, so that she can be employed as a driver for Commission-regulated passenger carriers.  

62. In accordance with § 40-6-109(2), C.R.S., the Administrative Law Judge transmits to the Commission the record of this proceeding and the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions thereon, and he recommends that the Commission enter the following order.

VII. ORDER

A. The Commission Orders That:

1. Petitioner Denise Kennedy’s petition to reverse an initial determination of driver disqualification pursuant to Rule 6105 of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 Code of Colorado Regulations (CCR) 723-6, is granted.

2. The disqualification of Petitioner as a driver for Commission-regulated passenger carriers under Rule 6105(l)(I)(D) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6, is waived.  

3. This Recommended Decision shall be effective on the day it becomes the Decision of the Commission, if that is the case, and is entered as of the date above.

4. As provided by §40-6-109, C.R.S., copies of this Recommended Decision shall be served upon the parties, who may file exceptions to it.  

a)
If no exceptions are filed within 20 days after service or within any extended period of time authorized, or unless the decision is stayed by the Commission upon its own motion, the Recommended Decision shall become the decision of the Commission and subject to the provisions of §40-6-114, C.R.S.

b)
If a party seeks to amend, modify, annul, or reverse basic findings of fact in its exceptions, that party must request and pay for a transcript to be filed, or the parties may stipulate to portions of the transcript according to the procedure stated in §40-6-113, C.R.S.  If no transcript or stipulation is filed, the Commission is bound by the facts set out by the administrative law judge and the parties cannot challenge these facts.  This will limit what the Commission can review if exceptions are filed.

4.
If exceptions to this Decision are filed, they shall not exceed 30 pages in length, unless the Commission for good cause shown permits this limit to be exceeded.

	(S E A L)
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Doug Dean, 
Director
	THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO


STEVEN H. DENMAN
________________________________
                     Administrative Law Judge




 	�  Section 40-6-101(1), C.R.S., requires inter alia that, “The commission shall conduct its proceedings in such manner as will best conduce the proper dispatch of business and the ends of justice.”  


 	�  Identity theft is a class 4 felony.  See §§ 18-5-902(1)(a) and 18-5-902(2), C.R.S.


 	�  At the time the alleged offense occurred, a theft involving anything of value from $1,000 to $20,000 was a class 4 felony.  Effective June 5, 2013, the crime of theft involving anything of value of $5,000 or more but less than $20,000 was reduced to a class 5 felony.  See §18-4-401(2)(g), C.R.S. (2013).


 	�  Forgery is a class 5 felony.  See §§ 18-5-102(1)(c) and 18-5-102(2), C.R.S.  Ms. Kennedy’s testimony about the factual basis for her guilty plea to identity theft established that she only signed her name to one check stolen and forged by her ex-husband.  There is no evidence in the record to explain why, as a result of this single transaction, the People charged her with two identical counts of forgery.  


 	�  “Passenger carrier” means a taxicab carrier and a limited regulation carrier, except for fire crew transport.  Rule 6105(a)(III) of the Rules Regulating Transportation by Motor Vehicle, 4 CCR 723-6.  Limited regulation carriers include luxury limousines.  See § 40-10.1-301 et seq., C.R.S.  


 	� According to the testimony of Ms. Torvik, the four-year disqualification under Rule 6105(f)(D), 4 CCR 723-6, will expire on September 23, 2017.  
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