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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On February 4, 2016, Martin Appel (Claimant) filed a claim with the Maryland Home
Improvement Commission (MHIC) Guaranty Fund (Fund) for reimbursement of alleged actual
losses suffered as a resuli of a home improvement contract with Melonie Mattison, trading as
Housepros, LLC (Respondent). I held a hearing on November 3, 2016, at the Queen Anne’s
County Public Library located in Stevensville, Maryland. Md. Code Ann., Bus.

Reg. §§ 8-312(a), 8-407(e) (2015).! The Claimant represented himself. Eric London,

! Unless otherwise noted, all citations of the Business Regulation Article hereinafter refer to the 2015 Replacement
Volume.



Assistant Attorney General, Department of Lahor, Eieensing and Regulation (Department),
represented the Fund. The Respondent fgﬂef:'(_i totappear for the scheduled hearing.?

The contested case provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act, the procedural
regulations of the Department, and thé Rulet of T'rocedure of the OAH govern procedure in this
case. Md. Code Ann., State Gov’t §§ 10-201 through 10-226 (2014 and Supp. 2016), Code of
Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 09.01.03, 09.08.02, and 28.02.01.

ISSUES

1. Did the Claimant sustain an actual loss compensable by the Fund as a result of
any acts or omissions committed by the Respondent?

2. | If so, what is the amount of that loss?

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

I admitted the following exhibits on the Claimant’s behalf:

CLEx. 1 Contract for Services, undated, Clarification of Proposal, March 2, 2015, and
Punch list, June 4, 2014

ClL.Ex.2 Series of Photographs

ClL Ex.3 MHIC Complaint Form, July 5, 2015, with attached Explanation, Photographs,
Delivery Ticket, and Letter from MHIC _

ClLEx. 4 Community Mediation Upper Shore letter, October 19, 2015 and November 23,
2015, Mediation Complaint Resolution Form, Agreement to Mediate, and Report
of Mediation, November 20, 2015, and Letter from Claimant to MHIC, December
31, 2015

2 On July 29, 2016, the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) mailed a Notice of Hearing to the Respondent, by
certified mail, using the Respondent’s address of record located at 910 Chesapeake Drive, Stevensville, Maryland
21666. The Notice of Hearing informed the Respondent of the date, time and location of the scheduled hearing. On
August 1, 2016, the Respondent signed a receipt indicating the Notice of Hearing was received. The hearing began
as scheduled on November 3, 2016. After waiting for approximately fifteen minutes, neither the Respondent nor
anyone representing the Respondent appeared for the hearing. Based on this record, I determined the Respondent
had an opportunity to participate in the hearing, after proper notice, but failed to appear, and proceeded with the
hearing in the Respondent’s absence. Md. Code Ann., Bus. Reg. § 8-312(h), COMAR 09.08.03.03A(2).
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" CLEx.S
Cl.Ex. 6

CL Ex.7

Cl.Ex. 8

' Claimant’s Request for Arbltratlon December 22,2015, Umted States Postal

Service Tracking printout, December 30, 2015, and photocopied envelops
addressed to Respondent

Claimant’s letter to MHIC, February 1, 2016, with attached Home Improvement
Claim Form, Estimation of Work Performed Email from Baldwin Services,
Estimate from Kent Island Abby Floor Covering, and Email from Baldwm

. Serv1ces '

Series of checks from Claimant to Respondent, Superior Distribution, and Ed
Baldwin

~ Photograph of Speed Hide Interior Latex Paint

I admitted the following exhibits on behalf of the Fund:

Fund Ex. 1

Fund Ex. 2
Fund Ex. 3
Fund Ex. 4

Notice of Hearing, July 29, 2016 with attached Certified Mail Return Recelpts,
August-1, 2016

Hearing Order, June 17, 2016
MHIC Licensing History for Respondent

Claimant’s Home Improvement Claim Form, February 4, 2016, with attached
MHIC letter to Respondent March 1, 2016 and MHIC letter to Claimant, June 17,
2016

- There were not exhibits offered into evidence on behalf of the Respondent.

Testimony

The Claimant testified on his own behalf and presented the testimony of his wife, Roslyn.

The Fund did not present any testimony. There was no testimony presented on the Respondent’s

behalf,

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

I find the following facts by a preponderance of the evidence:

1.

At all times relevant to the Claimant’s claim against the Fund, the Respondent was a

MHIC licensed contractor under license number 01-93621. The Respondent’s address on

record with the MHIC is located in Stevensville, Maryland.



2. On March 3, 2015, the Claimant and Respondent entered into a home improvement
contract to remodel an existing screened porch into a four-season sunrdom (the Contract).
3. The Contract contained twenty separate terms, the most _relevant of which include:
e installation of Simontron Reflection 5500 windows and doors
e trim interior windows with primed pine and one coat of painted semi-gloss
paint
e install and paint semi-gloss white base board, window, and door casing on
existing door and window to house
e remove existing siding from house wall inside room and install finish dry wall
e insulate and or caulk windows and framing
e paint walls and ceiling flat white
e supply and install indoor outdoor carpet for entire floor of sunroom
4. On March 3, 2016, the Claimant and Respondent also agreed to additional terms of
the Contract. In relevant part, these additional terms included that all plaster board will '
be primed and painted with at least two coats of paint and that time is of the essence, all
provisions of the contract must be completed by June 15,2015 (one week before Father’s
Day).
5. The Contract contained a dispute resolution clause requiring the parties to resolve any
| disputeé by mediation first; and if not fesolvéd, the dispute. must be resolved by binding
arbitration. |
6. The Contract’s total cost was $23,675.00. The contract required a payment of
$7,800.00 for windows, $7,800.00 upon start of the contract, $5,000.00 upon windows

being set, and $3,075.00 upon substantial completion of the contract.



7. On March 3, 2015, the Claimant made the first payment to the Respondent in the

, amount of $7,800.00 by check number 331.
8. On March 10, 2015, the kRespondent began the work required by the Contract.
9. On March 17 2015, the Claimant made the second payment to the Respondent in the
amount of $7 800.00 by check number 332.

- | 10. On May 27, 2015, the Claimant made the third payment to the Respondent in the

| amount of $5,000.00 by check number 337.

11, On or about June 2, 2015, to complete.the window installation, the Claimant was
requlred to order two w1ndows from Superior Distributors.
12. On June 4 2015 the Clmmant pa1d the Respondent $3 700 00 By this date the
Claimant had paid the Respondent a total of $24,300.00.%
13. On June 4, 2015, the Claimant and Respondent agreed to a punch-list of items
requiring to be completed, including: installation of two missing 'windows, spot paint,

‘power wash deck, and add quarter-round trim molding. Again, the parties acknowledged ’
that time is of the essence and all contract provisions must be co‘mpleted by June 15,
2015 (one week prior to Father’s Day).
14. The last day any work was done to complete the Contract was June 6, 2015. On this
date, the remaining work to be completed under the Contract included installing two
windows, some spot painting, and replacing a screen.
15. Despite repeated calls to the Respondent by the Claimant, the Respondent never

returned to the Claimant’s home to complete the Contract.

3 The total amount paid by the Claimant as of June 4, 2015 exceeds the total contract price of $23,675.00. The
Claimant did not explain how or why the Contract cost increased.
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16 Photographs taken by the Clalmant on June 18 2015 demonstrate that two wmdows
_ remain to be mstalled wood tr1m on the interior of the s sun room had staple holes i m some
areas, paint used on the 1nterror trrm or walls appeared to be rou'gh wrth roller'strpple, and
exterior siding was out of ahgnment requmng to be ﬁmshed properly |
: 17. On July 7, 2015, after Supenor Drstnbutors dellvered the two wmdows to be
| mstalled in the Clannant’s sunroom, the Clalmant pald Supenor Dlstrrbutors $721. 32 by
check number 340. 4 | .’
18 On November 23, 2015 the Claimant and Respondent partrcrpated in medlatlon _

The d1spute was resolved under the followmg terms:’.

. o The RespOndent' agreed to pay the Claimant $42 100 by December 20, 2015;

The Respondentagreed to complete a W'alk-,throngh? of the work site and
completea punch. lis't of iterns by l)'ecember 1, 201l5"' .
. , | The Clatmant agreed that after payment is’ recerved and the punch list items
N are completed the Claxmant w1ll remove hls negatlve ratlng of the Respondent.
3 from Home Adv1sor and |
| . The Claimant will info‘rrn the MHIC,tha_t his complaintv was SatiSt'actoﬁly
19 As of December 22 201 5 the Respondent d1d not comply wrth the medlatron
: agreement by not makrng the agreed upon payment and by not completmg any work on |
: "the punch-llst 1tems | | o
20 On December 22 2015 the Clalmant demanded binding arbrtratlon The Clalmant’s '

| ‘ demand was dehvered to the Respondent by certlﬁed mail using the Clarmant’s address

* The Claimant dld not explain who mstalled these wmdows Nevertheless hlS claim agamst the F und in part only N

. seeks relmbursement for the cost of these windows. .



~of record with the MHIC in Stevensi(ille, Maryland. The arbitration demand was
‘returned by the Unites States Postal Service (USPS) as being unclaimed. |

21.0n December 3 1, 3015, the Claimant obtained a proposal from Ed Baldwin, Baldwin .
‘I_-Iomc Sgwices _(deﬁn) fo p¢rform pai_ﬁting .services‘. The proposal p;d_vided that | :

: Baldwin will sand all trim in the sumybom to remove roller.sﬁpplgj, ﬁll any holgs with o
~ wood filler, calk any cracks or areas with failéd caulk, paint with high quality finish paint
from Sherwin Williams, and then sand and ﬁnish with final finish coat. The pfop'dsal 7
also provided that Baldwin will fix an existing wall in the suhroo;n that has a failed seam,
as well as a similar issue on the ceiling of the sunroom, and also caulk outside the |
sunroom i areas that the original contractor failed to finish properly.
22. The total cost of the Baldwin proposal was $1,000.00. |
23. On December 31, 2015, the Claimant obtained a proposal ﬁqm Kent Island Abbey
Floor Covering (Abbey Floor) to re-stretch carpet in the sunroon;l. The toté.l co;t of the
Abbey Floor propdsal'w.a's_$2501.00. | | A
24. A phofograph taken by thé Claimant on J anuary 31, 2016, quonstrated that the
sunroom carpeting was installed by the Respondent but was buckling i_s several places
indicating it required to be re-stretched. |
25. By February 23, 2016, Baldwin completed the painting work described in the
proposal and the Claimant paid Baldwin $1,000.00 by check number 2751.
26. The Claimant’s actual loss is the cost of windows purchased from Superior
Distribution and the cost to re-stretch the sunroom carpet by Abbey Floors in the amount

of $971.32.



DISCUSSION

. ~,-i'."";.-an act or omlssmn by a hcensed contractor » Md Code Arm Bus Reg § 8-405(a) See also
o COMAR 09 08 03 03 B(2) (“actual losses mcurred as a result of mlsconduct by a llcensed

o " contractor”) A clalmant shall comply w1th a wrltten agreement‘ to, submrt a drspute to arbrtratlon '

An owner may recover compensatron from the F und “for an actual loss that results from S g

s 'i_before. seekmg recovery from the Fund Md Code Ann Bus- Reg'.§'8-405(c) When acontract' e

-_»:requlres all drsputes be submrtted to blndmg arbltratlon, the clarmant shall elther submlt the

: :dlspute to bmdmg arbltratlon or provrde ev1dence that the clarmant has made good falth efforts to' -

- ’:fi‘-'bnng the dlspute to arbltratron whrch the respondent has exther rejected or not responded to «
e COMAR 09 08 03 02E Actual loss means the costs of restoratron repaxr replacement or

.......

N j.':--completlon that anse from an unworkmanllke, madequate or mcomplete home 1mprovement

e "-lMdev:f9°d§2AIifn.';jiBﬁs. Reg; ;§;f§4‘40l1. S

. : The Clarmant has the burden of provmg both that the contractor s performance was . 8 Lo

.j.:. _5 - unworkmanhke, madequate, or mcomplete as well as the amount of the actual loss COMAR

T 09 08 03 03A(3) For the reasons set forth below, I conclude that the Clarmant estabhshed an

o actual loss as. a result of an 1nadequate or mcomplete home 1mprovement perfonned by the

"Responde

E Arbztratton Clause

) ‘,,arbrtratlon;" The Contract ln thrs case requrres any dlspute to be submrtted to medlatlon and lf

not resolved then to bmdlng arbltratlon The Clalmant presented evrdence that the partres

S :partxcrpated in med1at10n on November 20 201 5 and reached an agreement whrch settled the '

: Before addressmg the CIalmant’s actual loss, I must ﬁrst address the 1ssue about brndlng - |



dispute. However, the Claitnant testiﬁed that the Respondent bteached the mediated agreement
by not making a required payment to the Claimant and by not completing work items provided
ona punchflist. As a result, the Claimant demanded binding arhittation'by a.c'ertiﬁed letter
del_iyered to the Respondent’s address of record in Stevensville, Maryland, Which the C‘laimant
' refnsed'to ‘p‘i.ck up from the USPS.i Asa result, the USPS"returned the celftiﬁed.’lettei" to the -
Claitnant. Based on the eyidence presented, Iam persuaded that the Clehnant xnade good faith
efforts to bring the dispute to arbitration which the Respondent has eithet rej ected or not .
responded to. COMAR 09.08.03.02E. For this reason, I shall find that the binding arbitration
- clause to be v01d and it is appropnate to con31der the Clatmant s ehglblhty for rennbursement
from the Fund due to an actual loss caused by the Respondent “‘COMAR 09 08 03 02E(2)
Actual Loss

The Claimant established that, on Mareh 3, 2015, he entered into a Contract with the_
Respondent to remodel his screened porch into a four season sunroom at a total cost of
$23 675.00. An important issue for the Claimant was that the project be completed by June 15,
2015, which was one week before Father’s Day. The Respondent began to perform the work
required by the Contract and most of the work was completed by June 4, 2015. By this date, the
Claimant had paid the Respondent a total of $24,300.00. Also on June 4, 2015, the Claimant andk
Respondent created a punch-list of work items to be completed by the Responde_nt_.. :”Ifhe
unfinished contract work included installing two windows, performing some spot painting,
power washing the deck, and adding quarter rotmd trim molding. However, after June 6, 20135,
the Respondent never returned to complete the Contract despite the Cldimant’s repeated

telephone calls to the Respondent.



The Claimant presented photographic evidence, taken on June 18, 2015, which
demonstrated that the sunroom in;talled by the Respondent still required the installation of two
windows. Other photographs, taken on the same date, demonstrated that wood trim on the
interior of the sun room had staple holes in some areas and that the paint used on the interior trim
or walls appéared to be rough with roller stipple. Another photograph showed exterior siding to
be out of alignment requiring to be finished properly. A photograph taken on January 31, 2016,
demonstrated that the sunroom carpeting was installed but was buckling is several places
indicating it need to be re-stretched.

To complete the Contract, the Claimant ordered two windows from Superior Distribution
which were delivered to the Claimant’s home on July 7, 2015 at a cost of $721.32. Additionally,
the Claimant hired Baldwin to perfofm the painting services in the sunroom. The proposal by
Baldwin described what work would be performed included sanding, filling holes with wood
filler, repairing areas of failed caulking, and applying a ﬁnish coat of Sherwin Williams paint.
The proposal, however, has no indication as to whether Ed Baldwin is a licensed home
improvement contractor. Baldwin completed the work required by the proposal and the
Claimant paid Baldwin $1,000.00. Finally, to repair the buckling carpet, the Claimant obtained a
proposal from Abbey Floor to re-stretch the carpet at a cost of $25‘0.00. At the time of the
hearing, the Claimant had not presenfed any evidence that he paid Abbey Floor to perform the
proposed work.

On June 4, 2015, the Claimant and Respondent agreed to a punch-list of work items that
needed to be performed in order to complete the Contract. After June 6, 2015, thé Respondent
failed to return to complete the Contract by June 15, 2015, as specifically required by the

Claimant and agreed to by the Respondent. Nevertheless, the Claimant and Respondent
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participated in Mediation on November 20, 2015 and the Claimant agreed to haye the .
Respdndent refum to the project‘and’perform the items on the punch-list. Yet, the Respondent
still failed to return to the Claimant’s project end did not complete the wqu ;equi_red. ‘The‘se
facts_ahd the Cleirﬁant’s evidence; ineluding photographic evidence, established that the
: Respohdent failed to_cemplete‘ e home imp_roverﬁent conﬁact. Acco'r.dingly,. tﬁe'Cléiﬁlant is
entitled to reimbursement from the Fund for any actual loss he sustained as a;re.sult of
Respondent’s acts or omissions. Md. Code Ann., Bus. Reg. § 8-405(a), COMAR 09.08.03.03.
Award Calculatiae | |

Before addressmg the amount of any award from the Fund, counsel for the Fund argued
‘. 'that the money pald to Baldwm by the Clalmant is not compensable by the Fund The Fund
contends that, according to MHIC policy, house painting is a home improvement requiring a
license by the_MHIC.5 The Fund argues that because the Claimant presented no evidence that
Baldwin was a licensed‘ by the MHIC to perform the painting sefvice, Béldv_yin should be
‘consid.ered unlicensed. The Fund further contends‘that it is a policy ef the MHIC to not provide
reimbursement to homeowners. who hire unlicensed contractors to correct or compleie wbrk
performed that is the subject of a claim against the Fun.d.6

The burden of proof to establish an actual loss, including the amount of the loss, lies with

the Claimant. COMAR 09.08.03.03A(3). Without some proof that Baldwin was a licensed by -

5 See, https://www.dlIr.state.md.us/license/mhic/mhicfaq.shtm! (painting of houses is included within the definition
of “home improvement.” This also includes interior and exterior painting and decorative painting), last visited on
J anuary 23,2017.

See https://www.dllr.state.md.us/license/mhic/mhicfaqgf.shtml#costs (the MHIC may dismiss any claim that is
frivolous, legally insufficient or made in bad faith. These include claims based upon a false.or altered document; a
document, bill, receipt or estimate that includes an enhancement, improvement, upgraded services or materials or
work or repairs that are outside the scope of the original contract; and work completed by an unlicensed contractor),
last visited on January 23, 2017.
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the MHIC, [ must agree with the Fund that the cost of any work performed by Baldwin is not
compensable by the Fund because there is no evidence that Baldwin was a MHIC licensed
contractor. The MHIC policy is designed to encourage home improvement contractors to be
licensed and to discourage homeowners from using unlicénsed contractors. The MHIC’s policy
is reflected in a ﬁumber of ways. To begin, a homeowner may recover compensation from the
Fund for an actual loss resulting from an act or omission by a licensed contractor. Md. Code
Ann;, Bus. Reg. §§ 8-401, 8-405(a) (2015). In other words, if the Respondent was not licensed
by the MHIC, the Claimant would have been barred from asserting his claim against the Fund.
Likewise, if the Respondent was unlicensed when he performed the work, he would have
committed a misdemeanor crime and be subject to a fine of $1,000 or imprisonment not
exceeding six months or both, for a first offense. Md. Code Ann., Bus. Reg. § 8-601 (Supp. \
2016). Additionally, Maryland appellate decisions offer some guidance on the treatment of
unlicensed home improvement contractors. Because the Maryland home improvement law was
enacted for the protection of the public and mandates a licensing system to encourage contractors
to be licensed and to discourage homeowners from using unlicensed home improvement
contractors, the courts, as a matter of public policy, will not enforce coﬁtracts made by or with
unlicensed contractors. Fosler v. Panoramic De;ign, Ltd, 376 Md. 118 (1997) (homeowner can |
repudiate a contra;ct made with a consultant if the consultant is performing a home improvement
without a license); Baltimore Street Builders v. Stewart, 186 Md. App. 684 (2009) (an unlicensed
contractor cannot enforce a home-improvement contract with a homeowner); Harry Berenter,
Inc. v. Berman, 258 Md. 290 (1970) (unlicensed home improvement contractor cannot enforce a

mechanic’s lien against a homeowner).
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Because the Claimanf has not demonstrated that BaldWin wasllicensegi.b.y the MHIC
when he performed paiﬁting services for the Claimant, as required by MHIC policy, any money
paid to Baldwin is not compensable by the Fund. Therefore, I will not consider the money paid
to Baldwin during the calculation of any award from the Fund. |
| In con’tr(aStI to"th»é issue with Ba_ldw'in,' édunSel fdr the F_undv agreed thatvthe' money .paid by
the Claimant to Superior Distribution for the windows, $721.32, and paiq to .Abbey Floor to re-
stretch the carpet, $250.00,A are proper to consider in an award calculatioﬁ. The Fund contends
that the i;ost of windows was a part of the Contract price and is compens;able by the Fund. Asto
the service provide,d_ by Abbey Floor to re-stretch the sunroom carpet, cqpnsel for the Fu#d
explained that, according to MHIC policy, carpeting and the related installation services, is nota
home improvement requiring a license by the MHIC.7 After reviewing §hc relevant MHIC
policies and considering the arguments raised by counsel for the Fund, I am in agreement that the |
eligible costs incurred by the Claimant fo complete the Contract are the cost of windows from
Superior Distribution and the cost to re-stretch the carpet by Abbey Flogrin_g. |
As to the measure of an awérd from the Fund, COMAR 09.08.030.03B (3) provides:

(3) Unless it determines that a particular claim requires a unique measurement,
the Commission shall measure actual loss as follows:

(a) If the contractor abandoned the contract without doing any work, the
claimant’s actual loss shall be the amount which the claimant paid to the
contractor under the contract. -

(b) If the contractor did work according to the contract and the claimant is
not soliciting another contractor to complete the contract, the claimant’s
actual loss shall be the amount which the claimant paid to the original
contractor less the value of any materials or services provided by the
contractor. ‘

7 See, https://www.dllr.state.md.us/license/mhic/mhicfaq.shtml (installing carpet and carpet cleaning are not within
the definition of “home improvement” so an MHIC license is not required. However, in order to install tile, wood,
or other flooring, a home improvement contractor license is required), last visited on January 23, 2017.
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B 23 (c) If the contractor d1d work accordmg to the contract and the clarmant 3
has solicited or is soliciting another contractof to complete the contract; -

i " the claimanit’s actual loss shall be the amounts the claimant has pard to orf;’if:;,-"?. e

- oo oon behalf of the contractor under ‘the original contract, added to’ any.’.
R :.reasonable amounts the. clalmant has paid or will be. required to pay -
another contractor to repair poor work done by the original contractor
. under the ongmal contract and complete the original ‘contract, less the =~ -
" original contract price.. If the Commission determines that’ the onglnal 4
"' contract pnce is too’ unrealrstlcally low or -high to' provrde a proper basis - - .
o :-'for measunng actual loss the Comm1ssron may ad]ust 1ts measurement e
,accordmgly - I - e

The measures of an award descnbed above do not drrectly apply to the Clarmant s cla1m :
. agamst the F und Flrst the Respondent d1d not abandon the Contract w1thout domg any work 5

. ,,Instead the Clalmant substantrally completed the Contract For tms reason, I ﬁnd COMAR

o ;; 09 08 030 O3B(3)(a) is not appropnate Second although the Respondent left the Contract

: .‘-'_'f_mcomplete, as Just mentloned the Contract was substantlally completed and the Respondent 1s B

- _‘fi,not seekmg another contractor to complete the Contract but only seeks rennbursement for - :;5""7' :

-wmdows he purchased over and above the ongmal contract prlce and the cost to re-stretch a S

L 8 'carpet already purchased and 1nstalled by the Respondent For thrs reason I fmd

S ";09 08. 030 03B(3)(b) and (c) to be mappmpnate COMAR 09 08, 03 033(3) Pm"‘des that an.

award can be determmed under the umque c1rcumstances presented by th1s case The

L ”';(,Ilappropnate award ls easrly determmed by addmg the r‘ost of the wmdows, $72132 toth ;i to’

: ;;:ellglble to recerve from the Fund

L re-stretch the carpet $250 00 for a total award of $971 32 ThlS is the amount the Clarmant 1s

PROPOSED CONCLUSION OF LAW

"chonclude that the Clalmant has sustalned an actual and compensable loss $97l 32 as a :f e

‘iresult of the Respondent S acts and omlssrons Md Code Ann Bus Reg §§ 8-401 8 405 o R

B '(2015), COMAR 09 08.03; 03B
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RECOMMENDEb ORDER
- I RECOMMEND that the Maryland Home Improvement Commission:
ORDER that the‘Maryland Home Improvement Guaranty Fund a§vard the Claimant
- $971.32; and

ORDER that the Résﬁondent is ineligible for a Mafyland Home Imprdverﬂent
Commission liéense until the Respondent reimburses the Guaranty Fund for all monies disbursed
under this Order, plus annual interest of ten percent (10%) as set by the Maryland Home
Improverhcnt Commission;8 and

ORDER that the records and pubhcatlons of the Maryland Home Improvement

Commlssmn reflect thls dec1smn

Slgnature on File

January 24, 2017 S

Date Decision Issued paniel Andrews
Administrative Law Judge

DA/da

#165957

% See Md. Code Ann., Bus. Reg. § 8-410(a)(1)(iii) ; COMAR 09.08.01.20.
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PROPOSED ORDER

WHEREFORE, this 8f" day of March, 2017, Panel B of the Maryiand.
Home Improvement Comnii'ssion approves the Reéo‘mmended Order of the
Administrative Law Judge and unless any parties files with thé C'ommission
within twenty (20) days of this date writteh exceptions and/or a request to present
arguments, then this Proposed Order will become final at the end of the twenty
(20) day period. By law the parties then have an additional thirty (30) day period
during which they may file an appeal to Circuit Court.

4 T

Joseph Tunney
Panel B

MARYLAND HOME IMPROVEMENT COMMISSION



