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' STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On March 23, 2022, Aaron Wexler (Claimant) filed a claim for rei:* bursement (Claim)
. with the Maryland Home Improvement Commission (MHIC) for actual mé-“ﬁetéry losses

= . . -, Yy - N
allegedly suffered as a result of the acts or cmissions of Francisco Javier R-mirez Flores

(Respondent), t/a Frank’s Drywall & Painting, LLC, the responsible home .'l mnprovement






contractor.! On Aug:st 30, 2022, the MHIC ordered the Claimant should have a hearing to
establish eligibility f . an award from its Guaranty Fund (Fund). On September 8, 2022, the
MHIC forwarded the :v.n.atter to the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH) for hearing.

On Febmary 28,2023, I conducted a hearing at the OAH’s l}eadquarters in Hunt Valley,
Maryla'nd.2 The 'Claflj.;nant appeared and represented himself. The Respondent, who also
al;peared, was repres=ated by Matthew J. Dyer, E;quire. Nicholas Sckolow, Assistant Attorney
General, Maryland:lf: =partment of Labor (Depértment), represented the Fund.

The conteste{i; case provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act, the Department’s
heariﬁg regulations, z2d the OAH Rules of Procedure govern proc_edure.3

- ISSUES
| 1. Did the Clainiant sustain an actual monetary loss compensaﬁlé by the Fund as a result of
the Respondent's acts or omissions in a home improvement proj ect; and
2. If so, what is the amount of the award(ﬁ'om the Fund?
SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE
I admitted the following exhibits for the Claimant:

CL Ex. 1: Representziion Agreement between Allstate Exteriors and Aaron Wexler,
June 16, 2021

CL Ex. 2: Contract, September 23,2021; Check Stub, September 15, 2021

CL Ex. 3: USAA Insurance Estimate, June 20, 2021

CL Ex. 4: Cashed Check, negotiated on September 23, 2021

CL Ex. 5: Email from Blake Martin to Aaron Wexler, June 18, 2021

CL Ex. 6: Estimate, Frank's Drywall & Painting, LLC; June 10, 2021; Text messages,
June 9 and 10, 2021

CL Ex. 7: Email Summary of Events, prepared by Aaron Wexler, January 27, 2022

1 Md. Code Ann., Bus. Reg. §§ 8-401 to -411 (2015 & Supp. 2022). Unless otherwise noted, all references to the
Business Regulatlon Article are to the 2015 Replacement Volume of the Maryland Annotated Code.

21d. §§ 8-407(a), 8-312..

3 Md. Code Ann., State C3v’t §§ 10-20] through 10-226 (2021); Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR)
09.01.03; COMAR 28.02.91..
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CL Ex. 8: MHIC Complaint Form, undated and unsigned : -
CL Ex. 9: MHIC Home Improvement Claim Form March 21, 2022 |
CL Ex. 10: Not Admitted* |
CL Ex. 11: Not Admitted ' 1
CL Ex. 12: Not Admitted

CL Ex. 13: Photo of Home, taken February 25, 2023

CL Ex. 14: Pre-Inspection Photo, undated

CL Ex.'15: Not Admitted

CL Ex. 16: Deed, November 21, 2020

I admitted the following exhibits for the Respondent:
-R. Ex. 1: Letter from Steve Fraatz, Senior Relationship Banker, Truist Bank; April 4, 2022
LR DI I admitted the following exhibits for the Fund:

- GF Ex. 1: Notice of Hearing, issued January 16, 2023
GF Ex. 2: MHIC Hearing Order, issued August 30,2022 -
GF Ex. 3: MHIC Letter to the'Respondent, advising of the Claim, April 4, 2922
GF Ex. 4: Certification of the Respondent’s MHIC licensure status, December 14, 2022
GF Ex. 5: Trade Name filing history for Allstate Exteriors, printed January 25, 2023
GF Ex. 6: Trade Name Application for Al'state Exteriors, filed January 8, Z.229
GF Ex. 7: Trade Name Approval Sheet, February 16, 2022; Trade Name Ceacellation
~ Application, February 16, 2022 ' '
» GF Ex. 8: Email from Respondent to the MEIC, March 16, 2022

+ % Testimony

The Claimant testified and did not présent other witnesses. THeRes;}ondent testified and

did not present other witnesées. The Fund did not present withesses.

4 Where an exhlblt is marked as “Not Admitted” it means the exhibit was offered, an obje;tion was made to its
admissibility based on relevancy grounds, and the objection was sustained. I have retaine’ the exhibits to preserve
the record, but I did not consider them in rendering this Proposed Decision.






PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

I find the foll; wing facts by a preponderance of the eviderce:

1. At all-relevant times, the Respondent ield a home improvement contractor
license, ending in #1 _';%7207, originally issued by the MHIC on or about December 18, 2018.

2. At all :zlevant times, the Respondent :vas the owner of Frank’s Drywall &
Painting, LLC (Fravn‘l:;’;.ff Drywall).

3. At sor;’.f: point in late fall 201 8, thg Respondent entered into a professional
relationship with Mar{uel Gomez, whom the; Resp'ondent has knov;m since the Respondent was a
child. Mr. Gomez worked with an insurance company that serviced policy hol'de;s'who
experienced water and other damages to their homes. Mr. Gomez proposed that the Respondent,
through Frank’s D.ryv._'all, pel;fqnn the painting and drywall repair work when ‘neededf

4, Mr; G:-mez had a business gssoc:iate named Blake Martin, with whom the
Respondent was also familiar.

5. Mr. Gomez and Mr. Martin operated a business called Build Pro Exteriors (Build
Pro).

6. "At sol.e point-after December 18, 2018, Mr. Gomez asked the Respondent to .
send him a picture of -he Respondent’s MHIC license, which the Respondent did.

7. On or’about January 8, 2019, Mr. Géinez, with the Respondent’s permission,
registered the trade name Allstate Exteriors (Allstate) with the Maryland State Department of - |
Assessments and Takaﬁon.' On the Trade Name Application, the full legal name of the owner of
the business or individual using the trade name was listed as “Frank’s Drywall & Painting,

LLC.” (GFEx.6) *
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8. At some point after January 4, 2019, the Respondent entered' 'nto a written

agreement with Mr. Gomez for Build Pro and Allstate to work together on l:ome improvement

‘projects. Either Build Pro or Allstate was responsible for, among other types of work, roof

repair.

'9; At some point in 2019, the Claimant hired the Respondent, t“rough Frank’s
Drywall, to perform painting and drywall work at a pfbpertif owned by the laimant in
Poolesville, Maryland _(Poolésville Property). The Claimant was sétisﬁed with the Respondent’s

work on»the Poolesville Property..

"3 10. ~ Atsome point during November or December 2020, the Resondent began

re¢eiving phone calls from different property owners, complaihing that Mr. Gomez had not

performed any work on their contraets-with A
out to the Respondent because his MHIC license number was on their contrcts with Mr. Gomez.
11. At some point dui'ing late spring/_éérly summer 2021, the Clé?;mant needed work

done.on the roof of a property he owns on Meadows Farm Road in Lothian, Maryland (Lothian

"Pgbperty).’ Based on his prior experience, thie Claimant contacted the-Resp:ndént about

i)a*forming the work.

12. - On or about June 10, 2021, the Claimant aﬁd the Respdn'denf. rﬂet at the Lothian
Property. The Respondent explained that he did not perform roof repairs, t 1t he introduced the
Claimant, via telephone, to Blake Maiﬁn, wko Ac’ould perform the roof wcrl' “hrough Allstate.
The Respondent introduced Mr. Martin io the Claimant as either the Respe. dent’s empl.oyec;.. or

[

business associate.

5 This pfoperty is the subject of the Claim.
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13.  Allreg sir werk at the Lothian Property was subject to approval by the Claimant’s
insurance company.

14. OnJu;2 16, 2021, the Claimant entered into a representation agreement with
Allstate for Allstate . act on the Claimant’s behalf for “all matters related to the restoration,
reﬁabi}jtatioﬁ, and IC;:E;'vat_iéil of dmaggs sustained a fthe Lothian Property).” (CLEx. 1,p. 1.)
The ReSpondentfs M‘]IIC iicenée_f;umbey, #1 17207’ Y{as’pﬁmeé at ,the tgp of the agreement. The -
following text appea: ’..-d in print at the bcttoﬁm of the z;greémgnt: “Frank’s Dl"'ywali & Painting, |
LLC d/b/a -Allstate Ex tenors- MHIC #117207.” (]d)

15. Based -n approval from the Clalmant’s insurance company, the contract price for
any work to be perfo.»ned at the Lothian Property was $16,010.11. |

16. o On o1 about’ September 15, 2021, the Claimant’s iasurance company 1ssued a
check in the amount .. 7 $1¢,10.11, payable to Ngozi Wexler® and Old Line Bank.

' 17. . On Se.:ember 23, 2021, the Claimant entered into a contract with Allstate for ..
Allstate to completeéf,;replace' tae roof at the Lothian Property, which included weatlierprocfing,
~ the installation of‘an e shield, water shield and drip edge, and new chimney flashing. .The'

: Respondent’s MHIC- .-cense number, #l 17207, was pnnted at ihe top of tz e contract. .The
following text appea; .d in print at the bottom of the contact: “Frank’s Drywall & Painting,
LLC d/b/a -Allstate f:l:\ftgno_rs- MHIC #117207.” |
* + 18.  Onor -bout September 2:3_,:‘202.1,‘ t%le_ Claxmant and Mrs. Wexler siéned the check

over to Mr. Martin.

6 Ngozi Wexler is the Ci. ..:ant’s wifc and the persor: in whose name the iasurance policy for the Loihian Prcperty is
issued. : :






19.  Either Mr. Gomez or Mr. Martin wrote the following 6n the “ack of the check,
“Endorsed to Build Pro Exterior,” (CL Ex. 4), and deposited the check at Truist Bank on
September 24, 2021. |

20.  Under the contract, the work was scheduled to start oni Octob=r 14, 2021.

21.  Throughout September and Oetober 2021, the Clalmant contscted Mr. Martin to
ask when the work would begin. Mr. Martin claimed work was delayed due fto a materials
shorfage. Eventually, eﬂer October 29, 2021, Mr. Martin stopped responding to the Claimant.

22.  No work was performed at the Lothian Property by Allstate, Build Pro, or Frank’s

®Drywall
w 2% . DISCUSSION
LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND THE PARTIES’ PosiTIONs
+ The Claimant has the burden of prm}ing the 'validity of the Claim by a preponderance of
'the evidence.’ To prove a claim by a preponderance of the evidence means “o show that it is
| A“‘.‘fmore likely so than not so” when all the evidence is considered.? A party =sserting an
| ?aﬁ_gnaﬁve defense bears the burden‘ to prove the defense by a preponderan:e of the evidence.?
% #8 An owner may récover compensatlon from the Fund “for an actual !2ss that results from
an act or omission by a licensed contractor. 10 An “owner” under the statut° mcludes “a’

homeowner, tenant, or other person who buys, contracts for, orders, or is emltled to a home °

O

1
Ty UL

completion that arise from an unworkmanlike, inadequate, or incomplete h=me improvement.”!2

7 Bus. Reg. § 8-407(e)(1); State Gov’t § 10-217; COMAR 09.08.03. 03A(Q3).

8 Coleman v. Anne Arundel Cnty. Police Dep't, 369 Md: 108, 125 n.16 (2002).

9 COMAR 28.02.01.21K(1), (2)(b).

19 Bus. Reg. § 8-405(a) (Supp 2022); see also COMAR 09.08.03. 03B(2) (“The Fund may only compensate
claimants for actual losses . . . incurred as a result of misconduct by a ]xcensed contractor.”:

1! Bus. Reg. §8-101(k) . :

2 Id. § 8-401.






By statute, certain claimants are excluded from recovering from the Fund altogether.
Here, there are no sugh, statutory impediments to the Claimant’s recovery. The Claim was timely
ﬁled, there is no pending court claim for the same loss, and the Claimant did not recover the
alleged losses from ary other so.urce.13 The Claimant does not own more than three dwellings."*
The parties did not eriter into a valid ag;eemépt_ to submit their disputes to arbitration.'* The
Claimant is not a relative, employee, officer, or partner of the Respondent, and is not related to
any employee, ofﬁcé;‘,l or partner pf the Respondent.?" '

There is no diépute that at all relevant times, the Respondent was a licensed home
- improvement céntraqf:or. Further, neither the Respozdent nor the Fund dispute that the Claimant
contracted with Aﬂ,sﬁﬁf' for Allstate to perform WQIK at tﬁg Lothian Property, or m@tgftelj being
paid to perform the wtk, Allstate did not do so and &d nat relmbuse the Claimant for the
contract: amount. The dispute between the Claimant and the Respondent turns on the question: of
whether the Respond. at committed acts or omissionz wkich make the Claimant eligible for an
award ﬁom the Fund. | For the reasons articulated 'bg:.cw, I find the Claimant is eligiblg for an
award from the Fund =s a result of the Respondent’s acts or o@issions.

The Claimaﬁé argued that Allstate was the Resﬁondent-’s company and Blake Mar*m was
the Respondent’s bus.ness associate. The Claimant entered into a contract with Allstate, through
Mr. Martin, to replaces the roof at the Lotluan Property. After either Mr. Martin or Mr. Gomez
deposited the check ixto an account at Tru1st Bank, neither Allstate, Bmld Pro, nor Frank’s

Drywall performed t-= roof repair. According to the Claimant, the Respondent introduced him

13 1d. §§ 8-405(g), 8-408(:)(1) (2015 & Supp. 2022).
- M Id. § 8-405(f)(2) (Stupp. 2022).
15 1, §§ 8-405(c), 8-408(b)(3) (2015 & Supp. 2022).
16 1, § 8-405(F)(1) (Supgl 2022).
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to Mr. Martin and recommended Mr. Martin for the roof repair work. Throughput the Claimant’s
dealings with Mr. Martin, he was under the impression that Mr. Martin wOrn‘t'ed for or with the
Respondent.
In the Respondent’s testimony, he conceded that Mr. Martin and Mr. ‘Gomez used his

MHIC license nuritber in conriection with iau;iness dealirigs engaged in by Allstate and‘Buil(li
Pro. The Respondent acknowledged that gﬁder a writteri agreement he had' with Mr. Gomez, he
received 10% of thé fioney from any contracted projects of Allstate or Buiilvaro. Further, the
Respondent admitted that at some poi_nt in late 2020, he began receiving phoﬁé calls and
.complaints from property owners who entered into confracts with Mr. Gomesz that Mr. Gomez
didtnot fulfill. According to the Respondént, at some point, he told Mr. Gormez and Mr. Martin -
to-stop using his MHIC license number when entering into home improven:eﬁi contracts. He
argued that he advised them to stop doing so before the Claimant entered 1’0 the September 23,

202}-contract with Mr. Martin and Allstate. The Respondent maintained tk=t .Mr._ Gomez and

' N;L +Martin:colluded with each other to defraud people, but they did so W1thout his knowledge,

.eonaent mnvolvement F inally, the Respcndent questloned whether Aarcn Wexler could even
sbe reimbursed by an award ﬁom the Fund as the check from the insurance .,ompany was
payable to-Ngozi Wexler and Old Line Bank, but Mrs. Wexler was not the person who filed the
Claim. | '

| For its part, the Fund recgmmended.thé Claimarit receive an award 1 the amount pf the
contract price. The Fund argued the Claimant is an “owner” within the mee;n;hg of the Business
Regulation Article; Mr. Mértin was, at thev‘\}er):'l least, the Respondeﬁt’s business associate at the
time of the contract; and Mr. Martin — whom the Respondent recommende! to the Claimant —

used the Respondent’s MHIC license on the contract documents. The Fund further pointed out






the Respondent was & vare at some point that Mr. Maitin and Mr. Gomez were holding
themselves out as hox;;g improvement contractors under the Respondent’s MHIC license number;
he conceded as mucl_llwhen he admitted he eventually agked them to stop doing so. ’
AN.ALYSIS |

The Cla.lmant s and the Fund’s theories of the case are persuasive. As a threshold matter,
1 find the Claimant may recover an awa1d from the Fund He testlﬁed w1thout contradlctlon that
he is the owner of the’i.Lotljnian. Property. The docurr}gntary evidence demonstrates he is the one
who contracted for hg;me hnprovegnent work at the Lothian Property. The Claimant is an |
“owner” within the mzaning of the Business Regulatjon Article.

- The ev1dence mrther demonstrates that the Respondent had a business relationship with
Mr. Martin and Mr. Comez that found them engaged in business deahngs with each other -acress -
three home improver‘-;(f;n_t companies — Allstate, Buiic Pro, and Frank’s Drywall. However IVr.
Gomez and Mr. Martl.l biegan using the Respondent’s MHIC license in-connection with Alistate
and Build Pro, I find i: is more likely than not that ti2y did so with the Respondent’s permission.
By his own admissio.'::,», the Respondent had a written =greement with Mr. Gomez that entitled the
. Respondent to“a perczntage of the money from pi‘O_] sts for which Allstate and Build Pro
contracted. It is not cifficult to believe that the Reépondent’s MHIC license number lent an air
of legitimacy to the e:tire arrangement. - In fact, the Claimant testified that part' of the reason he
was willing to work mth Mr. Martin was because Mr Martin and the Respondent created the
impression Mr. Mam 1 was, essentially, operating under the Respondent’s license.

There was sg,;,;;e back and forth between the ;drties about Mr. Martin’s status relative to
 the Respondent. Ac:rding to the Claimant, the Reg?ondent introduced Mr. Martir: to tie

Claimant as either “z:. smpicyee or a business partne.” ans tiie Respondent advised the Ciaiant
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that Mr. Martin handled “the part of the business” that.did roof repair work. The Respondent
could not recall how he introduced Mr. Martin to the Claimant. I give more weight to the
Claimant’s testimony c;n this poiht. The Cléimant hasa recolléotion. of the Respondent actually
descﬁbing his connection to Mr Martih, \}vhﬂe ﬂ;e Respopdent has né recoll';c‘tiAon of how he
explained his relationship with Mr. Martm tg theClalmant .I ﬁnd it more lixely than not that the
Respondent, i.n introducing the Claimant and Mr. Martin, gave the Claiman® the impression that
Mr. Martiﬁ worked with the Respondent in some capacity. This impressi.o'n is compounded by

the fact that Allstate was a “d/b/a” entity of Frank’s Drywall. The arrél_ngement between Frank’s

= Drywall atid Allstate was made with the Respondent’s knowledge and permission. Further, the

connectioti’between Frank’s Drywall and Allstate was affirmed by the contract documents,

- where Allstate’s status as a “d/b/a entity” of Frank’s Drywall was printed or. the pages, along

with the Respondent’s MHIC license. The Respondent asserted that he did :16t have anything to

- do with the agreement signed by the Claimant andMr. Martin on June 16, 2921, or the contract

« signed on September 23, 2021. This assertion contradicts his concession, rade on cross-

~ examination: he had an agreement with Mr. Gomez that identified and included Allstate as a

“d/b/a” efitity of Frank’s Drywall. It is difficult to believe the Respondent was aware of an entity

. that was set up directly under his business, but he did not keep track of what that entity did while

operating, at least partly, under his business’s name. -

I do not find to be credible the Respondent’s assertion that he told Mr. Martin and Mr.

- Gomez to stop using his MHIC license prior to the September 23, 2021 cox‘-act with the .

* Claimant, for two reasons. First, the Respondent contradicted himself abovt when he advised

Mr. Gomcz and Mr. Martin to stop ﬁgiﬁg his MHIC license. He initially.tes’ified it was

~ sometime shortly after he received complaiﬁts’ about Mr. Gomez in 'Novcmiigr/December 2020.

11






Then, in response to c,.(-ixestions on cross-examination, he testified that at some point in May 2021,
he texted Mr. Gomez;, .md asked Mr. Gomez to stop using his MHIC lic¢n§e. F ina}ly, in ;espohse
to my questions, the I .jespondent c]airhed he ﬁ;st told Mr. Gomez and Mr. Martin to stop using
the license in Februagy or Marc;h 2022. The inconsis‘;gncy in the Respondent’s statements makes
’ liable. |

| Second, the t;,.n‘g of the RespOnd.eﬁt’_s introciction of the Claimant to Mr. Martin
undercuts any as’sel.rti';,v';n t.hat he told Mr. Gomez and Mr. Martin to stop using his MHIC liceﬁse
at any point prior to-& sptember 2021. The Respon_deni introduced the Claimant to Mr. Martin in
June 2021. It is simg.y not reasonable that if the Respondent was aware, as of June 2021, Mr.
Martin and Mr. Gomez were using his MHIC license in an fraudulc,rit mamier —and if the
Respondent was at al‘ troubled by this — he would introduce Mr. Martin to the Claimant and
recommend Mr. Markan to perform the roof repair at t_he 'Claimant’s property. The more likely
circumstance is that t.e Respondent was aware Mr. Gomez and Mr: Mar‘tinb were.using his MHIC
license, and he did n<: become concerned enough about it to tell them to stop doing so before
recommending Mr. }:artin to the Claimant. |

In reéomih'en".fng Mr. Martin to the Claiﬁiaﬁt and intx"oducing Mr. Martin as someone i

Who worked with anc for him, the Respondent create_c} the impression that he was responsible for
Mr. Martin’s conduc: relative to the home improvement contract for the Lothian Property. ’Ihe.
Responden't was awa-e that Mr. Martin, along with Mr Gomez, used his MHIC licénse in
connection with hom< improvement contract negotiations, and he did not stop that practice
before the Cle;imant engaged Allstate, through Mr. Martin, to perform work at the Lodﬁm .-

Property. The Clair..nt relied ori the representation that Mr. Martin was operating under the

12
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Respondent’s license, to the Claimant’s detriment. I find the Claimant is e]iéible for an award
from the Fund as a result of the Respondent’s acts or omissions. |
Having found ehglblhty for compensatlon I must determine the amount of the
Claimant’s actual loss and the amount, if any, the Clalmant is entltled to recover. The Fund may
not compensate a claimant for consequential or punitive damages, personal 1pjury, attorney fees,
court costs, or interest.!” MHIC’s regulations provide three formulas to measure a claimant’s
actual loss, depending on the status of the contract work. Here, the contract was abandoned
without any work being performed. Accordingly, the following formula appropriately measures -
the.Claintant’s actual loss: “If the contractor abandoned the contract without dbing any work, the
claimant’s'actual loss shall be the amount which the claimant paid to the contféétor under the |
contract.”'® Under the contract, the Clahnanf paid Allstate $16,010.11, and he is entiﬂedto an
award from the Fund in that amount.!® |
PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
- Based on the Proposed Findings of Fact and Discussion, I conclude as a matter of law -

that. ﬂie Claimant sustained an actual and compenSablé loss of $16,010.11 as éresult of the

| Respondeht’s acts or omissions.?? I further conclude as a matter of law that the Claimant is

entitled to recover $l6,01 0.11 from the Fund.?!

17 Bus. Reg § 8-405(e)(3) (Supp. 2022); COMAR 09.08.03.03B(1).

18:COMAR 09.08.03. 03B(3)(a).
1%See Business Regulation § 8-405(e)(1), (5) (Supp. 2022) and COMAR 09. 08.03.03B(4), which caps a claimant’s

recovery at $30,000.00 for the acts or omissions of one contractor, and limits recovery to the amount paid to the

contractor against whom the claim is filed.
20 Bus Reg. §§ 8-401, 8-405 (2015 & Supp. 2022); COMAR 09.08.03.03B(3)(a).

! Bus. Reg §8-405(a) (Supp. 2022).
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RECOMMENDED ORDER
1 RECOMMEND that the Mafyland Home Improvement Commission:
-ORDER thatj;he Maryland Home Imprbvemen_t ‘Guaranty Fund award the Claimant

$16,010.11; and |

ORDER that Jze Respbndenf is ineligible for a Maryland Home Improvement
Commission license until the Respondent reimburses the Guarahty Fund for all monies disbursed
under this.Order, plus annual interest of ten percent (10%) as set by the Maryland Home
Improvement Commission;? and |

ORDER that .tl.le records and publicatioﬂs of the Maryland Home Improvement

Commission reflect this decision.

May 30,2023 |
Date Decision Mailed ' Latonya B. Dargan

! © - Administrative Law Judge
LBD/kdp |
#205263 -

22 See Bus. Reg. § 8-410{:)(1)(iii) (2015); COMAR 09.08.01.2C.
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PROPOSED ORDER

WHEREFORE, this 18" day of July, 2023, Panel B of the Maryland
Home Improvement Commission approves the Recommended Order of the
Administrative Law Judge and unless any parties files with the Commission
within twenty (20) days of this date written 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.

 Heather Connellee

Heather Connellee

Panel B

MARYLAND HOME IMPROVEMENT
COMMISSION







