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FROFPOSED ORDER

The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommended Order of the Administrative Law Judge
dated August 20, 2012, having been received, read and considered, it is, by the Maryland Real Estate
Commission, this 26th day of September, 2012,

ORDERED,

A. That the Findings of Fact in the Recommended Decision be, and hercby are, AFFIRMED;

B. That the Conclusions of Law in the Recommended Decision be, and hereby are, APPROVED;

C. That the Recommended Order in the Recommended Decision be, and hereby is, ADOPTED:
and,

D. That the records, files and documents of the Maryland State Real Estate Commission reflect

this deciston.
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On Novermnber 4, 2010, Jesse Mendelson (the Clatmant) fifed a claim (the Claim) lor
compensation from the Maryland Real Estate Commission (the Commission or MREC)
Guaranty Fund (the Fund) for fosses he allegedly incurred as a result of he acts and omissions of
Jean C. Tsai (the Respondent) in the provision of real estate brokerage services.

On September 15, 2011, the Commission issued an Order for Hearing on the Claim
against the Fund. The Commission transmitted the case (o the Office of Administrative Hearings

(OAH) on September 19, 2011,



On April 19, 2012, I conducted a hearing in this case at QOAH’s office in Wheaton,
Maryland. The Claimant represented himself and Assistant Attorney General Hope Sachs
represented the Fund. Despite proper notice, the Respondent failed to appear at the hearing or to
request a postponement.! Pursuant to applicable law, I proceeded to hear the case in the
Respondent’s absence.?

The contested case provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act, the procedural
regulations of the Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation, and OAH’s Rules of
Procedure govern the procedure in this case. Md. Code Ann., Stats Gov't §§ 10-201 through 10-
226 (2009 & Supp. 2011); Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 09.01.02, 09.01 03,
09.11.03.02; end 28.02.01.

ISSUES

Did the Claimant sustain an actual loss as a result of an act or omission of the Respondent
that constitutes theft, embezziement, false pretenses, forgery, misrepresentation, or fraud; and if

s0, what amount of award, if any, is the Claimant entitled to receive from the Fund?

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE
Exhibits
The Claimant submitted the following documents, which I admitted as the exhibits

numbered below:

} On November 1, 2011, OAH sent notice of the April 19, 2012 hearing, by both certified and first class mail to the
Claiment’s address of record with the Commission and the Maryland Motor Vehicle Administration, 13934
Bergenfield Drive, North Potomac, Maryland 20878. (See Fund Ex. # 2 & 3.) Although the Uniied States Postal
Service retumed the certified mailing, the first class mailing was never returned to OAH as undeliverable.
? Section 17-324 of the Business Occupations Article provides that before the Commission can take any final action
against an individual if that individual has been personally served with a hearing notice or the hearing notice or has
been sent certified mail notice at least ten days prior to the hearing to the individual’s last known business address,
Md. Code Ann., Bus. Occ. & Prof. § 17-324(d) (2010). Ifthe individual, after receiving proper notice of the
hearing, fails or refuses to sppear, the Commission may hear and determine the marter despite the individual’s
gbsence. Md. Code Ann., Bus. Oce. & Prof, § 17-324() (2010).
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Regional Sales Contract, dated May 21 2010

Notice to Buyer and Seller of Buyer’s Rights and Seller’s Obligations under
Maryiand's Single-Family Residential Propesty Condition Disclosure Law, dated
May 18, 2010

MRISReﬁdenﬁalSlwnListingforS?ﬂ?PosthkRoadinPotomac,Muylmd.
printed June 1, 2010, and Maryland Property Disclosure and Disclaimer
Statement, signed by the Respondent on May 6, 2010 and by the Claimant on
May 23, 2010

Castell Home Consultants, Inc, Inspection Report, dated June 2, 2010

Home Inspection Notice and/or Property Condition Paragraph Notice, unsigned
and undated

Home Inspection Notice and/or Property Condition Paragraph Notice, signed by
the Claimant on June 4, 2010 and by the Respondent on June 15, 2010

Letter to the Claimant from All Aspects Waterproofing, dated Qctober 6, 2010

The Claimant's receipts from/contracts with All Aspects Waterproofing
(8/29/10), Quality Fix & Build (10/11/10) and the Home Depot (10/5/10)

The Fund submitted the following documents, which I admitted as the exhibits numbered

below:

2.
3.
40

Notice of Hearing and Order for Hearing sent to the Respondent and retumned by
the United States Postal Service as “attempted not known.”

Affidavit of Steven Long, dated December 2, 2011
The Respondent’s licensing history
The Claim, filed on November 4, 2010

m]!ﬂpondemwbmimdnodocnmmtsforadmissionimoevidam
Testimony

The Claimant and his wife, Elena Mendelson, testified on behalf of the Claimant.
Neithathekewondantnorthehmdofferedanytasﬁnwny.



FINDINGS OF FACT
I find the following facts by a preponderance of the evidence:

1. At all times relevant to this matter, the Commission licensed the Respondent as a
Real Estate Salesperson’ under license number 05-638034 and she worked for Long and Foster’s
Potomac branch under broker Tim Harper. On September 9, 201 0, the Respondent’s license
became inactive and, on February 25, 2012, the Respondent’s license was terminated by the
Commissicn,

2. On May 12, 2010, the Respondent multiple listed for sale her property located at
8707 Post Ozk Road in Potomac, Maryland (the Property).

3. To conceal a serious and persistent water problem in the Property’s basement
from prospective buyers, at or around the time that the Respondent listed the Property, she
painted a water damaged concrete masonry unit (CMU) block wall in the Property’s basement
with DryLok paint, which, for around six to eight weeks, seals walls from water intrusion. She

algo placed a dehumidifier in the basement.

? A “licensed real estate sales person” is “unless the context requires otherwise, a real estate salesperson who is
licensed by the [Maryland Real Estate] Commission to provide real estate brokerage services on behalf of & licensed
real estate broker with whom the real estate salesperson is affiliated.” Md. Code Ann,, Bus, Oce. & Prof. § 17-
101() (2010). Providing real estate brokerage services inchudes the foHowing:
(1) to engage in any of the following activities:
(1) for consideration, providing any of the following services for another person:
(§) selling, buying, exchanglng, or leasing any real estate; or
(17} collecting rent for the use of any real estate;
(2) for consideration, assisting another person to locaie or obtain for purchase
or lease any residential real estate;
(3) engaging regularly in a business of deating in real estate or leases or options
on real estate;
(4) engaging in a business the primary purpose of which is promoting the sale of
real estate through a listing in a publication issued primarily for the prometion of
resl estate sales;
{5) engaging in & business that subdivides land that is located in gny state and
sells the divided lots: or
{6) for considerntion, serving as a consultant regarding any activity set forth
in items (1) through (5) of this subsection.
Section 17-404(1).



4. ﬂmdaysaﬁerﬂw?mpmymlimd.thecmmamsawdwlhﬁng.whichmwd
that the Respondent was both the owner and the listing agent,

5 OnSunday, May 16, 2010, the Claimant and his wife first saw the Property. They
obaervedtlutthebasemmthadamumymdl,&mthemmadehumidiﬁuinﬂwbmmmd
thatthmappmedwboaﬁuhMOfpaiNOnthemmwwauinﬂlemﬁm:hedbumem
room. Bemmethekmpondemwasnotprmmtheyomﬂdmtuthmﬁmeinquheabomﬂw
condiﬁonof!hewaﬂandanypoteminlleaksorwaterdanmge.

6. OnFriday, May 21, 2010, the Respondent; his agent, Long& Foster’s Kira
Epmdu;mdamhﬁve.ﬁdwadﬂmnmm.&qlﬁmﬁsimdthehomwhﬂethew«n
was present. InrespometoinquiﬂesbytheCluimmandw.Hanmmmmaboutthe
dehmidiﬁu,thoappmﬂyneﬁypﬁn&dnﬂlmdanymhwdmmthe
Respondemﬁlsdyhformedthemmﬂmmmmcumwdnmgeorleahge,thushe
hadmunﬂypmchuedﬂwdehumidiﬁa,dmﬂmhndmtbunmmeomm{nm
bmmentforalongﬁmeandthatthemﬂhadbempaimadalongtimeago. The Respondent
htmdadlhutheCMmamMyand&eChimmtdidmlyonthuefalsemmmﬁon&

7 On May 23, 2010, the Respondent (as seller and listing agent) and the Claimant
andhlawife(ubuym)uuveredintoaReglonnlSa!eeConh-act(theContmct)fordlepm'chme
and sale of the Property for $625,000.00. The Contract contained, among others, the following
provisions/representations:

. TheConMwassubjecttoahomehspecﬁonconﬁnsency;
®  Inanswerto the question in the Maryland Property Disclosure and
DisclaimuStatanentastowhed:erthebasemmxshomdmyluksor



evidenoeofmoisuue,dleRﬁpoudemrqﬂied.“Yes....clennandmpdr
gutters, paint waterproof wall.”

8. Uponseelngﬂmkespondem'sdiscloamabomﬂwbasenwnt.meClaimnmagdn
ad:edherwhaherandmwhueanlthmmsorhadbmawamormoishmpmblm The
Rupondmtrepﬁedthﬂmmoiﬂmdwmupmblemshdbemexpuiemedonmepmpeﬂyibr
manyms.anypmblemshadbemﬁxedandﬂ:ewdlhadbeenpaintedavuylongﬁmeago.

9. On June 2, 2010, Richard Castell of Castell Home Consultants, Inc. completed an
inspection of the Property at the Respondent’s request. The inspection report provided to the
ClﬁmmtbyMr.Cmummainedaboﬂmpmmmmmdlng“Bmthmwm
Moismu“andfailedmmponmyspeciﬁcissuemgmdhgleakangatuormoldinﬂm
basement. Therepondid.howwer,minawmentﬂmthehouseslopdtomeﬁomm
mrandthudlegmdeatthefoundaﬁonwdlsmquimdoomcﬁonsimetherurpaﬁowumt
draining properly.

10, 0anne4,mlﬂ.meCMmmtfmmdlquuatedbyhomeinspecﬁonnoﬁee(ﬂu
Nwm)mmewmmmmdﬂwhommmﬁwmmmmme
inspection report and provide a $7,000.00 credit towards the Claimant's closing costs in lieu of
eomcthgtwelveothermn-water-ulatedissmmisedindmhspecﬁonmpon.

1. When the Claimant’s agent reached the Respondent four days later,* the
Rupondmtadﬁsedherﬂ:ﬂshewumwiﬁngmdomywkonthempmymdmmdagme
to only a $1,000.00 credit towards the Claimant’s closing costs.

12 AﬂersiguﬁﬁcaMmgoﬁaﬁmbemﬂmparﬁu,onImlS,zow.thepmﬁes
agreed that the Respondent would provide a $7,000.00 credit towards the Claimant’s closing

* The Contract's inspection contingency ired the Respondent 1o respond within three the Claimant"
wwm:mumwmﬁ'm«umwmmmvsm&%em :
uomﬂnhummdmdaﬂerupimﬁmoﬁbupclodwlmomzhmulmpmdbymwm




costs.inlia;ofanyandalliwmslimdintheinspeclionreponortlmNotioe,otherﬂmnm
repheotheauicfnn,tompairtheblomdoorm.fetyshtﬂoﬁtoinmllaﬂlter,tomﬁeethe
wﬁmairomdiﬁoﬂngsyswmmdducmm,mdmmowﬂwhmﬁdiﬁerdum&myﬁvm
the water cut-off valve.

13. AlthoughmeClnimantwmnedacloaingda:einAugusLmeRe@ondmimim
tlutseﬂlunentoecmonlunezz,zom,falsalystaﬁnglhatshchadanon-mﬁmdnbleaiﬂimticku
to Texas.}

14, Theﬁrsttimeitminedaﬁerﬂteclosingwuon]uneZ?,ZOlO.whenroughlyom—
quarter of an inch of rain fell in the Potomac area. A small amount of water appeared in the front
eomurot‘themﬁnishedbasemeﬁmmﬁghtatthebmofﬂiemwly-palntedoonmm At
theﬁmqthebasunemdidnm:md“hewﬂlsappwdmbeingoodcmdiﬁon,mdmmm
appeared anywhere else,

15. nenmaiglﬁﬁmntminﬁlloccumdonmmls.zom.duﬁngwhichme
Potomac area received approximately 1.14 inches of rain. Three large puddies appeared on the
ﬂooralongﬂutaameﬁontleﬁwaﬂ,whemthepaimhadbmapplied. The paint started to crack
andbubble,mvealingasvmhoflmleachingthmugbthecomteblockfomdaﬁonbehindit-
evidence of long-standing, and covered-up, water damage. Even with the de-humidifier nunning
onhigh.twenty—fmn-hoursaday,sevendayuweek,moldstartedtogmwonthebackwallon
the opposite side of the same room.

16.  The Claimant immediately solicited three bids from basement waterproofing
wmpaﬂea,mdallﬂmenmeedthmﬁmhadbeenmwminthebmmtmdmme
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waterleakngaanddmmgehadexistedﬁorawlongﬁme,hmludingmoldspnmthatﬂw
contractors located and identified in the water-logged walls.

17.  The Claimant employed Jeff Basham, a certified basement waterproofing expert
mumwmmmwmmwsmmAwu,zow.
HeusedamoimmmmmtheamomtofmoistmintheCMUblockwﬂL The meter
pwvidedmdingsinthe80%mngeonthelowerbloekmdnm100%inﬂ1ecommofthebloek
Mmulhgmmisuuﬁmnhydmhﬁcpmmdmemofminﬁdethe
cavities of the CMU block. Mr.Baslumidenﬂﬁedthepuintonthebasementwallwasavery
menzeoatofDryLokpaint,whichisusedtosulwallsﬁomwaterandwhichnommllywurks
for six to eight weeks. Tlmewasalsomughcasﬁnginthccomofﬂ:ewuﬂ,wbidlismmally
placed on walls in attempts to stop water. There was mold along the front and back wall of the
residence, which is an indicator of water intrusion or high humidity. The wall of the front of the
mddmeewuwuwthemuchmdﬂwwindowwelkshowedsimofwmimusim
Efflorescence® was visible on sections of the exposed CMU block wall, It was clear from the
inspeeﬁonlhatwam-mblemhadtmistedfou!ongﬁme. The consensus recommendation was
to immediately install a waterproofing system in the basement,

18. Bamdontﬁsimpwﬁon,Mr.BashmnreoommendedthatﬂmClaimam
immediately arrange for the following work

] Installation of a full perimeter, intaiorwmermanagunmtsystem(sub
ﬂoor),withtwomnppumpstonmmgeandoomlﬂ\em.

’wkammmlmamq,ommfmwmmmamm
like concrete, brick, clay tile, etc. lﬁmwmmwmwwmmdm
salts nside the cbject while moving through it, then evaporates leaving the salt on the surface.



. BleedingoutoftlmCMUblockcaviliestoallowanywmlmﬂdupinside
ﬂwmviﬁesmdninimoﬂwmbﬂoormmpmoﬁngsym(dmhﬁle)
andto&nveltotlmsumppumpufordlsohargetotheexﬁedorofﬂze
residence.

. Instaﬂaﬁonoftwowindowweﬂmpstoallwiateanybuild-upof\\min
the window wells.

. Tmmmntoflheworkareaandwallswithananﬁ-microbial,EPA
approved mold biecide.

19.  On September 1,2010, All Aspects Waterproofing (Aspects) dug into the
concrete floor and wall along the basement perimeter, in both the finished area and unfinished
basement rooms. Aspects installed 125 feet of drain pipe, mirror drains along the base of the
entire wall, two sump pumps, and poured the necessary amount of concrete. In the finished
mom,menewbasebomdsﬁwcwmamhndpmchasedmdpaidawmmrwmnpﬂorwme
mmmwumowdmmlmm&wmmnwdﬁmhmtﬁ. The
huummmwdermomneededamwmﬂamdmﬂlemdgmmsinmﬂwoldmﬂetmededw
be dug out for installation of the drainage system. Finally, two electrical outlets needed to be
installed for the two sump pumps.

20.  The Claimant’s costs to cotrect totaled $10,593.00,” which included the
following:

. Waterproofing system, mold remediation, and installation of sump pumps
- $8,700.00

’lmmwmmecm'smofammwwmmwmmwmm
&WMMMWMMchMMmWMMSIHNMMmﬂ
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. Tile and Grout - $32.00

. Baseboard and window well box purchase and installation, installation of
newoutlctsforthesumppmnps,inslallationofﬁoiletmdﬁ!einbaﬂmouu
painting and post-damage touch-up painting - $1,843.00

21. }hdﬂwkespondemhonmlymva!edﬂlesinmﬁoninmempmy'sbasemmu
theClaimmtmuldhavedenwndedtheproblemsbeﬁxedorhcwouldnothmpurchasedﬂw
Property.

22.  The Respondent left no forwarding address and changed her email address and
cell phone number shortly after closing on the Contract. Consequently, the Claimant could not
loeatehenodiscmwhat.ifanylhing.ahewaswillingtodotoeompensatetheClaimmtforthe
costs of dealing with the moisture/mold/ waterproofing problems, which she had actively
concealed from him.

23,  OnNovember 4, 2010, the Claimant filed his Claim against the Fund.

DISCUSSION

Section 17-404 of the Maryland Annotated Code’s Business Occupations Article (the
BWO&upaﬁmMﬁcle)gomsclainuasﬁnﬂﬂnFmﬂandmﬁdaasfoﬂm

§ 17-404. Clnims against Guaranty Fund.

(@)  Ingeneral. — (1) Subject to the provisions of this subtitle, a
person may recover compensation from the Guaranty Fund for an actual Joss.
(2) A claim shail:

(®  be based on an act or omission that occurs in the
provision of real estate brokerage services by:
1. a licensed real estate broker;
2. a licensed associate real estate broker;
3. a licensed real estate salesperson; or
4 an unliceased employee of a licensed real

(i) involve a transaction that relates to real estate that is
located in the State; and

estate broker;
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(iii)  be based on an act or omission:
1. in which money or property is obtained from
apmnbythaﬁ.bwzlemt.fdsepmmorfowor
2, that constitutes fraud or misrepresentation.
(b)  Limitation on recovery. ~— The amount recovered for any
claimagnimﬂuﬁumntyFmdmaynotemeedm,OOOformhclnim..
COMAR 09.11.03.04 further provides, in pertinent part, as follows:
04  Clalms Against the Guaranty Fund.

A. Am&yﬁmdchimshnllbebmdonﬂnallegedmimnductofa
licensee.

B. Fortbepm-poseofagmruuyﬁmdclaim, misconduct:
(1) lsanactionadsingoutofamlmmncﬁonhvolvingml
mlocatedinthissmtewhichmacmllbymnofﬂleﬁor

embezzlement of money or property, or money or property unlawfully obtained
ﬁumapmonbyﬁlsemarﬁﬁoe,nickuy.orfbrgmy,orbymnof
fraud. mi "

(2) Ispafomedbymmﬁmsedunployeeofamdmbmhror
by a duly licensed real estate broker, associate broker, or salesperson; and

() mvolveseonduetforwhichalioemisrequimdbyBushm
Ocoupations and Professions Article, Title 17, Annotated Code of Maryland.

ThelmrdenofproofisonlheClaimamtoestabllsh.byaprepondermeeoftheevidme,
the validity of his Cleim. Business Occupations Article § 17-407(c) (2010). For the following
reasons, [ conclude that the Claimant had met this burden.

Itistmdiqamwmamekapmdentwuadlmlemtﬁmesalkmsedmdm
salesperson. AmrdlngmmeClatmangﬁ:eReapondemw!dhimthmﬂnprMaﬁlyobuinedhu
license to sell her home. lndolngso,howwer.d:embjectedherselftofarmoremponsibﬂiﬁu
than the average seller. neapplicableCodeofEﬂﬁcsmesslymeoglﬂzesﬂmalulm
mntomsanobligaﬁontoaﬂparﬁwmnmulmmmmﬂon,notjusttheagm'scﬁenn. See

COMAR 09.11.02.02A. For example, Business Occupations Article § 17-532(c)(1)(iv) requires
1



amlemnlespmm“ueatdlpmﬁuwthemnsuﬂmhomﬂymdﬁiﬂymdmaﬂ
questions truthfully.”

Basedunﬂnabowfacmalﬁndiny,dwkupondentdidnotkuﬂ:ﬁnlymwme
Claimant’s inquiries regarding the condition of her basement. On at least two occasions, the
R@ondmmpondedtosuchinqlﬂdeaﬂutshehadnom,moldormoisnmpmblemsina
vuylongdmc,mcewhmdmdaimmwuvieﬁmthe?mmiasdmwhmﬂwc&ﬁmm
saw the ambiguous disclosure in the Contract.

Maryland recognizes two distinct kinds of misrepresentation: fraudulent and negligent.
Fraudulent misrepresentation requires the element of intent or scienter. Martens Chevrolet, Inc.
v. Seney, 252 Md. 328, 333 (1982), quoting Cahill v. Applegarth, 98 Md. 493 (1904). Negligent
mis:ewesentaﬁonnﬁaeswhmonepmyowadwofcamtoanothermdnegligentlymertsa
false statement. Both types ofnﬁmpmmmﬁoanuhathcfolloﬁng:

° An intention that the statement will be acted upon;

. Knowledge that the recipient of the information will probably rely on the

statement, which, if erroneous, will cause loss or injury;

° Justifiable reliance on the statement; and

. Damage proximately caused by misrepresentation.

Martens Chevrolet, 292 Md. at 337.

The Respondent’s statements and the circumstances surrounding them demonstrate that
sheinnenﬁonnllymisledtheClaimant.intendedﬂutherelyonherstmments.andmognlzed
tlmthewouldbcmnmﬁkclytobuyhcrhouseudinmdmagesiftheseﬁousmdpuﬁstem
water problems in the Property’s basement were concealed from him. She intentionally covered
upﬁweﬁdmofdmepmblemsmdnnhedthecwmmmwulemmbefowﬁmemdlora

i2



heavy rain revealed her dishonesty. Ske also gave » false impression that she would remain
avﬁhbleformmbymecwmmtifmyismsmbymﬂdingmamﬂadmmuu
phmembuforfuumeomgdunﬂmmthnmediatelyclmgedboﬂmfmemmdpmﬁded.
the post office with no forwarding address,
Beeauseofﬂ:eduﬁesofamlesmtcaseuttoanpmﬂatolheumﬁon.theﬁactlhat
mmwﬁmmmmﬁralmgmmmmdmt'smﬁdm
whidemywmrpmblemsﬁ'omd:ecummtandMsiniﬁdlmpmr,meaﬁmmjusﬁﬁnbly
relied upon the Respondent’s statements. Consequently, he suffered proximate damages totaling
$10,593.00, which he should be allowed to recover from the Fund,

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

leomludeﬂmttheChhnammﬂ’aedanactualloasuamuhofﬂ)eRespmdm's
intentional misrepresentation misconduct and is entitled to recover $10,593.00 from the Fund,
Business Occupations Article § 17-404; COMAR 09.11.03.04.

RECOMMENDED ORDER

I RECOMMEND thatdleMuylandRenlEmCommisaionORDERthefoHowing:

1. The Maryland Real Estate Commission’s Guaranty Fund Claim of Jesse
Mendeison is GRANTED;

2. The Claimant, Jesse Mendelson, shall receive an award of $10,593.00 from the
Maryland Real Estate Commission's Guaranty Fund.

3. mMth,JeanC.Tmi,shnHmimbmetheGumtyFundtheﬁ:uamm
peid to the Claimant, plus annual interest of at least ten percent.

13



4, The Guaranty Fund shall not reinstate or reissue a license to the Respondent until
(i) he repays in full the amount paid by the Guoranty Fund to the Claimant, plus interest, and (if)
he applies to the MREC for reinstatement or reissuance of a license.

5. The records and publications of the Maryland Real Estate Commission shall

reflect its final decision,

July 12,2012 . NEILE
Date Decision Mailed Marteen B. Miller
Administrative Law Judge

MBM/
#135722
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EXHIBIT LIST

The Claimant submitted the following documents, which I admitted as the exhibits
numbered below:

1. Regional Sales Contract, dated May 21 2010

2. Notice to Buyer and Seller of Buyer’s Rights and Seller’s Obligations under
Maryland’s Single-Family Residential Property Condition Disclosure Law, dated
May 18, 2010

3. MRISResidenﬁnlShonlisﬁngforWPosthkRmdinPowmac,Muylmd,
printed June 1, 2010, and Maryland Property Disclosure and Disclaimer

Statement, signed by&eRespondentonMayG.MlOandbytheChimmton
May 23, 2010

4, Castell Home Consultants, Inc, Inspection Report, dated June 2, 2010

5. Home Inspection Notice and/or Propesty Condition Paragraph Notice, unsi
and undated ned

6. Home Inspection Notice and/or Property Condition Paragraph Notice, signed
the Claimant on June 4, 2010 and by the Respondent on June 15, 2010 ™

7. LeuertoﬂleCIaimantﬁ'omAHMpeasWatﬂ'pmoﬂng,datdOﬂobetG,zow



8. The Claimant's receipts from/contracts with All Aspects W,
(8/29/10), Quality Fix & Build (10/11/10) and the Home Depot (10/5/10)

The Fund submitted the following documents, which I admitted as the exhibits numbered
below:

1. NoﬁeeofHenﬁngandOrdcrforHeaﬁngsenttotlempondemandwﬂmedby
the United States Postal Service as “attempted not known.”

2, Affidavit of Steven Long, dated December 2, 2011

3. The Respondent's licensing history

4. The Claim, filed on November 4, 2010

The Respondent submitted no documents for admission into evidence,



