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OFFICE OF THE INSURANCE COMMISSIONER 
MARYLAND INSURANCE ADMINISTRATION 

 
MARYLAND INSURANCE   * REVIEW OF A RECOMMENDED  
ADMINISTRATION  
EX REL H.R.1,     * DECISION ISSUED BY 
 
 Complainant,      * TRACEY JOHNS DELP 
 
  v.    * AN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
  
THE BALTIMORE EQUITABLE   * OF THE MARYLAND OFFICE OF 
     
SOCIETY,     * ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
  
 Licensee.    * OAH No.:  MIA-CC-33-22-12375 
  
      * MIA No.:  MIA-2022-05-015 
   
* * * * * * * * * * * *  
 

FINAL ORDER 
  

 Pursuant to Md. Code Ann., Ins. § 2-210(d)2 and Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 

31.02.01.10-2D, the undersigned Associate Commissioner for the Maryland Insurance 

Administration (MIA) hereby issues this summary affirmance of the Proposed Decision below.  

 On February 24, 2022, the MIA received a complaint from H.R. (hereinafter 

“Complainant”) alleging that the Baltimore Equitable Society (hereinafter “Licensee”) erred by 

cancelling the Complainant’s policy due to dwelling conditions (“Complaint”).  The MIA 

investigated the Complaint, and on March 31, 2022, it issued a determination letter concluding that 

the Licensee did not violate Maryland’s insurance laws in cancelling H.R.’s policy; this letter 

specifically referenced Sections 27-602(c) and Sections 27-604. The Complainant requested a 
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hearing, which was granted on May 3, 2022.  This matter was then transmitted to the Office of 

Administrative Hearings (“OAH”) to conduct a contested case hearing and to issue a Proposed 

Decision pursuant to COMAR 31.02.01.04-1A.  In its referral to the OAH, the MIA noted that 

specific attention at the hearing will be directed to the Annotated Code of Maryland, Insurance 

Article, Sections 27-501, 27-602 and 27-604.  

On September 8, 2022, a hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Delp.  

On September 14, 2022, ALJ Delp issued a Proposed Decision setting forth factual and legal 

findings with respect to Sections 27-501(a)(2), 27-502(g), 27-602(b), and 27-602(c), but did not 

make Conclusions of Law with respect to Sections 27-604(b)(1). On the same date, OAH mailed 

the Proposed Decision to the Parties in this case.  Attached to the Proposed Decision was the notice 

regarding the Right to File Exceptions which advised the Parties that, pursuant to COMAR 

31.02.01.10-1, they had the right to file written exceptions with the Undersigned within twenty (20) 

days from receipt of the Proposed Decision. Neither Party filed exceptions in this case. 

 I have carefully evaluated the documentary record in this case and the Proposed Decision by 

ALJ Delp. Based on this review, I am persuaded that ALJ Delp’s Conclusion of Law that Licensee 

did not violate Sections 27-501(a)(2), 27-502(g), 27-602(b), and 27-602(c) is correct, and, pursuant 

to COMAR 31.02.01.10-2D, hereby affirm this finding.  

I further find, pursuant to COMAR 31.02.01.10-2(C)(2), that ALJ Delp’s Findings of Fact 

clearly support a finding that Licensee did not violate Section 27-604(b)(1). Specifically, based on 

ALJ Delp’s Findings of Fact and the evidence incorporated by ALJ Delp into the record, including 

                                                                                                                                             
1 The MIA uses initials to protect the identity of the Parties. 
2 Unless otherwise noted, all statutory references are to the Insurance Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland. 
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the MIA file, Licensee properly issued a statement of actual reasons for the cancellation to 

Complainant.  Licensee issued a letter on January 14, 2022 that stated the Complainant’s policy was 

being cancelled and the notice was accompanied by a list of reasons for the policy cancellation.  

(MIA Ex. 1.) The cancellation letter outlines a number of dwelling conditions that led to the 

cancellation of the policy, including: garage damage, missing roof shingles, paint peeling on the 

porch, ceiling damage, excessive clutter, rust, and water damage. (Id.) Such damage is clearly stated 

in the policy to be valid reasons for Licensee to issue a notice of cancellation to the policy holder, in 

this case, Complainant. (MIA Ex. 3.)  

As Licensee clearly identified the basis for the cancellation, supported by documentation 

from a home inspection, and issued a cancellation letter that clearly laid out the actual reasons for 

cancelling Complainant’s policy, I find that Complainant has not shown that Licensee failed to act 

properly in cancelling Complainant’s homeowner’s policy.  

THEREFORE, it is hereby 

 ORDERED that the Proposed Decision of ALJ Delp is affirmed, and 

ORDERED that, as a matter of law, it be found that Licensee did not violate Sections 27-

501, 27-602, and 27-604; 

ORDERED that the records and publications of the Maryland Insurance Administration 

reflect this decision. 

 

 

 


























